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The same Al model.
Two completely different
outcomes.

A controlled A/B of aiBlue Core™ applied to Gemini 3.1 Pro. Same model, same
scenario, same input — differentiated only by cognitive architecture.

MODEL CONDITION A CONDITION B VARIABLE
Gemini 3.1 Pro No Core - aiBlue Core™ Architecture only
standard applied

CORE.AIBLUE.DEV CONTROLLED RUN - VERIFIED
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§00 ABSTRACT

Powerful models.
Unreliable outputs.

Frontier language models are extraordinary at producing language. They are considerably
worse at producing decisions. Re-runs of the same prompt yield different structures, different
priorities, and different conclusions. Outputs sound articulate but cannot be executed without
rework.

This report documents a controlled experiment in which a single model — Gemini 3.1 Pro — was given a
byte-identical prompt under two conditions: (A) standard model behavior, and (B) governed by the aiBlue
Core™ reasoning system. No fine-tuning, no retrieval, no ensemble, no auxiliary model. Only the
cognitive architecture above the model changed.

The results are unambiguous. Under Condition A, the model produced hedged, list-based prose without a
named decision or an executable plan. Under Condition B, the same model produced a fully structured
strategic directive with diagnosis, causal analysis, failure thresholds, phased roadmap, risk mitigations,
and a single next action.

Key findings

DIMENSION A - NO CORE B - CORE A

Structure Score 43 98 +55
Decision Completeness 28 95 +67
Execution Readiness 31 97 +66
Run-to-Run Consistency 52 96 +44

Scores on a 0—100 rubric across 12 repeated runs per condition, identical seed policy, blind rater panel n=5. See §05 for full
scoring methodology.

The problem is not intelligence. The problem is uncontrolled
reasoning.

DECISION ARCHITECTURE LAYER 2/16



AIBLUE CORE™ . BENCHMARK REPORT Ne 01 V1.0 - APR 2026

§01 METHODOLOGY

One variable.
Isolated.

The experiment was designed to isolate architecture as the sole independent variable.
Everything else — model, weights, prompt, temperature, context window — was held byte-
identical across conditions. No tools were given to the model. No retrieval was performed. Both
runs operated zero-shot.

Experimental setup

EXPERIMENT - EXP-001 REPRODUCIBLE
MODEL TEMPERATURE

Gemini 3.1 Pro (no weight changes) 0.7 - identical both runs

INPUT PROMPT CONTEXT

Byte-identical across runs Zero-shot - no retrieval

CONDITION A CONDITION B

Standard model behavior aiBlue Core™ governed reasoning

RUNS EVALUATION

12 per condition - 24 total Structural, decision, executability

What the Core is not

* Not a fine-tune. No weight updates occur.
* Not a knowledge base. No external facts are injected.
* Not a model. Not an ensemble. Not a router.

* Not a prompt template. Prompts remain the user's.

What the Core is

* A governance layer that enforces reasoning order before output.
* A completion-gate system that refuses shallow answers.

* A decision framework that binds analysis to executable plans.
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Scoring rubric

Each output was independently rated on four dimensions by a panel of five senior operators, blind to
condition. Scores are the average of n=5 ratings, averaged across 12 runs per condition.

« Structure Score — presence of diagnosis, options, decision, plan.
» Decision Completeness — whether a single recommendation is named.
» Execution Readiness — whether a reader could act without clarification.

* Run-to-Run Consistency — inter-run semantic similarity across the 12 runs.

DECISION ARCHITECTURE LAYER

4/16



AIBLUE CORE™ . BENCHMARK REPORT Ne 01 V1.0 - APR 2026

§02 THE INPUT

The prompt.
Byte-identical in both runs.

A single-turn scenario was submitted to the model. No system prompt beyond the respective
condition. No examples. No retrieval. The exact text below was the only input.

USER PROMPT - VERBATIM

I'm the CEO of a company that is scaling at roughly +70% YoY revenue growth. The growth is real,
but our operations are starting to break. We are seeing delivery delays, hiring chaos, and quality
degradation. The board is pushing for even more growth next year.

Should | push through and keep growing, or slow down and stabilize? | don't want a list of generic
options — | want a recommendation | can execute. What do | do?

The prompt is deliberately decision-seeking. It asks not for analysis, but for a recommendation. This is the
class of prompt most frontier models handle poorly — producing articulate, hedged prose that avoids
closure.

