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Core thesis. The four questions look like separate topics — team design, delegation,
risk timing, and scheduling. They are one topic. Speed comes from a team that owns
the outcome, an explicit envelope of authority that lets it act without asking, a culture

that surfaces problems early, and a schedule the team believes and the organization

can trust. Remove any one and the other three lose their force.
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> Four questions every product leader should ask >

Abstract

Most organizations already know they want to be faster. What they disagree about — usually
without realizing it — is what speed is made of. Some treat it as a scheduling problem, others as a
staffing or motivation one. The Fast Time To Market (FTTM) practices treat it as a system, and four
guestions sit at the center of that system.

The first question is structural: what is a heavyweight team, and why does it move three times faster than
the cross-functional team most companies actually run? The second is about authority: what does
empowerment mean once you make it precise enough to manage, rather than leaving it as a slogan? The
third is cultural and counterintuitive: why would a rational organization deliberately pull its pain forward
instead of hoping to avoid it? The fourth is about honesty: do you actually want the happy schedule that
makes everyone comfortable in month three, or the realistic one that lets you finish on time?

Each question has an easy answer that sounds reasonable and is wrong, and a harder answer that the
fastest organizations have converged on. This paper takes the harder answer in every case. It draws on the
FTTM best-practice study of new product development teams [20, 21] and connects each practice to the
published research it echoes — Wheelwright and Clark on team structure [1, 2], Oncken on delegation [5],
Edmondson on psychological safety [9], and Buehler, Griffin, and Ross on the planning fallacy [10].

The thread running through all four is the relationship between a team and its host organization. A
heavyweight team is one the host has chosen to empower. Empowerment is the explicit envelope inside
which the team can act. Pulling pain forward is the behavior an empowered team is free to perform. And a
realistic schedule is what that team produces when it owns the outcome and trusts that honesty will be
rewarded rather than punished. The four questions are four views of one decision: whether the organization
is built to let its teams move.
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What is a
heavyweight team?

The phrase "heavyweight team" is misleading on first contact. It sounds like it refers to size: a big
team, heavy in headcount. It refers to nothing of the kind. The weight in a heavyweight team is the
weight of authority the team leader carries and the degree to which the members belong to the team
rather than to their functions.

Wheelwright and Clark introduced the term in their study of product development across the automotive and
electronics industries [1, 2]. They identified four organizing forms for development teams, and the difference
between them is not cosmetic — it is a factor-of-three difference in development speed. Understanding
which form you are running, and which form a given project deserves, is the first decision a product leader
makes, whether consciously or by default.
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What is a heavyweight team?
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Figure 1. The four team structures, after Wheelwright and Clark. Speed rises as control shifts from the host functions to the team:
functional, lightweight, heavyweight, autonomous. Best practice is heavyweight or autonomous on the projects that matter most.

Four structures, one continuum

The four forms sit on a single axis that runs from host control to team control, and speed rises along it. The
functional form is the slowest: there is almost no lateral flow of information, and all coordination passes up
and back down through the functional hierarchy. The lightweight form is the most common in technology
companies, because it changes nothing about where power sits. Each function still controls its own part of
the project, and a project management office maintains the appearance of lateral coordination. In practice
these coordinators are often note-takers and checklist administrators who do not actually know what is
happening inside the work [20].

The heavyweight form is harder, because it requires shifting real power from the functions to the team.
Power is close to a zero-sum quantity in an organization, so someone has to give it up. A heavyweight team
is led by a senior engineer or program manager with enough technical and business judgment to make
trade-off decisions in real time. The team is dedicated — ideally fully — to one project, and is colocated, at
least at its core. Crucially, the team members receive the majority of their performance review from the team
leader, not from their functional manager [2]. That single change is what moves the center of gravity into the
team. The autonomous form goes further still: the team is set up as a company inside the company, with
the focus and decision speed of a well-funded startup, and is the fastest form of all.

Heavyweight is about authority, not headcount

The word heavyweight describes the leader and the dedication of the members, not the number of people
involved. A heavyweight team can be small. What makes it heavyweight is that a single leader owns the
integrated outcome end to end, and a single engineering leader — the architect, the systems integrator, the
"expert generalist" who can connect the dots across the whole system — owns the technical trade-offs [20].
Decision-making inside a mature heavyweight team runs roughly eighty-twenty: the team makes most calls,
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the functions retain a minority veto on the few decisions that genuinely cross the team boundary.

