RESOLUTION AS A SERVICE

A 2026 Category Manifesto for Enterprise Software Vendors

The Era of Access Is Over. The Era of Resolution Has Begun.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Verdict Is In

Between mid-January and mid-February 2026, approximately one trillion dollars in market
capitalization was erased from enterprise software stocks. The event, now codified as the
SaaSpocalypse, was not a panic. It was a repricing of reality.

The market delivered a single, clear message: the seat-based business model is structurally
incompatible with an economy in which Al agents can perform the work those seats were built to
coordinate. Every pricing commitment, every expansion assumption, every go-to-market motion
predicated on human headcount growth has been invalidated in a matter of weeks.

This document is a response to that verdict. It is written for software vendors who recognize the
crisis and need a credible path forward, and for the buyers who will increasingly demand that
their software vendors meet them on the other side of it.

The question is no longer whether to transition. It is whether you will
lead the transition or be consumed by it.

Resolution as a Service (RaaS) is the pricing and architectural framework that emerges from
this inflection. Its core proposition is simple: software should be priced on the problems it solves,
not the number of people who log in to solve them. This manifesto explains why that transition is
inevitable, how to execute it without destroying your P&L in the process, and, critically, why
customers should want you to make it.
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CHAPTER 1

The SaaSpocalypse: What Actually Happened and Why

The proximate cause of the February 2026 collapse was a two-day convergence. On February
4th, Anthropic released Claude Opus 4.6, featuring autonomous software capabilities that
allowed Al to audit, patch, and optimize enterprise codebases without human intervention. On
February 5th, OpenAl launched Frontier, an agentic operating system designed to execute
enterprise work directly at the data layer, bypassing traditional CRM and ticketing interfaces
entirely. The combined market response erased $285 billion in a single session.

Company YTD Primary Attribution
Performance

Oracle (ORCL) -30.3% Unproven $100B Al infrastructure bet on a legacy debt
mountain

ServiceNow (NOW) —28.0% High valuation multiples rejected for human-centric
workflow tools

Salesforce (CRM) —26.0% Severe seat compression as Al agents displace sales
and support headcount

Workday (WDAY) -25.0% Collateral damage in revaluation of human capital
management software

Adobe (ADBE) —22-27% Displacement fears as generative Al removes demand
for traditional design seats

SAP (SAP) -16.0% Cloud backlog miss and absent agent-first strategy

Microsoft (MSFT) -14.0% Buffered by Azure infrastructure revenue despite

application layer losses

But the decline of these specific companies is the symptom, not the disease. The underlying
condition is what analysts now call Business Model Debt: the accumulated constraint of years of
pricing commitments predicated on the expansion of human headcount. For a decade, the
investment thesis for enterprise software was that every new white-collar employee represented
a new seat to be purchased. Al agents have inverted that thesis into a death spiral.

The SaaSpocalypse was not caused by bad products or bad management. It was caused by a
good thesis that finally hit its expiration date.

The critical insight, and the one most vendors are still resisting, is that the value of enterprise
software never truly resided in the interface. It resided in the institutional architecture the
interface encoded: the workflows, the business logic, the accumulated data about how an
organization actually operates. The market is not saying that software has no value. It is saying
that software whose only moat is the interface has no future.
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CHAPTER 2

The Al Efficiency Trap: How Good Products Destroy Their
Own Revenue

The decline of seat-based pricing is the logical conclusion of a paradox that SaaS vendors
created for themselves. For decades, they sold the promise of productivity: that their tools would
help human teams do more with less. In 2026, that promise was fulfilled with such intensity that
it began cannibalizing the vendor's own revenue model.

The mechanism is straightforward. When Al agents handle 80% or more of tier-1 support tickets
autonomously, a company no longer needs 100 Zendesk seats. It needs 20, or 5, or a platform
fee. When Al tracks and updates complex project management tasks in real time, the 200-seat
Asana contract becomes a negotiating liability at renewal. The better the Al works, the less the
customer needs to buy under the old model.