It is also the class of prompt most critical to enterprise use: the moment where language must become a
decision.
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§03

A — CONDITION A - NO CORE

Standard model.
Uncontrolled reasoning.

Default

e CONDITION A - NO CORE - GEMINI 3.1 PRO

Behavior

A.1 Reasoning trace - verbatim

MODEL THOUGHTS EMITTED BEFORE ANSWER

01

02

03

04

05

06

07

08

Framing the situation broadly. CEO, scaling company, operational strain. Board wants more growth.
Classic tension between growth and stability.

Listing pros and cons of continuing to grow versus slowing down. Both have trade-offs.
Considering what a helpful advisor would say. Probably some mix of both. Depends on context.

Brainstorming possible levers: hiring, onboarding, QA, bottlenecks, prices, communication with
board.

Hedging: the right answer probably depends on industry, stage, and team capability.
Reorganizing into a bullet list for clarity. Trying to cover all bases.
Wrapping with a note about bringing in experienced operators. Keep it supportive and open-ended.

Ending with good-luck closure to sound encouraging.

The trace shows exploratory, iterative reasoning. Each step considers a new angle, but no step closes a prior one. No
framework is invoked. No thresholds are defined.

A.2 Final output - verbatim

Scaling Challenges
Scaling is a common challenge for growing companies, and what you're describing is something many
founders go through. The good news is that there are several directions you can take — each with its

own trade-offs.

On one hand, continuing to grow aggressively preserves momentum, satisfies the board, and maintains
your competitive position in the market. On the other hand, pausing to stabilize operations reduces risk
but may cost you market share or valuation. The right answer depends on your specific situation.

DECISION ARCHITECTURE LAYER 6/16



AIBLUE CORE™ . BENCHMARK REPORT Ne 01 V1.0 - APR 2026

Some options to consider
* Hire more managers to help absorb the workload
* Invest in a better onboarding process for new employees
* Look at where delivery bottlenecks are actually happening
+ Consider a temporary pause on sales to let operations catch up
* Think about raising prices — though this depends on your market
* Review your quality-assurance processes and tighten them
+ Automate repetitive tasks wherever possible

* Be transparent with your board about operational strain

Ultimately, the balance between growth and stability is a judgment call. Growing too fast can create
problems that compound over time, but slowing down too much can also be risky — you may lose
momentum, and investors may lose confidence.

It might be worth bringing in an experienced VP of Operations who has scaled a similar company
before, or engaging a consultant who knows your industry. They can help you identify the specific
bottlenecks and recommend targeted interventions.

You might also want to have an open conversation with the board about the trade-offs you are facing, so
that expectations are aligned going into the next planning cycle. Good luck — this is a good problem to
have.
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§03

B — CONDITION B - AIBLUE CORE™

Same model.
Governed reasoning.

Core-Governed
Behavior

e CONDITION B - AIBLUE CORE™ . GEMINI 3.1 PRO

B.1 Reasoning trace - verbatim

MODEL THOUGHTS EMITTED BEFORE ANSWER

01

02

03

04

05

06

07

08

Defining the problem. Scaling company at 70% revenue growth is suffering operational breakdown
— delivery delays, hiring chaos, quality degradation. Board's expectations add another layer. Define
precisely before solving.

Prioritizing growth strategy. "Controlled Throttle": neither push through nor slow. Asymmetric growth
— pause top-of-funnel, fix bottlenecks, resume with a strengthened foundation.

Refining demand management. Selective constraints plus pricing adjustments. Manage volume while
protecting value. Give operations room to restructure.

Defining actionable failure thresholds. 90-day cohort churn vs. net-new MRR. Tier-1 defect
resolution. First-90-day attrition. Management span of control.

Diagnosing systemic bottlenecks. Utilization trap (queueing theory). Span-of-control collapse
(Brooks's Law). Tacit knowledge dilution.

Outlining restructuring recommendations. Cross-functional pods. Hiring freeze on external middle
management. Standardized onboarding "factory floor". Client triage and tiering.

Structuring the execution plan in phases. Phase 1: Tourniquet (0—14). Phase 2: Surgery (15-45).
Phase 3: Controlled re-acceleration (46—90).

Finalizing recommendations. Board narrative strategy: graduate from brute-force scaling to
enterprise-grade unit economics. Close with a single binary decision.

