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The Book Nobody Wrote

In 1979, Royal Little — the founder of Textron and the man widely credited with inventing
the modern conglomerate — published a memoir unlike any business book written before
it. He called it “How to Lose $100,000,000 and Other Valuable Advice.” He opened it with an
explanation of why he wrote it.

Most business memoirs, he said, are ego trips of no real value to the business community.
He had refused more than a dozen requests to write his own story for exactly that reason.
But when he spoke to students and executives — at business schools and in boardrooms
across the country — he noticed something consistent: audiences responded more to his
failures than to his successes. The mistakes held their attention. The mistakes taught them
something.

So he documented them. Every significant error. Every decision he would have made
differently. Every venture that cost him money, time, or competitive position — explained
with the precision and intellectual honesty that most CEOs reserve only for their wins. He
said the goal was to persuade others, in school and in business, to avoid the errors he had
made. And he closed his introduction with the observation that stayed with me when | read
it more than four decades later:

“No businessman in the past has ever written such a book —
possibly because no one else has compiled such an impressive
record of mistakes.”

That sentence is the most important thing Royal Little ever wrote. Not because of the self-
deprecating humor — though it is characteristic of a man who named his memoir after his
own losses. But because it identified something more fundamental than a gap in the memoir
literature. It identified a failure in how business knowledge is transmitted. The dominant

© 2026 Chavis Raynor, LLC. All rights reserved. chavisraynor.com 1



FAILURE PATTERN INTELLIGENCE™ The Failure-First Tradition

mode of business autobiography filters out failure before publication, producing a
survivorship-biased record that teaches practitioners what succeeded in someone else’s
context — and says nothing about the structural mechanisms that destroy value. The lessons
embedded in documented failure are more transferable, more actionable, and more
valuable at the moment of a capital decision than the lessons embedded in documented
success — and they go almost entirely unrecorded.

Little filled that gap for his own experience. He documented his mistakes with precision and
gave his audiences the mistakes of others before they made them themselves. He named
the gap in 1979.

Nobody systematically extended it.

Forty-Seven Years of Silence

The capital allocation literature that followed Royal Little documented success. The
frameworks that became dominant asked the right question: what did the best capital
allocators do? The answers were rigorous and valuable. The CEO who reads the canonical
texts on capital allocation comes away with a clear picture of what exceptional performance
looks like — the discipline, the counter-cyclical instincts, the willingness to hold capital until
the right opportunity presents itself.

That is the right question. It is not the complete question.

The complete question is: what did the worst capital allocators do, and how did those failures
follow predictable patterns that could have been identified before the capital was deployed?
Little answered the second question for his own experience. The literature that followed him
answered the first question with increasing sophistication. The second question remained
largely unaddressed.

The failure literature that did emerge focused on a different problem: predicting financial
distress after it had already become visible in reported metrics. Bankruptcy prediction
models, financial ratio analysis, credit scoring frameworks — these are tools for identifying
companies that have already failed structurally. They are not tools for identifying the failure
patterns that are active before the capital is deployed, before the acquisition closes, before
the debt is restructured. By the time the financial distress is visible in the metrics, the capital
is already gone.

The practitioner literature — the books that CEOs actually read — documented winners and
extracted lessons from their success. The losers appeared as cautionary examples:
companies whose names became shorthand for a specific type of mistake, referenced briefly
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before the author returned to the winning case. The structural analysis that would turn those
examples into deployable pattern intelligence — the precise mechanism by which the failure
occurred, the identifiable signals that preceded it, the documented range of capital
destroyed — was absent.

Between 1979 and 2024, nobody built the database.

1979
Forty-five years
— The gap Little named H
S No systematic extension. Lt
Royal Little publishes Failure Pattern Intelligence™
How to Lose $100,000,000 development begins

"No businessman before him 400+ patterns. Cross-validated.
had ever written such a book." Deployable before capital is committed.

Figure 1. The gap Royal Little identified in 1979 remained open for forty-five years.

Not because the failure patterns were invisible. They were hiding in plain sight —
documented across decades of capital allocation memoirs, academic case studies, post-
mortems, and the careers of every executive who had lived through a pattern without being
able to name it. The raw material existed. What was missing was the systematic extraction:
the work of identifying each pattern, documenting its mechanism, cross-validating it against
independent authoritative sources, and organizing it into a framework that could be
deployed at the moment of a capital decision.

Royal Little identified the gap in 1979. It was still open in 2024.

What Systematic Means

The business literature is full of famous failure case studies. The companies whose collapses
became curriculum. The executives whose decisions were dissected in classrooms for a
generation. These cases are useful for illustrating that failure happens, that it follows
identifiable trajectories, that the warning signs were usually visible in retrospect.

They are not useful for the CEO who needs to know whether a specific pattern is active in his
specific situation before a specific capital decision.

A case study tells you what happened. It does not tell you which of 400+ documented failure
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patterns is present in your situation right now, what the documented consequences are for
organizations in comparable positions, and what the structural conditions look like that
would prevent the pattern from activating. The distance between a case study and a
deployable pattern framework is the distance between a story about the weather and a
forecast.

The generic advice — learn from mistakes, embrace failure, fail fast — is equally unhelpful
at the moment of a $25 million capital decision. The CEO who is deciding whether to acquire
a competitor at cycle peak, restructure debt at a moment of apparent stability, or commit
capital to a geographic expansion during an organizational transition does not need
inspiration. He needs pattern intelligence: a documented record of what other companies
have lost by making the same class of decision at the same moment in the cycle, and a
precise description of the structural conditions that made the decision catastrophic rather
than merely suboptimal.