D S

Seat-based pricing adoption 15% (down from 12-month decline as buyers resist
(enterprise) 21%) access-only licensing
Hybrid pricing adoption 41% (up from 27%) Usage + outcome models gaining fastest
share
Churn multiple for seat-only 2.3x vs. vendors offering hybrid or outcome
SaaS options
Tech layoffs in 2025 245,000 across 783 Averaging 674 people per day
companies
Monthly tech job additions Down 71% 49k/month in 2025 vs. 168k/month in 2024

year-on-year

Every ghost seat, a license paid for but not used because Al made the
headcount unnecessary, is a churn event waiting for the next budget
cycle.

The Churn Cascade is the mechanism through which this plays out. Al makes teams more
productive. Companies cut headcount to protect their own operating margins. Because SaaS
contracts are tied to seat counts, this triggers immediate downgrades at renewal. Annual
contracts, once the gold standard of recurring revenue predictability, no longer protect against
customers who are paying for thousands of seats they cannot justify to a CFO watching their
own Al efficiency metrics.

The total addressable market for seat-based software was previously a function of the total
number of knowledge workers. If Al reduces the need for those workers, the TAM for seat-based
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software shrinks proportionally. Vendors must transition to a model where their TAM is a function
of business complexity, the problems organizations need resolved, which grows regardless of
headcount.
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CHAPTER 3

The Al Margin Gap: Why the P&L Crisis Is Structural

Traditional SaaS companies achieved their historic valuations by operating with near-zero
marginal costs. After the platform was developed, the marginal cost per user became negligible,
consisting mainly of hosting and basic support expenses. This produced gross margins between
75% and 85%, and investors priced those margins into 10x+ revenue multiples.

The introduction of agentic Al has shattered this model. Scaling Al companies in 2026 are
seeing gross margins compress to 52%. Every resolution delivered by an Al agent carries real
variable costs: GPU inference, model hosting, orchestration layers, and the compute required to
run autonomous agents 24 hours a day. These are not the marginal costs of serving a human
clicking through a Ul. They are the costs of a system doing actual cognitive work.

_ Traditional SaaS Al-Native SaaS

Typical Gross Margin 75-85% ~52% (and falling under seat
pricing)

Marginal Cost Level Near-zero Significant and variable

Primary COGS Drivers Hosting / basic support GPU / tokens / orchestration

Margin Sensitivity Scales with headcount growth Scales with usage intensity and

prompt complexity

The data confirms the breadth of this crisis: 84% of companies report Al costs eroding gross
margins by more than 6%, with over a quarter seeing compression of 16% or more. Companies
that persist with seat-only pricing are the most exposed. They are effectively giving away
expensive compute for a fixed monthly fee, which is viable only as long as usage stays low. As
agents run more workflows, the economics invert.

Oracle provides the starkest cautionary example. It is simultaneously a victim of Al disruption in
its legacy database business while making the sector's largest unproven infrastructure bet; a
projected $275 billion in capital expenditure through 2028 to support customers like OpenAl who
may not reach profitability until 2030. This debt mountain of over $100 billion in bonds and loans
illustrates the danger of trying to scale Al on a legacy financial foundation.

Vendors who persist with seat-only pricing are not just leaving revenue on the table. They are
subsidizing their customers' efficiency gains at the direct expense of their own survival.

Resolution as a Service is the only structural escape from this compression. By aligning the
price of the software with the cost of the compute used to deliver a result, vendors stop giving
away Al capacity at a flat rate and start pricing proportionally to the value, and cost, of what they
actually deliver.
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CHAPTER 4

The 1-to-4 Rule: The Mathematics of Resolution Value

To maintain institutional margins in the Raa$S era, vendors must adopt a new financial discipline:
the 1-to-4 Rule. For every $1 of Al infrastructure and compute spend, including model hosting,
tokens, and orchestration, a RaaS company must capture at least $4 of Resolution Value from
the customer. This ratio is derived from the requirement to return to the 75% gross margin
baseline that institutional investors demand from high-performance software companies.

The formula is: Revenue per Resolution 2 4 x Al Cost to Serve. If a resolution costs $0.25 to
serve and is priced at $1.00, the gross margin is 75%. The math is simple. The discipline is not.

