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The Great Pause
Each side supporting the other 
Bending and forming 
To meet, equal and intact.

Ponder the strength of discovery 
As supporting sides combine 
The numerical mystery of wonderment. 
A structure 
Tort, quant and safe.

Pause to consider 
The paradigm of extreme change 
Looking back to look forward 
Pivot to see the wonderment and  
Purpose of being.

Allow time to experience 
The purpose of happenings. 
Consider the process 
As it molds, conditions,  
soothes and unfolds.

Each structure grafted with dignity 
Upholding an inner strength. 
Together indestructible 
Aloof, prone to defend.

Take strength in the performance 
Of combined energy and hope 
Embrace the partnership 
Of offered peace 
A prelude to universal might.

- PAULINE.  A NASH, JUNE 2018
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Preface
“Humans making better decisions 
help organisations make better 
decisions to do no harm and do  
good while doing good” 
- DrJMT 2019 

Greetings

So true, humans making better decisions help organisations make 
better decisions - to do no harm and do good while doing good.

Is it a coincidence to have an obsession and heightened level of 
curiosity about making better decisions when the world is at an 
unprecedented point in time of this millennium? Humankind are 
being forced, by way of a pandemic (COVID-19), to shift into a new 
order, full of heightened uncertainty.

This eBook is not a story about communicable contagious 
pandemics (such as COVID-19) but more about making better 
decisions during times of uncertainty. 

I don’t believe it is a coincidence that at the time of launching the 
Balance Point the world is in a heightened state of uncertainty - 
be it health concerns, economic and environmental crisis or the 

fact that every provision from retail, sport, non-essential services 
have been stopped. It is almost like someone has pressed a big 
red stop button, although a big red unknown button which has no 
timeline. The impact of this heightened state is like a falling line of 
dominos across the globe - reshaping a new order.

I am not bold enough to suggest that the Balance Point is the only 
answer to this period of uncertainty but what I hope it does offer is 
a way of thinking about decisions so they can be better. By being 
better or 21st century ready, better decisions are more applicable 
to this new order and not the old order which was broken and not 
fit for purpose.

So, what does this shift to a new order mean in practice? Well at 
a personal level it means understanding that by making decisions 
in the same way you always have - may not be acceptable in this 
time of uncertainty and or the future ahead. After all, there will be 
life post the COVID-19 pandemic although uncertainty or change 
are the only knowns that you can be sure of. 

At a professional level it is only through a collection of better 
decision-making humans that organisations can and will regroup 
to be effective in this new order. The professional level can only 
succeed or benefit if the society it is serving is also flourishing.

We have known this challenge for most of this century and it seems 
collectively chosen to ignore the warnings across the ecosystem. 
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The ‘big red stop button’ of the 2020 COVID-19 virus has brought a 
stark reminder that better decision-making with generosity rather 
than scarcity and equal opportunities for all is the only  
way forward.

In writing the Balance Point eBook I have endeavoured to 
consolidate its intellectual foundation through three Algorithms 
of balance, foundation, navigation.  Further detail of the 
Balance Point in action is further outlined in Appendix A with the 
introduction of the STRADDLE Decision-Making Continuum and 
E.A.S.Y Way quadrants converging in a Social License typology 
that together transform better decision-making during times 
of uncertainty. Although STRADDLE and E.A.S.Y Way are lightly 
referenced throughout the eBook for those really interested in 
the intricacies the details can be found in my doctoral Thesis - 
Decision Making at the Local Level - The Missing Link?

For now, the purpose of the Balance Point eBook is to offer you 
some thoughts for your better decision-making in this new  
order experience.

In closing there are two people I have much to be grateful for that 
have helped me as I have travelled the Balance Point journey:

Ronnie, my soul mate, for your support and patience with my 
obsession and curiosity of better decision making and your 
willingness to embrace my new order daily distractions.

Rosie for your guidance and not just with proof-reading these 
words but for your actions as an amazing global new order leader.

To all reading the Balance Point let the fun begin...........

-DrJMT
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Introduction
The key goal of this eBook is to help you understand how three 
decision-making algorithms can help you make better decisions 
by finding your Balance Point during times of uncertainty. Before 
these algorithms are introduced, it is important to be clear that 
this information is relevant to making better decisions in both your 
personal and your professional life.

