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The End of the Embedded Computing Era

Every generation of aerospace has been defined not simply by the aircraft it built, but by the software architecture it
made possible.

When historians look back at the great transitions that shaped modern aerospace, they tend to point to
breakthroughs in propulsion, materials, aerodynamics, or electronics. Jet engines enabled global commercial
aviation, composite materials redefined aircraft performance, digital fly-by-wire transformed flight control, and
Integrated Modular Avionics fundamentally changed how onboard computing resources were organized. Each of
these innovations altered what aircraft could do. Yet beneath every visible technological revolution sat another
transformation that was far less obvious but ultimately just as consequential: the evolution of software architecture.

Software architecture rarely attracts headlines. It does not appear
in aircraft brochures, military capability briefings, or investor
presentations. Passengers never see it, pilots rarely think about

it, and even within engineering organizations it is often treated as
an implementation detail rather than a strategic asset. And yet it
quietly determines almost everything that matters over the life of
a mission system. It influences how quickly new capabilities can
be introduced, how difficult systems are to certify, how resilient
they are to cyber threats, how efficiently computing resources are
used, and how expensive modernization becomes over decades of
operational service. Long after processor specifications become
obsolete and programming languages evolve, architectural decisions
continue to shape engineering effort, operational flexibility, and

program economics.

For much of the last forty years, the aerospace industry has benefited from an architectural model that proved
remarkably durable. It enabled increasingly sophisticated avionics, supported some of the most demanding safety
requirements ever imposed on software, and helped establish an engineering culture that prizes determinism, rigor,
and predictability above almost every other characteristic. That model deserves enormous credit; without it, modern
commercial aviation, advanced military aircraft, satellites, launch systems, and countless other mission-critical
platforms simply could not have evolved as they did.

The challenge rarely begins because existing technologies suddenly stop working. Instead, the environment around
them changes until assumptions that once represented sound engineering judgment slowly become sources of
friction. Mainframe computing experienced this transition when distributed computing emerged, and distributed
computing experienced it again with the rise of cloud-native architectures. Telecommunications lived through it during
the migration from dedicated hardware appliances to software-defined networking, and the automotive industry is
experiencing it today as software, rather than mechanical engineering alone—becomes the defining characteristic of
vehicle capability.

Aerospace has now reached a similar inflection point. The embedded computing model that has guided mission-
critical software for decades is not failing; on the contrary, it continues to perform exactly as it was designed. The
problem is that it was designed for a different world.
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It is tempting to describe today’s environment using familiar language. Engineering teams speak about increasing
software complexity, growing certification costs, multicore processors, artificial intelligence, cybersecurity, digital
engineering, and software-defined capabilities, each of which dominates conference agendas and executive discussions
throughout the industry. Individually, none of these observations is particularly controversial. Collectively, however, they
reveal something far more significant: an industry that has quietly shifted from building embedded software to managing
intelligent systems. The distinction appears subtle, but it changes almost every architectural decision that follows.

Traditional embedded software was designed primarily
to execute predefined behavior. Although systems

grew increasingly sophisticated, their operational logic
remained largely deterministic. Requirements were
established during development, software was validated
against those requirements, and certification confirmed
that the implementation satisfied the intended
behavior. Once deployed, systems changed relatively
infrequently, because every modification introduced
additional engineering effort, operational risk, and
certification cost. Within that environment, architectural
stability represented one of the highest forms of
engineering excellence: stable architectures produced
predictable behavior, predictable behavior simplified
certification, and certification enabled operational trust.
The relationship between these ideas was clear and

mutually reinforcing.

This transition changes the engineering problem itself. For decades, aerospace organizations asked a relatively
straightforward question: how do we build software that behaves correctly? That question remains important, but it is no
longer sufficient. The defining question of the next generation is considerably more difficult:

How do we continuously evolve intelligent mission systems while preserving safety, security, determinism,
certification, and operational trust?

Notice what has changed. The challenge is no longer simply writing correct software. It is governing change.

One of the most significant yet least appreciated consequences of this transition is that software architecture itself
becomes a competitive capability. Historically, architecture existed primarily to support applications, and success
was measured by how effectively those applications fulfilled mission requirements. The operating system, middleware,
and infrastructure layers were viewed as enabling technologies rather than sources of strategic differentiation. That
perspective increasingly understates where value is created. As software begins to evolve continuously over decades
of operational service, the ability to introduce new capabilities without disrupting existing ones becomes more
valuable than any individual application. The architecture determines whether modernization is routine or traumatic,
whether integrating a new sensor requires months or years, whether introducing Al inference demands an entirely
new computing platform or simply another managed workload, and whether certification evidence can be reused or
must be regenerated. Most importantly, it determines whether organizations remain free to evolve their systems—or
become constrained by the very architectures that once enabled them.
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In this sense, architecture becomes something more than technical design. It becomes an economic decision. Two
aircraft with identical mission capability on the day they enter service may differ dramatically in value fifteen years
later, not because one processor proved faster than another, but because one architecture absorbed change while the
other resisted it.

This observation is beginning to reshape conversations throughout
aerospace. Program executives increasingly ask not simply what

a platform can do today, but how easily it can accommodate what
tomorrow will require. Chief engineers are becoming less concerned
with optimizing isolated applications and more concerned with
sustaining software ecosystems over decades. Certification
authorities are exploring how evidence, traceability, and assurance
might evolve alongside increasingly dynamic software environments.
These are not isolated developments; they are different
manifestations of the same underlying transition. The center of
gravity is moving away from software implementation and toward
software architecture, and once architecture becomes the primary
determinant of lifecycle economics, the industry begins competing
on an entirely different basis.

Complexity is No Longer the Problem

For much of the past decade, discussions about aerospace software have been dominated by a single word: complexity.
Programs are becoming more complex, certification is becoming more complex, computing platforms and supply chains
are becoming more complex, and artificial intelligence and cybersecurity each introduce still more. The observation is
accurate, but it is also incomplete.

Complexity, by itself, has never been the defining challenge of aerospace engineering. If it were, modern

commercial aviation would never have emerged. A contemporary passenger aircraft contains millions of individual
components, thousands of software functions, sophisticated hydraulic, electrical, and environmental systems, global
communications, advanced navigation, and multiple layers of redundancy. Spacecraft routinely operate autonomously
millions of kilometers from Earth under conditions that permit no physical intervention. Complexity has always been
part of the profession. What distinguishes the current era is not that systems are becoming more complicated, but

that their complexity has become deeply interconnected.

