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ABSTRACT

Most people are taught to write a résumé as a document. That is the first

mistake.

A résumé is better understood as a response to a set of requirements. A job

description is, in effect, a requirements document: it communicates (sometimes

clearly, sometimes poorly) the problems an employer expects a person to solve,

the capabilities the person should possess, the conditions under which the work

occurs, and the evidence the employer considers sufficient to evaluate a

candidate. If the job description is a requirements document, then the résumé

should not begin with writing. It should begin with requirements analysis.

This paper describes a human-centered method for doing exactly that. It applies

principles from the Software Development Life Cycle (requirements

engineering, traceability, verification, incremental development, and quality

assurance) to the work of proving professional value. The method is deliberately

designed to work without artificial intelligence. A person with a printed job

description, two highlighters, blank paper, and their own memory can perform

the entire process.

The method also produces something larger than any single résumé: a

permanent, incrementally developed repository of career evidence. Every

application teaches you something about your own experience. Every job

description exposes another accomplishment, metric, or capability worth

capturing. Over time you are no longer recreating a résumé from memory. You

are maintaining an increasingly precise model of what you have actually done.

That repository is not something you assemble in a panicked weekend after a

layoff. It is something you build calmly, over years, while the evidence still

exists. Career evidence compounds. The worst possible time to start collecting it

is the moment you suddenly need it.

The core of the method fits in six words:

Read. Map. Prove. Write. Verify. Grow.
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1. Why Résumés Fail

Traditional résumé advice starts too late in the process.

Applicants are told to use action verbs, add keywords,

quantify accomplishments, shorten bullets, tailor the
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document, and make it ATS-friendly. None of this is

necessarily wrong. The problem is sequencing: the

applicant is being asked to write before completing

analysis. It is the equivalent of asking a development

team to start coding before understanding the

requirements. Software engineering measured the cost

of that mistake decades ago: an error introduced at the

requirements stage and discovered late is dramatically

more expensive to repair than one caught where it

began, a finding first quantified by Boehm (1981) and

reaffirmed at scale since (Boehm & Basili, 2001). The

résumé equivalent is familiar to anyone who has tailored

the wrong document beautifully: polish applied to a

misread posting is effort spent amplifying an early

mistake.

The result is predictable. The applicant opens an old

résumé, reads a new job description, changes a few

words, adds several keywords, rearranges some bullets,

and submits. Call this a résumé-first application. The

method described here produces the opposite: a

requirements-first application.

Conventional guidance does recommend identifying

important responsibilities, recurring themes, and

relevant qualifications before customizing a résumé.

This method goes considerably further: it treats those

activities as a formal analytical workflow rather than

informal advice.

The retrieval problem

There is a second failure mode that tailoring advice

never addresses. The most common résumé weakness is

not weak experience. It is poor retrieval.

People remember job titles; they forget

accomplishments. They remember major projects; they

forget small improvements. They remember outcomes;

they forget scale. They remember "managed

implementation." They forget:

19 locations;

84 users;

three vendors;

a six-month timeline;

92% adoption;

a $600,000 budget;

zero critical incidents.

Every one of those details existed at some point. Most

of them evaporate within months of a project's end, and

nearly all of them are gone by the time a job search

begins, which is precisely when they are worth the most.

This is not a personal failing but the documented

default of human memory: the steep early loss

Ebbinghaus first described in 1885 has been replicated

with modern controls (Murre & Dros, 2015), and the act

of retrieving and writing information down is itself

what makes it durable, a robust finding known as the

testing effect (Roediger & Karpicke, 2006). A résumé

written from decayed memory competes against

résumés written from records.

This is why the method treats evidence capture as a

career-long practice rather than a job-search task. The

details above take five minutes to write down while a

project is closing. They can take days of frustrated

reconstruction, or be lost entirely, years later.

2. Five Reframes

The method begins by replacing five common

assumptions.

Reframe 1: The job description is not an

advertisement. It is a requirements artifact.

Reframe 2: Your résumé is not your career history.

It is a selected presentation of evidence relevant to a

specific opportunity.

Reframe 3: A bullet is not a job duty. It is an evidence

statement.

Reframe 4: Tailoring is not adding keywords.

Tailoring is deciding which evidence best answers the

employer's requirements and presenting that evidence

in language the employer will recognize.

Reframe 5: Every application should improve the

next application. A completed application should leave

behind reusable evidence, patterns, vocabulary, metrics,

and knowledge.