Personal because humans who make better decisions will, in 
turn, create an individual Balance Point that has the best impact 
on those around them. And professional because organisations 
(representing a collection of human beings) making better 
decisions similarly have the ability to form a shared Balance  
Point and thus be well placed to ‘do no harm’ and do good  
while doing good.

Much of my writing around Balance Point is drawn from my life 
experiences as a ‘prac-academic’ – with decades of work and 
life experience in both the southern and northern hemispheres 
combined with a curious mind and five years one month (and 
don’t forget the one day) of dedicated social science research, 
resulting in a PhD in philosophy. My contribution to knowledge 
is a combination of the theoretical, empirical and experimental. 
Balance Point is how I describe the philosophy and context of both 
my practice and contribution to knowledge, based on a strong 
desire to share my insights in a concise and simple way. With 
the detail outlined in Appendix A I also introduce the STRADDLE 
framework and the importance of being able to STRADDLE 

uncertainty. Being true to my prac-academic self, I have simplified 
the STRADDLE framework so during times of uncertainty you can 
make better decisions the E.A.S.Y Way. STRADDLE and the E.A S. Y 
Way (also discussed in Appendix A) is presented as a continuum 
extending across four easy quadrants.

By now you may be asking yourself, ‘What is the relationship 
between better decision-making and transforming your Balance 
Point to be able to STRADDLE uncertainty?’ It is, first, important to 
define what is meant by the phrase ‘better decision-making’.

There is little argument about the need for philosophy and practice 
to play a role in problem solving, most importantly in a way that fits 
with the networked nature of the 21st century. This networked and 
constantly changing nature is best conceptualised as falling under 
the umbrella of ‘transformation’. Whilst there are various ways to 
describe transformation (as discussed later in this eBook), what is 
absolutely critical are the decisions that are made.

Decisions that are not ‘better’ can, at the personal level, result in 
limitations on being able to maximise life’s opportunities. At the 
organisational level, failing to make ‘better decisions’ – by failing 
to respond to change and instead reverting to default decision-
making models that are no longer sustainable – is not good for 
longevity.
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Either way, the end result neglects the reality of a networked 
society (connected economy) in which what happens locally has 
an impact globally, and vice versa. Courtesy of the United Nations 
and the Sustainability Development Goals agenda of ‘leaving 
no-one behind’, I use the phrase ‘do no harm’ to epitomise what 
is meant by ‘making better decisions’. Simply put ‘making better 
decisions’ means making decisions that do no harm – doing good 
by doing good. 

Experience has been a great teacher to me, and, through my 
experiences, I have learned that in making better decisions there 
are always relationship tensions to be managed – whether inside 
your own head, or with family, work colleagues, board members, 
governments, even countries. The Balance Point and the three 
algorithms provide a pathway to assist with uncertainty and, most 
importantly, to make better decisions and to do no harm. The 
word ‘uncertainty’ is also used frequently throughout this eBook; 
for anyone who, like me, was born in the 20th century and is now 
living and working in the 21st century, the ever-increasing pace of 
change is a notable driver of uncertainty. For those born in the 21st 
century, too, uncertainty – around long-term employment, home 
ownership and emerging technologies – is ubiquitous. The need to 
STRADDLE, make better decisions and find your Balance Point is 
imminent for all.

Notwithstanding the above, I am very careful to write about 
the 21st century with enthusiasm, as that is exactly the purpose 
setting of the Balance Point. The significance to be noted is that 

the uncertainty described above means that transformational 
experiences are needed to ensure decision-making is 21st century-
ready – or, to put it another way, ‘fit for purpose’.

Being 21st century-ready and/or fit for purpose means that you 
have transformed your Balance Point and are able to STRADDLE 
uncertainty, leading to better decisions that do no harm. All of this 
and more will be explained through the three algorithms that make 
up this eBook. (Yes, the use of the word ‘algorithm’ is a play taken 
from the world of computer science, and fusion with the literature 
of social science.)

Such innovation and fusion of literatures (hence my self-
identification as a prac-academic and not academic!) helped 
me develop the concept of ADWAG – an acronym for a pattern of 
behaviour to be avoided in the Balance Point world:

Always Doing What Always Got

ADWAG stands for ‘always doing what always got’ – meaning 
if you are always basing decisions on the habits of old and not 
accepting that there is a paradigm shift, the act of making 
better decision becomes harder to achieve.
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Even though the modern world is highly networked, it remains a 
fractious, dislocated world, with many left with feelings of being 
powerless and without agency. Social license is a call to action to 
shift away from this dislocation and, by transforming your Balance 
Point, to make better decisions and STRADDLE uncertainty – and 
in doing so, you are becoming a leading light.