The software platform can no longer be
understood as the sum of independent
subsystems. Every architectural decision now
has consequences that propagate across
disciplines that historically evolved in relative
isolation. A decision to introduce a new

Al capability affects processor utilization,
which influences multicore interference
analysis, which in turn affects certification
evidence, cybersecurity assumptions, thermal
management, power consumption, and
ultimately operational availability. A seemingly
local engineering decision becomes a system-
wide architectural one.
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This interconnectedness changes the nature of engineering itself. For decades, engineering organizations were
largely organized around domains of expertise, flight controls, displays, communications, mission management,
operating systems, cybersecurity, certification, and hardware integration, each with its own methodologies, tools,

and organizational structures. The interfaces between these disciplines mattered, but they remained manageable
because the rate of change within each discipline was relatively slow. That separation is becoming increasingly
difficult to sustain. Artificial intelligence cannot be treated as a standalone application, because its behavior depends
on specialized hardware accelerators, data pipelines, runtime scheduling, and governance mechanisms. Cybersecurity
cannot be addressed solely through perimeter defenses, because the attack surface increasingly emerges from
interactions between components. Certification cannot remain a downstream activity, because architectural decisions
made early in development determine the scope and cost of evidence generation years later. What appears to be a
collection of independent engineering challenges is, in reality, a single architectural challenge expressed through
different disciplines.

The implications are profound. Organizations that continue optimizing individual technologies independently may
achieve local improvements while inadvertently increasing system-level complexity. Organizations that begin with the
architecture, treating software, hardware, assurance, and lifecycle management as elements of a unified platform, can
often reduce overall complexity even as system capability continues to expand. This distinction is one of the central
ideas of this book: the next generation of competitive advantage will not come from solving more isolated engineering
problems, but from designing architectures that allow those problems to coexist without overwhelming one another.

Technology transitions rarely succeed on technical superiority alone. They succeed because they fundamentally

alter economics. The migration from proprietary servers to cloud computing was not driven solely by advances in
virtualization; it succeeded because cloud platforms dramatically reduced the cost and time required to deploy new
applications. Similarly, software-defined networking did not replace traditional networking because routers suddenly
became obsolete, but because the economics of managing large-scale networks changed. Mission-critical computing is

now entering a comparable economic transition.

Historically, most engineering investment was concentrated before a platform entered service. Development programs
were long, certification was intensive, and deployment represented the culmination of years of effort. Once operational,
software evolved relatively slowly, and sustainment focused on maintaining certified functionality rather than
introducing continuous new capability. That model is now reversing. The value of many mission systems is increasingly
determined less by the capability delivered at initial deployment than by the ability to evolve throughout their
operational lives. Military programs are expected to respond rapidly to changing threats.

Commercial aviation seeks more efficient integration of new digital services. Space systems increasingly rely on
software updates to extend capability long after launch. Autonomous platforms learn from operational data and require
regular refinement of their perception, planning, and decision-making algorithms.
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Architecture therefore becomes an economic multiplier. An architecture that isolates change, enables component
reuse, and minimizes certification impact creates value repeatedly throughout the life of the program, while an
architecture that tightly couples applications, infrastructure, and hardware may appear efficient during initial
development while imposing steadily increasing costs during operational service. This helps explain why discussions
about software architecture are moving beyond engineering organizations and into executive leadership teams.
Chief executives rarely debate scheduling algorithms or memory-partitioning strategies, but they care deeply about
whether future modernization requires hundreds of millions of dollars or can be accomplished through incremental
evolution, whether a new mission capability can be deployed within months rather than years, and whether
technology refresh becomes a routine engineering activity or a major acquisition program. In other words, they care
about architecture because architecture increasingly determines business outcomes.

From Product to Platforms

Every major technology industry eventually experiences a transition
from products to platforms. The personal computer industry evolved
from individual hardware products into operating system ecosystems.
Mobile computing shifted from handsets to application platforms. Cloud
computing transformed infrastructure into programmable services.
Artificial intelligence is undergoing the same evolution today, with
value migrating from isolated models toward integrated Al platforms
that combine compute, data, orchestration, governance, and lifecycle

management.

Mission-critical computing has historically resisted this pattern, and for understandable reasons. The industry

has often viewed operating systems, hypervisors, middleware, cybersecurity solutions, development tools, and
certification support as separate product categories, each addressing a well-defined technical problem, with
procurement processes that reflected that separation. But that model increasingly obscures where customers derive
value. Program offices are not trying to assemble collections of unrelated software components; they are trying to
build sustainable mission systems capable of integrating new technologies over decades while maintaining safety,
security, operational readiness, and regulatory compliance. Those objectives cannot be achieved through isolated
products alone. They require platforms.

A platform is more than a collection of technologies. It establishes the architectural rules that govern how
technologies evolve together, provides consistency across hardware generations, software updates, certification
activities, security policies, and operational environments, and, most importantly, reduces the friction associated with
change. Viewed through this lens, the evolution of mission-critical computing begins to resemble transitions already
observed in other industries. The question is no longer whether aerospace will adopt platform thinking, but what kind
of platform will emerge, and which organizations will define it.

Transition to the Next Chapter

If the embedded computing era was defined by deterministic execution on relatively stable computing platforms, the
next era will be defined by something very different: the continuous management of intelligence across increasingly
dynamic mission environments. That transition did not occur because of a single breakthrough technology. It emerged
from the convergence of several long-term structural forces that have been building quietly for years, and understanding
those forces requires looking beyond individual technologies to examine how the industry itself is changing. The
sections that follow introduce those forces, not as a list of technology trends, but as structural shifts that, taken
together, redefine the future of mission-critical computing.
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One of the easiest mistakes to make when observing technology industries is to assume that progress occurs primarily
through better components: faster processors replace slower processors, more capable operating systems replace older
ones, and improved programming languages replace previous generations of tools. Viewed this way, innovation appears
incremental, each generation simply improving on the last. History suggests something rather different. The most
significant transitions occur when the definition of the platform itself changes.

