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Executive Summary

Agentic Al introduces a new dimension to enterprise software adoption. By enabling
software to interpret unstructured data and execute processes beyond predefined rules,
Al agents expand automation into activities that previously required human involvement.
This creates new opportunities for software vendors while introducing new economic,
operational, and competitive considerations.

For enterprise buyers, the decision begins with whether a process is worth automating.
Companies must assess its economic importance, determine the appropriate balance
between human participation and software autonomy, establish acceptable performance
standards, and compare the costs and risks of building, buying, or delaying adoption.
Greater automation does not necessarily produce greater business value.

For software vendors, Al is changing the economics of product development, delivery,
and competition. As software capabilities become easier to reproduce, differentiation
increasingly depends on specialized workflows, enterprise integration, reliability, and
commercial execution. Vendors must also reconsider how they price, sell, and deliver
products when customers are evaluating changes to their operating models rather than
simply replacing existing applications.

This paper examines these developments through established economic research,
enterprise software history, and competitive strategy. It introduces GTMI's standardized
assessment methodology for evaluating enterprise opportunities, vendor capabilities,
competitive positioning, and customer acquisition priorities. The methodology connects
the economics of adoption with the commercial decisions that shape enterprise software
markets.



PART I: ENTERPRISE BUYERS

Chapter 1: The Fourth Wave of Enterprise Software

Enterprise software has evolved through different waves, each expanding the boundary
of what organizations can delegate to machines.

Wave 1: Deterministic Calculation and Structured Data (SAP, Oracle, Microsoft
Excel). Software was economically bounded by explicitness: an activity could be
automated only if it could be reduced to hardcoded formulas, relational tables, and
binary logic. Systems automated general ledger accounting, inventory balancing,
and transaction recording with absolute mathematical precision. Any operational
variance, messy context, or unstructured input required human labor to resolve.
Wave 2: Networked Connectivity and Workflow Routing (Salesforce, Workday,
ServiceNow). The internet and multi-tenant cloud architectures broke the
operational silo constraint. Software shifted from isolated local computation to
routing business records across distributed teams and corporate firewalls. Yet the
underlying data structure remained rigid: structured forms, fixed dropdowns, and
relational tables. Software tracked and coordinated human work rather than
executing it.

Wave 3: Data Synthesis and Predictive Analytics (Palantir, Microsoft Power Bl,
Adobe Analytics). The 2010s expanded software from recording operational
records to synthesizing massive, disparate datasets, scoring probabilities, and
predicting business behavior. Whether integrating complex operational telemetry in
Palantir, visualizing enterprise metrics in Power Bl, or modeling customer
conversion journeys in Adobe Analytics, these platforms unified fragmented
enterprise data into predictive insights. Yet their operational role was strictly
advisory: they generated scores, alerts, and dashboards, leaving human analysts
with the burden of interpreting the screen and executing the actual work.

Wave 4: Autonomous Cognitive Execution and Agentic Systems (Salesforce
Agentforce, Microsoft Copilot, Anthropic Claude Code). Frontier foundation
models paired with execution harnesses eliminate the boundary between data
analysis and task execution. Platforms like Salesforce Agentforce, Microsoft
Copilot, and Anthropic's Claude Code do not merely suggest next steps or



generate visual reports. They ingest unstructured technical and operational
context, plan multi-step workflows, navigate application environments and APIs,
execute actions, inspect operational feedback, and self-correct to complete tasks
autonomously. The technology expands from assisting an employee's workflow to
executing work that previously demanded departmental payroll.

The Structural Shift for Enterprise Buyers

The transition to the fourth wave fundamentally alters how enterprises evaluate software.

In earlier eras, software was procured as infrastructure or tooling: technology bought by
centralized IT departments to record transactions, connect silos, or assist employees with
data analysis. The economic justification centered on software uptime, feature scope, and
user seat licenses.

In the fourth wave, software ceases to be mere tooling and becomes delegated
operational labor.

When software transitions from recording business events to executing cognitive tasks, it
directly impacts the enterprise operating model:

1.

Capital Allocation Shifts from IT Budgets to Operational Payroll: The purchasing
benchmark is no longer competing software licenses, but the fully loaded cost,
capacity, and error rates of internal headcount and outsourced services.
Evaluation Shifts from Technical Features to Operational Trust: Because the
system operates on language and probabilistic reasoning rather than binary code,
buyers cannot verify quality through standard uptime SLAs. The primary purchase
hurdle becomes execution reliability, supervision overhead, and error governance.
The Organizational Role Shifts from Execution to Oversight: Deploying cognitive
software requires redesigning business processes—transforming human workers
from primary task executors into supervisors and exception handlers.



Wave

First Wave

Second Wave

Third Wave

Fourth Wave

Architectural Evolution Across Software Eras

Primary Paradigm Core Data Structure Operational Target
Deterministic Calculation Structured Tables System of Record
Networked Connectivity Relational Databases System of Engagement
Predictive Analytics Aggregated Telemetry System of Intelligence
Cognitive Task Execution Unstructured Language System of Agency

Deterministic Automation vs. Probabilistic Agency

To understand the economics of the fourth wave, one must evaluate the precedent set by
Robotic Process Automation (RPA) and Business Process Management (BPM).

Beginning in the 2010s, enterprise vendors such as UiPath, Automation Anywhere, and
Pegasystems commercialized software robots designed to execute high-volume,
repetitive business processes. RPA achieved commercial success in heavily structured
operational environments: batch transaction reconciliation, claims data transfer between
green-screen mainframes and modern web portals, and deterministic payroll calculations.

However, deterministic automation encountered a clear operational ceiling:

1. Interface and Schema Brittleness: Traditional RPA bots operate via deterministic
scripts, screen-scraping selectors, and rigid API rules. When an underlying
enterprise application alters its user interface, changes an HTML element ID, or
updates an input schema, the automated process breaks immediately. Enterprise
IT departments frequently discovered that the maintenance overhead of constantly
updating brittle scripts across dozens of legacy systems offset a substantial
portion of the initial labor savings.

2. The Unstructured Context Barrier: Legacy process automation cannot interpret
semantic nuance, conversational context, or non-standard documentation. If a
vendor invoice arrived with a rearranged layout, or a customer dispute email
contained idiomatic phrasing, the deterministic bot failed, routing the task back
into a human queue for manual exception handling.



Agentic Al operates on an inverted architectural premise. Rather than following
deterministic step-by-step instructions, an agent leverages large language models to
reason over unstructured inputs, decompose high-level business goals into sequential
sub-tasks, select appropriate software tools, interpret intermediate results, and
self-correct when encountering unexpected inputs.