Connection to the broader literature. Wheelwright and Clark documented a factor-of-three
speed difference between lightweight and heavyweight teams across a large sample of
automotive and electronics programs [1]. Toyota’s chief-engineer system, studied in detail by
Morgan and Liker [3], is the canonical heavyweight structure: one engineer owns a vehicle
program end to end with authority that cuts across the functional hierarchy. Allen’s research on
communication and distance [4] explains why colocation matters so much to these teams —
technical communication drops sharply as people move apart, and levels off at a low rate beyond
about fifty meters.

The Navy model

The cleanest mental model for the heavyweight and autonomous forms is the Navy. The captain of a ship
leads the crew into battle, and while at sea every member of the crew reports to the captain. The base
commander — the functional manager — provides the training, the skills, the tools, and the equipment, and
supports the crew while they are deployed, but does not command the ship. The functions prepare people;
the team deploys them. That division of labor has worked for the Navy for more than a century, and it is the
same division of labor a heavyweight host runs: the functions provision, the team decides.

Normal organization Best organization

Cross-functional teams exist in name only. Members
are spread across eight to fifteen projects, take
direction from their functional hierarchy, and attend
team meetings as a courtesy. The "real work"
happens back in the functions. Core teams bloat with
twenty-plus part-time representatives, and no one is
accountable for integrating functional deliverables into

a product. The team'’s job is coordination, not delivery.

Heavyweight teams form early, during feasibility, on
the projects that matter. Members are dedicated,
colocated, and led by a senior program manager with
real authority. A single engineering leader owns
technical trade-offs across the system. Performance
reviews flow through the team. The team behaves like
a startup: it owns the product, shares in the reward of
success, and is accountable for failure.

Not every project should be heavyweight. The structure is expensive in scarce leadership talent, and most
companies have only a few people who can lead this way. The discipline is to reserve heavyweight and
autonomous structures for the strategically critical projects — the ones whose timing most affects the
business plan — and to staff them deliberately rather than hoping a lightweight team will rise to the occasion
[1, 20].
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What does empowerment
really mean?

Empowerment is one of the most-used and least-precise words in management. Most organizations
say they want empowered teams. Very few can state, for a given team and a given decision, exactly
what the team is allowed to do without asking. That gap between the slogan and the specification is
where speed is lost.

A heavyweight team is only heavyweight if the host has actually delegated authority to it. So the second
guestion follows directly from the first: once you have decided to build a team that owns the outcome, what
precisely does it own? FTTM answers this with two tools that turn empowerment from a feeling into a
managed variable — the freedom scale and the empowerment matrix.
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> Four questions every product leader should ask > >

What does empowerment really mean?

lateralworks borrows its definition of empowerment from Bill Oncken’s work on delegation and the initiative a
subordinate is permitted to take [5]. The result is the freedom scale: five named levels that describe the
relationship between a person or team and the boss who delegates to them. The levels describe who
controls a decision, and when, rather than how good someone is.

o Act, routine reporting only

After the fact control
Freedom Levels 1-3

ACt bUt advise at once - Provides leverage and growth
2 - Experienced professionals cannot work below these
levels of freedom

During the fact control

o Recommend, then take action

Before the fact control

Figure 2. The freedom scale, after Oncken. Levels 1-3 provide leverage and growth; experienced professionals cannot work
below them. Levels 4-5 are trainee behavior. Lower numbers are faster because the team acts without waiting.

Freedom Levels 4-5
Trainee * Behavior only available for those in training status

* Levels of freedom are delegated by the boss and/or
earned by subordinate

Trainee

Five levels, and where the speed is

At level 5, the team waits to be told. At level 4, it asks what to do. These are trainee states, appropriate for
the first few weeks of a new hire and for no one else — yet it is common to find experienced people, even
senior executives, parked there. The more someone waits or asks, the more others tell them what to do, and
the more firmly they stay stuck. Level 3 — "recommend, then take action" — moves a person out of trainee
mode; it still gives the boss "before-the-fact" control, but it pushes toward action rather than waiting. Level 2
— "act, but advise at once" — is real-time management: the team acts and tells the boss immediately, giving
"during-the-fact" control with no waiting for a decision. Level 1 — "act, routine reporting only" — gives the
boss "after-the-fact" control and the team the most ownership and the most speed. It is reserved for
self-starters who consistently produce excellent work [20].