Speaking of leading light, at the beginning of the discussion of 
each algorithm I present a checklist summarising how you can 
apply that algorithm to your decision-making to transform your 
Balance Point and STRADDLE uncertainty. Enjoy!

ADWAG is the antithesis of transformation: certainly, if you always 
eat cake for every meal you will not transform your health! Likewise, 
if you always follow the same predictive strategy for your business 
– say, selling cameras – despite the word changing – and, mobile 
phones becoming smart phones you will lose business. ADWAG is 
referred to throughout this eBook as a reminder that in the face of 
uncertainty, transformation is necessary to make better decisions.

During times of uncertainty, the process of transforming your 
Balance Point to make better decisions and STRADDLE uncertainty 
– whilst avoiding ADWAG – in fact provides the pathway to a 
social license to do good while doing good. Social license is  
where individuals can be their whole self, in both their personal  
and professional lives; for instance, all decisions stem from a focus 
on purpose.

Most importantly, the end result of a successful social license is 
that no-one is ‘left behind’; wicked societal issues are reduced, 
and no harm is done. The traditional mindset – of certainty, 
authority, scarcity – no longer fits the 21st century’s ever-changing 
world. Such mindsets cause you to focus inward and backward, 
and thus to lose sight of amazing opportunities. 



ALGORITHM ONE:
BALANCE
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Checklist
Balance is the first algorithm of the Balance 
Point and the following checklist will help 
ensure enough balance is achieved when 
managing self and dualities in making 
better decisions. 

The importance and principles of opposites 
that exist in every decision that you make. 
Understanding that the 21st century brings 
much change and uncertainty and it is therefore 
important to be agile with your decision-making 
process – note the importance of the principle of 
dualities in your decision-making.

Encouraging thoughts around a multi-order and 
ecosystem approach brings the wider remit for 
making decisions that do no harm. Thus, taking 
responsibility for your decision-making into 
leadership roles heightens the requirement to be 
more enabling in your actions and decision-making 
– enabling the ecosystem (not ego-system) in your 
decision-making.

Being consciously aware of ADWAG and, more 
importantly, preventing it from influencing your 
decision-making will assist you in making better 
decisions that are ‘fit for purpose’ in the 21st 
century. Ask the ADWAG question – is this a habit 
or is your decision 21st century-ready?

Being able to consider your decision-making whilst 
being cognisant of the systemic changes that may 
or may not be required is key to better decision-
making – if your decision is part of systemic 
change, what changes do you need to make?
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Dualities and Principle of Opposites

I begin this section on the first Balance Point algorithm, balance, 
with a discussion of the principle of opposites. Opposites are 
critical in considering how balance can assist with transformative 
decision-making in the 21st century. Only by understanding the 
principle of opposites can we understand the balance being 
sought through decisions.

For example, understanding the optimal positioning for 
an organisation’s structure or processes requires, first, an 
understanding that that position will sit somewhere between two 
opposites in the decision-making process – such as structured 
versus spontaneous decision-making, or centralised versus 
devolved authority.                                      

My own understanding of the importance of balance and 
opposites is partly a consequence of timing, as a human born 
and raised in the 20th century but working and researching in 
the new millennium. Like others of my generation, this has meant 
learning to manage in both pre- and post-internet environments (a 
strange thought for any person growing up in the 21st century) and 
recognising that, as we shift from a ‘two-power’ world or a ‘liberal 
international order’ towards a ‘multi-order’ future, the learnings 
and behaviours of old will not bring desired results – quite the 
opposite.  The principle is that there is always movement between 
opposites in the form of dualities. 

The need to carefully calibrate ‘nudges’ to bring about the desired 
shifts in decision-making, amidst the 21st century environment of 
rapid and extreme change, makes an awareness of the principle 

of dualities even more important. Dualities have assumed an 
increasing importance in dealing with the rapid pace of change 
and uncertainty that often surrounds contemporary decision-
making. This can be evidenced in feelings of being overwhelmed 
by ambiguous or conflicting information when making decisions. 
Dualities can also bring ‘blind spots’ in the decision-making 
process, especially when the decision-maker has been exposed to 
only one end of what I refer to as the ‘decision-making continuum’. 

