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Anomauin. Ilnmezpayis wumyunozo inmenexkmy 6 po3pooKy HpocpamHo20 3a0e3nedenis 30i1buLye 6UKOPUCMAHHSL
Al-incmpymenmis, KinbKicmb onepayiiiHux CUSHALIG i WBUOKICHb 360POMHO20 38 SI3KY, A/le MEXHOA02IUHE BNPOBAONCEHHS
came no cobi e 00800ums opearizayitny aoanmayiro. Ilonepeoni docnioxncenus Data-Empirical Agility Model (DEAM)
KOHYenmyaunizyeanu AameHmMHICMb adanmayii AK Yacoeuil pO3pué MidiC ONEepayiiHuM CUSHALIOM MA Y3200M4CEHOH
OpP2aHi3ayitiHOI0 pPeaxyiclo, OOHAK He BUSHAYUIU BI0MBOPHEAH020 NO0OIE8020 NPOMOKONY umiptosanus. 00 ekmom
docrnidoicens € opeanizayilina adanmayis 8 6a2amoKOManoHill po3pooYi NPOSPAMHO20 3a0e3NeYeH s 3 GUKOPUCTIANHIM
L. Mema oocnidxcenna — po3podbumu KOHMEKCMHO-CReyudiunul npomoKon 6UMIiplo6anHa iHmMepeany 8io
Keanighikoeanoeo mpuzepa 00 cmaaoi op2anizayitinoi pexougizypayii ma susHauumu ymosu o2o nooarboi emMnipuyHol
nepesipku. Memooonozia noe€onye ananiz KOHCMPYKmMi6 [ nonepeoHix 00cCniodiceHb, noodiegy onepayioHanizayiio,
pempocnexmugne KanibpyeanHs Ha JIOH2IMIOOHOMY Keuci n’amu Scrum-koMano i RpOEKMYGAHHA NPOCHEKMUBHOL
sanioayii. Ilpomoxon onucye enizod adanmayii uepes To—Ty: keanigixosanuii mpueep, po3nizuaganus nompeodu 8
peakyii, 30008’33aHHA w000 6i0N0GII, NOYAMOK ImniemeHmayii ma cmany opeauizayiuny pexongieypayio. T4
@ixcyemovcs auwe 3a 0OHOUACHO20 GUKOHAHHA N SIMU YMOB: CHOCMEPENCYBAHOT 3MIHU, PAKMUUHO20 3ACMOCYBANHS,
CMIUKOCMI, NPOCMENCYBAHO20 NOXOO0NCEHHS OOKA3I8 A HEe3ANe)HCHOCI 810 nOOanbwux pezyivbmamis oisintvHocmi. Ha
yitl 0CHOGI OocniodcenHs: onepayionanizye uacosuu nokaswux Los=Ts—Ty ax kanoudoammuy mipy, a He 5K 8ani008aHuUll
HOBULL KOHCMpPYKm. [[7i51 ROOAIbULOT OYIHKU GUZHAUEHO BUMO2U 00 MIdCeKCnepmHol Hadiinocmi, cmitikocmi kpumepiio Ty,
OQUCKpUMIHAHMHOL, Yacosoi ma inkpemenmnoi ganionocmi. Pempocnexmuene 3acmocy8anus nPOMOKoxy 00 00HO20
enizody opeawizayitinoi adanmayii y n’imuKoMaHOHOMY Kelici 0eMOHCMPYE NPAKMUYHE PO3MENCYBAHHS NOYAMKOBO20
mpueepa, J0KAIbHO20 NIIOMYBAHHS, 30008 3aHHA W000 macumabosanoi peakyii, nouamxy ii pearizayii ma cmanoi
3MIHU opeanizayiinoi npakmuku. /[is yboeo enizody inmepsan 6io npubauzno oamosanozo Ty 0o Ty cmanosue 6au3vKo
184 ownis, 6oonouac meaxnca T mana HudICHy YACO8y MOYHICIb Yepe3 pempoCcneKmusHull xapakmep 0okaszie. Hagedenuil
NPUKIAO LIOCMPYE 3ACMOCYBANHS NPOMOKOILY, dJle He € eMNipuunoio garioayicio Loy i He niomeepodicye 11020 NPUYUHHO20
BNAUBY HA pe3yTbmamu po3poOKU ma NOCMAYAHHs NPOSPAMHOZ20 3abe3neuents. [Ipakmuyna yinnicms 3anponoHo8aHo20
nioxody noaseac y CmMeOpeHHi CMpYKmypu Oisi NPOCHEKMUBHO20 300py OaHux, ska posoinie Al-excnosuyiro,
OpeaHizayitiny peaxyito, cmany pekougizypayito ma nooanvuii pesyromamu. MatlOymus emnipuuna nepegipka mooice
niomeepoumu, ymouHumu abo giOXUIumu 3anponoHO8ary ONepayioHanrizayir.