The diagnostic value of the scale is simple. Lower numbers are faster, because the team does not stop to
ask. Levels 1 through 3 provide leverage and growth, and experienced professionals cannot work below
them without losing value — if you force a senior engineer to operate at level 4, you pay a senior salary for
junior output. Levels 4 and 5 belong to trainees. The clearest test of whether a team is genuinely
heavyweight is this: if it is stuck at level 4 or 5 on its important decisions, it is not heavyweight, whatever the
org chart says.

> © 2026 lateralworks Page 8



> Four questions every product leader should ask >

Default to action

The behavioral signature of an empowered team is what FTTM calls "default to action" rather than "default
to delay and discuss.” The best illustration from the best-practice study was an email convention on a very
fast program: people opened messages with the acronym UNIDIR — "unless otherwise directed, | intend
to..." — and then acted. The burden shifted from getting permission to giving others a chance to object. That
is level 1 and 2 behavior made into a habit, and it is far faster than the recommend-and-wait cycle most
organizations run [20].

Connection to the broader literature. Oncken and Wass framed delegation as the question of
which "monkey" — which next move — sits on whose back [5]. A team operating at level 4 or 5
has handed every monkey to the host, which then becomes the bottleneck. The freedom scale is
the same insight turned into a managed dial. Parker’s work on cross-functional teams [6]
describes the same progression from a coordinating team, through a semi-empowered team, to a
fully empowered team in which the mission is set by the team and final decisions rest with it rather
than with a functional manager.

From a slogan to a matrix

The freedom scale becomes operational when it is applied decision category by decision category rather
than as a blanket label. The empowerment matrix lists the decisions a team makes — staffing, resource
allocation, performance appraisal, product definition, customer requirements, capital and expense spending,
design and technology — and assigns a default freedom level to each. A heavyweight team might sit at level
1 for day-to-day design and small spending, level 2 for minor architecture changes, and level 3 for budget
setting and major architecture that commits the company beyond the team’s scope [20].

The matrix is not a rulebook handed down. The host and the team negotiate it and publish it together, so the
envelope of authority is visible to everyone. Where the host's expectation and the team’s understanding
diverge, the cell gets reconciled before the project starts rather than discovered in the middle of a dispute.
Levels 4 and 5 do not appear in a heavyweight team’s matrix at all. The act of writing the matrix is itself the
act of empowerment: it forces the host to decide, in advance and on paper, what it is willing to let the team
own.

Normal organization Best organization

Empowerment is a value statement, not a
specification. Teams operate at levels 3 to 5 by
default, so the hierarchy can "catch" bad decisions
before they happen. The justification is usually
financial control — the fear that an empowered team
will overspend — and the control then spreads to
people, management, and technical decisions. Teams
are slower because they check first before acting.

> © 2026 lateralworks

Empowerment is written down, decision by decision,
in a published matrix. High performers are trusted at
level 1 on most of their work. Authority is granted to
match competence and reversibility, not to satisfy a
blanket need for control. The team defaults to action
and reports, rather than asking and waiting, and the
host spends its attention on provisioning rather than
approving.
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The failure mode

Wait to be told

When a team must
ask permission to
act, the organization

has already
chosen to be slow.

lateralworks
FTTM best practices

© 2026 lateralworks Page 10



> Four questions every product leader should ask >

Why would you pull
the pain forward?

No rational person enjoys pain, so the idea of deliberately bringing it forward sounds perverse. It is
the single most counterintuitive practice in the FTTM set, and it is also one of the most reliable
markers of a high-performing team. The logic only becomes obvious once you see what the
alternative actually costs.

Every project has a target date and a finite runway. Somewhere along that runway, the hard problems will
make themselves felt — the "threshold of pain." The only real choice a team has is when. Pull the pain
forward and you meet it with months of runway and a full set of options. Push it back and you meet it at the
target, with no runway and almost no options left [20].
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Why would you pull the pain forward?

Accelerate pain to create urgency and action today

+ Head-in-the-sand planning

high + Pray for a miracle
- Spend to accelerate
accelerate the threshold of pain
R
f
level of pain
« Visibility
« Transparency
“everything looks great!” * Low overhead
; — ’ - Before-the-fact behavior
« Creates urgency
- Forces trade-offs
low
today time frame for action - future

Figure 3. Two pain curves on one axis. The flat green path keeps pain low until the target, then spikes when the slip lands and
nothing can be done but spend or pray. The accelerated path forces pain early, peaks well before the target, and falls as the team
works through identified risks with runway to spare.