The emergence of the personal computer did not simply produce better computers; it fundamentally changed where
software was developed, how it was distributed, and who could create it. Microsoft became strategically important not
because DOS or Windows were merely operating systems, but because they established the platform on which an entire
software ecosystem could emerge. Cloud computing followed a similar trajectory. Virtualization initially appeared to be a
technical improvement that enabled more efficient server utilization, but over time it became clear that virtualization was
only one component of a much larger transition. The cloud was valuable not because it virtualized hardware, but because
it transformed infrastructure into a programmable platform capable of supporting entirely new software delivery models.
Artificial intelligence is now undergoing the same evolution, with value migrating from isolated models toward integrated
platforms that combine compute, data, orchestration, governance, and lifecycle management. In every case, value
migrated upward—away from individual technologies and toward the architectural layer responsible for coordinating
them. Mission-critical computing is beginning to experience precisely this transition.

To appreciate why this matters, it helps to examine briefly how aerospace computing itself has evolved. During
the early decades of digital avionics, systems were largely federated. Individual functions such as navigation,
communications, flight management, displays, radar, and mission management were implemented on dedicated
hardware platforms, each subsystem with its own processor, software stack, interfaces, and certification artifacts.
This architecture offered a significant advantage. Failures remained localized, responsibilities were clearly defined,
and certification boundaries were relatively straightforward.

The cost of that simplicity, however, became increasingly apparent. Aircraft accumulated dozens, and eventually
hundreds, of independent computing units. Weight and power consumption increased, maintenance grew more
complicated, and integration costs escalated as each new subsystem introduced additional interfaces that had to be
managed throughout the program lifecycle. Integrated Modular Avionics emerged as the industry’s response. Rather
than dedicating hardware to individual applications, IMA introduced the concept of shared computing resources
combined with robust partitioning, allowing applications to coexist on common hardware while maintaining the
isolation necessary for safety certification. From an engineering perspective, this was far more than a hardware
consolidation exercise: it fundamentally redefined the relationship between applications and computing infrastructure,
and for the first time architecture became a strategic enabler rather than merely an implementation detail.

That transition solved one generation of problems and created the conditions for the next. As processors became
more powerful, software architectures naturally consolidated additional functionality. Applications that had once
required separate processors now shared multicore devices, graphics workloads expanded, sensor processing
became dramatically more sophisticated, and artificial intelligence emerged as a practical mission capability rather
than an academic research topic. Once again, computing capability increased faster than architectural assumptions
evolved. The industry successfully consolidated hardware; it is now being asked to consolidate intelligence. Those are
fundamentally different engineering problems.
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Each transition raised the level of abstraction and moved value toward the layer that coordinates the whole.

Figure 1: The Evolution of Aerospace Computing

The Multicore Lesson

Few developments illustrate this pattern more clearly than multicore processors. When multicore architectures first
entered aerospace, many observers viewed them primarily as faster versions of existing processors—more cores offering
a straightforward path toward greater performance while preserving familiar software architectures. Experience quickly
demonstrated otherwise. Multiple processing cores introduced new forms of resource contention that traditional
certification guidance had never been required to address. Shared caches, memory buses, interconnects, interrupt
behavior, and scheduling interactions created subtle forms of interference that were difficult to characterize using
techniques originally developed for single-core systems. The challenge was never simply demonstrating that software
functioned correctly; it was demonstrating that independently correct software continued to behave predictably while
sharing increasingly complex hardware resources.

In retrospect, multicore represented something much larger than another processor generation. It exposed an
architectural truth: as computing resources become increasingly shared, assurance depends less on the behavior of
individual software components and more on the architecture that governs their interaction. That observation extends
well beyond multicore itself. The same principle now applies to GPUs, Al accelerators, distributed edge systems,
software-defined radios, shared memory architectures, and increasingly autonomous mission applications. The
underlying engineering question remains remarkably consistent: how should independent capabilities coexist without
compromising one another?

Al Is Not Another Application

Perhaps no technology illustrates the
limitations of the traditional embedded
computing model more clearly than artificial
intelligence. Discussions of Al frequently
focus on algorithms, model performance,

or computational requirements. Each of
these topics matters, but they can obscure
a more fundamental architectural point:
artificial intelligence is not simply another
application running on an embedded
processor. It introduces an entirely different
operational model.
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Traditional embedded software executes deterministic logic developed during engineering. Although software defects
certainly exist, the intended behavior of the application is explicitly defined by requirements, implementation, and
verification. Al systems behave differently. Their operational value derives from statistical models trained on large
datasets, and their performance depends not only on source code but also on training data, model architecture,
inference frameworks, hardware accelerators, runtime optimization, and continuous lifecycle management. Integrating
Al into a mission system is therefore not equivalent to integrating another application; it requires introducing an entirely
new class of engineering artifact into an environment originally optimized for deterministic software.

This distinction explains why organizations frequently discover that Al deployment proves substantially more

difficult than Al development. Developing a high-performing model is only the beginning. Deploying that model safely,
predictably, securely, efficiently, and sustainably within a mission-critical environment introduces architectural
guestions that conventional software engineering methodologies were never intended to address. This point will recur
throughout the book, because the strategic challenge facing aerospace is not artificial intelligence itself. The challenge

is governing intelligence.

Taken individually, the transition from federated avionics to IMA, the
adoption of multicore processors, the emergence of heterogeneous
computing, and the introduction of artificial intelligence may appear to

be independent episodes in the evolution of embedded systems. Viewed
together, however, they reveal a remarkably consistent pattern. Each
transition increased abstraction. Each shifted responsibility away from
individual components and toward the software platform responsible for
coordinating them. Each increased the importance of architecture relative to
implementation. And each expanded the economic value of software beyond
the functionality of any individual application.

These observations suggest that the next stage in the evolution of mission-
critical computing will not be defined by another isolated technologuy. It will
be defined by a new architectural model capable of integrating all of them.
The question is no longer whether aerospace will require such a platform;

the evidence increasingly suggests that it already does.

One of the enduring lessons of engineering history is that successful architectures rarely fail because they stop
functioning. More often, they fail because they continue solving yesterday’s problems exceptionally well while tomorrow’s
problems quietly emerge around them.

The history of commercial aviation offers numerous examples. The transition from analog flight instruments to digital
cockpits did not occur because electromechanical gauges suddenly became unreliable; on the contrary, many of those
systems had accumulated decades of operational experience and demonstrated extraordinary dependability. Their
limitation was not reliability but adaptability. As avionics became increasingly integrated and pilots demanded greater
situational awareness, architectures optimized around independent instruments became progressively more difficult to
extend. The emergence of fly-by-wire followed a similar pattern. Mechanical control systems had reached remarkable
maturity by the 1970s, yet the growing complexity of modern aircraft made purely mechanical solutions progressively
heavier, harder to maintain, and less capable of supporting advanced flight-envelope protection. Digital flight control
computers did not replace mechanical systems because cables and pulleys had ceased to function; they replaced
them because they created entirely new possibilities that the previous architecture could never economically support.
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Exactly the same pattern unfolded within onboard computing. Federated avionics represented an elegant solution to
the engineering challenges of their era: dedicated processors simplified integration, certification boundaries remained
well understood, and subsystem suppliers retained clear technical ownership. For decades this architecture enabled
steady progress while minimizing technical risk. Over time, however, success introduced its own limitations. Each
additional capability required another computing module, and each new subsystem demanded additional wiring,
interfaces, power, cooling, maintenance procedures, spare parts, integration activities, and certification artifacts.