Royal Little understood this distinction. His memoir is not inspiration. It is documentation.
He dedicated it “To the future entrepreneurs of America” — not to history, not to
shareholders, not to posterity. To practitioners who needed to learn before the cost of
learning arrived. The Shaw epigraph he chose confirms the intent: “Success covers a
multitude of blunders.” He chose that sentence because it names the problem the book
exists to correct.

His structural mechanism was what he called the ADVICE: convention. Every significant
failure in the memoir generates an explicit causal explanation and a preventive lesson —
stated directly, in the imperative, as actionable guidance. Not “this was a mistake” but “never
do this, because this is the structural reason it fails.” That precision is what separates the
memoir from a cautionary tale. Little was not recording regret. He was extracting
mechanism.

The limitation of that methodology is also its argument for extension. The ADVICE:
convention rests on single-case evidence — one man’s documented experience across one
career. A pattern confirmed by one case establishes mechanism and plausibility. It does not
establish structural frequency. It cannot answer how often the pattern occurs across
organizations that had no connection to Little, or whether the mechanism holds across
industries, ownership structures, and market conditions that Little never encountered. Little
knew this. He said his goal was to persuade others to avoid his errors. He was not claiming
to have mapped the full terrain. He was mapping what he could see from where he stood.

That is pattern intelligence at the individual level. The failure-first framework built on Little's
foundation is that methodology applied systematically — across the full body of documented
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capital allocation experience, extracted with analytical rigor, cross-validated against
independent authoritative sources to confirm structural recurrence rather than situational
coincidence, and organized by mechanism type so it can be deployed before the capital is
committed.

The lessons embedded in documented failure are more
transferable and more actionable at the moment of a capital
decision than the lessons embedded in documented success.

The difference between a case study and a pattern is precision and transferability. A case
study describes what happened to one organization in one context. A pattern describes the
structural mechanism that produces the same outcome across organizations, industries, and
market conditions — and identifies the signals that confirm the mechanism is active before
the consequences arrive.

The Failure-First Tradition

Royal Little did not invent the idea that failure is a teacher. That idea is as old as the
observation that a wise man learns from the mistakes of others. What he invented was the
deliberate, systematic documentation of his own capital allocation failures for the explicit
purpose of transferring that knowledge to others before they made the same mistakes.

That is a different act. Most business wisdom is transmitted through success: here is what |
did, here is what worked, here is the principle you can extract. Little transmitted his wisdom
through failure: here is what | did, here is what it cost, here is the structural reason it went
wrong, here is what you should do instead. The inversion was deliberate. He said audiences
always responded more to his failures than his successes. He understood, empirically, that
failure is the more useful teacher — and he structured his memoir around that insight.

The failure-first tradition he founded rests on three principles. First: the structural
mechanisms that produce capital allocation failures are identifiable before the
consequences become visible. The pattern exists before the loss. Second: those mechanisms
are not unique to the organizations that experience them. They repeat across industries,
ownership structures, market conditions, and leadership teams — because the structural
conditions that activate them are common, not exceptional. Third: the most valuable
moment to identify a pattern is before the capital is deployed — the only moment when the
pattern can be interrupted rather than managed.

Little applied these principles intuitively across his own career. The failure-first framework
built from his foundation applies them systematically — extracting the patterns from the full
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body of documented capital allocation experience, cross-validating each mechanism against
independent authoritative sources to confirm it is structural rather than situational, and
organizing the results into a framework that can identify which patterns are active in a
specific situation before the decision is made.

This is not a restatement of Little’'s memoir. It is the extension he said was needed. He
documented his own mistakes. The framework that follows extends that work across the
broader literature — turning the failure-first insight from a personal memoir into a
deployable methodology.

The Question Little Asked

Royal Little’s central question was simple: what would | have done differently? He asked it at
the end of every story, in every speaking engagement, in every business school classroom
where he described a failure. The question is the engine of the failure-first tradition —
because it forces the analysis backward from consequence to cause, from outcome to
mechanism, from loss to the decision that produced it.

Failure Pattern Intelligence™ asks the same question in a different tense: what are other
companies doing right now that they will wish they had done differently?

The difference between those two questions is the difference between a memoir and a
methodology. Little wrote a memoir. He asked his question in retrospect, documented the
answer with honesty, and gave his audiences the benefit of his experience. That is a
significant contribution. It is the contribution of one exceptional CEO who chose to document
his failures rather than his successes.

The methodology asks the question prospectively — before the capital is deployed, before
the acquisition closes, before the debt is restructured. It answers the question not from one
CEQO’s experience but from 400+ documented failure patterns, cross-validated against
independent authoritative sources, organized by mechanism type and structural condition.
The CEO who engages the methodology does not learn from his own mistakes or from Little’s
mistakes. He learns from the documented failure experience of the full body of capital
allocation history — applied to his specific situation, at the specific moment when that
knowledge is most valuable.

Little said no businessman before him had ever written such a book. He was right. What he
described — a systematic record of mistakes, documented with precision, organized for
transfer — was the intellectual foundation of a tradition that had never been built.

The failure-first tradition is not new. It is forty-seven years old. It began with a memoir, an
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audience that responded more to failures than successes, and a founder who was honest
enough to document both. It has been waiting for its systematic extension.

That extension is now available.

Chavis Raynor, PhD is the founder of Failure Pattern Intelligence™ (FPI™), a proprietary methodology
built on 400+ documented failure patterns cross-validated against independent authoritative sources.
FPI™ Advisory provides expert intervention for imminent capital decisions. FPI™ Mastery builds
systematic pattern recognition capability over six months. chavisraynor.com
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