The head-in-the-sand curve

Normal organizations lower the pain level at the start. Schedules, plans, and expectations are all set on the
best case. The early data look positive — on time, on budget, "sure we can do all ten at once and still hit the
target." Few people want to raise problems when energy is high, and some cultures actively discourage it:
pointing at a future failure gets you labeled negative, not a team player, someone whose pessimism might
become self-fulfilling. So nothing is done. The pain stays flat until the deadline approaches, at which point it
climbs vertically — exactly when every other issue is hitting at once. The result is delay or failure, and a late
scramble to spend money on acceleration that is far less effective than early action would have been [20].

The accelerated curve

High performers invert this. They raise the pain threshold early, because they know that confronting a
problem head-on while there is runway buys time to fix it. Accelerating the pain sharpens group focus and
urgency well before it is strictly needed, and the faster a team challenges its assumptions, boundary
conditions, and dominant ideas, the faster it resolves them. The mantra is "the sooner problems are found,
the more time we have to fix them." Best-practice environments build management systems that reward this
behavior — they reward early warning, treat failure as a source of learning rather than blame, and budget
explicitly for the learning cycles a hard problem will require [20].

Pulling pain forward is also how a team buys room to act on the things that are cheapest to change at the
start and most expensive to change at the end. Surfacing a hard problem early is what lets a team address
scope while there is still time to trade it, identify the decisions available today that will shape the outcome
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months from now, and put mitigation actions in place before the risk arrives rather than after. Each of these
moves has a short window. The team that meets its pain at the target has already missed most of them; the
team that meets it early still has the full set of options open [20].

Connection to the broader literature. Pulling pain forward is the deliberate engineering of
psychological safety into a management system. Edmondson’s research showed that teams
which reliably report bad news early outperform teams that protect their leaders from it [9]. Ries
made learning cycles a first-class budget item in lean startup practice [8], and Smith and
Reinertsen had earlier shown that front-loading risk reduction is what actually compresses a
development schedule [15]. Reinertsen’s later work on product development flow [7] quantifies the
same point through the cost of delay: the economic penalty of a late problem compounds, so the
value of finding it early is far larger than it feels at the time.

It is a culture decision, not a personality trait

The reason pulling pain forward is rare is that it cannot survive in a culture that punishes the messenger. If
raising a future problem is a career-limiting move, people will hide problems and hope to resolve them
quietly in the background — and the organization will discover its slips at the worst possible moment. The
behavior is available only when the host has made early warning safe and even rewarded. That is why this
guestion belongs in the same paper as empowerment: a team that must ask permission to act will also learn
to keep quiet, and a team that is trusted to act will tell you the truth while there is still time to use it.

Two specific failure habits keep the pain pushed back. The first is perpetuating the dream: a comfortable
plan lets a team pretend it can deliver something most of its own members privately believe it cannot, so the
optimistic story survives long after the people inside it have stopped believing it. The second is the decision
by default. A hard call deferred to the end of the project is no longer a call anyone has to make:
circumstances make it, the date simply arrives, and no individual carries the blame for choosing. Both habits
feel safer in the moment and cost the project its options. Pulling pain forward replaces them with decisions
made on purpose, while they can still change the outcome [20].

Why teams resist it. The reasons are predictable: they do not want to see reality early
and would rather hope it works out somehow during the project; they would rather push
a hard decision ahead than make it now; and a comfortable plan lets the team keep
believing in an outcome most of its members quietly doubt. Each reason trades a small
comfort today for a large loss of options later.

Normal organization Best organization

Pain is pushed later. Pointing out future problems is Pain is pulled forward. Management systems reward
treated as defeatism, and aggressive forecasts and people for identifying problems before they

can-do optimism dominate the early phases. When materialize. Learning cycles are budgeted into the

the inevitable problems arrive late, they are attributed schedule. Transparency and honest reporting are

to unforeseeable difficulty. Learning from failure is encouraged and rewarded. Teams live by the rule that
discouraged because failure implies someone is to the sooner a problem is found, the more time there is
blame. to fix it.
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Do you want
happy schedules?

The question sounds like it answers itself. Of course you want a happy schedule — who would
choose an unhappy one? But "happy schedule" is a term of art, and it names the most expensive
mistake in product planning: the optimistic plan that makes everyone comfortable at the start and
delivers a delay nobody planned for at the end.