‘ Resolution Type Est. Cost to Serve | Required Price (1-to-4)

Tier-1 support ticket $0.25 $1.00 75%
Complex legal document audit = $2.50 $10.00 75%
Project plan generation $0.10 $0.40 75%
Enterprise data cleansing $0.50 $2.00 75%

Many companies are currently failing this math. At launch, Intercom's Fin product charged $0.99
per resolution while the cost to serve was approximately $1.20 — a deliberately negative-margin
strategy to prove the outcome model's value. The lesson is instructive: without pricing that
reflects true cost-to-serve, companies are subsidizing their customers' efficiency gains at the
expense of their own survival. Margins improved as model costs declined, but the principle
remains.

The Measurement Imperative

The 1-to-4 Rule only works if vendors can measure it. This is where most outcome-based
pricing initiatives fail in practice. The "Atomic Resolution", the unit of work that serves as the
foundation for pricing, must be precisely defined before any pricing conversation can begin.

An Atomic Resolution must satisfy three criteria. First, it must be verifiable: a problem solved, a
ticket closed, a document generated, or a transaction completed, not a task "attempted" or
"partially addressed". Second, it must be attributable: the resolution must be traceable to the
platform's Al execution, not to a human override or an external process. Third, it must be finite:
the resolution has a clear endpoint, preventing open-ended agentic loops from consuming
unlimited compute under a fixed resolution fee.

The first conversation every RaaS vendor needs to have internally is not 'how do we price
outcomes?' It is 'what exactly counts as an outcome?’
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This requires granular visibility into cost-to-serve by customer and use case. Power users
running thousands of automated workflows create very different margin profiles than occasional
users. Without this visibility, a platform can appear healthy at the aggregate level while specific
enterprise customers are quietly generating negative margins at scale.

The Competitive Dynamics of Outcome Pricing

Vendors concerned about the stickiness of outcome-based pricing relative to annual contracts
are right to think carefully here. A seat contract locks a customer in for twelve months. An
outcome contract, in theory, allows them to benchmark per-resolution cost against competitors
every quarter.

The answer to this competitive risk is the High-Fidelity Repository, discussed in depth in Chapter
5, but the commercial principle is worth stating plainly: outcome pricing is stickier than seat
pricing when the platform's resolutions are measurably better, faster, or more defensible than
what a competitor can offer. The goal is not to win on price per resolution. It is to win on
resolution quality, such that switching creates unacceptable institutional risk for the customer.
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CHAPTER 5

Why Customers Should Want This: The Buyer's Case for
RaaS

The previous chapters have addressed the vendor's survival imperative. But a pricing model
that serves only the vendor's interests will not achieve adoption. The most important, and most
underappreciated, dimension of the RaasS transition is the genuine value it creates for buyers.

Seat-based pricing was always a crude approximation of value. A company paying for 500
Salesforce seats is paying for access to a system, regardless of whether that system actually
produces sales outcomes. The vendor's incentive under this model is to maximize adoption and
usage, not results. The buyer's incentive is to minimize seats while maximizing outcomes, which
is structurally opposed to the vendor's interests. This misalignment has been a persistent source
of friction in enterprise software relationships for decades.

Outcome-based pricing does something radical: it aligns the vendor's
incentive with the customer’s goal. You only pay when the problem is
solved. We only get paid when we solve it.

The Three Buyer Benefits
1. Accountability replaces access.

Under seat pricing, a vendor is paid whether the software works or not. Under outcome pricing,
the vendor is not paid for failed resolutions. This creates a contractual accountability structure
that does not exist in the traditional model. For procurement teams increasingly under pressure
to demonstrate ROI from software spend, this is not a nice-to-have, it is a fundamental shift in
the risk allocation of the contract.

2. Budget scales with value, not headcount.

As Al reduces headcount, seat-based software costs remain fixed or increase as vendors raise
prices to compensate for compression elsewhere. Outcome-based costs, by contrast, scale with
actual usage and therefore actual value received. A company that processes 10,000 resolutions
per month pays proportionally more than one that processes 1,000 and receives proportionally
more value. This is the natural pricing logic that seat-based models have always lacked.

3. Shared incentive for continuous improvement.

Paying a vendor per resolution directly aligns their financial interest with service efficiency; they
are incentivized to utilize superior models, retrieval methods, and orchestration to reduce the
cost of each resolution. As inference costs decline (which they consistently do), a
well-structured RaaS contract passes some of that efficiency back to the customer in the form of
lower per-resolution pricing. The vendor and the customer are both winning as the technology
improves. Under seat pricing, only the vendor wins from efficiency gains.
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Addressing the Buyer's Legitimate Concerns

Buyers will raise three objections to outcome pricing, and vendors must have credible answers
to all three.