The architecture did not become obsolete; it simply became increasingly expensive to evolve. Integrated Modular
Avionics emerged not because federated architectures had failed, but because the cost of continuing along the same
trajectory had become unsustainable.

Looking back, the transition now appears obvious. Looking forward, comparable transitions are rarely so easy to
recognize. That is precisely where aerospace finds itself today.

One reason architectural transitions are so difficult to recognize is that complexity rarely arrives as a single disruptive
event. Instead, it accumulates gradually. An organization adds GPU acceleration to support advanced graphics. Months
later it introduces machine learning for sensor classification. Later still, cybersecurity requirements expand, a new
multicore processor replaces an aging single-core platform, cloud connectivity becomes desirable for mission planning,
and digital engineering initiatives introduce model-based workflows. Each decision appears rational in isolation, each
solves an immediate engineering problem, and none seems significant enough to justify rethinking the architecture.

Then, almost imperceptibly, engineers begin spending more time managing interactions than developing capability.
Integration schedules lengthen, verification activities expand, certification evidence grows exponentially, and
software updates require increasingly elaborate regression campaigns. Engineering organizations become
specialists in controlling unintended consequences rather than accelerating innovation. Viewed program by program,
these developments appear isolated. Viewed across an entire industry, they reveal something very different: the
architecture itself has become the primary source of engineering friction.

This matters because organizations frequently respond by optimizing symptoms rather than causes. They invest in
faster processors, additional automation, improved development environments, larger engineering teams, and more
capable modeling tools. Each investment provides incremental benefit, yet the underlying economics remain largely
unchanged, because the architecture continues to amplify the cost of every new capability. History repeatedly
demonstrates that once an architecture begins amplifying change rather than absorbing it, incremental optimization
produces diminishing returns, and eventually the architecture itself becomes the limiting factor.

Perhaps the most profound consequence of this transition is not technological
at all. It is organizational. For much of the modern aerospace era, engineering
programs divided naturally into distinct phases: requirements were defined,
architectures were established, software was developed, systems were
integrated, verification was completed, certification concluded, and operations
began. Although feedback existed between phases, the overall progression
remained largely sequential, with successive organizations assuming
responsibility as programs advanced from concept to deployment. This model
reflected the realities of the time. Software evolved relatively slowly, operational
feedback cycles were measured in years, and major capability upgrades

frequently coincided with new aircraft blocks or entirely new platforms.
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This subtle change carries profound architectural implications. Systems designed only for development frequently
prove difficult to sustain, while systems designed explicitly for continuous evolution often appear more complex during
initial implementation yet deliver dramatically lower lifecycle cost. The distinction mirrors transitions observed in cloud
computing, enterprise software, and modern software platforms. Organizations that embraced continuous delivery

did not merely automate existing development practices; they fundamentally redefined the relationship between
development, deployment, operations, security, and governance. Mission-critical computing is beginning a comparable
journey. The destination will not look identical as safety-critical engineering introduces constraints that commercial
software rarely encounters, but the underlying principle remains remarkably similar: architecture must support
continuous evolution rather than periodic replacement.

The Next Competitive Advantage

Every industry eventually discovers that competitive advantage migrates. Initially

it resides within hardware, later it shifts toward software, and eventually it moves
again toward the architecture that governs how software evolves. This migration is
already visible throughout aerospace. Cybersecurity technologies become more
sophisticated each year, yet resilient architectures consistently outperform reactive
security measures introduced after systems have already been designed. Across
domain after domain, the same conclusion emerges: architecture has become the
principal determinant of lifecycle agility. The organizations that master this transition
will not necessarily develop the most sophisticated individual technologies. They will

develop the platforms that allow all technologies to evolve together.

A Different Question

For decades, the aerospace software community has asked an understandable question: how do we build software that
satisfies increasingly demanding mission requirements? That question produced extraordinary achievements, but it also
shaped an industry optimized around delivering software as a completed product. The next decade requires asking a
different question:

How do we build software platforms that allow mission capability to evolve continuously without compromising trust?

Notice how subtly the emphasis changes. The objective is no longer software; the objective is sustained mission capability.
Software becomes the mechanism, architecture becomes the enabler, and governance becomes the discipline. That
distinction forms the foundation of everything that follows.

Closing the Chapter

Every generation inherits the architectural assumptions of the generation before it. Most of the time those assumptions
remain invisible, because they continue serving their original purpose; engineers improve, optimize, and extend them
without questioning the principles on which they were built. Occasionally, however, technology evolves more rapidly
than architecture. When that happens, the challenge is not replacing successful engineering practices, but recognizing
that they were designed for conditions that no longer fully describe the world in which they now operate.

Mission-critical computing has reached such a moment. The embedded computing era is not ending because embedded
software has become less important, quite the opposite. Software now determines more of a system’s operational
capability than at any point in aerospace history. The era is ending because software itself is no longer the highest level
of abstraction. The platform that governs software has become the new source of competitive advantage. The chapters
that follow examine how that transition is unfolding, why it is accelerating, and what kind of software platform will be
required to support the next generation of intelligent mission systems.
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When the Language Changes, the Architecture Changes

One of the more subtle indicators that an industry is entering a period of structural change is that its vocabulary
begins to evolve. New words do not appear because marketing organizations invent better terminology; they appear

because engineers encounter problems that previous generations never needed to describe.

The aerospace industry offers countless examples. Engineers who designed federated avionics rarely spoke about
software ecosystems, because each subsystem largely evolved independently. There was little need to discuss
lifecycle orchestration, digital threads, heterogeneous computing, or Al governance, because those concepts simply
did not exist within the engineering problem they were trying to solve. As Integrated Modular Avionics matured,

new language emerged almost naturally: partitioning became a common architectural concept, resource sharing
acquired greater importance, and middleware, abstraction layers, and platform services gradually entered engineering
discussions because they described mechanisms that enabled a different class of system. Today another vocabulary
transition is under way. Conversations increasingly revolve around software-defined capability, edge Al, digital
engineering, continuous integration, zero trust, model lifecycle management, runtime governance, autonomy, software
factories, and mission applications. These are not fashionable expressions replacing older terminology; they describe

an entirely different engineering reality. Language, in this sense, becomes an early indicator of architectural change.