This architectural shift expands automation into messy, variable operational environments.
Yet it introduces a new operational trade-off: stochastic variance. While deterministic
software provides zero execution variance under fixed rules, agentic systems produce
probabilistic outputs. Enterprises adopt agentic systems not because they offer
mathematical perfection, but because they can handle semi-structured coordination that
was previously impossible to automate with software alone.

The Line-of-Business Buyer Shift

This technical evolution transforms enterprise procurement dynamics. Traditional
software purchases are initiated by centralized Information Technology (IT) departments
seeking to replace, consolidate, or upgrade infrastructure. The evaluation criteria center
on application architecture: database scale, user seat counts, API availability, single
sign-on (SSO) integrations, and uptime Service Level Agreements (SLAs).

Purchases of agentic software originate directly with line-of-business (LOB) operational

executives: heads of customer support, operations directors, legal operations managers,
and commercial underwriting leads. These buyers evaluate software against operational
labor budgets rather than central IT capital budgets.

Their purchasing benchmark is not a competing software feature matrix. Their benchmark
is the fully loaded cost, output capacity, error profile, and operational friction of an
existing human team or an outsourced Business Process Outsourcing (BPO) contract.

Central IT, information security, legal compliance, and procurement teams still retain
critical gatekeeper authority. They review the deployment for data privacy, sovereign
cloud residency, system access permissions, and vendor indemnification.

However, the operational problem definition, business justification, and primary budget
authorization originate within the operating department. Software procurement ceases to
be an exercise in buying departmental tooling; it becomes a direct capital allocation
decision regarding how business labor is organized, supervised, and financed.



Chapter 2: The Economics of Process Automation

The economic justification for adopting enterprise software has long relied on
productivity claims. However, a persistent divide separates task-level software efficiency
from realized enterprise financial performance.

The Theory of Constraints in Knowledge Work

Eliyahu Goldratt and Jeff Cox's foundational work, The Goal (1984), established that the
operational throughput of any production system is governed strictly by its primary
bottleneck. Optimizing a non-bottleneck activity produces operational inventory and local
efficiency, but does not increase total system throughput or enterprise cash flow.

This dynamic applies directly to cognitive and language-based enterprise workflows.
Consider an enterprise commercial loan underwriting department with three sequential
stages:

1. Intake and Document Synthesis: Analysts collect, review, and synthesize financial
statements, tax returns, and corporate disclosures from applicant firms.

2. Risk Analysis and Committee Underwriting: Senior credit officers evaluate
synthesized packages against bank credit policies, conduct stress testing, and
draft binding loan covenants.

3. Legal Documentation and Closing: Bank counsel and loan operations teams verify
collateral perfection, execute formal agreements, and disburse capital.

If the credit committee's underwriting bandwidth (Stage 2) is constrained to 100 loans per
month, deploying an agentic system that accelerates document synthesis (Stage 1) by
300% creates zero incremental revenue for the institution. Intake capacity expands to
900 applications per month, but the bank still issues exactly 100 loans.

The primary business outcome is a mounting backlog of unreviewed files sitting in front
of the credit committee, alongside frustrated prospective borrowers experiencing
extended turnaround times.

An upstream or non-critical task automation investment creates enterprise value only
under two conditions:

1. It reduces direct, variable operating cash outlays (for example, eliminating
specialized external contractor fees or third-party document processing services).



2. It directly unblocks the governing operational bottleneck of the enterprise, allowing
the firm to expand total revenue-generating throughput without a corresponding
increase in operational overhead.

The Labor Transmission Mechanism: Cash Savings vs.
Unmonetized Slack

The foundational economic literature on technology adoption documents a consistent lag
between capital investment and corporate earnings. Brynjolfsson, Rock, and Syverson
(2021) conceptualize this lag through the Productivity J-Curve.

When transformative general-purpose technologies are introduced, early corporate
performance often appears flat or even depressed. Organizations must commit
substantial unmeasured capital to complementary investments: business process
redesign, workforce retraining, data infrastructure hygiene, and change management.

In their study of generative Al in customer support operations, Brynjolfsson, Li, and
Raymond (2023) documented substantial productivity gains, including a 14% average
increase in resolution rates, with less experienced workers experiencing the greatest
benefit.

However, GTMI's analytical framework makes a sharp distinction between task-level
productivity and realized enterprise financial value.

Enterprise labor time is not liquid capital. When software saves an enterprise employee
forty minutes a day across fragmented administrative tasks, that saved time rarely
translates into measurable financial savings on the corporate income statement.

In knowledge-work environments, marginal time savings are routinely reabsorbed by the
organization: expanded internal meetings, longer email threads, increased administrative
overhead, or general operational slack.

To establish economic justification, an enterprise buyer or commercial intelligence analyst
must trace productivity gains through a disciplined labor transmission framework:

e Direct Cash Reductions: The automation directly eliminates identifiable, variable
cash expenses, such as third-party contractor invoices, dedicated outsourced BPO
headcount, or temporary staffing agreements.



¢ Documented Headcount Avoidance: The enterprise faces a rising operational
workload and uses software to scale transaction volume without hiring previously
budgeted full-time employees (FTEs).

e Throughput Expansion on Critical Paths: The workflow sits directly on the
revenue-generating critical path of the enterprise. Accelerating the process
enables the firm to convert customer demand into billable revenue faster,
improving operating margins and capital velocity.

If a proposed deployment cannot demonstrate a direct path to cash reduction, avoided
budget expense, or critical bottleneck relief, its operational gains remain unmonetized
organizational slack.

GTMI evaluates process automation on its ability to produce hard income-statement
realization, rejecting soft productivity projections that assume fragmented time savings
automatically convert to corporate profit.

Chapter 3: Degrees of Autonomy and Human
Participation

Enterprise buyers do not confront a binary choice between human workers and fully
autonomous software.

Agentic adoption exists along a spectrum of execution models. Selecting the optimal

operational architecture requires balancing software speed and token costs against the
fully loaded labor expense of human supervision, review, and error correction.

Spectrum of Operational Autonomy

Primary Governance / Human

Level Model Operating Pattern Role
L1 Human-Led / Assistance System drafts suggestions Human initiates, executes,
and retrieves reference and owns final output.

documents.



Level

L2

L3

L4

Primary Governance / Human

Model Operating Pattern Role

Supervised Execution System executes multi-step Human-in-the-loop: reviews,
workflow and halts at defined verifies, and authorizes
gateways. external action.

Delegated Management System executes end-to-end Human-on-the-loop:
task within confidence monitors exception queues
boundaries; routes and intervenes upon
anomalies. notification.

Bounded Autonomy System plans, executes, and System exception: humans
coordinates within strict define policies and audit
policy limits. aggregated telemetry.