The trace shows decision-first reasoning. Each step closes a gate before the next begins. Frameworks are named explicitly.
Thresholds precede recommendations. Recommendations precede plans. Plans precede the one question to decide today.
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§03 - B.2 CONDITION B - FINAL OUTPUT (1 / 3)

1. Executive Diagnosis — The False Dichotomy

You are facing the classic hyper-growth paradox. Pushing through a breaking system leads to death by
indigestion; your churn will soon outpace acquisition, destroying your LTV/CAC ratio and permanently
burning your brand equity. Slowing growth will trigger a board revolt and choke your valuation.

VERDICT You do neither. You execute Margin-Harvested Throttling. Decouple revenue growth from
volume growth. By aggressively raising prices and tiering service, you artificially suppress demand
volume while maintaining the +70% revenue trajectory. You use the resulting margin to fund operational
restructuring, giving supply chain and delivery teams breathing room to catch up without missing board
targets.

2. Causal Analysis — Systemic Bottlenecks
Your operations are not breaking because of a lack of effort; they are collapsing due to structural
physics.

 The Utilization Trap (delivery delays). Teams operating at 100% capacity. In queueing theory, as
utilization approaches 100%, wait times approach infinity. A single error compounds across the
supply chain.

 Span-of-Control Collapse (hiring chaos). Brooks's Law — adding manpower to a late project
makes it later. The bottleneck is management bandwidth. Senior operators spend 60% of their time
fixing junior mistakes instead of doing the work, reducing total capacity with every new hire.

* Tacit Knowledge Dilution (quality degradation). Your first growth phase was built on tribal
knowledge. Early employees "just knew how to do it." Quality is degrading because you are trying to
scale memorization rather than codified, error-proofed systems. Process variance is killing QA.

3. Strategic Opportunities & Leverage Points
* Pricing as a governor. Use price elasticity to control the influx of chaos. Higher prices mean fewer,
better-qualified clients.
« Client triage — addition by subtraction. Firing the bottom 10% of high-friction, low-margin clients
will instantly free ~20% of operational capacity.
« Cellular architecture. Move from functional silos to cross-functional pods to localize accountability
and prevent systemic contagion.

4. Strategic Options Matrix
* The Blunt Throttle (halt sales). Fixes operations, misses board targets. Rejected.
» The Brute Force Push (hire faster). Dilutes culture, spikes defect rates, burns cash. Rejected.

» Margin-Governed Scaling (optimal path). Elevate pricing, fire toxic revenue, pod-based delivery,
automate baseline. Selected.
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§03 - B.2 CONDITION B - FINAL OUTPUT (2 / 3)

5. Failure Thresholds — Dead Man's Switches

If these thresholds are breached, halt top-of-funnel acquisition unilaterally, regardless of board pressure,
to prevent terminal failure.

* Threshold 1 - Churn Velocity Deficit. If 90-day cohort churn exceeds net-new acquisition MRR by
>15%. Growth becomes a mirage; you are a leaky bucket burning cash.

* Threshold 2 - Runaway Defect Backlog. If Tier-1 (critical) QA failures or support tickets outpace
weekly resolution capacity for two consecutive weeks. You are in a death spiral.

* Threshold 3 - Time-to-Productivity Inversion. If first-90-day attrition exceeds 20%, or if time-to-
baseline-productivity exceeds average tenure. The system is actively rejecting new organs.

6. Operational Restructuring & Execution Roadmap
Phase 1 - The Tourniquet (Days 0-14)

« Demand governance. Raise prices 15—-25% on all net-new business immediately. Slows deal
velocity while protecting the 70% revenue target.

* Ruthless client culling. Terminate the bottom 5-10% of toxic, high-maintenance clients. Fastest
source of capacity relief.

* Daily war room. 15-minute standup: Sales, Ops, HR. Only agenda — what broke yesterday, what is
about to break today.

Phase 2 . System Stabilization (Days 15-45)

* Deploy cellular pods. Break functional silos. Cross-functional pods (1 AE, 2 Ops, 1 QA) assigned
to client cohorts. Eliminates handoff latency.

« Factory-floor onboarding. Decentralized training dies. Best operator becomes Gatekeeper. New
hires do not touch a live client until certified.

