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Executive Summary

Organizations rarely fail because they lack strategy, capable people, or investment in
technology. More often, they struggle because the enterprise itself is insufficiently aligned
to execute consistently under real-world conditions.

Many organizations appear successful on the surface while operating with hidden
instability beneath:

= Excessive dependency on key individuals
= Fragmented governance

= Disconnected systems

= QOperationalfriction

= Reactive cultures

= Scaling instability

= |nconsistent execution under stress

These conditions often remain invisible until growth, disruption, complexity, or leadership
transition exposes them.

The Execution Integrity Model™ (EIM) was developed to evaluate organizational alignment
as a determinant of execution integrity - the enterprise’s ability to consistently translate
strategy into sustainable operational performance.

Unlike traditional maturity models or compliance frameworks, EIM does not measure
whether an organization conforms to a prescribed standard. Instead, it evaluates the
degree to which four foundational enterprise pillars operate as a coherent execution
system:

= People

=  QOperating Structure
= Technology

=  Culture

When these pillars reinforce one another, organizations execute with greater consistency,
resilience, scalability, and adaptability. When they drift out of alignment, operational
friction increases, leadership dependency grows, and execution stability deteriorates.

EIM provides a structured mechanism for diagnosing that condition.
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The Hidden Cause of Organizational Instability

Organizations frequently invest heavily in:

= Strategy development

= Transformation initiatives
= Technology modernization
= Governance redesign

= Talent acquisition

=  Processimprovement

Yet many still experience:

= Executioninconsistency

= Delayed decisions

= Chronic firefighting

= Silo behavior

= Change fatigue

= Scaling challenges

= Recurring operational breakdowns

The issue is often not the absence of capability; it is the absence of enterprise alighment.

Misalignment creates friction between organizational components that should reinforce
one another. Over time, this friction consumes operational energy, weakens decision
quality, reduces adaptability, and increases dependency on leadership intervention.

Organizations can often sustain this condition temporarily through:

= Executive oversight

=  Heroic individual effort

= Excessive coordination

= Reactive management practices

However, these mechanisms are rarely sustainable at scale.

Enterprise Alignment and Execution Integrity

Within EIM, alignment is defined as:

The degree to which people, operating structure, technology, and culture reinforce
coherent execution behavior across the enterprise.

This definition extends beyond strategic alignment or organizational design.

EIM focuses specifically on operational alighment - how the enterprise behaves in
practice:

= How decisions are made

Toney Advisory Group Copyright 2026 Page | 2



= How accountability functions

= How information flows

= How systems support execution

= How organizations respond under pressure

= How effectively strategy translates into operational behavior.

Execution integrity emerges when these elements operate cohesively and consistently
across the enterprise.

The Four Pillars of Enterprise Integrity

EIM evaluates four interdependent pillars that collectively shape organizational execution
capability.

PEOPLE

People determine how effectively authority, accountability, leadership, and execution
ownership operate throughout the enterprise.

Indicators may include:

= Clear understanding of role and authority
= Leadership depth

= Consistent accountability

=  Workforce adaptability

Misalignment within this pillar often manifests as:

= Decision bottlenecks

= Dependency on heroic efforts
=  Unclear ownership

=  Burnout

= |nconsistent accountability

OPERATING STRUCTURE

Operating structure defines how the organization governs, coordinates, prioritizes, and
executes work.

Indicators may include:

= Clear Governance

= Process integration

=  Decisionvelocity

= Cross-functional coordination
= Escalation pathways

=  Execution visibility

Misalignment within this pillar often manifests as:
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= Conflicting priorities

= Redundant processes

= Excessive coordination overhead
= Reactive management

= Persistent firefighting

TECHNOLOGY

Technology evaluates the degree to which systems, data, and digital capabilities enable

efficient execution and decision-making.
Indicators may include:

=  System integration

=  Workflow enablement

= Reporting reliability

= Automation effectiveness
= Data trustworthiness

= QOperationalvisibility

Misalignment within this pillar often manifests as:

=  Duplicate reporting

= Manual workarounds

= Fragmented systems

= Low data confidence

= Technology-driven friction

CULTURE

Culture influences how behavior, trust, accountability, adaptability, and organizational

norms shape execution dynamics.
Indicators may include:

= Transparency

= Ownership behavior

= Collaboration

= Adaptability

= Problem escalation

= Trustinleadership and systems

Misalignment within this pillar often manifests as:

= Silo behavior

= [nformation hoarding

= Blame-avoidance

= Resistance to change.

= |nconsistent execution discipline
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Alignment States

Organizations do not simply operate as “high performing” or “underperforming.” They
exhibit varying degrees of systemic alignment that shape how effectively the enterprise
executes under normal conditions and under stress.

EIM evaluates organizations across four operational alignment states.
STATE 1 - FRACTURED ALIGNMENT - (The Organization Fights Itself)

Organizations in this state often rely heavily on leadership intervention and individual
heroics to maintain operational continuity.

Characteristics commonly include:

= Unclear accountability
= Fragmented governance
= Inconsistent priorities

= QOperational instability

= |owtrust

= Excessive firefighting

= Disconnected systems

Performance may still occur, but it is difficult to sustain and highly vulnerable to
disruption.

STATE 2 - FUNCTIONAL ALIGNMENT - (The Organization Can Execute, But Inefficiently)

Organizations in this state maintain stable operations but rely heavily on manual
coordination and management oversight to sustain performance.

Characteristics commonly include:

= Partially integrated processes

= Moderate operational friction

= Inconsistent cross-functional coordination
= | eadership-dependent execution

= Uneven transparency

=  Episodic improvement efforts

Execution is generally stable during normal conditions but often weakens under growth,
complexity, or disruption.