Knrwouoei cnosa: opeanizayiiina adanmayis; wmyynuti inmenexm; Data-Empirical Agility Model; DEAM; uac
aoanmayii; opeauizayiina pekon@icypayis;, OuHamiuHi 30i6HOCmI; po3pobka npozpamHozo 3abesneuenws; Agile;
BUMIDIOBAHHAL.

Dopmyn: 10; Puc.: 1; Taéon.: 3; bioa.: 21
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Abstract. The growing integration of artificial intelligence into software delivery increases Al-tool usage,
operational signals, and feedback speed, but technological adoption alone does not establish organizational adaptation.
Previous research on the Data-Empirical Agility Model (DEAM) conceptualized adaptation latency as the temporal gap
between an operational signal and coordinated organizational response but did not provide a reproducible event-level
measurement protocol. The object of the study is organizational adaptation in Al-augmented multi-team software
delivery. The study aims to develop a context-specific protocol for measuring the interval from a qualifying trigger to
durable organizational reconfiguration and to specify the conditions required for its subsequent empirical evaluation.
The methodology combines construct and prior-art analysis, event-level operationalization, retrospective calibration
using a longitudinal five-Scrum-team case, and prospective validation design. The protocol represents an adaptation
episode through To-Ty: qualifying trigger, recognition of the need for response, response commitment, implementation
onset, and durable organizational reconfiguration. Ty is assigned only when five conditions are jointly satisfied:
observable change, operational enactment, persistence, traceable provenance, and independence from subsequent
performance outcomes. On this basis, the study operationalizes Los=T4—T) as a candidate temporal measure rather than
a validated new construct. Subsequent evaluation requires inter-rater reliability, robustness of the Ty persistence
criterion, discriminant validity, temporal validity, and incremental validity. Retrospective application of the protocol to
one organizational adaptation episode within the five-team case demonstrates the practical separation of the initial
trigger, local piloting, commitment to a scaled response, implementation onset, and durable change in organizational
practice. For this episode, the interval from the approximately dated Ty to T4 was about 184 days, while the T boundary
had lower temporal precision because of the retrospective nature of the evidence. The example illustrates application of
the protocol but does not constitute empirical validation of Lo or establish its causal effect on software delivery outcomes.
The practical value of the proposed approach lies in providing a structure for prospective data collection that separates
Al exposure, organizational response, durable reconfiguration, and subsequent outcomes. Future empirical evaluation
may support, refine, or reject the proposed operationalization.

Keywords: organizational adaptation, artificial intelligence; Data-Empirical Agility Model; DEAM; adaptation
time; organizational reconfiguration, dynamic capabilities; software delivery, Agile; measurement.

Formulas: 10; Fig.: 1, Tab.: 3, Bibl.: 21

Introduction. Artificial intelligence operational signal generation and coordinated
(AI) 1s increasingly embedded in software organizational response, identifying event-
delivery through coding assistance, analytics, based operationalization and longitudinal
testing, knowledge retrieval, decision support validation as subsequent research priorities
and operational sensing. However, Al use does (Lukutin & Michkivskyy, 2026b).
not itself  demonstrate  organizational This creates a measurement problem.
adaptation. Technology use, organizational Treating Al usage as adaptation conflates
capability, changes in operating practices, and technological exposure with organizational
subsequent delivery performance are related response, while using subsequent delivery
but analytically distinct phenomena. improvement both to identify adaptation and to