Vocabulary of Stability Vocabulary of Evolution
software as a finished product software as living capability
Requirements Continuous Capability Insertion
Verification Mission Applications

Determinism ; Edge Inference

Partitions Runtime Monitoring
Certification Model Updates
Configuration Management Software Factories

New words appear when engineers meet problems the old model never had to name.

Figure 2: When the Language Changes

To understand why vocabulary matters, consider the language that dominated aerospace software during the
previous generation: requirements, verification, validation, determinism, scheduling, partitions, certification,
configuration management. These words reflected an engineering discipline concerned above all with ensuring that
software behaved exactly as intended under carefully controlled conditions. The emphasis was entirely appropriate.
Software was expected to execute predefined behavior, and engineering excellence meant eliminating uncertainty
wherever possible. Programs advanced through well-defined milestones, requirements preceded implementation,
verification preceded certification, certification preceded deployment, and operational service followed only after
confidence had been established through extensive analysis and testing. There was a reassuring linearity to the
process, and the language reflected that linearity.
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Contrast that with the language increasingly appearing across aerospace conferences, government research
programs, and technology roadmaps: continuous capability insertion, mission applications, Al-enabled decision
support, digital twins, edge inference, software-defined defense, model updates, runtime monitoring, data pipelines,
operational analytics, mission software factories. None of these concepts fits comfortably within the traditional
engineering lifecycle. They assume that software continues evolving long after deployment, that operational data
influences future behavior, and that architectures must integrate technologies that did not exist when programs
originally entered service. Most importantly, they assume that change itself has become a normal operating condition
rather than an exceptional engineering event. That assumption represents a profound departure from the architectural

philosophy that guided embedded computing throughout much of the last half century.

Perhaps the clearest evidence of this transition can be seen in how modern defense programs describe their objectives.
Historically, program success was frequently measured by the delivery of physical platforms: aircraft and ships entering
service, and satellites being launched. Software, while an essential enabling technology, remained subordinate to the
physical platform. That relationship now appears to be reversing. When defense organizations discuss concepts such
as Joint All-Domain Command and Control (JADCZ2), Multi-Domain Operations (MDO), collaborative combat aircraft, or
autonomous mission systems, the conversation rarely centers on individual vehicles. Instead, it focuses on information
exchange, decision superiority, distributed sensing, resilient networking, and rapidly evolving mission applications. In
each case, software becomes the primary mechanism through which capability is expressed.

The platform remains indispensable, without aircraft there is no aviation, and without satellites there is no space
infrastructure, yet an increasing share of operational differentiation resides not in the airframe or the processor,

but in the software that coordinates them. That distinction is subtle but strategically important. It explains why
software updates increasingly receive the same executive attention that hardware upgrades once commanded, why
digital engineering has become a board-level discussion, and why software architecture is gradually moving from an
engineering concern to a strategic business capability.

Every industry eventually discovers that the thing customers purchase is not the same as the thing suppliers

believe they are selling. Railroads believed they sold railway transportation; customers purchased mobility. Camera
manufacturers believed they sold cameras; customers purchased memories. Cloud providers do not primarily sell virtual
machines; customers purchase agility.

The aerospace software industry has historically described itself in terms of products categories: operating systems,
hypervisors, middleware, graphics stacks, cybersecurity solutions, and certification services. Each of those categories
remains important, yet none fully captures the outcome customers are trying to achieve. Program executives are

not fundamentally trying to buy an RTOS; they are trying to reduce program risk. Chief architects are not searching
for partitioning mechanisms as an end in themselves; they are trying to build systems that remain adaptable over
decades. Certification authorities are not interested in documentation for its own sake; they seek justified confidence
that increasingly complex systems behave safely under foreseeable conditions. Viewed through that lens, many long-
established product categories begin to look different. They become capabilities within a broader platform whose
purpose is to enable intelligent mission systems to evolve without sacrificing trust.
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Engineers naturally explain technological progress through improvements in capability: faster processors replace
slower ones, networks become more capable, software grows more sophisticated, and artificial intelligence solves
problems that were previously impractical. Viewed from inside an engineering organization, progress appears
primarily technical. Executives rarely experience technological change that way. For them, technology becomes

meaningful only when it changes the economics of the business.

The cloud was not transformative because virtual machines represented a novel technical abstraction; virtualization
had existed for decades before cloud computing became commercially dominant. What changed was the
economics. Infrastructure could now be acquired on demand rather than owned outright, capacity became elastic
rather than fixed, and organizations could experiment without first making large capital investments. A technical
innovation became a business transformation because it fundamentally altered the cost and speed of creating
software. The smartphone followed a similar trajectory. Early discussions centered on processors, memory,

battery life, and wireless networks, but within a few years the conversation shifted toward ecosystems, application
marketplaces, and digital services. Consumers no longer evaluated devices solely by their hardware specifications;
they evaluated the experiences those devices enabled.

In each case, value migrated upward through the technology stack. The individual components remained important,
but they became less important than the architecture that allowed those components to evolve together. Mission-
critical computing is now approaching a comparable transition. For decades, competitive differentiation often
rested on the ability to deliver individual technical capabilities: a more capable operating system, a higher-
performance processor, a new graphics subsystem, and an improved certification process. Those capabilities
remain necessary, but they are becoming increasingly insufficient on their own. The emerging source of value lies

elsewhere: in reducing the cost of change.
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The rules that govern how it all evolves

The same pattern repeats:

Software . PCEra
Applications and functions « Cloud
- Al

+ Mission Systems
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Hardware
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The components still matter, but leadership shifts to whoever owns the orchestration layer.

Figure 3: Value Migrates Up the Stack
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Few concepts receive less attention in engineering discussions than the cost of change, yet over the lifetime of

an aerospace program it is often the single largest determinant of economic success. Most organizations devote
considerable effort to estimating the cost of development, evaluating labor requirements, processor selection, tool
chains, certification activities, and manufacturing expenses, and these estimates influence investment decisions,
procurement strategies, and program planning. Far fewer organizations develop equally sophisticated models for
understanding the cost of evolution. How expensive will it be to integrate a new processor generation ten years from
now? How much engineering effort will a new sensor require”? What is the cost of replacing a machine learning model
after it has been operationally validated? How much evidence can be reused when software is updated? What is

the financial impact of changing a supplier, introducing a new cybersecurity requirement, or migrating to a different

hardware architecture?