That final reframe introduces the incremental

component of the method. Your résumé is not merely

versioned. Your understanding of your professional

experience is versioned.
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3. Borrowing from Software Engineering

The Software Development Life Cycle is a useful mental

model because software teams cannot responsibly begin

with implementation. They must first determine: What

needs to be accomplished? Why? For whom? Under

what constraints? What does success look like? Does

what was built satisfy the requirements? What should

change in the next iteration? None of this is folklore:

requirements engineering is a standardized discipline

(ISO/IEC/IEEE 29148:2018), and the practice this

paper borrows most heavily, tracing every artifact back

to the requirement that justifies it, has been studied as a

formal problem since Gotel and Finkelstein's (1994)

foundational analysis of requirements traceability.

Résumé creation has exactly the same underlying

questions, and the phases translate directly:

SDLC PHASE RESUME ENGINEERING EQUIVALENT

Planning Decide whether the opportunity is worth pursuing

Requirements Decompose the job description

Analysis Identify employer priorities and patterns

Design Decide what evidence the résumé must present

Development Write the targeted résumé

Testing Verify every major requirement has appropriate evidence

Deployment Submit the application

Maintenance Capture lessons, new evidence, and interview feedback

Next increment Improve the career evidence repository

The analogy runs deep, and it is worth internalizing:

Your career history is the source repository.

Your accomplishments are the evidence objects.

The job description is the requirements baseline.

The requirements matrix is the traceability

artifact.

The résumé is the release artifact: a compiled build,

not the source code.

A compiler does not invent source code; it transforms

structured source material into an executable output.

The same is true here:

Career evidence + job requirements + selection rules

= targeted résumé.

Do not write a résumé. Compile one. This explains why

endlessly rewriting a résumé without improving the

underlying evidence record produces diminishing

returns: you are polishing a build while the source

repository decays.

4. The Method at a Glance

The method is a six-step cycle. Each step exists to

prevent a specific, predictable failure.

READ: Understand the opportunity as a requirements

document. (Prevents answering a job that was never

actually asked.)

MAP: Decompose the requirements into priorities,

patterns, and capability clusters. (Prevents treating thirty

statements as thirty equally important demands.)

PROVE: Connect each meaningful requirement to

authentic professional evidence. (Prevents both

exaggeration and undersell.)

WRITE: Compile the smallest, strongest set of

statements that communicates that evidence. (Prevents

generic, activity-only writing.)
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VERIFY: Trace every important claim; test coverage,

truthfulness, and readability. (Prevents grammatically

perfect résumés that fail to answer the posting.)

GROW: Add what you discovered to your permanent

evidence record so the next application starts stronger.

(Prevents starting from zero every time.)

The remainder of this paper walks through each step

and the reasoning behind it.

5. Read: Understand the Opportunity

Qualify before you invest

Before analyzing anything, decide whether the

opportunity deserves the effort. Ask:

Do I actually want this work?

Do I understand what the organization is hiring

someone to accomplish?

Do I meet most non-negotiable requirements?

Are the apparent gaps learnable?

Are any requirements hard barriers: legal, licensing,

clearance, location, credential?

Does the role advance the direction I want my career

to move?

Does my experience contain credible evidence for

the major responsibilities?

You do not need 100% alignment. The purpose is

simply to distinguish a credible opportunity from a

wishful application. Record a simple decision (pursue,

conditional pursue, do not pursue) and do not begin

résumé work until it is made.

The three-read method

Print the job description when practical. Do not open

your résumé; do not even look at it yet. Your attention

belongs entirely on the employer. Read the description

three separate times, each with a different purpose.

Read one: understand the job. Read naturally,

highlighting nothing. At the end, answer in one

sentence: What is this person actually being hired to

accomplish? For example: "This company needs

someone who can stabilize a portfolio of technology

initiatives, coordinate business and technical teams,

manage executive visibility, and ensure work converts

into measurable business outcomes." That sentence is

your role hypothesis. Everything that follows tests and

refines it.

Read two: identify requirements. Now mark the

document with a simple system:

Responsibilities: what the person will do.

Capabilities: knowledge, skills, tools, methods.

Outcomes: what should improve, grow, decrease,

launch, or succeed.

Constraints: years, degrees, certifications, location,

travel, clearance, industry requirements.

Repetition: circle any term that appears repeatedly.

Strong verbs: underline words like lead, own, build,

transform, drive, advise. These verbs reveal the level

of agency the role expects.