To make sense of and manage dualities within the connected 
economy, I introduce the concept of the decision-making 
continuum, using the ‘dualities of virtue’ to illustrate my point.  
An example of the virtue continuum is shown in Figure 1: 

Figure 1. Virtue Continuum
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I employ the concept of a continuum as it clearly frames the 
relationship of dualities as two ends of a scale, different – literally, 
polar opposites – but connected.

In the case of the virtues in Figure 1, the critical duality is that 
of deficiency and excess. The continuum provides a useful 
visualisation, as effective decision-making in the 21st century rests 
on the ability to find the better balance – that is, the optimum 
point along the continuum. Contrary to the impression that might 
be created by the diagram, the ‘better’ balance is not always the 
midpoint. Sometimes optimal decisions (or in this case, virtues) will 
be closer to excess; at other times, less is more, and a deficiency-
orientation is better.

The optimal decision depends, of course, on the situation or 
scenario; there is no place for ‘one size fits all’ decision-making in 
the 21st century (more about this in the algorithms to follow). To 
take as an example the final line of the diagram – courage – it 
is easy to imagine scenarios (investment strategies, for example) 
where either a bolder or more cautious approach might be optimal 
depending on the desired outcome – high risk, high rewards versus 
slow and steady growth. Either could be cowardly or foolhardy 
depending on the scenario. The critical point is the importance of 
the opposing principles, and the need, in any context, to consider 
the inherent dualities when making decisions. This again highlights 
the importance of finding balance accepting how the relevant 
point is constantly changing.

New orders 

As the 20th century recedes into history, the familiar times of 
now (liberal international ‘order’) is in the midst of a process of 
transformation. History has shown that such processes are rarely 
painless, and not always widely understood. One thing is certain: 
your current experience is changing more fundamentally than ever 
before due to the rapid, and ever-increasing, pace of change 
in the world. The current period of transformation includes what 
is often referred to as a shift away from the ‘liberal international 
order’, leaving the world facing three possible futures:

1. Several great powers competing using traditional 
balance-of-power politics to balance each other and 
advance their own interests (Multipolar). 

2. Maintenance of status quo through reform, demanding 
greater contributions from allies and partners alike  
(Multi-partner).

3. A diffusion of power and diversity of ideas and identities, 
with multiple clusters forming around leading states  
(Multi-order).

The multi-order future has been described as the most 
transformative and ‘fit for purpose’ model for the new century. 
Importantly, it is defined by balance, as it bridges the micro/macro 
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(local/global) duality. Much of the Balance Point and the first 
algorithm of balance revolves around creating a multi-order state. 
To be fit for purpose in the 21st century (or 21st century-ready) 
means creating ‘orders/experiences’ – whether at global or local 
level – and embracing extreme change and uncertainty rather 
than working against it.

To further demonstrate how the dominant or default 20th century 
experience and models are no longer fit for purpose or helpful in 
decision-making in your personal and professional life, you need 
only consider how much life has changed as shown in Figure 2.

This example of access to information (moreover) the pace of 
the access, offers more than just amusement: there is a common 
denominator across this transformative change, one that is best 
described as advances – ongoing and ever-faster – in technology. 
In just a decade, between 2007 and 2017, the adoption of the 
smart phone escalated dependency on technology to such 
a degree that children born in the 21st century will have little 
understanding of life without instantaneous access to information. 
There are no limits to what future decades will bring, other than the 
known certainty of ‘uncertainty’. What you know to be the norm 
now will be categorically transformed and extremely different. This 
concept, of extreme and categorical transformation, is the defining 
feature of ‘postmodernity’ and the ‘multi-order’.

Figure 2. Access to Information
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Postmodernity 

The studies around postmodernity are of interest as they represent 
transformation; living amidst postmodernity, means you have 
experience of making decisions during times of uncertainty as part 
of your DNA. Indeed, the phrase ‘postmodernity’ celebrates its 
history and future at the same time.

An early example of the roots of postmodernism can be found 
in the history of gender equality and female suffrage. In the 
earlier part of the 20th century, voting was a result of elected 
delegates gathering in one location to thrash out legal and moral 
frameworks. One aspect of the emergence of the modern era 
involved recognising that topics such as removal of segregation 
and enfranchisement for women could not be ignored from a 
moral viewpoint. Legal structures needed to be modernised to 
accommodate the needs of the present and future, not the  
values of the past. Interestingly, Australia and New Zealand were 
world leaders in this form of (ultimately global) modernisation, 
illustrating that extreme change is often achieved through smaller 
or regional institutions.