These questions are difficult precisely because they are architectural rather than functional. A feature can be
estimated; architecture reveals its value only over time. This explains why two programs that appear remarkably
similar during development often diverge dramatically during sustainment. One absorbs change with relatively
modest effort; the other experiences progressively increasing integration cost, expanding verification campaigns, and
repeated certification challenges. To an outside observer both systems may appear equally capable, but internally
their economics have become fundamentally different. Architecture quietly compounds over decades, in exactly the
way that technical debt compounds within software development organizations. Good architecture does not eliminate
the cost of change—nothing can—but it determines whether that cost grows linearly with each new capability or
accelerates exponentially as the system matures. The future competitiveness of aerospace programs will increasingly
depend not on the cost of building software once, but on the cost of evolving it continuously.

Engineering Cost / Effort

Capabilities Added Over Program Life

Two programs can look identical at delivery, then diverge for decades of service.

Figure 4: The Cost of Change
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Historically, many aerospace organizations measured success by the ability to deliver a certified system that satisfied
its original requirements. Once operational, the primary objective became preserving that certified baseline while
introducing changes only when absolutely necessary. That approach reflected the realities of the time: requirements
evolved relatively slowly, hardware platforms remained stable for many years, software updates were expensive, and

operational environments changed at a pace that allowed periodic modernization campaigns to remain effective.

The environment surrounding today’s mission systems is markedly different. Threats evolve continuously; new forms

of electronic warfare emerge with increasing frequency. Artificial intelligence models improve rapidly as training data
expands; commercial processor generations advance every few years, while many aerospace platforms remain in service
for decades. Cybersecurity vulnerabilities demand timely mitigation rather than waiting for the next scheduled upgrade

cycle. Under these conditions, the ability to adapt becomes at least as important as the ability to deliver.

This represents a profound change in engineering philosophy. Historically, engineering organizations optimized for
correctness at a point in time; increasingly, they must optimize for correctness across time. The distinction may
appear semantic, but it alters almost every architectural decision. When systems are expected to evolve continuously,
modularity becomes more valuable than optimization, isolation more valuable than tight integration, standardized
interfaces more valuable than proprietary efficiency, and reusable evidence more valuable than documentation
produced only for a single certification campaign. These priorities do not replace traditional engineering principles;

they extend them into a world where change itself has become an operational requirement.

One of the defining characteristics of aerospace has always been longevity. Commercial aircraft routinely remain

in service for thirty years or more, military platforms often serve even longer, and space systems may continue
operating well beyond their original design life. That longevity has historically justified equally long engineering
cycles, because the operational lifetime of the platform comfortably exceeded the pace of technological change. That

relationship is beginning to invert.

Modern software ecosystems evolve far more rapidly than the physical systems they support. Artificial intelligence
frameworks may introduce significant improvements within months, processor architectures advance every few years,
cybersecurity practices evolve continuously in response to emerging threats, open-source components receive
regular updates, and data formats, communication standards, and development environments all keep changing while
the aircraft itself remains fundamentally unchanged. This inversion creates an architectural tension that previous
generations rarely encountered: the physical platform changes slowly while the software ecosystem changes
continuously. The challenge is therefore no longer simply integrating software into an aircraft. It is integrating two

fundamentally different clocks—one that measures decades and one that measures months.

Architecture becomes the mechanism that reconciles these competing rhythms. Organizations that fail to recognize
this tension frequently discover that software modernization becomes increasingly difficult as programs mature,
while organizations that explicitly architect for different rates of change can preserve platform stability even as
software capability evolves at a much faster pace. This principle extends beyond aviation to spacecraft, autonomous
vehicles, naval systems, and industrial infrastructure. Wherever physical platforms outlive the technologies they host,

architecture becomes responsible for managing the difference in tempo.
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Architecture

Reconciles the two tempos

Decades Months
Physical Platform Software Ecosystem
Airframe, wiring, structure Al, cyber, apps, standards

The real challenge: Integrating two clocks that run at completely different speeds

Figure 5: Two Clocks

The Hidden Opportunity

Discussions about aerospace modernization often emphasize the difficulties introduced by Al, multicore processors,
cybersecurity, or certification. Those challenges are real and should not be underestimated. Yet focusing exclusively
on them risks overlooking a more important ocbservation: every major architectural transition creates an opportunity to
redefine where value is created. Organizations that recognize these transitions early rarely succeed by building better
versions of existing products. They succeed because they recognize that the industry has begun valuing something
fundamentally different.

Microsoft did not become strategically important by building a better BIOS. Amazon Web Services did not redefine
enterprise computing by selling faster servers. NVIDIA’s current strategic position was not created solely by producing
increasingly powerful GPUs; it emerged because the company recognized that software, developer ecosystems, and
Al infrastructure would become inseparable from hardware. The lesson is not that aerospace should imitate these
industries, but that every technology sector eventually experiences a migration of value from individual components

toward the platforms that orchestrate them. The evidence increasingly suggests that mission-critical computing has

entered precisely such a transition.
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The Great Misunderstanding

Why the Industry Keeps Solving the Wrong Problem

Every period of technological transition produces an interesting phenomenon: people rarely disagree about what is
changing. They disagree about what the change means. This distinction matters enormously. During the early years

of cloud computing, very few people questioned whether virtualization technologies were improving. The disagreement
centered on something much more fundamental, was virtualization simply another infrastructure optimization, or did it
represent the beginning of an entirely different computing model? Likewise, the emergence of smartphones generated
surprisingly little debate about whether mobile processors would become more capable. The real disagreement
concerned whether mobile devices would remain telephones with software or become software platforms that happened
to make telephone calls. History eventually answered those questions, not because one technology proved superior to

another, but because one interpretation of the future proved more useful than the alternatives.

Aerospace now finds itself confronting a remarkably similar moment. Very few engineers dispute that artificial
intelligence will become increasingly important, and almost no one questions the growing role of multicore processors,
heterogeneous computing, software-defined capability, cybersecurity, or digital engineering. These observations have
become conventional wisdom. What remains surprisingly unsettled is the architectural interpretation of those trends.
Ask ten experienced aerospace architects where the industry is heading and many will describe the same technologies,
yet beneath the apparent agreement lies a much deeper disagreement about what kind of software platform the next
generation of mission systems actually requires. That disagreement is rarely stated explicitly. Instead, it appears

in architecture diagrams, investment priorities, organizational structures, procurement strategies, and engineering

roadmaps. In many respects, the industry is having the same conversation using different vocabularies.