The Economics of Supervision

Enterprises often adopt agentic systems with the expectation of eliminating labor costs,
only to discover that the human supervision required to police stochastic outputs erodes
the anticipated savings.

Supervising a probabilistic agent introduces unique cognitive frictions:

The Vigilance Decrement: Cognitive psychology demonstrates that human
operators struggle to maintain continuous visual and analytical vigilance when
monitoring automated systems that are usually correct. When an agent maintains a
95% task success rate, human reviewers experience cognitive fatigue, gradually
defaulting to rubber-stamping outputs without performing thorough verification.
The Context Reconstruction Cost: When an agent encounters an edge case and
escalates a task to a human supervisor, the human cannot immediately fix the
problem. The employee must read the entire execution trace, inspect the source
documents, evaluate the agent's intermediate reasoning, verify external tool calls,
and diagnose where the system stalled. This context reconstruction often takes as
long as performing the original task from scratch.

Review Labor vs. Production Labor: If an enterprise deploys an agent to draft
specialized customer correspondence, but senior legal and compliance
professionals must inspect every sentence to mitigate regulatory risk, the



operational cost of review can exceed the previous cost of having junior staff draft
the documents. The enterprise replaces low-cost execution labor with high-cost
verification labor.

A high degree of software autonomy is not an inherent virtue. An operations leader must
determine the lowest degree of autonomy that delivers acceptable economic returns
while keeping supervision and exception-handling costs well below the financial value of
the time saved.

Accountability, Risk Asymmetry, and Liability

The fundamental constraint on enterprise agent autonomy is the asymmetry of
operational risk.

In enterprise environments, the financial value of successfully completing a routine task is
bounded, whereas the commercial and regulatory liability of a catastrophic failure is
effectively unbounded.

Consider a customer service helpdesk agent versus a regulatory reporting agent:

e Symmetric, Low-Cost Workflow: A customer service agent classifying internal IT
helpdesk tickets operates in a low-risk environment. If the agent misclassifies an
inquiry, the ticket is re-routed within minutes at negligible cost. Autonomy can be
aggressive because the financial downside of an error is minimal.

e Asymmetric, High-Cost Workflow: An agent generating regulatory compliance
reports for a financial institution operates in an environment where a single
hallucinated citation, omitted footnote, or flawed capital adequacy calculation can
trigger multi-million-dollar regulatory enforcement actions, public reputational
damage, and executive sanctions.

Current legal, regulatory, and corporate governance frameworks do not recognize
software agents as legal persons. When an autonomous agent enters into a commercially
disadvantageous contract, breaches privacy regulations, or commits an operational error,
legal and financial liability rests entirely with the enterprise.

Consequently, highly regulated industries—such as banking, healthcare, energy, and
defense—will not deploy high-autonomy agents in core workflows until vendors provide
verified audit trails, deterministic policy guardrails, and explicit contractual liability
boundaries.



Chapter 4: Evals, Reliability, and Risk

The central barrier to enterprise agentic adoption is evaluating output quality. In
deterministic software, functional quality is verified through standard software testing:
unit tests, integration tests, and regression suites. If the code passes the test suite, it will
execute predictably in production.

In agentic systems, where models produce non-deterministic responses across changing
context windows, standard unit tests are inadequate.

The Failure of Synthetic and Academic Benchmarks

Enterprise buyers are bombarded with vendor marketing citing public, academic Al
benchmarks: Massive Multitask Language Understanding (MMLU), GSM8K for
mathematical reasoning, or SWE-bench for software engineering.

These benchmark scores are commercially irrelevant to enterprise procurement for three
structural reasons:

1. Contamination and Benchmark Gaming: Public benchmark datasets are widely
represented across public internet crawls, leading to data contamination during
foundation model pre-training. High benchmark scores frequently reflect
memorization rather than generalized reasoning.

2. Abstract vs. Domain Context: An academic benchmark measures how well a
model answers generalized, multiple-choice questions or solves isolated coding
puzzles. It does not measure whether an agent can parse a messy, multi-page
commercial loan covenant, extract relevant financial ratios, match them against a
bank's internal underwriting policies, query an internal SAP database, and generate
an audited credit report.

3. Failure to Capture Multi-Step Tool Calling: Real-world enterprise agents do not
generate isolated text. They interact with external environments: invoking APIs,
writing SQL queries, querying vector indices, parsing PDF layouts, and handling
unexpected database timeouts. Academic benchmarks evaluate raw model
intelligence, not an agentic system's end-to-end execution reliability within
complex enterprise IT environments.

Constructing Customer-Specific Evaluation Corpora

To establish operational confidence, an enterprise must construct its own
workflow-specific evaluation corpus.



A rigorous enterprise evaluation framework requires four structural components:

1. The Production Golden Dataset: The enterprise curates a representative sample
of historical, completed transactions—typically between 100 and 500
cases—where the ground-truth business outcome is documented and verified by
human domain experts. This dataset must include the full range of real-world
messiness: imperfect document scans, colloquial phrasing, conflicting inputs, and
incomplete records.

2. The Stress-Test Edge-Case Battery: The evaluation corpus must contain
deliberate adversarial and boundary cases: unexpected currency formats,
conflicting legal clauses, requests that violate company operating policies, and
inputs with missing data dependencies. The evaluation measures whether the
agent correctly identifies its own operational limits and halts execution, rather than
attempting to force a hallucinated completion.

3. Multi-Dimensional Evaluation Rubrics: The enterprise establishes tiered
evaluation metrics:

o Deterministic Validation: Verifying that critical facts, numbers, account IDs,
and dates match ground truth with zero tolerance for variance.

o Policy Adherence: Verifying that the agent’s execution path strictly follows
corporate operating rules, regulatory mandates, and internal compliance
constraints.

o Qualitative Coherence: Assessing the professional tone, logical clarity, and
institutional formatting of the generated output against human expert
baselines.

4. Continuous Regression Testing: Model providers frequently update model
checkpoints, adjust system prompts, or reconfigure APl parameters. An agent
configuration that performed reliably in March may exhibit behavioral drift in June
following a silent upstream model update. An enterprise must maintain an
automated evaluation harness that executes its golden dataset before and after
every material system change—including prompt revisions, model fine-tuning,
retrieval architecture updates, and tool API modifications.

Error Frequency vs. Error Consequence

In assessing agent reliability, enterprises must avoid treating all errors as equal.
Operational risk is governed by the product of error frequency and error consequence.



An agent that achieves a 98% first-pass completion rate sounds highly impressive in
vendor marketing collateral.

However, if the remaining 2% of errors consist of minor formatting typos that human
supervisors can correct in thirty seconds, the system is an outstanding commercial
success.