As demonstrated in this early 20th century example of extreme 
change (uncertainty), tensions also existed in the form of opposing 
relationships, which I describe as structure/stability versus 
spontaneity/flexibility. Another way of describing this relationship 
tension in decision-making is as the devolution of power. By 
‘power’, I refer to the level of decisions being made by the end-
user/individual/ at the local level. Examples of local-level power 
include enabling innovative ideas – such as the enfranchisement 

of women at the turn of the 20th century, or the introduction of 
Uber services (taxi, food etc.) at the turn of the 21st. As part of 
my research, I explored the phenomenon of local-level power 
referred to as localism. Localism is about closing the gap between 
decision-making and those affected by it, establishing clear local 
accountability for final decisions (and thereby restoring some  
form of power balance between those granting and those 
receiving power). 

Ecosystem

Every decision is based on a duality. Being mindful of the opposing 
principle underlying these dualities is an important step towards 
making the ‘better decision’. For example, structure is necessary 
at times, but structure based on the ecosystem or the connected 
economy of the 21st century will also be in balance with the all-
important quality of spontaneity. This means that, at times, the 
better decision will involve less structure and more spontaneity and 
flexibility, which shifts the balance of power.

It is through this involvement with decisions that the balance 
between stability and flexibility is heightened. If decisions 
around competition are one-sided – for example, a drive for 
economic growth at the expense of the connected economy or 
the ecosystem – the ‘rub’ begins. The ‘rub’, in turn, often brings 
entrenched behaviours, resulting in something I refer to as ‘silo 
working’. The importance of local accountability in developing 
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a connected economy, or in achieving the balance required to 
promote an ecosystem approach, highlights the necessity of 
reducing competition. To assist in your Balance Point journey, I 
often refer to such situations as requiring a ‘competition detox’.

The prevailing ‘liberal international order’ provides a wonderful 
example of the issues that often create or entrench silos and 
reinforce competition, better known as dominant default models. 
Its vested interests, ingrained prejudices, opposing perspectives 
and/or outsized personalities can all limit progress towards a 
connected economy, resulting in inequalities between the ‘haves’ 
and ‘have nots’. This is not to say that the battle between the 
‘haves and have nots’ has not existed throughout history – but 
the difference today is the rapid pace of change, which makes the 
balancing of decisions difficult and fraught with uncertainty.

The solution for 21st century decision-making is to find ways 
of connecting all parts, to deliver solutions and this cannot be 
achieved in isolation. In this ‘post-liberal’ international order there 
is – and will continue to be as emerging ‘multi-order’ future – a 
heightened need for a connected economy to be understood by 
all within an overarching umbrella of balance in uncertainty.

The omnipresence of uncertainty, within a world of rapid change, is 
permeating all parts of society and social life, and thus impacts on 
how decisions are made. Balance is so important to enabling the 
ecosystem that it provides a stimulus for the connected economy 
and 21st century decision-making.

Leadership

The importance of balance in the ecosystem draws on my research 
and provides an example of how 21st century decision-making 
demands an understanding of dualities as the opposing principle. 
In my research, I explored in depth two literatures that, at the 
outset, appear to have very little in common – in fact, they appear 
quite polarised.

The literatures covered included policy implementation, with its 
roots in political science, and Complexity Leadership Theory, an 
aspect of the Complex Adaptive Systems (CAS) literature.

The fusion of these two literatures taught me much about balance, 
to the extent that my thesis concluded by proposing that the 
next generation of policy implementation thinking needed to 
consider and reflect Complex Adaptive Systems theory. To extend 
how the first algorithm of balance sets the right frame for any 
decision-making, I expand below on Complex Adaptive Systems 
(CAS) theory and how it supports the concept of leadership in the 
connected economy.

My key research focus was on the ‘enabling’ aspect of CAS theory, 
rather than the abstract mathematical principles which can be 
found at its root. That said, it was certainly the mathematical 
lineage of CAS that sparked my choice to adopt a framework 
based on algorithms (see Appendix A).