The Product View

One interpretation sees the future primarily as an accumulation

of new technologies. From this perspective, artificial intelligence
represents another application domain, cybersecurity becomes
another subsystem, graphics become another software stack,
certification remains a specialized engineering discipline, and
cloud connectivity introduces another interface. Each capability is
important, each requires investment, and each becomes another
item on an already crowded engineering roadmap. The resulting
architecture resembles an expanding collection of increasingly

sophisticated products.

Nothing about this perspective is inherently incorrect. Indeed,
many organizations continue to achieve impressive results using
exactly this approach. The difficulty emerges slowly. As additional
technologies accumulate, the interactions between them begin
consuming increasing engineering effort, and the software platform
gradually shifts from delivering capability to coordinating it.
Eventually the majority of engineering effort no longer focuses

on creating new functions but on ensuring that existing functions
continue working together. The architecture has quietly become the

primary engineering problem.
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A different interpretation begins somewhere else. Instead of asking how individual technologies should be integrated, it

asks a more fundamental question:
What architectural characteristics allow technologies that do not yet exist to be integrated economically?

This question changes everything. It shifts attention away from today’s products and toward tomorrow’s uncertainty.
Instead of beginning with applications, it begins with change. Instead of asking how to certify the current software
baseling, it asks how certification evidence can survive future evolution. Instead of optimizing processor utilization,

it optimizes lifecycle adaptability. Instead of asking how to deploy one Al model, it asks how dozens, or eventually
hundreds, of intelligent capabilities might coexist safely over decades of operational service. Notice what happened: the
architecture stopped being about today’s system and became about tomorrow’s. That distinction is subtle enough to

escape many engineering discussions, yet it fundamentally changes where organizations invest.

The .F.’r.oduct View The Platform View
Capabilities Accumulate A Foundation That Absorbs Change
Al Cyber
Al Cyber Graphics Future
Graphics Cert

Platform Foundation

Cloud Comms
CPU | GPU | FPGA | Al Accelerators
Interactions become the real work

Same technologies, opposite bets: Integrate today’s products, or design for tomorrow’s.

Figure 6: Two Ways to See the Future

Traditional engineering often treats future uncertainty as something to minimize. Requirements are frozen, interfaces
are stabilized, and configuration control limits unnecessary variation. These practices remain indispensable for safety-
critical development. Yet the environment surrounding mission systems increasingly behaves in precisely the opposite
manner. New processors will appear, new sensors will appear, artificial intelligence techniques will improve, operational
concepts will evolve, cyber threats will change, and international standards will mature. The question is no longer

whether change will occur; the only uncertainty concerns its timing and direction.

This leads to an important architectural principle: if change is inevitable, architecture should be designed not merely
to tolerate it, but to anticipate it. That idea represents a significant departure from much of traditional embedded
computing. Historically, architecture sought to preserve stability by minimizing opportunities for change; tomorrow’s
architectures must preserve stability while enabling controlled change. The distinction may appear linguistic, but in
reality it alters almost every engineering trade-off.
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The Difference Between Modularity and Composability

At this point another misunderstanding deserves attention. Engineers often use the terms modular and composable
almost interchangeably. They are related, but they are not identical. Modularity primarily concerns decomposition: a
modular system divides functionality into understandable components with well-defined interfaces, which improves
maintainability, enables parallel development, and simplifies verification. Composability begins where modularity
ends. A composable system assumes that modules will continue evolving independently throughout the operational
life of the platform. Its objective is not merely separating software, but allowing independent evolution without forcing

unnecessary change elsewhere in the system.

This distinction becomes increasingly important as
software lifecycles accelerate. Many systems that

appear modular during initial development prove
surprisingly resistant to change after years of operational
evolution. Their interfaces remain technically correct,

yet hidden dependencies gradually accumulate until
every modification requires extensive coordination

across the platform. True composability minimizes those
hidden dependencies; it assumes that evolution itself

has become a primary architectural requirement. The
aerospace industry has already recognized this principle
in several domains, open standards, modular open systems
approaches, and Integrated Modular Avionics all reflect

a growing appreciation for architectures that separate
concerns while preserving interoperability. Composability
extends the idea further still. It is concerned not simply
with replacing components, but with enabling continuous

capability evolution.

A Counterargument Worth Taking Seriously

Before continuing, it is worth considering an entirely reasonable objection. One could argue that aerospace has always
evolved incrementally, that every generation of processors, operating systems, certification guidance, and software
tools has introduced new engineering challenges, and ask why the current period should be viewed as fundamentally
different. It is an important question, because history warns against declaring every technological advance a revolution.
Many supposed revolutions turn out to be ordinary engineering progress. Perhaps artificial intelligence will simply
become another software library. Perhaps heterogeneous computing will eventually become routine. Perhaps multicore
certification practices will mature to the point where today’s concerns largely disappear. If so, the architectural

transition described in this book may prove less significant than suggested.

That possibility deserves serious consideration. One of the enduring strengths of aerospace engineering has always
been its reluctance to embrace unnecessary disruption, and when human safety is involved, conservatism is often a
virtue rather than a weakness. Nevertheless, there is another possibility: the individual technologies themselves may
ultimately prove less important than the cumulative effect they exert on the economics of software evolution. This book
argues that it is precisely this cumulative effect—not artificial intelligence alone, nor multicore alone, nor cybersecurity
alone, that marks the beginning of a new architectural era.
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The Question We Should Really Be Asking

Perhaps, then, the industry has been asking the wrong question. Instead of asking how to integrate artificial
intelligence into mission systems, or how to certify multicore processors, or how to improve cybersecurity, the more

useful question may be this:

What kind of software platform allows all of these capabilities to evolve together without overwhelming the

engineering organization responsible for them?

That is not a question about artificial intelligence. It is not a question about certification. It is not even a question
about operating systems. It is a question about architecture. And once the question changes, the search for an

answer changes with it.

What Business Are We Really In?