Read three: interpret the organization. Stop reading

literally and ask what the language implies. If the

description says "establish governance and improve cross-

functional portfolio visibility," the hidden problems may

include inconsistent reporting, unclear decision rights,

disconnected teams, or leadership that cannot see risk.

The requirement is not merely "governance experience."

The employer may actually be saying: we have

coordination problems.

This distinction matters. Excellent résumés respond to

both the explicit requirement and the underlying

organizational problem. A job description is something

you investigate before you answer.

There is an economic frame for why this investigation

pays. Hiring is a decision made under information

asymmetry: the employer cannot directly observe your

capability and must rely on signals, a structure

formalized in Spence's (1973) Nobel-recognized analysis

of job-market signaling. Most applicants send the same

weak signals everyone else sends. A résumé whose every

line answers an identified requirement with checkable

evidence is a costlier signal to produce, and precisely

because it is costlier, it is more credible.
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6. Map: Decompose the Requirements

The requirements matrix

The central analytical artifact of the method is a

structured decomposition of the job description. Build

it by hand: notebook, spreadsheet, index cards,

whiteboard. A recommended structure:

ID REQUIREMENT TYPE PRIORITY FREQUENCY
EMPLOYER
LANGUAGE EVIDENCE I HAVE STRENGTH GAP

R1 Lead cross-

functional programs

Responsibility Critical 4 lead /

program

ERP implementation Strong No

R2 Executive reporting Capability High 3 executive

reporting

Steering committee

dashboards

Strong No

R3 Financial

management

Capability Medium 2 budget /

forecast

$4M portfolio Moderate Partial

R4 Vendor management Responsibility High 4 vendor /

partner

Multiple

implementations

Strong No

Each requirement receives an identifier (R1, R2, R3) and

that small act creates traceability. You are no longer

vaguely wondering whether your résumé "matches." You

can identify exactly what your résumé is expected to

answer, requirement by requirement.

Classify each requirement

A useful taxonomy distinguishes what the employer

wants from how the employer expects the work to happen:

Work requirements: what must be done (manage

projects, analyze data, negotiate contracts).

Knowledge requirements: what must be

understood (healthcare operations, procurement,

Agile delivery).

Tool requirements: what systems appear (Jira,

Tableau, SQL, Salesforce).

Leadership requirements: how the person must

operate (influence executives, coach employees,

resolve conflict).

Outcome requirements: what results are expected

(reduce cost, increase adoption, maintain

compliance).

Environmental requirements: under what

conditions (matrixed organization, ambiguity,

regulated environment, global teams).

Gate requirements: what might eliminate a

candidate automatically (licensure, work

authorization, clearance, required degree, location).

Find the patterns most candidates miss

A job description may contain thirty statements. It

almost never contains thirty equally important

requirements. Several statements frequently point at

the same deeper capability. Suppose the posting

contains:

coordinate across departments;

facilitate stakeholder alignment;

partner with business leaders;

resolve competing priorities;

communicate with senior leadership.

Those are five sentences. Analytically, they may

represent one dominant pattern: cross-functional

stakeholder orchestration. That pattern matters more

than any individual keyword.

Group related requirements into capability clusters:

Program Delivery, Executive Communication,

Governance, Business Analysis, Financial Management.

You may discover that a thousand-word posting actually

describes only five fundamental capabilities. Those

clusters should become the conceptual architecture of

your résumé.

Weight what matters

Not every line deserves equal treatment. Score each

requirement: Critical (5), High (4), Moderate (3),

Supporting (2), Peripheral (1). Total the weight by

cluster. If program leadership totals 22 weighted points

and budget management totals 5, your résumé should

not devote equal space to both.
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Résumé space is scarce real estate and should be

allocated according to requirement value.

A related check is pattern density: count how often

concepts recur. If stakeholder appears seven times,

delivery six, governance five, and scheduling once, you

can see the employer's language architecture directly.

The title may say "Senior Project Manager," but the

posting may actually describe a strategic governance

and stakeholder leadership role with project

management responsibilities. That distinction should

materially change the résumé.

Build the employer vocabulary bank

On a separate sheet, record the language the employer

repeatedly uses: its recurring nouns (portfolio,

governance, roadmap), verbs (lead, establish, align),

measures (adoption, efficiency, risk), and context words

(enterprise, cross-functional, matrixed). This becomes

your vocabulary bank when writing.

One rule governs its use: do not insert a word merely

because the employer used it. Use a term only when

you possess evidence that justifies it.