Mathematics is both static and fluid; it has stood the test of time 
and formed part of many earlier orders and paradigms of extreme 
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Administrative Leadership 
Restricts and standardises behaviours and reduces  
variance and choice.

Adaptive Leadership 
Loosens behaviours, creating opportunities for 
experimentation and information flow.

Enabling Leadership 
Catalyses conditions to enhance overall effectiveness. 

Enabling leadership is the leadership type of most interest when 
pursuing balance, especially in these times of rapid change. The 
capacity to ‘enable’ is critical in balancing the relationship tensions 
created during times of extreme change.

In grouping business into three categories, McKinsey & Co. (2017) 
created a way of describing how being an enabler will require 
moving between three categories:

1. Linear value chains (product assembly) 

2. Horizontal platform (adding value software, e.g. Google) 

3. Any-to-any (Uber and Airbnb – light assets) 

These three categories are a helpful way to describe business 
decisions being ‘fit for purpose’ and 21st century ready.

Keeping the focus on professional only decision-making 
(businesses or organisations) is limiting, as the personal or 
individual play an extremely important part in organisations and 
the world at large.

To embrace personal, professional decision-making and enabling 
leadership across the ecosystem, I draw on my research findings 
and build on the concept of the ‘STRADDLE Decision-Making 
Continuum’ (in Appendix A) I introduce the STRADDLE Decision-
Making Continuum to illustrate how balance can help humans and 
organisations make better decisions.

Systems

As part of the balance algorithm, it is critical to not to make 
every decision for the 21st century in the same way. The key to 
‘fit for purpose’ decision-making is understanding when to keep 
or change your approach – which means recognising where the 
optimal balance falls.

change. Building on the CAS theory and work of Uhl-Bien et al. 
(2007), I expand on three types of leadership that can be consid-
ered when attempting to balance any relationship tension, across 
the ecosystem- make a better decision.
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Now more than ever, avoiding the ‘rough edges’ requires decisions 
that find the right balances to meet the challenges, and the 
uncertainties, of the 21st century. This again is best understood as 
being ‘fit for purpose’, recognising that the systems of yesterday 
are sometimes unsuitable for future contexts.

When a system is not fit for purpose, there is an increased need to 
seek balance between dualities. Harking back to another lifestyle 
daily action with the example of dieting: the choice between 
exploring different ways of eating and choosing to stay with the 
same, known menu can be the difference between achieving 
weight loss/gain and no results. Decision-making that always 
follows a structured pattern is at risk of becoming unfit for purpose. 
At the other end of the continuum, decision-making that is 
absolutely dynamic and flexible is at risk of never gaining traction. 
Interestingly, though, the reverse of extremes can also be true – at 
both ends of the spectrum.

Balance, as the first algorithm for finding the Balance Point, is all 
about making better decisions during uncertainty. Uncertainty 
and systems change have much in common. Systems change 
has involved dualities across and throughout all of history: it can 
be found between nationalism and globalism; boom and crisis; 
confidence and anxiety; conservation and exuberance;  
creativity and conformism. In the 21st century, it is notable that 

these boundaries have become blurred during a period of 
continuous uncertainty. 

As much as systems change has been a part of our evolution and 
uncertainty, in the 21st century it has become more prevalent than 
ever. The degree and pace of change are greater than at any 
point in history, awakening us to the unknown and uncertainty at 
an alarming rate. In part, this speed is influenced by the advent 
of new technologies but in the new century systems can no longer 
be designed to operate independently of human factors. To put 
it another way, technology that is not responsive to systems that 
support the needs of humanity quickly becomes outdated and 
‘unfit for purpose’.

This relationship tension is not new, and McKinsey & Co. (2019) 
identified four dimensions to be considered when navigating this 
period, captured under the title ‘the internet of things’ (IoT):

• including ensuring connectivity at all levels to support 
better fact-based decision-making

• speed that enables best practice for the end user

• access to all the right information for the right people at 
the right time

• some form of anchoring the right way of doing things to 
meet (people’s) needs
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Indeed, the focus on humanity, and on sustainability of needs 
and prevention of negative trends around humanity, has been 
intensified in the 21st century. This tension is a key driver of  
systems being created to meet needs that no longer exist, and 
this, almost on its own, becomes the underlying factor for the 
phenomenon of ADWAG. 

With the first Balance Point algorithm, balance, being positioned, 
your story of making better decisions in the 21st century has begun. 
The second algorithm provides the knowledge to galvanise your 
decision-making.