"How do | know you'll count resolutions accurately?"”

This is the measurement trust problem, and it is real. The answer is audit trails. Every Atomic
Resolution must generate a verifiable log: the inputs provided, the actions taken, the output
delivered, and the timestamp. Vendors who invest in cryptographically verifiable resolution
records, similar to what EigenCloud has pioneered with on-chain smart contract proofs, will
command a significant trust premium over those relying on proprietary reporting.

"What if a resolution is wrong or incomplete?"”

Resolution quality SLAs must be built into the contract. A resolution that is reopened within 48
hours, or that triggers a human escalation, should not count as a billable resolution under a
well-structured agreement. This is not a concession. It is what forces the vendor to maintain
quality at scale.

"Will my costs become unpredictable?”

This is the most commercially sensitive concern for CFOs. The answer is resolution budgeting:
a hybrid model that provides a committed monthly platform fee for guaranteed resolution
capacity, with variable pricing for overages. This mirrors how cloud infrastructure is sold today
and provides the budget predictability that finance teams require while maintaining the
outcome-alignment that makes RaaS valuable.
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CHAPTER 6

Architectural Shift: Building the Outcome-First Backbone

RaaS is not only a pricing change. It requires a fundamental restructuring of the software stack.
The legacy model placed the application at the center of the experience: users navigated a
polished Ul to input data and manage human-centric workflows. In the RaaS era, that
application layer is being demoted to a data source. The interface is migrating to the agent
layer, where Al models orchestrate work across multiple backends simultaneously.

‘ Architectural Layer 2024 Workflow-First Model 2026 Outcome-First Model

Primary Interface Proprietary vendor Ul Autonomous agent layer

Data Structure Relational / siloed Graph-based / high-fidelity

Logic Execution Human-operated Agentic / autonomic

System Moat Ul friction / vendor lock-in Connectivity / context / data
integrity

The High-Fidelity Repository

The core of the new architecture is the High-Fidelity Repository. A resolution requires more than
a record of a transaction; it requires a system that owns both the data and the logic to execute a
result. High-Fidelity Repositories employ graph technology to create digital knowledge
representations that accurately reflect human comprehension. This structure facilitates
reasoning and inference, allowing the platform to deduce novel knowledge and reveal
relationships that conventional relational databases cannot detect.

This is the technical foundation of competitive moat in the RaaS era. A vendor whose repository
is the richest, most connected, most context-aware system in its vertical is not easily replaced
by a general-purpose Al agent. The agent needs the data to act. Whoever owns the cleanest,
deepest, most logically structured version of that data owns the resolution.

The SaaS Demotion Problem

Protocols like MCP (Model Context Protocol) allow Al agents to connect directly to the APIs and
data layers of any platform without human intervention. This creates what analysts call "SaaS
Demotion": as agents handle the interface, the surface area where traditional vendors capture
value disappears. A Salesforce customer whose Al agent manages the entire sales pipeline
through MCP has little reason to pay for the Salesforce Ul.
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Raas is the strategy to recapture value at the resolution layer. Even if the user never opens the
Salesforce dashboard, the Salesforce backend can still be paid for every successful sales lead
resolved by the agent. As long as Salesforce has repositioned itself as the authoritative
resolution engine rather than the interface.

The question every SaaS vendor must answer: if an Al agent bypasses your Ul entirely, what
are you still getting paid for? If the answer is ‘nothing,’ you have a SaaS Demotion problem.

Vendors who invest now in MCP connectivity, graph-structured data assets, and domain-specific
resolution logic will be the ones who survive the interface commoditization. Those who continue
optimizing their Ul will find themselves building a moat around the wrong thing.
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CHAPTER 7

The Middle Lane: Navigating the Binary Trap

As organizations struggle to adapt to the agentic era, they frequently fall into a Binary Trap with
two failed extremes. Al Utopians call for completely unvetted autonomy, convinced that
general-purpose agents will soon render both specialized software and human supervision
obsolete. Al Doomers predict that Al agents will never achieve meaningful enterprise adoption
due to the complexity of corporate systems, regulatory risk, and the change management
burden of retraining workforces.