The happy schedule is the scheduling expression of the head-in-the-sand pain curve. It assumes nothing
will go wrong, minimizes risk on paper, hopes for right-first-time results, and is usually built top-down and
handed to the team. It looks great in month three. It is the reason the team is surprised in month nine [20].
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Do you want happy schedules?

Realistic Planning;

» “Nothing can go wrong” thinking

Happy Schedule [ elsiilsiiilerste o=l (V][] Delay

* Minimize risks
+ Hope for “right first time” results
Target + Reactive and surprised

Urgency
« Idealistic and top-down driven
Time
Fast-Time-to-Market Realistic Sche: Pull-in + Factor in risk
+ Factor in learning cycles
+ Act before-the-fact to mitigate risks
Urgency Target - Proactive, anticipate
+ Pragmatic and consensus based
Time

Figure 4. The happy schedule versus the fast-time-to-market schedule. The happy schedule runs comfortably, then discovers its
delay after the fact. The realistic schedule plans for risk and learning cycles and pulls in toward the target.

Why the happy schedule is so common

The happy schedule has a well-documented cognitive root. Buehler, Griffin, and Ross called it the planning
fallacy: people systematically underestimate how long their own tasks will take, even when they know that
similar tasks have run long in the past [10]. In their original study, people predicted a personal project would
take about thirty-four days; it took about fifty-six, and only a minority finished by their own estimate.
Kahneman and Tversky traced the mechanism to taking the "inside view" — building the estimate from the
specific plan in front of you rather than from the track record of comparable work [11, 12]. A schedule built
that way will be optimistic by construction, no matter how sincere the planner.

Two things compound the bias in organizations. First, the schedule is often technically broken — not
updated, missing dependencies, date constraints in the future, negative float — so the critical path it reports
is wrong. Second, even a technically clean schedule is usually unrealistic, because it omits the learning
cycles a hard problem needs, underestimates the duration of those cycles, leaves major risks out of the
plan, and was built by the project manager alone rather than by the team that has to execute it [20]. There is
a quieter reason a broken schedule survives, too. When the critical path cannot be seen, no individual feels
the pressure of being on it, so the murky plan is more comfortable to live with than a clear one [20]. And
there are two motives that have nothing to do with cognition at all: a happy schedule is easier to live under
because it avoids the management punishment that an honest one might draw, and it lets the team set
known risks aside in the hope they will not materialize. Both are wishful, and both are rational responses to a
culture that rewards confidence over candor [20].
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Build the realistic schedule to find the gap

The FTTM alternative is realism. The team builds a schedule it genuinely believes it can hit, given everything
known and unknown at that moment, then compares it against the target. The difference is the gap. There is
almost always a gap. The instinct is to hide it, for fear it becomes a self-fulfilling prophecy. The FTTM move
is the opposite: name the gap early and use it to create urgency while there is still time to close it. Knowing
the gap is what lets a team have the real conversation — redefine scope, add resources, buy instead of
build, or, in the honest case, kill a project that was doomed from the start before it consumes more money
[20]. A project killed early is a success, not a failure. A realistic schedule also makes the critical path visible,
and a visible critical path is what makes prioritization possible: the team can put its best people and extra
support on the few activities that actually govern the finish date, rather than spreading attention evenly
across work that does not [20].

The reasons teams hide the gap rather than name it are worth stating plainly, because they are the same
forces that produced the happy schedule in the first place. Naming a gap contradicts the top-down dictate to
be done on a fixed date, and few people want to argue with the boss. It exposes the estimator to the charge
of padding, of being risk-averse, of bloating the numbers to protect themselves. And it invites the most
effective label a confidence culture has: the negative, can’t-do, non-team player. Each of these is a reason
to keep quiet and let the difficult decisions resolve themselves by default at the end. Exposing the gap early
does the opposite. It forces the scope-versus-timeframe decision while there is still room to make it,
generates energy around closing the gap rather than defending the date, and presses the team toward the
breakthrough thinking that tends to arrive only when people are backed against a real constraint. None of
this works unless the host has given people genuine permission to be honest; where honesty meets
punishment or cynicism, the gap goes back into hiding [20].