7. Prove: Connect Evidence to Requirements

Start with your experience, not your résumé

Now, and only now, turn toward yourself. Do not begin

with your existing résumé; it is a lossy summary of a

previous compilation. Begin with your experience.

Professional experience exists in units far richer than

job titles: projects, initiatives, problems solved,

decisions made, systems implemented, teams led,

processes redesigned, risks avoided, negotiations,

recoveries, launches, crises, improvements. Your résumé

has forgotten many of them. Inventory them.

Proof Records

Capture each meaningful experience as a structured

record: a Proof Record. Physical index cards work well;

the format matters more than the medium. Each record

captures:

Situation: what was happening?

Problem: what needed to change?

Responsibility: what were you accountable for?

Actions: what did you personally do?

Methods: how did you do it?

Stakeholders: who was involved?

Tools: what systems or technologies were used?

Scale: how large was it?

Result: what changed?

Measure: how do you know?

Evidence: what could substantiate the claim?

This emphasis on documented past behavior is not

stylistic preference. Selection research has found for

decades that evidence of what a person has actually

done is among the strongest predictors available: work

samples and structured, behavior-based interviews

consistently outperform unstructured impressions

(Schmidt & Hunter, 1998), and behavior-description

interviewing rests explicitly on the premise that past

behavior predicts future performance (Janz, 1982). A

Proof Record is, in effect, the raw material of a work

sample: the interviewer's best question, answered

before it is asked.

A Proof Record is deliberately far richer than a résumé

bullet. The bullet will eventually be compiled from it. A

single strong record (an enterprise system

implementation, say) may demonstrate project

management, requirements gathering, budgeting,

stakeholder management, vendor management, risk

management, change management, training, and

executive reporting all at once. Experiences with that

kind of reuse value deserve especially thorough

documentation, because they can support many

different opportunities.

The Match Matrix

Return to the requirements matrix and add your

evidence. The result is a Match Matrix: requirement-

to-evidence traceability.
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REQ. EMPLOYER NEED EXPERIENCE EVIDENCE STRENGTH

R1 Lead complex programs ERP rollout 14-site implementation Strong

R2 Executive reporting PMO transformation Weekly executive dashboard Strong

R3 Vendor management EHR implementation Managed 3 external vendors Strong

R4 Financial oversight Capital program Managed $2.8M budget Moderate

R5 Change management Workflow redesign 110-user adoption effort Strong

The application is now traceable: every requirement

either has a chain (requirement → experience → evidence)

or visibly does not. (This works physically, too: a job

description on a wall, requirements and experiences on

sticky notes, chains drawn between them. Any

requirement without a chain is immediately obvious,

and any experience that supports no requirement can

be excluded from this résumé.)

Score evidence honestly

Assign each match a strength:

0: No evidence. You cannot credibly claim the

requirement.

1: Exposure. You observed or participated.

2: Contributor. You performed part of the work.

3: Practitioner. You independently performed it.

4: Leader. You led others performing it.

5: Enterprise evidence. You led it at scale with

measurable organizational impact.

This scale protects against exaggeration, and just as

often reveals hidden strengths. Multiply evidence

strength by requirement priority to get a rough coverage

score. The number does not predict hiring outcomes; it

is a decision aid. The questions that matter are: Where is

coverage strong? Where is it weak? Which experiences

could address multiple requirements? And, critically,

which gaps are real?

A related lens is proof density. For a requirement like

stakeholder leadership, you might list steering committee

facilitation, executive presentations, cross-functional

negotiation, vendor escalation, and conflict resolution:

dense proof. For data visualization, you might only

produce "worked with reports": thin proof. Density tells

you where the actual weakness lives.

The crucial distinction: Capability Gap vs.

Representation Gap

This is one of the most valuable concepts in the method.

Suppose the job requires executive presentations and

your résumé contains none. There are two possibilities:

Capability Gap: you have never presented to

executives. This is real: a development opportunity,

not a writing problem.

Representation Gap: you have done it repeatedly

but never wrote it down. This is a documentation

failure, and it is fixable this afternoon.

These require completely different responses, and only

honest analysis reveals which one you are facing. Most

people carry far more representation gaps than

capability gaps, which is precisely why the retrieval

problem in Section 1 is so costly, and why a maintained

evidence repository quietly closes gaps a scrambled

rewrite never finds.

8. Write: Compile the Résumé

Design before you write

Only after requirements and evidence analysis should

the résumé be designed. Start with a Resume

Blueprint built on one question:

What are the three things the reader must believe

about me?