STATE 3— COORDINATED ALIGNMENT - (The Organization Operates as a System)

Organizations in this state begin functioning as integrated execution systems rather than
disconnected operational silos.

Toney Advisory Group Copyright 2026 Page |5



Characteristics commonly include:

= Clear accountability structures

= Integrated governance

= Trusted operational visibility

= Scalable execution mechanisms

= Embedded continuous improvement
= Proactive issue identification

Execution becomes more predictable, adaptable, and resilient.

STATE 4 — DYNAMIC ALIGNMENT - (The Organization Sustains High Performance
Naturally)

Organizations in this state demonstrate strong execution integrity across all four pillars.
Characteristics commonly include:

= Empowered decision-making

= Enterprise-wide operational coherence
= Resilient execution under stress

= Scalable governance

= |Low operational friction

=  Strong adaptability

= |nstitutionalized accountability

These organizations expend less energy overcoming internal misalignment and more
energy advancing strategic objectives.

Alignment Drift and Organizational Fragility

One of the most significant organizational risks is alignment drift - the gradual deterioration
of coherence between enterprise pillars over time.

This driftis often difficult to detect early because organizations may continue achieving
short-term results despite increasing internal instability.

Examples include:

= Rapid growth outpacing governance maturity

=  Technology modernization without operational redesign

= Cultural deterioration following organizational restructuring
= Leadership transitions exposing dependency risks

= Process expansion creating coordination drag

Over time, these conditions compound and propagate across the enterprise.
For example:

= Unclear accountability may create governance bottlenecks
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Governance bottlenecks may produce workaround systems
Workaround systems may reduce data trust
Reduced data trust may reinforce defensive organizational behaviors

Misalighment is rarely isolated. It is systemic and often multiplicative.

What EIM Evaluates Differently

Many organizational models and assessment approaches evaluate important dimensions
of enterprise capability, including:

Process maturity
Governance effectiveness
Compliance readiness
Functional performance
Operational efficiency
Technology implementation
Quality management

These approaches can provide valuable insight into specific organizational domains.

EIM evaluates a different dimension of organizational performance: the degree to which
the enterprise operates as a coherent and aligned execution system.

An organization may possess:

Mature processes

Capable leadership
Advanced technologies
Formal governance structures
Strong functional teams

...yet still experience operational friction, execution inconsistency, leadership
dependency, or reduced adaptability if alignment across the enterprise is weak.

EIM focuses on how organizational components interact collectively during execution:

How decisions flow

How accountability functions

How systems reinforce operational behavior

How culture influences execution dynamics

How organizations respond under stress

How effectively strategy translates into sustained operational performance

Rather than evaluating isolated capabilities independently, EIM evaluates the integrity of
the enterprise execution environment as awhole.

Toney Advisory Group Copyright 2026 Page |7



EIM as a Standards-Agnostic Diagnostic Layer

EIM is designed to operate independently of any single operational framework, governance
model, quality system, or transformation methodology.

The model does not require organizations to adopt a prescribed operating standard in
order to evaluate enterprise alignment and execution integrity.

Instead, EIM assesses the degree to which the organizational environment can sustain
effective execution across existing systems, processes, and governance structures.

As aresult, EIM can complement organizations operating within a wide range of
frameworks and methodologies, including:

= |SO-based quality systems

= PMO and portfolio governance models

= |Lean and continuous improvement environments
= Agile and hybrid delivery models

= Risk and compliance frameworks

= QOperational excellence programs

= Digital transformation initiatives

EIM does not evaluate whether a framework exists.

It evaluates whether the enterprise is sufficiently aligned to execute that framework
coherently and sustainably.

For example:

= A mature governance structure may still experience decision bottlenecks if
accountability is unclear

= Advanced technology platforms may fail to improve execution if operational
workflows remain fragmented

= Process maturity initiatives may struggle to sustain gains if cultural behaviors
undermine transparency and ownership

In this way, EIM functions as an enterprise-level diagnostic lens that helps organizations
evaluate the alignment conditions influencing execution performance across the broader
operational environment.

EIM as a Diagnostic Model

EIM is designed as a diagnostic framework for evaluating enterprise alignment and
execution integrity.

The modelis intended to help organizations:

= |dentify sources of operational friction
= Expose hidden execution instability
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= Evaluate scalability constraints

= Assess leadership dependency risks
= Strengthen organizationalresilience
= Improve execution coherence

The goal is not to produce a simplistic score or maturity label.

The objective is to provide organizational insight into how effectively the enterprise can
sustain execution under real-world operating conditions.

Conclusion

Sustained organizational performance is not determined solely by strategy, talent,
technology, or governance independently.

It is determined by the degree to which the enterprise operates as a coherent, aligned
execution system.

Organizations with strong alignment typically demonstrate:

=  Greater execution consistency

= Improved scalability

= Higher adaptability

= Stronger resilience under stress

= Reduced operational friction

= More sustainable performance outcomes

Organizations with weak alignment often compensate through:

= |eadership intervention

= Excessive oversight

= Heroic individual effort

= Reactive management behavior

These mechanisms may preserve short-term performance but rarely sustain long-term
execution integrity.

The Enterprise Integrity Model provides a structured approach for diagnosing the alignment
conditions that shape execution integrity, operational resilience, and sustainable
organizational performance.

Organizations rarely fail solely because of strategy, talent, technology, or effortin isolation.
More often, performance deteriorates when misalignment across the enterprise erodes the
organization’s ability to execute consistently, adapt effectively, and sustain operational
coherence over time.
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