Conversely, if an agent achieves a 99.5% completion rate, but the remaining 0.5% of
failures consist of transferring funds to unverified bank accounts or publishing
unredacted customer Pll, the system is an intolerable operational liability.

Enterprise buyers must categorize errors into explicit severity tiers:

e Tier 1: Benign Errors. Minor stylistic deviations or non-critical formatting issues
that do not affect the commercial validity or operational utility of the output.

e Tier 2: Recoverable Operational Errors. Omissions or factual inaccuracies that are
caught and flagged by downstream systems or human supervisors during standard
review queues.

e Tier 3: Critical Unrecoverable Errors. Catastrophic failures that breach regulatory
compliance, create severe financial losses, corrupt corporate databases, or
permanently damage customer relationships.

An enterprise evaluation framework must establish a zero-tolerance threshold for Tier 3
errors before an autonomous agent is granted production access to core operational
workflows.

Chapter 5: Build, Buy, Hybrid, or Wait

When an enterprise operations leader identifies a high-friction, language-based workflow,
the organization faces four distinct capital allocation paths: building an internal system,
buying a commercial vendor platform, constructing a hybrid solution, or deliberately
waiting for the technology to mature.

The Modern Make-or-Buy Dynamic

Classical economic theory provides the foundational lens for evaluating this decision.
Oliver Williamson's The Economic Institutions of Capitalism (1985) demonstrated that
firms choose between market procurement and internal hierarchy based on transaction
costs and asset specificity. When an asset or capability is highly specialized to a firm's



unique operations, market contracting creates hazards of opportunism and supplier
holdup, making internal hierarchy preferable.

Oliver Hart's Firms, Contracts, and Financial Structure (1995) established that incomplete
contracts leave residual control rights with the asset owner, dictating how investments are
protected when future conditions cannot be fully anticipated.

In the era of agentic software, Al-assisted development tools make building an initial
internal software prototype faster and cheaper than ever before.

A small internal engineering team can build an impressive retrieval-augmented generation
(RAG) prototype or multi-step agent proof-of-concept in several weeks.

However, enterprise buyers frequently confuse prototype velocity with lifecycle
production costs. Developing a functional internal prototype represents less than 20% of
the total cost of ownership.

The remaining 80% consists of continuous lifecycle maintenance:

e Managing context windows and prompt drift.

e Updating changing APl schemas across internal systems of record.

e Building enterprise-grade security controls, SOC2 compliance guardrails, and
role-based access permissions.

e Maintaining custom vector databases and retrieval indexing pipelines.

e Providing 24/7 production support and operational troubleshooting.

When an enterprise builds an internal system, it assumes full operational and financial
responsibility for this ongoing maintenance debt. If the core engineers who developed the
custom system depart, the enterprise is left with undocumented, brittle cognitive
infrastructure that internal IT struggles to maintain.

Internal Replicability: Estimating the Rebuilding Cost

To make an objective build-versus-buy decision, an enterprise must evaluate the internal
replicability of the commercial software under consideration.

Internal replicability assesses the time, capital, and specialized talent required for the
enterprise to reproduce the vendor's software functionality using internal engineering
resources.



Internal replicability is evaluated across four operational layers:

1. The Base Foundation Model Layer: Can the core intelligence be accessed via
standard public APIs? If the vendor simply queries a commercial APl without
proprietary fine-tuning or domain-specific architectural modifications, this layer
possesses near-total replicability.

2. The Orchestration and Prompt Scaffolding Layer: How complex is the agent's
internal planning logic, tool-calling routing, context-management architecture, and
error-recovery framework? Off-the-shelf open-source agent frameworks have
made basic orchestration accessible to enterprise developers, lowering the barrier
to replicating simple Ul wrappers.

3. The Proprietary Data and Integration Layer: Does the vendor provide deep,
verified, bidirectional integrations into legacy enterprise systems of record (SAP,
Oracle, Epic, Guidewire)? Does the vendor possess proprietary domain training
corpora or specialized industry ontologies? This layer is exceptionally difficult and
expensive to replicate internally.

4. The Enterprise Governance and Evaluation Layer: Has the vendor built
sophisticated evaluation testbenches, SOC2 Type Il security certifications, data
privacy controls, and compliance audit logging? Replicating enterprise governance
requires significant non-engineering legal, compliance, and security expenditures.

If a commercial vendor’s value proposition resides primarily in Layers 1and 2, the
enterprise faces low internal replicability barriers and should consider building an internal
application or negotiating aggressive commercial pricing.

If the vendor's value resides primarily in Layers 3 and 4, internal replication is
economically irrational for all but the largest global institutions.

The Deflationary Technology Dilemma: The Economic Option to
Wait
A critical flaw in standard enterprise procurement analysis is treating adoption as a binary

choice between building and buying today. In rapidly shifting technology markets, the
most economically compelling alternative is frequently the option to wait.

Foundation model capabilities are advancing rapidly, while the inference costs of frontier
models have historically experienced steep deflationary price curves.



Simultaneously, open-weight models are continuously absorbing capabilities that
previously required expensive proprietary architectures.

When an enterprise commits capital to deploying an early-stage agentic platform today, it
incurs significant immediate costs: integration consulting fees, employee workflow
disruption, custom prompt development, and organizational change management.

If the underlying model architecture or software paradigm shifts eighteen months later,
that initial investment becomes stranded capital.

An enterprise should deliberately exercise its option to wait unless one of two conditions
is satisfied:

4. Immediate, Defensible Cash Savings: The current operational friction, contractor
expense, or bottleneck cost is so acute that the immediate cash savings generated
over the next 12 to 18 months easily amortize the entire cost of software licensing,
integration, and workflow disruption.

5. Compounding Proprietary Advantage: Deploying the software immediately
enables the enterprise to accumulate proprietary workflow data, unique domain
evaluation corpora, and operational learning that cannot be purchased
off-the-shelf by competitors who wait.

If neither condition is met, the economically rational strategy is to maintain existing
operational baselines, track vendor product maturity, and preserve capital while the
underlying technology stabilizes.

The Procurement Hurdle: Mandatory Qualification Gates

When an enterprise decides to procure a commercial platform, the evaluation process
should be governed by rigid qualification gates.

Enterprises frequently waste hundreds of hours conducting extensive product
demonstrations and feature scoring for software vendors that fail basic technical,
security, or regulatory requirements.

A disciplined procurement methodology separates enterprise evaluation into two
sequential stages: Mandatory Qualification Gates and Comparative Value Scoring.



A prime historical demonstration of this discipline occurred in institutional banking. On
August 20, 2021, State Bank of India (UK) Limited issued its formal Request for Proposal
for Supply, Implementation of Regulatory Reporting System (RRS) [1].