For example: (1) I can lead complex enterprise

programs. (2) I can align executives, technical teams,

and business stakeholders. (3) I consistently convert

initiatives into measurable results. These become

narrative anchors; every major section should reinforce

them.
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Then apply the top-half test: imagine the hiring

manager reads only the first half of page one. What

must they understand? Usually: professional identity,

level, relevant domain, dominant capabilities, scale, and

signature outcomes. The top of the résumé should

answer "Why should this person remain in consideration?"

Not "What adjectives describe this person?"

Avoid summaries like "Motivated, results-driven

professional with excellent communication skills." Replace

them with evidence architecture:

Enterprise program leader with experience directing

technology and operational initiatives across

regulated, cross-functional environments. Leads

governance, stakeholder alignment, implementation,

and performance management across multimillion-

dollar portfolios, translating strategic priorities into

measurable execution.

Different job description? Different emphasis. Same

person; different evidence selection.

Writing as response engineering

Every important résumé statement should answer

something. The mental formula is:

Requirement → Evidence → Response

Employer requirement: "Lead cross-functional digital

transformation initiatives."

Candidate evidence: Led replacement of a legacy

workflow platform across operations, finance, IT,

and customer service.

Résumé response: "Led cross-functional replacement

of a legacy workflow platform across Operations,

Finance, IT, and Customer Service, coordinating

requirements, implementation, adoption, and

executive reporting through enterprise rollout."

The sentence reads naturally. Yet it deliberately answers

the employer.

The Evidence Bullet Architecture

A strong accomplishment bullet can contain up to five

components:

Action + Object + Context + Method + Result

Redesigned the vendor onboarding process across six

business units by standardizing intake, approvals, and

compliance checkpoints, reducing average onboarding

time from 18 to 11 days.

Action: redesigned. Object: vendor onboarding

process. Context: six business units. Method:

standardized intake, approvals, compliance

checkpoints. Result: 18 days → 11 days.

Not every bullet needs all five components. But every

bullet should communicate more than an activity. Three

quick tests enforce this:

The "so what?" test. "Conducted stakeholder meetings".

So what? Better: "Facilitated weekly stakeholder forums

across Operations, Finance, and Technology to resolve

dependencies and accelerate decisions for a $3.2M

transformation program." Now the work has context and

consequence.

The "what did YOU do?" test. Avoid bullets where the

subject disappears. "Responsible for implementation of

new software" says nothing about you. Better: "Directed

requirements validation, vendor coordination, workflow

configuration, testing, training, and launch readiness for a

new enterprise workflow platform."

The proof test. For every important claim, ask: if an

interviewer points to this sentence and says "tell me about

that," can I explain it in detail? If not, rewrite it. Can you

defend every word? A résumé should contain interview-

ready evidence, which links résumé development to

interview preparation automatically.

The Proof Ladder

Not every statement carries the same evidentiary

strength. Recognize the levels:

1. Claim: "Strong leader."

2. Activity: "Led teams."

3. Context: "Led cross-functional teams."

4. Scale: "Led a 17-person cross-functional team."

5. Outcome: "Led a 17-person cross-functional team

delivering a six-month transformation."

6. Measured outcome: "Led a 17-person cross-

functional team delivering a six-month

transformation that reduced processing time 31%."

The Standing Proof Method

standingproof.com Page 8 of 14



The objective is not to force every bullet to level six. The

objective is to recognize the difference, and to stop

settling for levels one and two out of habit.

When you do not have metrics

Not every accomplishment produces a percentage, and

quantification does not mean inventing one. Magnitude

can be established through volume (75 stakeholders, 12

facilities), money ($2M budget, $500K savings), time

(six-month implementation, 10-day cycle reduction),

complexity (seven departments, five countries, 14

workstreams), quality (passed audit, zero critical

defects), reach (enterprise-wide, multi-site, global), or

decision consequence (executive approval, go/no-go,

investment prioritization).

Quantification means establishing magnitude. It

does not mean inventing percentages.

A worked example

Consider this requirement from a hypothetical posting:

Lead cross-functional initiatives, partner with senior

stakeholders to establish priorities, develop project

plans, proactively manage risk, and communicate

progress to executive leadership.

Do not copy it into your résumé. Decompose it: R1 lead

cross-functional initiatives; R2 partner with senior

stakeholders; R3 establish priorities; R4 develop project

plans; R5 manage risk proactively; R6 communicate

progress to executives.

Now retrieve. The candidate remembers: "I led our

customer onboarding redesign." Interrogate the

experience. Who participated? Operations, sales,

finance, compliance, IT. Who sponsored it? The COO.