Previous  research  progressively evaluate its effect creates circular inference.
established this distinction. An empirical study Moreover, initial implementation does not
of 97 Agile practitioners found broad but necessarily constitute durable organizational
predominantly shallow AI adoption: 79% reconfiguration: an intervention may remain
reported task-specific or regular Al use, temporary, experimental or locally bounded. A
whereas only 3% reported deep integration measurement protocol therefore requires
(Lukutin, 2025). The Data-Empirical Agility observable event boundaries between a
Model (DEAM) subsequently conceptualized qualifying trigger and durable organizational
Al as a sensing and analytical augmentation reconfiguration that are independent of
layer while retaining human responsibility for subsequent performance.
interpretation, adaptation, and governance; its The research question is: How can
longitudinal five-team case was explicitly trigger-to-durable-organizational-
exploratory rather than confirmatory (Lukutin reconfiguration latency be operationalized in
& Michkivskyy, 2026a). Further development Al-augmented multi-team software delivery,
of DEAM introduced adaptation capability and under what conditions can it be
fragmentation and conceptualized adaptation empirically distinguished from established

latency as the temporal gap between
284
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organizational response-speed and
reconfiguration constructs?

The study addresses this question by
developing an event-level measurement
protocol within DEAM and specifying the
conditions for evaluating its reliability,
discriminant validity, temporal validity, and
incremental ~ value. The  protocol is
retrospectively applied to one adaptation
episode within the previously studied five-
Scrum-team case to demonstrate event
identification and measurement in practice,
while retaining the case's exploratory status.
This application illustrates the distinction
between trigger, organizational response,
implementation  onset, and  durable
reconfiguration but does not validate the
proposed measure or establish a causal
relationship ~ with  subsequent delivery
outcomes.

Literature Review. Organizational
adaptation under technological change has
established  foundations in  dynamic
capabilities, organizational learning,
reconfiguration, and organizational-response
research. Dynamic capabilities theory explains
how organizations sense change and integrate,
build, and reconfigure competences (Teece et
al., 1997; Teece, 2007; Eisenhardt & Martin,
2000), while Kump et al. (2019) demonstrate
that sensing, seizing, and transforming
capacities can be empirically measured. A
general organizational capability, however,
differs from an observed response to a
particular trigger:

adaptation capability # observed adaptation

episode (1)

Organizational-learning and
reconfiguration research explains how
routines,  structures, and coordination

mechanisms change over time (March, 1991;
Zollo & Winter, 2002; Karim, 2006; Girod &
Whittington, 2017; Berntzen et al., 2023), but
does not independently establish reproducible
temporal boundaries for a specific adaptation
episode.

Al adds technological and analytical
capabilities without removing this distinction.
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Organizational Al capability has been
conceptualized and measured (Mikalef &
Gupta, 2021), while AI adoption and
integration depend on  heterogeneous
technological and organizational conditions
(Romeo & Lacko, 2024). Al-enabled
capability and adaptive organizational
response should therefore remain analytically
distinct (Sullivan & Fosso Wamba, 2024),
consistent with earlier DEAM evidence that
widespread Al use did not correspond to
equally deep organizational integration
(Lukutin, 2025).

Organizational response speed provides
an important boundary for the proposed
operationalization. Prior research
distinguishes recognition, decision, and
implementation stages and examines decision,
implementation, and overall response speed
(Reykers, 2025; Kolev et al., 2025; Daskevic¢
et al., 2026). Consequently, neither elapsed
response time nor its decomposition into
intermediate stages can itself constitute
DEAM-specific novelty. Longitudinal
software-development ~ research  further
demonstrates that coordination mechanisms
and Agile practices evolve over time and that
GenAl-augmented teams can be studied using
operational and survey data (Berntzen et al.,
2023; Vial & Rivard, 2026; Tomaz et al.,

2026). Software-delivery outcomes
nevertheless remain analytically separate
because Al adoption interacts with the
underlying organizational and technical

system (DORA, 2025).

Previous DEAM research mapped Al
usage, organizational adaptation, and delivery
measures to different analytical layers and
subsequently  conceptualized  adaptation
latency without defining a reproducible
endpoint for durable reconfiguration (Lukutin
& Michkivskyy, 2026a, 2026b). The resulting
distinction can be summarized as:

Al exposure # adaptation capability #
adaptation episode # durable reconfiguration #
subsequent outcomes (2)

The remaining gap is therefore whether
trigger-to-durable-reconfiguration latency can
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be operationalized through observable event
boundaries and measured reproducibly in a
way that provides information distinguishable
from established response-speed,
reconfiguration, organizational-capability, and
engineering constructs.