In that procurement, the institution established strict, non-negotiable pre-qualification
hurdles—including demonstrated jurisdictional regulatory compliance, documented
banking integration capabilities, and verified vendor operational stability—that vendors
were required to satisfy before their commercial proposals or detailed functional features
were evaluated [1].

Enterprise procurement of agentic software must adopt the same rigor. A vendor that
offers an impressive conversational interface but cannot verify zero data-retention
policies, or cannot execute against the enterprise’s customer-specific evaluation corpus,
must be disqualified at Stage 1.

Comparative feature evaluations should be reserved exclusively for vendors that have
cleared every non-negotiable operational gate.
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PART IlI: AI-AGENT VENDORS

Chapter 6: Competitive Advantage and Software
Replicability

The rise of generative Al and automated code generation fundamentally alters the unit
economics of software development, challenging traditional assumptions regarding
competitive defensibility.

The Erosion of the Pure Code Moat

In earlier software eras, building an enterprise-grade application required large teams of
specialized software engineers spending years writing, testing, and debugging
proprietary application logic. Code itself represented a formidable barrier to entry.
Developing complex relational schemas, workflow engines, and distributed multi-tenant
backends demanded substantial capital investments that deterred potential competitors.
Al-assisted engineering tools, automated code refactoring agents, and modern
foundation model APIs have compressed the time and capital required to reproduce
application features:

o Interface Commoditization: Front-end interfaces, interactive web dashboards, and
conversational chat panes can now be generated programmatically in days. A
compelling visual user interface is no longer an indicator of deep architectural
moat.

e The Rapid Feature-Clone Cycle: When a software vendor introduces a novel
prompt-driven feature or standard agentic capability (such as automated meeting
summarization, document classification, or SQL generation), competitors and
horizontal SaaS incumbents can often analyze the underlying prompting pattern
and deploy an equivalent feature within weeks.

Consequently, competitive advantages rooted primarily in application code, interface
styling, or standard prompt engineering are transient. If an enterprise buyer's internal
engineering team or a well-funded rival can replicate a vendor's functional workflow
within a single quarterly development cycle, the vendor possesses zero structural pricing
power.



Foundations of Durable Advantage in Agentic Software

If raw code is no longer defensible, what creates sustained economic moats in enterprise
agentic markets?

GTMI identifies four durable sources of competitive advantage:

System-of-Record Integrations: Software that simply reads from public APls
operates on borrowed ground. Durable vendors invest in complex, bidirectional,
permission-aware connectors into enterprise systems of record (such as SAP,
Salesforce, Oracle, Epic, and Guidewire). These integrations must handle legacy
authentication protocols, respect multi-layered row-level permissions, and
navigate custom client data schemas. The switching costs associated with
re-engineering secure enterprise data plumbing remain exceptionally high.
Proprietary Workflow Ontologies: Autonomous agents require more than generic
language comprehension; they require specialized procedural knowledge. In
commercial litigation discovery, reinsurance contract validation, or semiconductor
supply chain procurement, the sequence of operations, regulatory constraints, and
domain terminology cannot be derived from public web crawls. Vendors that
encode years of specialized operational expertise into fine-tuned routing
heuristics, state-machine boundaries, and proprietary domain ontologies create
defensible operational moats.

Verified Evaluation Moats: As demonstrated in Chapter 4, the primary adoption
hurdle for enterprise risk committees is verifiable reliability. A vendor that
possesses thousands of curated historical edge cases, validated industry
testbenches, and verified error-handling playbooks can prove its system's
reliability during formal procurement. A competitor offering a freshly coded feature
wrapper cannot provide equivalent risk assurance.

Regulatory and Legal Accountability: Enterprise buyers seek vendors willing to
contractually absorb operational risk. A vendor that backs its autonomous actions
with enterprise-grade Service Level Agreements, SOC2 Type Il certifications,
jurisdictional data sovereignty guarantees, and explicit compliance indemnification
creates a commercial advantage that internal software prototypes and unvetted
point solutions cannot match.

Incumbent Platforms vs. Specialized Agentic Entrants

A central debate in enterprise software strategy is whether foundation models favor
incumbent enterprise platforms (such as Microsoft, Salesforce, and ServiceNow) or native
agentic startups.



Incumbents enter the agentic era with formidable structural assets:

e Distribution and Procurement Inertia: Incumbent vendors already possess sighed
Master Service Agreements (MSAs), established vendor numbers, verified security
compliance clearances, and direct relationships with Chief Information Officers
(ClOs). Adding an "agentic module" to an existing enterprise license agreement
avoids prolonged procurement scrutiny.

e Data Gravity and Context Centrality: Incumbents already host the enterprise’s
core operational data. Querying customer records inside Salesforce or IT tickets
inside ServiceNow avoids the security friction of synchronizing sensitive corporate
records with a third-party startup platform.

However, incumbent vendors face critical architectural and commercial constraints:

e The Innovator's Dilemma in Pricing: Most incumbent platforms derive their core
revenue from per-seat subscriptions. An agentic solution that genuinely automates
employee workflows threatens to eliminate the human seats that justify the
incumbent's core revenue base. Cannibalizing seat-based subscription revenue to
sell usage-based or outcome-based agents creates intense internal organizational
conflict.

e Horizontal Dilution vs. Vertical Depth: Incumbent platforms design software for
horizontal applicability across hundreds of industries. Consequently, their agentic
additions tend to focus on generalized capabilities: drafting generic emails,
summarizing records, or generating standard reports. Highly specialized,
high-liability workflows (such as clinical drug-trial documentation, municipal bond
underwriting, or cross-border VAT reconciliation) require deep vertical execution
that horizontal platforms are structurally ill-equipped to deliver.

This architectural tension establishes the market entry window for specialized agentic
vendors: win high-stakes, domain-intensive workflows where generic horizontal copilots
fail, establish operational trust, and build defensible workflow ontologies before
incumbents can adapt.

Chapter 7: Tokenomics, Pricing, and Delivery
Economics

In traditional software-as-a-service (SaaS), software delivery economics are
characterized by near-zero marginal costs. Once a multi-tenant cloud application is built,



serving an incremental user incurs negligible compute and hosting expenses, enabling
gross margins between 75% and 85%.

Agentic software operates on fundamentally different economic principles. Serving an
autonomous agent incurs continuous, non-zero marginal costs driven by foundation
model inference, multi-step tool calls, vector search retrieval, and ongoing human
supervision.

The Total Cost of an Outcome

To establish sustainable delivery economics, a vendor must analyze the Total Cost of an
Outcome:

5. Direct Compute and Inference Expenses: A single autonomous task often requires
multiple sequential LLM calls. An agent must ingest system prompts, parse
retrieved context, evaluate intermediate decisions, call external APIs, inspect
returned JSON payloads, and format final outputs. Long context windows and
iterative multi-agent debate loops dramatically inflate token consumption.