What was wrong? Onboarding averaged 23 days. What

did you do? Mapped processes, identified bottlenecks,

prioritized requirements, built the project plan,

facilitated weekly meetings, managed risks. Result?

Cycle time fell to 14 days.

Now compile:

Led a five-function customer onboarding redesign

sponsored by the COO, translating stakeholder

requirements into prioritized workstreams, project

plans, risk controls, and executive reporting that

reduced average onboarding time from 23 to 14 days.

One evidence statement addresses R1 through R6. That

is high-density evidence, and it is the real measure of

résumé quality. A strong résumé is not the one with

more bullets; it is the one with more requirement

coverage per useful sentence. High evidence density

produces shorter, stronger résumés.

What not to do

The method explicitly rejects several behaviors:

Do not fabricate experience.

Do not add tools you have never used.

Do not claim leadership when you participated.

Do not convert exposure into expertise.

Do not force every keyword into the résumé.

Do not copy responsibilities directly from the

posting.

Do not turn a two-page résumé into a five-page

keyword inventory.

Do not use adjectives where evidence could be used.

Do not rely on job titles to prove capability.

Do not write before completing requirements

analysis.

9. Verify: Test Before You Submit

Software engineering distinguishes two questions.

Verification: did we build the product correctly?

Validation: did we build the correct product? Apply

both to the résumé.

Verification asks whether the résumé is constructed

properly: dates, grammar, tense, titles, formatting,

consistency, spelling, readability, file type.

Validation asks whether it actually answers the job

description: Are the critical requirements represented?

Are the high-priority capability clusters visible? Is

employer vocabulary used appropriately, and

truthfully? Is evidence doing the work, rather than

assertion? Does the most relevant experience receive

the most space? Are gaps acknowledged rather than

disguised? Does the résumé tell the correct professional

story?
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A résumé can be grammatically perfect and still fail

validation.

The traceability review

Return to every critical requirement and mark it: C:

covered, P: partially covered, N: not covered. Then note

where the evidence appears:

REQUIREMENT STATUS RÉSUMÉ LOCATION

Program leadership C Summary, Role 1, Role 2

Executive communication C Summary, Role 1

Budget management P Role 2

Vendor management C Role 1

Tableau N None

This completeness pass routinely reveals omissions that

are obvious only in hindsight: strong evidence you

possess but never placed on the page.

The human scan test

Print the résumé. Look at it for about fifteen seconds,

the way a stranger would. Cover it. Write down what you

remember.

If you remember project manager, PMP, communication,

leadership, the résumé is generic. If you remember

enterprise transformation, healthcare implementation,

executive governance, multimillion-dollar programs, the

résumé is communicating a professional position.

A quality rubric

If you want a structured self-assessment, score six

dimensions: requirements coverage (how completely are

critical requirements represented?), evidence strength,

pattern alignment (does the résumé reflect the

dominant capability clusters?), language alignment,

outcome evidence (are results, scale, and consequences

visible?), and readability. This is a resume engineering

quality score: a measure of how well the artifact answers

its requirements. It is deliberately not an "ATS score," for

reasons the next section explains.

10. Grow: The Step That Compounds

Release deliberately

When the résumé passes verification, treat it as a

release. Name the file deliberately (for example, Firstna
me_Lastname_ProgramDirector_Company_2026-08.pdf)

and log the application: company, role, posting date,

application date, résumé version, the major requirement

clusters, your match assessment, and eventually the

interview and final result. This turns job searching into

measurable experimentation instead of a sequence of

untracked guesses.

Run a retrospective

Every application should leave your professional record

better than it found it. The practice is borrowed from

software teams, and its value is measurable outside

them: controlled studies find that a short period of

deliberate reflection on completed work improves

subsequent performance more than spending the same

time on additional doing (Di Stefano, Gino, Pisano, &

Staats, 2016). After each one, ask:

1. What experience did this job description remind me

I had?

2. What metric did I recover?

3. What terminology did I learn?

4. What capability appears repeatedly across my target

positions?

5. What weak area appeared?

6. What new accomplishment belongs in my

permanent record?

7. Did the résumé lead to screening? Did interviewers

focus on something unexpected?