Both positions are untenable, and both will produce bad outcomes.

‘m Philosophy Risk Profile

Al Utopians "Agents will replace everything — deploy Security breaches, operational
broadly and immediately" chaos, low-quality outputs,
institutional knowledge loss
Al Doomers "Al is overhyped — protect our legacy Existential obsolescence, margin
systems and wait" collapse, ceding 3-year Al
maturity advantage to
competitors
RaaS Stewardship = "Agents resolve work within our repository, Managed transition with
with human oversight on judgment calls" protected margins and data
integrity

The Middle Lane of Stewardship

RaaS Stewardship treats Al agents as powerful but bounded digital workers that require a
structured environment to create value. The three commitments of the Stewardship position are:

First, identify the human judgment areas that must never be delegated. These include source
trust decisions, ethical filtering, and any resolution where error would carry regulatory, legal, or
reputational consequences that the agent cannot assess. These elements are not shortcomings
of the model; rather, they constitute the governance framework essential for the reliability of the
overall automation.

Second, invest in data quality and process documentation as the foundation for agentic
execution. An agent is only as good as the repository it reasons over. Deploying agents after
documenting the organization's institutional logic, including business rules, exception handling,
and domain expertise, will lead to significantly higher resolution quality than deployment against
disorganized, undocumented data.
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Third, use purpose-built agentic solutions for bounded workflows rather than general-purpose
agents for everything. A purpose-built agent for legal contract review, trained on your firm's
specific precedents and risk thresholds, will outperform a general LLM on that task every time.
Furthermore, it will be auditable in ways that matter to your legal and compliance teams.

Microsoft's relative outperformance during the SaaSpocalypse was not
accidental. It is the market's reward for being both the infrastructure of
the disruption (Azure) and the monetizer of it (Copilot). Stewardship
compounds.

The market already rewards this position. Microsoft's -14% performance relative to Salesforce's
-26% and ServiceNow's -28% is not a coincidence. It reflects investor recognition that Microsoft
is building the infrastructure of the Al era while simultaneously monetizing the disruption through
Copilot. Vendors who adopt the Stewardship model, investing in their High-Fidelity Repository
while selectively deploying agentic resolution, are positioning themselves for the same
compounding dynamic.
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CHAPTER 8

The Roadmap: Implementing Resolution as a Service

The transition to RaaS is not merely a pricing change; it is a fundamental transformation of
product strategy, GTM motion, and engineering architecture. Vendors have a five-year window
to complete this transition, but the market will reward early movers who demonstrate credible
progress within the next 12 to 24 months. The survival timeline requires immediate action
across three sequential phases.

Phase 1: The Revenue Audit (Months 1-6)

Before changing anything, understand exactly what you have. Audit your current revenue mix to
determine precisely how much of your ARR is dependent on headcount expansion. Every ghost
seat, a license paid for but not actively used, is a churn event staged and waiting.

Simultaneously, map your Atomic Resolutions. What are the discrete, verifiable outcomes your
platform currently delivers? If your product team cannot answer that question clearly, your
pricing team cannot price them. Work with product, customer success, and finance to define
5—-10 candidate resolution types with clear completion criteria and rough cost-to-serve
estimates.

The audit goal is to determine the Resolution-to-Seat ratio for every major customer segment.
The financial goal is to identify 2—3 alternative pricing levers, platform fees, resolution credits,
take-rates, that can be introduced within 12 months without requiring contract renegotiation.

Phase 2: The Hybrid Pilot (Months 6—18)

Layer outcome metrics on top of your existing seat contracts in a controlled customer cohort.
This is not a full pricing overhaul, it is a measurement and evidence-building exercise.
Instrument your platform to track resolutions per customer, cost-to-serve per resolution type,
and customer-perceived value (measured through downstream business outcomes, not
satisfaction surveys).

Test the 1-to-4 Rule in this cohort. Identify the resolution types where your margin is healthy and
the resolution types where you are operating below threshold. Begin the architectural work to
migrate core data assets into a High-Fidelity Repository structure that enables agentic
connectivity via MCP.