6. Auxiliary Tool and Retrieval Costs: Beyond raw LLM inference, agents query
vector databases, invoke specialized document-parsing engines, and call paid
commercial APIs (such as credit verification databases or compliance screening
registries).

7. The Hidden Burden of Exception Handling: The true driver of agentic margin
volatility is task failure. When an agent fails to complete a task or produces an
unacceptable output, the cost of that run is not lost compute alone. The failure
triggers human operational overhead: tier-2 customer support intervention, manual
database rollbacks, or engineering escalation.

If an agent exhibits an 85% first-pass success rate, but the remaining 15% of failures
require twenty minutes of manual human investigation and remediation, the labor expense
of error correction quickly exceeds the total software revenue generated by the
successful runs. A vendor running a cheap model with a high error rate often operates at
a substantial commercial disadvantage compared to a vendor deploying an expensive,
highly accurate model that minimizes human exception queues.

The Evolution of Enterprise Pricing Models

The misalignment between traditional SaaS pricing and agentic delivery economics is
forcing a structural evolution in enterprise software contracts.



3. The Decline of the Pure Per-Seat Model: Per-seat licensing aligns incentives when
software functions as a personal productivity tool that assists an individual worker.
When software shifts from assisting an employee to executing the employee's
work, seat-based pricing breaks down. If an enterprise deploys an agent that
allows two operations managers to execute the workload previously handled by
twenty analysts, an incumbent charging per seat experiences an 90% revenue
contraction. Per-seat pricing penalizes the vendor for delivering complete
automation.

4. The Friction of Consumption-Based Pricing: To capture value from autonomous
execution, many vendors adopt consumption metrics: charging per million tokens,
per tool invocation, or per compute hour. While this structure protects vendor
gross margins by directly passing through underlying compute costs, it creates
severe procurement friction for enterprise buyers. Corporate budget directors
reject unpredictable, variable IT expenses where an uncontrolled agent looping on
edge cases can generate unexpected five-figure cloud bills over a weekend.

5. The Rise of Outcome- and Work-Based Pricing: The emerging commercial
standard for mature agentic systems is work-based pricing: charging per verified
resolution, per processed loan application, per triaged insurance claim, or per
completed tax reconciliation. This model directly aligns the vendor's revenue with
the customer's operational labor savings.

However, work-based pricing is commercially viable only when the buyer and vendor
agree upon objective, automated acceptance criteria (as established in Chapter 4). If the
definition of a 'successful outcome' is ambiguous, billing disputes inevitably arise.

Chapter 8: Consultative Selling and Buyer Education

Selling agentic software requires a fundamental departure from traditional B2B software
sales methodologies.

In mature software categories (such as CRM, HRIS, or ERP), enterprise buyers understand
the problem, possess historical budget line items, and run structured Request for
Proposal (RFP) processes focused on feature matrices, technical performance, and price
per seat.

In agentic software, enterprise buyers frequently do not realize that an operational
workflow can be delegated to software, lack existing software budgets for



human-dominated workflows, and have never established governance protocols for
probabilistic systems.

Applying The Challenger Sale to Agentic Al

Matthew Dixon and Brent Adamson's foundational sales research, The Challenger Sale
(2011), demonstrated that high-performing enterprise sales professionals do not succeed
by passively uncovering customer needs and presenting feature checklists. They
succeed by teaching the customer, tailoring the commercial message to operational
economic drivers, and taking control of the customer's purchasing process.

This dynamic is mandatory when commercializing agentic software:

e Challenging Operational Assumptions: The enterprise buyer typically assumes
that language-heavy, coordination-intensive processes—such as reviewing supply
chain master service agreements or adjudicating customer warranty
disputes—must be staffed by internal employees or outsourced BPO teams. The
vendor's primary commercial task is diagnostic: teaching the operational executive
how the workflow can be decomposed into cognitive tasks, deterministic rules,
and structured approval gates.

e Constructing the Unbudgeted Business Case: Because the buyer lacks a
designated software line item for the workflow, the sales process must bridge the
gap between IT procurement and operational labor budgets. The vendor must
guide the buyer through the labor transmission framework (developed in Chapter
2), demonstrating how the platform will capture hard cash savings through avoided
hiring, contractor elimination, or bottleneck throughput.

Proving Reliability Through Pre-Contract Evaluations

In traditional enterprise software, a vendor closes a deal by conducting product
demonstrations, providing sandbox environments, and executing a proof of concept
(POC) centered on feature functionality and user experience.

In agentic software, standard product demonstrations are insufficient to close large
enterprise contracts. Risk committees, legal teams, and operational directors demand
proof of execution reliability.

High-velocity agentic vendors transform the sales engineering process into an
evaluation-driven deployment:



8. The Shared Evaluation Dataset: Prior to contract execution, the vendor requests
50 to 100 historical, anonymized completed transactions from the prospective
customer's production archives.

9. Blind Baseline Testing: The vendor runs the prospective customer's evaluation set
through the agentic platform, documenting first-pass accuracy, tool execution
reliability, and exact failure modes.

10. Quantified Risk Transparency: Rather than hiding agent errors behind polished
marketing claims, the vendor presents a transparent diagnostic report: detailing
which tasks achieved autonomous completion, which tasks required human
review, and how edge cases were flagged for escalation.

By providing empirical verification on the customer's proprietary data before contract
signature, the vendor dismantles procurement skepticism, satisfies compliance risk gates,
and establishes an objective standard for post-sale implementation success.

Chapter 9: Customer Contribution and Market
Capture Paths

In evaluating early customer acquisitions, enterprise software leaders frequently measure
success solely by annual contract value (ACV) and immediate recurring revenue.

In the agentic software era, this metric is incomplete and often commercially deceptive.
An enterprise customer provides strategic contributions that extend far beyond its
licensing fees—or imposes customization burdens that threaten the vendor’s long-term
enterprise value.

Reusable Assets vs. The Bespoke Customization Trap

When an early-stage agentic vendor secures a contract with a Fortune 500 enterprise,
the engagement can propel the company toward industry leadership or trap it in
low-margin professional services.

11. Strategic Asset Accumulation: A valuable customer win is one that yields
reusable operational capital. If deploying the agent inside a global money-center
bank requires building a secure, bidirectional connector to FIS or Temenos banking
mainframes, and the vendor retains full intellectual property (IP) rights to that
connector, the engagement permanently lowers the delivery cost and
implementation timeline for every subsequent bank the vendor pursues. Similarly,



the edge cases, domain taxonomies, and compliance playbooks developed during
the deployment expand the vendor's proprietary workflow moat.