Aim and Methodology. The aim of the
study is to develop a context-specific event-
level protocol for measuring the interval
between a qualifying trigger and durable
organizational = reconfiguration in  Al-
augmented multi-team software delivery and
to specify the conditions required for its
empirical evaluation.

The object of research is organizational
adaptation in Al-augmented multi-team
software delivery. The subject is event-level
measurement of the interval between a
qualifying organizational trigger and durable
organizational  reconfiguration, including
event boundaries, classification criteria, and
validation requirements.

The study combines construct
discrimination, event specification,
retrospective  calibration, and prospective

validation design. Previous DEAM studies
provide the cumulative conceptual and
empirical foundations for the present
operationalization (Lukutin, 2025; Lukutin &
Michkivskyy, 2026a, 2026b). Evidence is

distinguished as observed, retrospectively
calibrated,  operationally  proposed, or
established external measures used for

comparison and outcome assessment.

The previously studied longitudinal
five-team case is used for retrospective
calibration and illustrative application of the
protocol. One organizational adaptation
episode is reconstructed from available project
records to examine whether To—T4 boundaries
can be identified and to illustrate calculation of
the candidate Los measure. The reconstruction
used available project records, including dated
meeting and training records, sprint-level
project timelines and Sprint Review evidence.
Because the evidence was not collected under
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pre-specified  event-coding  rules, this
application cannot validate the proposed
measure. It also examines whether Al usage,
integration, Al-related activity, organizational
intervention, and delivery outcomes can
legitimately — serve as  interchangeable
adaptation proxies.

The protocol follows three principles:
technological exposure is separated from
organizational adaptation; adaptation is
classified independently of subsequent
delivery outcomes; and the candidate measure
is evaluated against established alternatives
rather than assumed to constitute a distinct
DEAM construct.

Results. Measurement architecture.
The proposed operationalization separates
technological exposure, organizational
adaptation and subsequent outcomes. Al-tool
usage, perceived Al integration, and Al-related
delivery work characterize exposure but do not
independently establish adaptation; delivery-
flow and quality measures describe subsequent
system states.

The analytical ordering is:

Al exposure/context —
adaptation episode — durable
reconfiguration — subsequent
outcomes

3)

Equation (3) defines analytical and

temporal ordering, not an empirically
established causal chain. An adaptation
episode is represented by five event
boundaries:

4

To—=T - T, > T; —
Ty

The sequence is a coding protocol
rather than a claim of novel response-stage
constructs. The primary unit of analysis is a
team-by-trigger adaptation episode; its event
boundaries and measurement status are
summarized in Table 1.
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Table 1

Operational Measurement Protocol for an Adaptation Episode

Element Operational criterion Status
Al exposure Al usage, integration, Al-related work Context/exposure

To Qualifying bounded trigger Proposed coding rule
T, First observable recognition Response stage
T, First observable response commitment Response stage
T; First operational enactment Response stage
T4 First durable reconfiguration satisfying five criteria Proposed endpoint rule
Los T4—To Candidate measure

Outcomes Subsequent flow/quality measures External measures

Source: developed by the authors

Durable
reconfiguration
The critical distinction is:

organizational

Ts % T4 (%)
Initial  implementation may be
temporary, experimental, abandoned, or

locally bounded and therefore does not by
itself  establish  durable organizational
reconfiguration. T4 is the earliest time t at
which five conditions are jointly satisfied:

T4 =min { t : Cchange(t) A
Cenactment(t) A Cpersistence(t) A
Cprovenance(t) A\
independence(t) }

(6)

Coutcome-

T4 therefore requires an observable
organizational = change  (Cchange), actual
enactment rather than intention (Cenactment),
persistence beyond initial use (Cpersistence),
traceable evidence of the change and its timing
(Cprovenance), and classification independent of
subsequent performance (Coutcome-independence)-

For prospective testing in sprint-based
environments,  persistence  across  two
consecutive delivery cycles is proposed as an
initial observation threshold rather than a
universal  theoretical ~ boundary.  The
observation window should reflect the cadence
and nature of the organizational practice;
where evidence is insufficient, T4 should
remain indeterminate. The threshold must
therefore undergo sensitivity analysis across
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alternative  persistence ~ windows  and
organizational cadences.
To prevent circular inference, the

protocol requires:

(7)
T4 classification —
subsequent outcome
observation

rather than identifying adaptation from
a favorable outcome and then attributing that
outcome to the inferred adaptation.