Simultaneously, develop your measurement trust infrastructure. Design the audit trail system
that will allow customers to verify resolution counts and quality. This is a commercial
requirement, not a technical nice-to-have.

Phase 3: Full RaaS Diversification (Years 3-5)

By the end of Year 3, less than 60% of revenue should derive from seats. The architecture
should be operating as an Outcome-First backbone, with agent connectivity normalized across
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your customer base. The 1-to-4 Rule should be embedded in your pricing model as standard,
not exception.

By Year 5, the goal is a platform that functions as an un-rippable institutional asset for your
customers, priced entirely on its ability to resolve business complexity, with gross margins
restored to the 75%+ baseline that the RaaS equilibrium enables.

‘ Transition Milestone Year 1-2 Target Year 3 Target Year 5 Target

Revenue from seats 80-90% (declining) < 60% <20%
Pricing model Hybrid / pilot RaaS = Outcome-based Pure Resolution as a
default Service
Architecture Siloed / Ul-centric Connected / High-Fidelity
data-backend Repository
Gross margin ~52% ~65% (optimization) 75%+ (RaaS
(compression) equilibrium)

Vendors who wait for the market to force this transition will find themselves negotiating from
weakness. Vendors who lead it will be setting the terms of the next decade of enterprise
software pricing.
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CONCLUSION

The Era of Resolution Has Arrived

The SaaSpocalypse was not a myth, and it was not a temporary correction. It was a repricing of
the future, executed in real time by capital markets that finally had enough evidence to act. The
seat is dead. The interface is being commoditized. The knowledge worker headcount on which
two decades of SaaS expansion was built is in structural decline.

Enterprise software isn't dying; it's undergoing a fundamental shift. The new valuation is based
on outcomes achieved, not mere access. The focus is moving from user interfaces to core
institutional architectures, and success is measured by the number of problems solved rather
than the number of logins. The companies that thrive in the post-2026 economy are those that
recognize this repricing as an opportunity rather than a threat.

Resolution as a Service is the framework that makes that opportunity concrete. It gives vendors
a pricing model that survives Al-driven headcount reduction. It gives customers a contractual
structure that aligns incentives and delivers accountability. It gives the market a category with a
coherent value proposition: not software that helps people do work, but software that does the
work.

The era of access is over. The era of resolution has begun. The only
question is whether your company leads it or follows it.

The path forward requires honest self-assessment, architectural investment, and the willingness
to have uncomfortable conversations with customers about what you are actually selling them
and why. It is not the easy path. But it is the only path with a destination worth arriving at.
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LEGAL NOTICES & STRATEGIC DISCLOSURES

Strategic Disclosure & Framework Governance

This Category Manifesto and the proprietary frameworks contained within, specifically the 1-to-4
Rule of Resolution Economics and the High-Fidelity Repository Architecture, are provided
by Crown Point Advisory Group (CPAG) for informational and strategic educational purposes
only. They do not constitute formal financial, legal, tax, or professional management consulting
advice.

The "SaaSpocalypse" benchmarks and market data cited for February 2026 represent a specific
historical inflection point in enterprise software. While these models are designed to address the
structural decline of seat-based revenue, individual business results are subject to a wide range
of variables, including technical debt, market volatility, and the specific efficacy of a firm’s Al
agentic implementation. CPAG does not guarantee specific financial outcomes or valuation
increases resulting from the adoption of the RaaS model.

Engagement with this document, or the localized application of its logic, does not establish a
formal consultant-client or fiduciary relationship between the reader and Crown Point Advisory
Group or its affiliates. Formal advisory engagements require a separate, signed Master Services
Agreement (MSA) and a defined Statement of Work (SOW).

In alignment with the 2026 Transparency Standards for Synthetic Media and Research, notice is
hereby given that portions of the data synthesis, structural modeling, and architectural
visualizations within this manifesto were developed through the stewardship of advanced
generative Al systems. These tools were utilized under the strict editorial control and strategic
direction of CPAG to ensure the highest fidelity of signal for the B2B SaaS community.

All content, terminology, and visual assets are the intellectual property of Crown Point Advisory
Group. No part of this manifesto may be reproduced or redistributed for commercial gain without
express written consent.

© 2026 Crown Point Advisory Group. All Rights Reserved.
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