12. The Bespoke Customization Trap: Conversely, large enterprise accounts
frequently demand highly bespoke configurations: custom on-premise model
hosting, proprietary prompt scaffolding that cannot be generalized, dedicated
engineering support teams, and aggressive contractual clauses demanding
exclusive client ownership of all developed code.

If a vendor accepts these conditions, it ceases to function as a scalable software
company. It transforms into an outsourced Al systems integrator operating at 30% gross
margins, consuming its core engineering bandwidth to service a single demanding client
while competitors scale standardized products across the broader market.

Sequential Account Ordering vs. Horizontal Blitzscaling

A central decision in enterprise go-to-market strategy is customer acquisition
sequencing: how the order in which a vendor pursues market segments dictates its
ultimate probability of category leadership.

Two contrasting strategies dominate tech strategy literature:

e Blitzscaling and Rapid Market Inundation: Reid Hoffman and Chris Yeh's
Blitzscaling (2018) argues that in winner-take-most markets governed by strong
network effects, companies must prioritize operational speed over commercial
efficiency, burning capital to capture universal distribution before rivals can react.
In consumer internet and broad horizontal platforms, blitzscaling has proven
decisive.

e Focused Market Entry and Sequential Crossing: Geoffrey Moore's classic
Crossing the Chasm (1991) and Peter Thiel's Zero to One (2014) advocate the
opposite discipline: establish total dominance within a small, highly concentrated
niche ('the bowling pin') where customer pain is acute and alternative solutions are
absent, before leveraging that reference base to expand into adjacent markets.

In enterprise agentic software, where enterprise adoption is constrained by compliance
risk, security gates, and trust rather than consumer virality, GTMI strongly favors
deliberate Market Capture Paths over unconstrained blitzscaling.

An uncalibrated land-grab across multiple disparate industries fractures the vendor's
engineering capacity. The vendor fails to accumulate reusable domain evaluation sets,



builds shallow point solutions, and burns capital servicing disjointed customer support
queues.

A disciplined Market Capture Path identifies the optimal sequence of account acquisition:

13. The Wedge Account: The vendor targets mid-market or specialized enterprise
accounts that face intense operational bottlenecks but maintain more agile
procurement and governance processes than global conglomerates. These
accounts allow the vendor to refine its evaluation testbenches, validate its
orchestration logic, and accumulate production telemetry.

14. The Reference Beacon: The vendor leverages the verified production data,
customer references, and reusable connector assets gained from the wedge
accounts to pursue tier-one industry leaders. When evaluating a high-liability
agent, an enterprise risk committee is heavily influenced by documented,
referenceable production deployments in peer institutions.

15. Adjacent Vertical Expansion: With established enterprise credibility, verified audit
logging architectures, and mature delivery economics, the vendor systematically
expands into adjacent functional workflows and regulatory environments.

PART llI: GTMI STANDARDIZED
ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY

The purpose of GTMI's research is to produce rigorous, reproducible commercial
opinions regarding enterprise accounts, software vendors, and competitive market
dynamics.

To ensure consistency across published company studies and bespoke advisory
engagements, GTMI applies a standardized analytical standard across three core
dimensions: Demand-Side Enterprise Assessment, Supply-Side Vendor Assessment, and
Vendor-Account Compatibility.

The Two-Tier Evidential Standard

A foundational requirement of GTMI's research model is operational feasibility. GTMI does
not assume access to private company ledgers or non-public corporate telemetry when
producing syndicated research publications.



Every criterion in GTMI's methodology is structured around a two-tier evidential
framework:

Level 1— Public Research Assessment (Standardized Syndicated Studies):
Evaluated strictly from observable, publicly verifiable evidence: SEC 10-K/S-1
filings, published customer case studies, official procurement documentation, job
recruitment volumes and compensation listings (BLS, Glassdoor, levels.fyi), public
APl documentation, published pricing schedules, regulatory filings, patent
registries, and verified open-source repositories.

Level 2 — Validated Enterprise Assessment (Bespoke Advisory Audits):
Evaluated from proprietary operational data provided under non-disclosure
agreements: internal departmental P&Ls, employee timesheet tracking, ticketing
system logs, production golden test sets, cloud hosting and API token invoices,
and confidential Master Service Agreements.

Chapter 10: Enterprise Account Assessment
(Demand Side)

The demand-side assessment evaluates an enterprise account'’s operational readiness,
economic incentive, and governance capacity to adopt agentic software.

Demand-Side Operational Criteria

16.

17.

Workflow Economics & Bottleneck Status: Verifying whether the target process
represents a material operating expense or revenue bottleneck. Level 1 evaluates
open job postings for manual processing roles and commentary in annual reports.
Level 2 evaluates departmental P&L labor allocations and transaction volume
divided by FTE headcount. Commercial interpretation: If the workflow is not on the
critical path of throughput, value is capped at verifiable variable labor reduction;
zero revenue throughput credit is awarded.

Labor Realization Feasibility: The structural ability of the enterprise to convert
task time savings into hard cash reductions or throughput. Level 1 evaluates
reliance on external contractors, BPO vendors, or high-turnover entry-level
staffing. Level 2 evaluates documented management plans for headcount attrition,
contractor termination, or reassigned capacity. Commercial interpretation: If time
savings cannot be tied to contractor reductions or avoided hiring, the opportunity
is classified as unmonetized organizational slack.



18. Operational Autonomy Tolerance: The degree of autonomy the enterprise's
operating model and regulatory environment can legally tolerate. Level 1 evaluates
regulatory oversight tier (OCC, FINRA, FDA, HIPAA) and pubilic litigation records.
Level 2 evaluates internal risk registers and documented error logs. Commercial
interpretation: Regulated entities with asymmetric risk profiles are scored as
requiring Level 2 (Human-in-the-Loop) supervised execution; high autonomy is
flagged as an adoption hazard.

19. Acceptance & Evaluation Readiness: The enterprise's organizational capability to
define acceptable output quality and test for stochastic drift. Level 1 evaluates
published formal procurement RFP specifications. Level 2 evaluates existence of a
curated golden dataset and automated regression test harness. Commercial
interpretation: Absence of an internal golden dataset indicates prolonged sales
cycles and extended implementation delays.

20. Technical & Integration Compatibility: Compatibility of legacy enterprise systems
of record with modern API-driven agentic architectures. Level 1 evaluates
technology stack disclosures in IT job descriptions. Level 2 evaluates internal IT
architecture reviews and system-of-record API rate limits. Commercial
interpretation: Legacy systems lacking modern API layers require custom
middleware, significantly inflating transition costs.