8. Was anything on the résumé difficult to defend?

Incremental development

The Standing Proof Method
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Traditional résumé creation behaves like this: old résumé

→ rewrite → submit → forget. This method behaves like

software under active development:

Evidence repository v1 → job analysis → new evidence

discovered → v1.1 → new application → v1.2 → interview

feedback → v1.3 …

Your résumé changes. More importantly, your

understanding of your career changes. Each

increment is small (a recovered metric here, a forgotten

project there) but the increments accumulate, and they

never need to be re-earned. This is what it means for

career evidence to compound: the tenth application

starts from a richer repository than the first, and next

year's promotion case, review, or search starts richer

still. None of that is available to someone who begins

collecting the week they suddenly need a résumé.

The Career Evidence Repository

Maintain a master record that is intentionally larger

than any résumé: your Proof Records, with their

problems, actions, decisions, obstacles, scale, impacts,

metrics, artifacts, and demonstrated capabilities. This is

not your résumé. It is your professional source code.

Every résumé is compiled from it, and the better the

source, the better every compilation.

This is also where career skill actually develops.

Expertise research is unambiguous that improvement

comes from structured, effortful engagement with one's

own performance rather than from repetition alone

(Ericsson, Krampe, & Tesch-Römer, 1993). Rewriting a

résumé twenty times is repetition. Interrogating twenty

experiences for their scale, methods, and measures is

practice.

Two principles govern the repository.

Experience resolution. People store accomplishments

at low resolution: "Managed implementation." Raise it:

"Led EHR implementation." Higher: "Led multi-specialty

EHR implementation across 16 clinical specialties."

Higher still: "Led workflow analysis, configuration,

training, access design, and launch readiness across 16

clinical specialties". Then add the measurable outcomes.

The goal of career evidence capture is to increase the

resolution of professional memory. Resolution is

easiest to capture at the moment the work happens and

hardest to reconstruct years later.

Evidence compression. A résumé is not supposed to

contain your entire experience; it is a compressed

representation. The pipeline runs: large evidence

repository → opportunity requirements → relevant

evidence selection → narrative compression → résumé.

The better your source repository, the better your

compression. The résumé becomes lightweight precisely

because it no longer carries the burden of storing an

entire career.

11. Two Things This Method Is Not

It is not ATS-score chasing

Job seekers have been trained to chase an imaginary

universal "ATS score." There is no single ATS

configuration used by every employer; recruiting

workflows, filters, search criteria, knockout questions,

and recruiter behavior all differ. The systems are real

enough: nearly all large employers use them, and

Harvard Business School's study of "hidden workers"

documents how their filters exclude millions of viable

candidates (Fuller & Raman, 2021). But that study's

findings argue for exactly what this method teaches: the

filters operate on the presence of demonstrable,

relevant experience, not on a numeric score anyone can

see or optimize. Tailoring to the posting and using

truthful, relevant terminology matters: employer-

defined search criteria are real. But the optimization

target should be demonstrable alignment:

requirement coverage, evidence strength, terminology

justified by evidence, and human readability, not

keyword stuffing toward a number no employer actually

computes. Alignment survives every change in

screening technology. Keyword tricks do not.

It is not AI-generated identity

This method intentionally works without AI, and that is

a feature, not a limitation. Someone with a printed job

description, two highlighters, blank paper, an old

résumé, their memory, and their employment records

can perform the entire process.

The human reader is no more forgiving than the

machine. Eye-tracking research puts a recruiter's initial

scan of a résumé at under ten seconds (Ladders, 2018),

which is enough time to register a specific claim and not

enough to give a vague one the benefit of the doubt.

Honesty is equally practical: in a large survey of US

The Standing Proof Method
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adults, most admitted stretching the truth on a résumé,

and among those caught, the interview was the single

most common place it came apart (StandOut CV, 2025).

Both findings point the same direction as the method:

fewer claims, each one specific and defensible.

AI can legitimately help at the edges: asking evidence-

discovery questions, detecting missing measurements,

comparing language, suggesting phrasing, flagging

potential requirement clusters, tightening grammar. The

boundary is this:

Human responsibility: What happened? What did

I do? What proves it? Does this accurately represent

me?

Machine assistance: How could this information

be structured, compared, or expressed more

effectively?

AI should improve the signal. It should never become

the source of the evidence. The unfair advantage is not

having a machine write better words. The unfair

advantage is knowing how to see what the job is really

asking, and knowing exactly what in your experience

proves you can answer it.

12. What Changes When You Work This

Way

This process teaches far more than résumé writing. A

person who practices it is practicing requirements

elicitation, decomposition, pattern recognition, critical

reading, evidence evaluation, prioritization, strategic

communication, and quality assurance, on the most

personally consequential subject there is.