« SLA tiering. Gold / Silver / Bronze. Gold — white-glove. Bronze — automated or self-serve.
Phase 3 - Controlled Re-Acceleration (Days 46-90)

* Map and automate the "Happy Path". Document the absolute minimum to deliver acceptable
value. Strip bespoke customizations. Automate the lowest 20%.

* Volume re-entry. Reopen top-of-funnel only when pods hold quality SLAs at <85% utilization (15%
buffer for variance).

7. Survival KPIs
 System Utilization Rate — maintain below 85%.
* First-Time-Right Delivery % — primary quality signal.

* Revenue Per Employee — must expand as pricing rises.
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§03 - B.2 — CONDITION B - FINAL OUTPUT (3 / 3)

8. Risks & Mitigations

* Risk: Sales team revolt due to higher prices and stricter qualification.
Mitigation: Restructure commissions. Higher multipliers on high-margin "Happy Path" deals.
Penalize deals requiring bespoke operational exceptions.

* Risk: Board panic over dropped unit volume.
Mitigation: Control the narrative. Present the strategy as Margin Expansion & Unit Economics
Optimization — revenue targets intact while operational leverage increases.

9. Proactive Intelligence Extensions

Board management strategy. Pre-empt board anxiety. Do not present this as "fixing broken
operations." Present it as graduating to Enterprise-Grade Unit Economics. Show the 70% growth
evolving from brute-force to high-margin, systemic scaling.

10. Strategic Next Step
To execute immediately, answer one structural question:

"Are we politically and contractually capable of firing our bottom 10% of revenue-
draining clients by this Friday?"

Decide today. The answer determines Phase 1 execution. Termination protocols and board
communication strategy can be drafted once the decision is made.

— End of Condition B output —
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§04 STRUCTURAL ANALYSIS

What changed.
What did not.

V1.0 - APR 2026

Both outputs came from the same weights, given the same prompt, at the same temperature.

The structural differences below are attributable entirely to the governing architecture.

4.1 Side-by-side structural signature

e CONDITION A - NO CORE

* No explicit diagnosis of the problem

* No causal model behind the symptoms
+ Options presented without ranking

* No named recommendation

* No failure thresholds

* No phased execution

* No risks or mitigations

* No next action

* Closes with "good luck"

CONDITION B - CORE-GOVERNED

» Executive diagnosis stated upfront

» Three systemic causes named and
explained

» Options evaluated, accepted, or rejected

» Single recommendation: Margin-Harvested
Throttling

» Three numerical "dead man's switches"
» Three-phase roadmap with day ranges
* Risks named with paired mitigations

« Single decision required today

+ Closes with an executable question

4.2 Measured differences

DIMENSION

Structure Score (0—100)

Decision Completeness (0—-100)

Execution Readiness (0—100)

Run-to-Run Consistency (0-100)

Output length (words)

Named frameworks invoked

DECISION ARCHITECTURE LAYER

A

43

28

31

52

312

. NO CORE B - CORE A
98 +55
95 +67
97 +66
96 +44
1,148 +3.7x
5 +5

12/ 16




AIBLUE CORE™ . BENCHMARK REPORT Ne 01 V1.0 - APR 2026

Quantitative thresholds 0 6 +6
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§05 CONCLUSION & IMPLICATION

The model did not change.
The architecture did.

Under Condition A, the model behaved as frontier models behave: fluent, hedged,
structureless. Under Condition B, the same model produced an output that is recognizably
enterprise-grade: diagnosed, argued, quantified, phased, decided.

The delta is not marginal. It is categorical. If identical weights can produce categorically different decision
quality, then the source of reliability does not live in the weights. It lives in the layer above them.

A new layer in the Al stack

THE STACK
Application ui - oux
Model gemini - claude - gpt
Infrastructure compute - data

Consequences for enterprise Al
* Models are replaceable. Swap Gemini for Claude for GPT. The answer to reliability does not live at
this layer.
* Fine-tuning is a tax. Costly, model-locked, obsolete on the next release.
* Prompts are brittle. They decay under scale, drift, and adversarial input.

* Architecture is durable. It sits above the model and survives every migration.

Different models choose different paths. The Core
ensures they never choose a bad one.
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Strong models can find the right answer. The Core makes the right answer inevitable,
structured, and executable.
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§06 ———— NEXT

Stop improving models.
Start controlling how they
think.

Request a benchmark on your stack, or download the source data for this report.

9 core.aiblue.dev
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