ALGORITHM TWO:
FOUNDATION
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Checklist
Foundation is the second algorithm of the 
Balance Point and the following checklist 
offers foundations to consider when 
grounding decisions and place markers for 
better decision making.

Alignment of opposites requires a foundation from 
which to ground and galvanise better decisions. Be 
conscious of the endless foundations of dualities that 
can be used to align the decisions that you make – 
for example, internal and external, local and global.

Prevailing paradigms can be found in all decisions 
to be made, so take conscious soft skill (Emotional 
Intelligence) steps in being generous and finding 
ways to be more collaborative in both problem-
solving and decision-making shift from dominant 
default models.

Where there is choice, and particularly around 
decisions that relate to wicked societal issues, 
take the ‘long-term view’ – be long-term rather 
than short-term in your decision-making focus on 
breaking down silos rather than entrenching them.

The STRADDLE Decision-Making Continuum and 
four E.A.S.Y way quadrants uses the foundation 
algorithm to provide a relevant focal point for 
better decisions. Alignment between short term 
and long term, plus, local and global decisions 
creates the conscious step towards making better 
decisions that ‘do no harm’ and leave no-one 
behind (Appendix A).

The Sustainability Development Goals (SDG’s) and 
the 5 Ps provide an alignment framework on which 
to base better decisions. Considering opposing 
dualities across the 5 Ps (Appendix B Glossary).
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Alignment 

The second algorithm is shaped by the importance of foundation, 
and of having something to galvanise the balance point in any 
decision-making process. The importance of foundation was 
something I experienced in the practical application of my  
work but was unable to isolate and identify until my in-depth 
research on relationship tensions in decision-making during times 
of uncertainty. 

Prior to this research, I was not able to articulate this experience as 
a learning and, hence, underestimated the power of foundation. 
In both personal and professional contexts, I had experienced an 
underlining commonality of seeking balance – but, on its own, 
balance is not enough. It must be based upon a foundation: 
moreover, the foundation must be grounded in a flexible frame 
(for example, both local and global, or internal and external, 
motivations).

In my recent research, the fusion of two opposing literatures (policy 
implementation and complexity leadership theory) assisted in 
building the case for the importance of foundations. The use of 
foundations is especially important during times of uncertainty. 
Even more important, however, is having a foundation grounded 
in aspirations that support the decision/s to be made, rather than 
working against them.

Having foundations that do not align with the decisions being 
made creates reactive behaviours rather than proactive 
behaviours. Competition and reactive problem-solving behaviours 

are characteristic of many prevailing paradigms, but they have no 
place in the 21st century; the prevailing paradigms are definitely 
past their sell-by date. Proactive problem-solving behaviour – a 
key element of my crusade to reduce ADWAG – means being 
willing to try new approaches and take steps for better decisions 
and that do good while doing good. 

I refer to behaviours that are ‘doing good’ or ‘fit for purpose’ as 
the key to being ready to collaborate. It is well documented that 
working in isolation achieves much less than having a shared focus 
or foundation. Being prepared to adopt proactive behaviours 
takes courage and, more often than not, requires high levels of the 
‘soft’ skills often described as emotional intelligence (EI). 

Interestingly, the relationship between IQ and EI can manifest 
in the form of relationship tensions. Tensions are both the foe 
and friend of the future, making them extremely relevant for 
foundations in the 21st century. An unfortunate example of tensions 
at this foundational level can be found in the case of wicked 
societal issues and the ways in which countries are experiencing 
an increase in negative trajectories at both domestic and 
international levels.

At the same time, both government and non-government funding 
is increasingly constrained, meaning there are fewer resources for 
the collaboration needed to find solutions to these problems. Both 
as a researcher and as a member of society, I find it interesting 
that at a time of heightened need for more collaboration - the 
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prevailing paradigm resources to enable collaboration are 
decreasing. There is a link between collaboration, foundations and 
being ‘fit for purpose’; this link is best explained by discussing the 
importance of foundations and their roots in long termism.

Long-term vs Short-term

It is important to understand the relationship tension between 
long-term and short-term foundations in decision-making. I 
refer to the long-term foundation as GLocal, meaning ‘act local, 
think global’. A great example of doing this can be found in the 
daily routine of whichever coffee shop you frequent for your daily 
caffeine shot and chance to catch up with your ‘tribe’, the people 
of your chosen community. 