Connection to the broader literature. The planning fallacy [10, 11] explains why the happy
schedule feels reasonable to the person building it. Flyvbjerg’s work on large projects [13] shows
the same optimism at organizational scale and prescribes the same cure FTTM uses informally:
forecast from the outside view, by reference to how comparable efforts actually turned out, rather
than from the inside view of the current plan. House and Price’s return-map work [14] supplies the
reason it matters in dollars — time-to-market and break-even time are tightly coupled, so a hidden
schedule gap is a hidden financial gap.

The team owns the schedule, and the trend tells the truth

One field observation outranks almost everything else: a team will strive to beat its own schedule, and will
rarely work to beat someone else’s. A team handed an unrealistic top-down schedule disowns it and quietly
works to its own private plan, so the organization never sees reality. A team that builds its own schedule
owns the gap and works to close it [20].

Because a realistic schedule is refreshed weekly with the team’s latest thinking, it changes every week —
and the real question becomes whether it is slipping or pulling in over time. FTTM tracks this with a trend
tool, the wigglechart, which plots the predicted finish date of each milestone across refreshes. The analogy
is the stock market: a single day’s move means little, but the long-term trend tells you the health of the
project. A trend moving away from the target is an early warning; a flat-lining trend is itself a cause for
concern, because it can hide a slip building on the second or third critical path [20, 22]. The wigglechart is
how a team pulls pain forward in the schedule itself: it surfaces the slip as a trend, months before it would
surface as a missed date.
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Two disciplines make the trend trustworthy. The first is a status line that travels with each milestone: its
target date, its current predicted date, the gap between them in days, and a simple health indicator that turns
from green to amber to red as the gap opens. The indicator lets a reviewer scan a portfolio in seconds and
land attention on the milestones that need it. The second is an explicit "done when" definition for every
tracked milestone — the specific, verifiable conditions that have to be true before it counts as complete.
Without it, a predicted finish date is an opinion; with it, the date measures progress toward something the
whole team has agreed to recognize. Together they keep the trend honest, because a milestone cannot
quietly redefine what "done" means in order to flatter its own date [20, 22].

Normal organization Best organization

The schedule is optimistic, built top-down, and treated The schedule is realistic, built and owned by the team,

as a commitment to defend. Risk and learning cycles and refreshed weekly. Risk and learning cycles are
are minimized on paper. The gap to the target is planned in. The gap to the target is named early and
hidden for fear it becomes self-fulfilling. The schedule used to drive urgency and trade-off decisions. The
is rarely updated, so the team works to a private plan trend is tracked so slips appear as a direction long
and the organization is surprised by the eventual before they appear as a date.

delay.
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How the four
guestions connect

Read separately, the four questions look like four different management topics. Read together, they
describe one decision made four times: whether the organization is built to let its teams move.
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How the four questions connect

Start with structure. A heavyweight team is the vehicle for speed, but the word only means something if the
host has actually moved authority into the team. That is the bridge to the second question. Empowerment,
made precise with the freedom scale and the empowerment matrix, is the explicit content of that authority —
the list, decision by decision, of what the team may do without asking. A heavyweight team is simply a team
the host has chosen to empower, written down rather than implied.

Empowerment then makes the third behavior possible. Pulling pain forward is something only a trusted
team will do, because surfacing a future problem is safe only where early warning is rewarded rather than
punished. A team that must ask permission to act learns, by the same conditioning, to keep quiet. A team
that is trusted to act tells the truth while there is still time to use it. And the truth a team tells, in the end, takes
the form of a schedule.

That is the fourth question. The realistic schedule — owned by the team, refreshed weekly, honest about
the gap — is what an empowered team that pulls pain forward actually produces. The happy schedule is
what you get instead when the team is not trusted, when authority is withheld, and when honesty is unsafe.
The happy schedule is what the other three questions produce when they are answered badly.

This is why the practices reinforce one another and why adopting them piecemeal disappoints. An
organization that empowers a team but punishes bad news will get happy schedules from empowered
people. One that asks for honest schedules but keeps the team at freedom level 4 will get private plans it
never sees. One that builds a heavyweight team and then second-guesses its every decision has built the
structure and withheld the substance. The four answers are a single system. The host either builds the
conditions for speed across all four, or it does not get speed.

The through-line. Speed is not a property of teams in isolation. It is a property of the
relationship between a team and its host. The host that builds heavyweight teams,
writes down their authority, rewards early warning, and asks for honest schedules will
be fast by default. The host that does the opposite cannot buy speed back later with
pressure, because pressure applied to a happy schedule only produces a more
confident happy schedule.
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