Candidate adaptation-latency measure

Once To and Ts are independently

classified, trigger-to-durable-reconfiguration
latency is:
®)
Losa=Ts4—To

For diagnostic purposes, the interval
can be decomposed as:

©)
Loi=T1—To; Lio=T>—Ti;
L23=T3—T2; L34=T4—T3
and, for complete episodes:
(10)

Los=Lo1 + Lio+ L2 + L

The decomposition identifies where
delay occurs but is not claimed as DEAM-
specific novelty. Because organizational
decision, implementation, and response speed
are established constructs (Reykers, 2025;
Kolev et al., 2025; Daskevi€ et al., 2026), Los
remains a candidate measure. If it proves
indistinguishable from established response-
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or implementation-speed measures, it should
be interpreted as their context-specific
operationalization rather than as a distinct

Episodes without observed T4 remain
incomplete and, where appropriate, should be
treated as right-censored observations. Figure

DEAM construct. 1 summarizes the resulting event-level
architecture.
AI EXPOSURE / CONTEXT
Al tools use, integration,

Al-related work, organizational

context

TO T1 T2 L 15

. e X Implementation Durable

Trigger Recognition Commitment : <
— onset l— reconflguratlon

Qualifying bounded
event that creates
a need for response

Earliest observable
recognition that the
trigger requires
organizational

Earliest observable
commitment or
decision to undertake
a bounded response

Earliest observable
enactment of the
response in actual

Earliest point at which
all five durability
conditions are jointly

response practice satisfied
T
< AE
< > ;
L04 !
. ‘ ¢ i
Trigger-to-durable-reconfiguration latency (T4 - T0) -
1
|
o s A S i ; v
i i
i DURABLE RECONFIGURATION CONDITIONS (T4) | SUBSEQUENT OUTCOMES
i | ! . .
§ 1. Observable | 2. Operational 3. Persistence 4. Traceable 5. Outcome | Flow - Quality - Delivery
' change |  enactment (e.g., = 2 cycles) provenance independence | (observed after T4)

Figure 1. Event-Level Measurement Architecture for Organizational Adaptation

Source: developed by the authors

Note: The sequence represents a
measurement protocol, not novel
organizational response stages. Subsequent
outcomes are excluded from T4 classification.

Retrospective calibration

The longitudinal five-team case
previously used in DEAM research was used
to calibrate measurement boundaries and
examine retrospective applicability of the
protocol (Lukutin & Michkivskyy, 2026a).
One Al-related adaptation episode was
reconstructed from project records. Because
these records were not collected under pre-
specified  To—Ts4 coding rules, the
reconstruction illustrates application but does
not validate the event boundaries or Los.

Table 2 reconstructs the episode from
the initial customer trigger to the incorporation
of Al experimentation into a recurring Sprint
Review practice.

The episode distinguishes
implementation from durable reconfiguration.
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Training completion, AI PoC production, and
increases in Al-related delivery activity were
not used to assign T4. T4 was assigned when Al
experimentation results became incorporated
into a recurring Sprint Review practice.
Subsequent observations across Q3S1-
Q3S6FY26 provided persistence evidence,
while sprint-level Al PoC activity served only
as corroborating evidence of continued
enactment.

Using the approximately dated To of 1
April 2025 and T4 of 2 October 2025, the
reconstructed interval was Los = 184 days.
Temporal  precision  differed  across
intermediate boundaries: T1 was reconstructed
at sprint-level resolution, whereas T», T3, and
T4 were associated with dated organizational
events. The case therefore illustrates the
overall Los4 calculation but does not justify
artificially precise estimates of all component
intervals in Equation (9).
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Table 2