Why the Mission-Critical Software Industry Describes Itself Incorrectly

Every industry develops a language that eventually becomes so familiar it is no longer questioned. People speak
about automobiles, airlines, banking, telecommunications, or healthcare as though those words describe the
businesses themselves. Yet history repeatedly demonstrates that industries often misunderstand the nature of

the value they actually create. The railroad companies of the nineteenth century believed they were in the railroad
business; Theodore Levitt famously argued they were really in the transportation business, and that their competitors

were not other railroads but every technology capable of moving people and goods more effectively.

The lesson has been repeated countless times. Newspapers believed they sold newspapers; they sold information.
Record companies believed they sold compact discs; they sold music. Photography companies believed they sold
cameras; people purchased memaories. Taxi companies believed they owned transportation networks; customers
wanted mobility. The distinction may appear philosophical, but in practice it determines which organizations
recognize disruptive change early and which spend years defending products whose strategic importance has already
begun to diminish. Technology companies frequently make the same mistake, describing themselves according to the
products they build rather than the outcomes they enable. Mission-critical software is beginning to encounter exactly
this challenge.

The RTOS Is Not the Product

For decades the aerospace software industry has organized

itself around familiar categories: real-time operating systems,
hypervisors, board support packages, graphics, middleware,
development tools, certification services, and cybersecurity. These
categories made sense because they reflected how software was
developed, different organizations specialized in different layers

of the stack, different procurement teams evaluated different
technologies, and different engineering disciplines optimized
different components. The categories became so familiar that they
gradually came to define the industry itself. Yet an uncomfortable
question deserves consideration: what if none of these categories

actually describes what customers are trying to buy?

21 Volume 1: The End of the Embedded Computing Era v LY NX



There is another lesson that repeats itself across technology industries: products that once represented competitive
differentiation eventually become infrastructure. Infrastructure does not become unimportant—on the contrary, it
often becomes more essential than ever, but it stops being the place where customers perceive strategic value.
Operating systems provide an instructive example. During the personal computer revolution, the operating system
was one of the most strategically valuable products in the technology industry, determining application compatibility,
developer ecosystems, hardware support, and user experience. Companies competed vigorously over operating
system capabilities because the operating system effectively defined the platform. Today, most enterprise executives
rarely select cloud providers because of operating system features. Their concerns have shifted upward—to
scalability, resilience, security, developer productivity, artificial intelligence services, and global infrastructure. The

operating system remains indispensable; it simply no longer defines the conversation.

Mission-critical computing appears to be entering a comparable phase. No serious aerospace platform can exist
without high-assurance operating systems, yet conversations increasingly revolve around software-defined
capability, digital engineering, Al deployment, lifecycle governance, and operational agility. The RTOS has not
diminished in importance; its role within the value chain has evolved. Understanding this distinction is critical,
because organizations frequently respond to industry transitions by improving products whose strategic importance
has already begun migrating elsewhere. The companies that ultimately lead these transitions typically recognize that
value has moved to a different architectural layer.

Platform businesses behave differently from product businesses. Product companies create value primarily through
the capabilities of individual offerings; platform companies create value by enabling many capabilities to coexist and
evolve. The difference appears subtle until one considers where engineering investment flows. A product organization
naturally optimizes individual features, measures success by technical performance, and asks whether software
performs correctly. A platform organization optimizes interactions, measures success by ecosystem productivity,
and asks whether software can continue evolving economically. These are not competing philosophies; they reflect
different stages in the evolution of an industry.

Cloud computing demonstrated this transition clearly. Customers initially compared virtual machines; today they
compare software ecosystems. Artificial intelligence appears to be following a remarkably similar path, organizations
initially evaluated individual machine learning models, and increasingly they evaluate Al platforms capable of
managing data, training, deployment, governance, monitoring, and continuous improvement. Mission-critical software
is beginning to exhibit comparable characteristics. Programs no longer purchase isolated technologies simply
because those technologies perform well individually; they increasingly evaluate how technologies interact across
the entire lifecycle of the platform. The conversation has quietly shifted from capability to orchestration.

This evolution carries an implication that extends well beyond engineering. Architecture has traditionally been
viewed as a technical discipline. Architects evaluated trade-offs involving performance, reliability, certification,
maintainability, and resource utilization, and their decisions influenced engineering outcomes but were often
considered largely independent from broader business strategy. That separation is becoming increasingly difficult
to maintain, because architectural decisions now influence program affordability, supplier flexibility, technology
refresh cycles, Al adoption strategies, cybersecurity posture, and operational resilience. In other words, architecture
increasingly determines business economics.
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A modular interface may reduce future supplier lock-in. A well-designed abstraction layer may postpone expensive
hardware redesign. An architecture that isolates change may significantly reduce certification effort over decades of
operational service. Conversely, tightly coupled architectures may appear highly efficient during initial development
while imposing substantial modernization costs throughout the life of the program. Architecture therefore becomes
more than technical optimization; it becomes capital allocation. It determines where engineering organizations spend
their time, where programs assume risk, and how quickly future innovation can occur. Increasingly, it is one of the

most important business decisions made during the earliest stages of system design.

Suppose we accept the observations developed throughout the previous chapters. Suppose software continues
evolving faster than hardware. Suppose artificial intelligence becomes another class of mission capability. Suppose
certification becomes increasingly continuous rather than episodic. Suppose cybersecurity, safety, and operational
assurance become inseparable, and suppose lifecycle economics come to matter more than initial development
economics. If those observations are even partially correct, an obvious question emerges: what responsibilities must
the software platform itself assume? The platform, not the operating system, hypervisor, or middleware, must assume
these responsibilities.

Before discussing technologies, products, or implementation approaches, it is worth answering that question
conceptually. What functions must every future mission platform perform regardless of processor architecture,
aircraft type, or mission domain? Surprisingly, the answer appears both elegant and universal. Every intelligent
mission platform must fulfil three fundamental responsibilities. It must establish deterministic control over
increasingly heterogeneous computing resources. It must enable the continuous deployment of evolving mission
capability. And it must govern the safety, security, assurance, and lifecycle of that capability over decades of
operational service.

Only after reaching this conclusion do we have the foundation necessary to introduce the architectural framework
developed in the next chapter, not as branding, and not as product positioning, but as the logical consequence of the

Intelligent Mission Platform

Control Enable Govern
Establish deterministic order Continuously deliver evolving Preserve safety, security &
over heterogeneous compute mission capability assurance over decades

Heterogeneous Computing | CPU | GPU | FPGA | Al Accelerators

Whatever the processor, aircraft, or mission: every platform must control, enable, and govern.

Figure 7: The Three Responsibilities
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