21. Procurement & Governance Gates: Formal institutional hurdles that must be
cleared prior to software contract execution. Level 1 evaluates published public
procurement guidelines and mandatory vendor portals. Level 2 evaluates IT
security rubrics and MSA terms. Commercial interpretation: Failure to satisfy
mandatory data residency or SOC2 Type Il standards results in an immediate
disqualification flag.

Chapter 11: Vendor and Competitor Assessment
(Supply Side)

The supply-side assessment evaluates an agentic vendor's functional capabilities,
architectural defensibility, delivery unit economics, and go-to-market maturity.

Supply-Side Operational Criteria

22. Functional Workflow Depth: Breadth and depth of end-to-end cognitive tasks
autonomously handled by the agent. Level 1 evaluates documented product
workflows, technical white papers, and customer video demonstrations. Level 2



23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

evaluates codebase inspection and sandbox testing across edge cases.
Commercial interpretation: Broad claims lacking documented multi-step execution
traces are classified as shallow feature wrappers with low operational resilience.
Architectural Replicability Barrier: Difficulty for internal enterprise IT or
competing vendors to replicate the core software capabilities. Level 1 evaluates
decomposition of visible stack: standard public APl dependencies vs. custom
fine-tuning and proprietary connectors. Level 2 evaluates codebase audits,
proprietary data licensing contracts, and patent filings. Commercial interpretation:
Solutions relying primarily on standard prompt templates over public APIs are
scored as possessing low defensibility and high pricing compression risk.
Delivery Unit Economics & Margins: Long-term sustainability of vendor gross
margins under scaling production inference and support workloads. Level 1
evaluates published pricing structure (seat vs. consumption vs. outcome) and
disclosures of model partners. Level 2 evaluates cloud hosting invoices, average
token burn per customer task, and dedicated tier-2 support headcount ratio.
Commercial interpretation: Vendors offering fixed outcome pricing while relying on
unoptimized multi-agent reasoning loops face severe gross margin volatility as
usage scales.

Reliability & Evaluation Infrastructure: Vendor's internal methodology for
measuring, maintaining, and certifying output quality across model updates. Level
1 evaluates published benchmark methodologies and domain-specific evaluation
white papers. Level 2 evaluates inspection of internal evaluation datasets and
regression testing pipelines. Commercial interpretation: Reliance on generic public
benchmarks (MMLU, GSM8K) rather than domain-specific testbenches indicates
immature reliability engineering.

Consultative GTM Maturity: The commercial capability to diagnose enterprise
bottlenecks, teach operating models, and execute pre-contract evals. Level 1
evaluates quality of published thought leadership, discovery frameworks, and
sales leadership profiles. Level 2 evaluates win/loss audit logs and sales
engineering evaluation kits. Commercial interpretation: Vendors relying on
traditional feature-matrix sales motions struggle to close unbudgeted cognitive
workflows; consultative diagnostic readiness is scored.

Customer Asset Contribution: Ability to extract reusable operational capital
(connectors, taxonomies, references) from customer engagements. Level 1
evaluates published customer case studies, reference logos, and partner directory
listings. Level 2 evaluates contractual terms of service review (IP ownership of
connectors) and reuse rates of integration code. Commercial interpretation:
Vendors contractually forfeiting integration IP or building bespoke single-client
configurations are flagged as at-risk of becoming custom service consultancies.



Chapter 12: Vendor-Account Compatibility and
Acquisition Prioritization

A superior vendor and an attractive enterprise account do not automatically constitute a
commercially viable transaction. GTMI's compatibility framework evaluates the structural
friction between vendor capabilities and buyer requirements.

Compatibility Assessment Workflow

28.

29.

30.

31.

Stage 1: Mandatory Gate Screening. Prior to scoring functional capabilities,
evaluate binary compliance hurdles: Does the vendor satisfy data residency,
encryption, zero-retention, and jurisdictional regulatory mandates? If a vendor fails
a mandatory gate, the pursuit is marked as disqualified, terminating further
comparative scoring.

Stage 2: Operational and Autonomy Alignment. Compare the account's autonomy
tolerance with the vendor's architectural design: Does the buyer require Level 2
supervised execution while the vendor only offers an unmonitored autonomous
agent? Misalignment between the required degree of human supervision and the
vendor's governance tools indicates high deployment friction.

Stage 3: Economic Viability. Model the Total Cost of an Outcome (including
vendor licensing, expected token usage, and required internal human review
hours) against the account's current baseline expenditure (salaries, contractor
invoices, or BPO fees). The vendor must deliver a verified reduction in operational
expenditure or a defensible throughput expansion on an active bottleneck.

Stage 4: Market Capture Path Prioritization. If an account clears Stages 1through
3, evaluate strategic value: Does winning this account create a reusable
system-of-record connector, establish a regulatory precedent, or produce an
authoritative industry reference that de-risks subsequent accounts in the target
sector?




Chapter 13: Validation, Research Limitations, and
Falsification Protocols

GTMI does not claim to possess an infallible formula for predicting enterprise software
outcomes. Its objective is to provide a consistent, evidence-based analytical methodology
that produces clear, defensible commercial opinions.

Methodological Discipline and Evidential Boundaries

e The Treatment of Unknowns: When public evidence is absent or contradictory,
the factor is explicitly designated as Unverified. Analysts are strictly prohibited
from assigning neutral mid-point scores to unobserved variables, which corrupts
comparative analysis.

e Separation of Fact from Hypothesis: Observable facts (such as public pricing
schedules, published job listings, and verified procurement tender documents)
retain explicit citations, dates, and sources. GTMI's strategic interpretations and
forward-looking hypotheses are explicitly labeled as analytical assessments.

e Sensitivity to Model Pricing Volatility: Because foundation model pricing and
capabilities shift rapidly, vendor delivery economics assessments must reflect the
date of observation. Evaluations must be revisited when underlying model
providers alter API pricing or deprecate legacy model checkpoints.

The Tracking and Falsification Protocol

32. Pre-Outcome Hypothesis Registration: Every GTMI commercial study registers its
core operational hypotheses before commercial outcomes are known: predicted
sales cycle friction, expected implementation bottlenecks, margin sustainability
under scale, and downstream account unlock potential.

33. Longitudinal Outcome Tracking: GTMI tracks evaluated vendors and enterprise
accounts over 12-to-24-month cycles, monitoring observable market outcomes:
contract renewals, public customer case study additions, executive turnover,
pricing model adjustments, and SEC revenue disclosures.

34. Methodological Refinement: Discrepancies between GTMI's commercial opinions
and observed market outcomes are audited to identify analytical blind spots,
update Level 1 public proxy indicators, and refine compatibility scoring rules.
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