Retrospective Application of the To—T4 Protocol

Boundary Observed event Evidence / coding rationale
N Followin uarterl lanning, the customer ualifying external organizational trigger;
TO g q y p g ymg g g8
01.04.2025 redirected product development toward increased | approximate date reconstructed from the
T Al functionality and greater use of Al tools. project timeline.
. . . | Retrospectively reconstructed recognition
Tl = Team A began op eratmg. asa pilot for systerpatlc boundary inferred from the first observable
development of Al functionality; an ML engineer ) L .
Q2S2FY26 ioined in Q2S3FY26 localized organizational response; sprint-level
J ) temporal resolution.
T2 = ﬁg(;dele tfrgie?ni[; IA%IBLiZn;l;l;’ﬁS dz;hsl(::l ‘Za: Observable commitment to a bounded
10.06.2025 L&D £ £ £ag capability-building response.
T3 = The first LIfM Foundatloq Intensive started for First operational enactment of the coordinated
selected senior representatives from the feature o o
04.08.2025 teams capability-building response.
~ At the Q2S6FY26 Sprmt’R.ewew, available Al Observable and  enmacted change  in
T4 = | PoCs from the teams were jointly presented to the oreanizational practice. subsequently retained
02.10.2025 customer, and Al PoC results were incorporated acfoss later s riIil to cle,s q y
into the recurring Sprint Review practice. P yeles.

Source: developed by the authors

The reconstruction also shows why Al
usage, Al-related activity, organizational
interventions, and delivery outcomes cannot be
treated as interchangeable adaptation proxies.
Al-related product activity preceded durable
reconfiguration, while piloting and capability
building represented stages of organizational
response. Delivery improvement was excluded
from event classification because staffing,
workload, technical conditions, coordination

mechanisms and concurrent interventions
remain alternative explanations.
Accordingly, the retrospective

application establishes neither measurement
reliability nor a causal relationship between
adaptation latency and delivery performance.
Its purpose is to demonstrate operational
applicability, expose differences in event

identifiability, and inform prospective
validation.

Validation and falsification
requirements. Operationalization does not

constitute validation. Before Los can be
interpreted as a distinct empirical measure,
prospective  testing must evaluate the
properties summarized in Table 3.

Persistence robustness should be tested
across alternative observation windows, while
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discriminant and incremental validity should
determine whether Los4 provides information
beyond established response-speed,
organizational, and engineering measures.

The protocol permits three outcomes:
SUPPORT, REFINE or REJECT. Support
requires reproducible event identification and
additional information beyond established
alternatives;  refinement applies  when
boundaries or thresholds require modification;
rejection applies when T4 cannot be classified
reliably, Los4 is redundant with established
measures, or it provides no meaningful
additional information.

Conclusions. This study develops an
event-level DEAM protocol that separates Al
exposure, organizational response, durable
reconfiguration, and subsequent outcomes.
Adaptation is represented through To—Ts, with
T4 classified independently of subsequent
performance only when observable change,
operational enactment, persistence, traceable
provenance, and outcome independence are
jointly satisfied. This enables
operationalization = of  trigger-to-durable-
reconfiguration latency as the candidate
measure Los=T4—To.
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Table 3
Validation Requirements for the Candidate Los Measure

Property Required empirical test
Event identification Independent Ty/T4 coding
Inter-rater reliability Agreement between independent

coders
Alternative T4 thresholds
Comparison with established speed

measures

Models with and without Lo

T4 classified before outcome
window

Replication across teams/triggers
Subsequent delivery measures

Failure implication
Revise event definitions
Revise coding protocol

Persistence robustness
Discriminant validity

Revise endpoint
Possible redundancy

Limited added value
Circularity risk

Incremental validity
Temporal validity

Context robustness
Outcome relevance

Context dependency
Hypothesized mechanism
unsupported

Source: developed by the authors

Retrospective application to one trigger episodes, independently code To—T4,
episode in the five-team case produced an test alternative  persistence  thresholds,

approximate Lo4 of 184 days and demonstrated
unequal temporal precision across event
boundaries, particularly for Ty. The application
illustrates practical identification of To—T4 but
does not validate Los or establish a causal
relationship between adaptation latency and
delivery performance.

The study has several limitations: To—
T4 coding has not undergone inter-rater
reliability testing; the two-cycle persistence
threshold remains a proposed observation
parameter; Los has not demonstrated
discriminant or incremental validity; and the
retrospective evidence was not collected under
pre-specified event-coding rules. Future
research should prospectively collect team-by-

compare Los with established measures, and
treat episodes without observed Ts as
incomplete ~ or  right-censored  where
appropriate.

The practical significance of the
protocol lies in separating technological
adoption from organizational adaptation in
prospective data collection, reducing the risk
of attributing delivery-performance changes
directly to Al adoption when organizational
and operational changes provide alternative
explanations. The proposed operationalization
therefore remains falsifiable: prospective
evidence may support, refine, or reject Los as a
distinct DEAM measure.
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