Someone who masters it gains a durable career literacy.

They begin recognizing: I do more than my title. They

begin seeing their work as capabilities, outcomes, value,

and transferable patterns rather than as a chronology of

employers. That changes how they apply. It changes

how they interview, because every résumé line is already

interview-ready evidence. It changes how they prepare

performance reviews and negotiate promotions,

because the same repository that compiles a résumé

compiles a promotion case. And ideally it changes how

they perform their work, because they begin noticing

evidence while it is being created.

That last shift is the important one, and it points at the

single most valuable long-term behavior this method

produces:

Document the work while the evidence still exists.

When a project ends, record: What changed? How

much? Who was affected? What problem existed before?

What decisions did I make? What obstacles did I

resolve? What scale did I operate at? What artifact

proves it? What capability did I demonstrate?

That is a five-minute habit. Practiced calmly over years,

it eliminates most of the pain people experience when a

career moment arrives (a search, a reorganization, a

promotion window) and the evidence has to be

reconstructed under pressure. The people who look

effortlessly prepared in those moments are almost never

faster writers. They simply started collecting earlier.

13. Getting Started

You do not need software, a job search, or a crisis to

begin. In fact, the method works best when none of

those are present.

This week: Create three Proof Records from memory

(your most significant recent projects). Interrogate each

one: situation, problem, actions, methods, scale, result,

measure, proof. Notice how much detail has already

faded; that observation is the method's first lesson.

This month: Pick one real job posting in your field,

whether or not you intend to apply. Run the three reads.

Build a small requirements matrix. Map your Proof

Records against it and score the matches honestly.

Notice which gaps are capability gaps and which are

merely representation gaps.

From now on: When a piece of work closes, spend five

minutes recording it before the details decay. One

record at a time, your repository grows, and everything

downstream of it (résumés, interviews, reviews,

promotion cases) gets easier each year.

The Standing Proof Method
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The goal is not to become skilled at gaming a résumé

scanner. The goal is to become a professional who can

look at a complicated job description and say, I

understand what this organization needs, then look at

their own record and say, I know exactly which

experiences prove I can help, and then produce a

document that says, here is the evidence.

That capability remains valuable regardless of which

ATS is used, which résumé software is popular, which AI

model exists, or how recruiting technology changes. The

most defensible advantage in a competitive job market

is the ability to perform disciplined translation between

two bodies of information: what the organization

requires, and what the individual can prove.

READ the opportunity as a requirements document.

MAP its priorities, patterns, and capability clusters.

PROVE each meaningful requirement with authentic

professional evidence. WRITE the smallest, strongest

set of statements that communicates that evidence.

VERIFY traceability, truthfulness, alignment, and

readability. GROW the permanent evidence repository

so the next application begins stronger than the last.

Start before you need it. The evidence you capture

calmly today is the proof you will not have to

reconstruct desperately later.

Method Vocabulary

Career Evidence Repository: the complete, permanent

store of professional evidence; larger than any résumé

and the source from which every résumé is compiled.

Proof Record: one structured professional item: an

accomplishment, initiative, project, metric, outcome, or

career story, captured with its context, actions, scale,

results, and supporting proof.

Requirements Matrix: the structured decomposition of

a job description into identified, classified, prioritized

requirements.

Capability Cluster: a group of requirements that

describe the same underlying capability.

Match Matrix: the requirement-to-evidence traceability

view: which evidence supports which requirement, and

how strongly.

Proof Strength: the degree to which evidence supports a

requirement, from exposure through enterprise-scale

leadership.

Evidence Traceability: the maintained relationship

among job requirement, real experience, and résumé

statement.

Experience Resolution: the amount of useful detail

captured about an experience; low resolution says

"managed implementation," high resolution says who,

what, how, at what scale, with what result.

Evidence Density: how much relevant proof a single

résumé statement communicates while remaining

readable.

Representation Gap: experience that exists but was

never documented; a writing problem, fixable

immediately.

Capability Gap: a requirement the candidate genuinely

cannot yet demonstrate; a development goal, not a

writing problem.

Evidence Bullet Architecture: the five-part structure of

a strong accomplishment statement: action, object,

context, method, result.

Resume Blueprint: the planned content architecture

(the three things the reader must believe) decided

before any writing begins.

Résumé Compilation: the transformation of selected

evidence into a targeted résumé; writing as a build

step, not an act of invention.

Career Increment: the new evidence, vocabulary, or self-

knowledge added to the repository after each

application, project, or review cycle.
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