Your choice of coffee shop is not always simple, as there are more 
decisions to be made than simply which location! Electing to 
support local businesses over large franchises or chains may be 
another major consideration for you. Another decision may be 
whether the coffee is sourced through ‘fair trade’, or whether the 
cups are sustainable. Maybe the coffee shop encourages ‘pay it 
forward’ – for example, where your coffee points go towards free 
coffee for someone in greater need than you. Coffee shops are just 
one example of a society of cause and effect, where the mental 
models and decisions you make today (short-term locally) have 
implications for the future (long-term globally).

In short, future problems cannot be solved with the mental models 
that led to them! Einstein said it best:

“We can’t solve problems by using the  
same kind of thinking we used when we  
created them.”

Repeating and relying on present ‘mental models’ is a form of 
short-termism, and such short-termism is at risk of becoming a 
default approach – and one that can be more limiting 
than progressive.

Interestingly, this is not the only way civilisation has always 
operated; there are many examples of long termism throughout 
history, including the construction of the Panama Canal in the late 
19th and early 20th centuries and the eradication of polio in the 
late 20th century, to name but two.

In contrast to long-termism, short-termism creates hyper-
reactionary behaviour. My research into relationship tensions 
found that when attempting to create the desired collaborative 
behaviour for a connective economy, hyper-reactive decision-
making tends to bring about the opposite: in fact, it leads to 
entrenched silo behaviour, thus increasing more competition  
– a scarcity mindset.
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Examples of this scarcity mindset surround you on a daily basis: 
they include the treatment of refugees fleeing their countries, and 
the overcrowding of prisons with drug-addicted people (often as 
a result of resources being diverted away from treatment options). 
In my research I refer to this type of decision-making as leading 
to entrenched silos, and often the behaviour that creates the silos 
is simply perpetuated – entrenched – by short-term decision-
making (short-termism). In an escalating way – a feedback loop 
– the short-termism actually produces the opposite of the desired 
results, exacerbating, rather than ameliorating, the problem.

As an analogy this is like using sandbags to combat flooding – 
yes, placing sandbags may hold back the waters for a while, but 
they also create a dam that increases the water level. At some 
point, the sandbags can no longer withstand the pressure and the 
resulting flood brings even more devastation than the sandbags 
were intended to prevent.

Rather than making hyper-reactive short-term decisions based on 
this scarcity mindset, encouraging long termism opens the door 
to making more generous or better decisions. Another example - 
eating a ‘clean’ diet, such as fruit and vegetables, and forgoing 
pastries snacks relies on a series of short-term decisions, repeated 
daily – yet, cumulatively, these decisions produce longer-term 
benefits in terms of health especially for the future or futures.

Futures thinking

Futures thinking, involves making decisions that encompass 
timeframes anywhere from ten years, twenty years or even further 
into the future. Regardless of the numbers, it is characterised 
by a focus on the plural – ‘futures’ – rather than the singular, 
recognising that over such timeframes multiple pathways need to 
be considered.

A good example of multiple pathways is that while technology 
is often seen as a passage to or dialogue for the future, it is also 
important to understand that future problems – and solutions 
– may not always be technology-led. This is not to say that the 
long term approach is necessarily a critique of technology – 
rather, it is an encouragement to look through the many prisms 
of transformation and recognise an ecosystem of futures, not a 
singular future. 

In considering a plurality of futures as an important foundation 
from which to make better decisions, a good question to ask as 
part of any decision-making purpose is, ‘To what outcome?’. This 
form of thinking involves considering the ultimate aim or purpose 
of a decision. To engage in such thinking means looking beyond 
short-term outcomes, stepping off the ‘hamster wheel’ of making 
decisions that only address the issues of today, or of the  
immediate future. 
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As in the sandbag analogy, a short-term approach provides only 
short-term solutions. In my research I found that failure to adopt a 
long-term approach in decision-making led to outcomes – such as 
the entrenched silos mentioned earlier – that at best undermined 
solutions, and at worst exacerbated the original problem. We 
all need to consider the future like a Patek Philippe watch – 
something you never own but hold for generations to come! Make 
decisions so we can be the best ancestors we can be.

The analogies of sandbags or a Patek Philippe watch, or even your 
choice of coffee shop, all illustrate how ‘long term’ can infiltrate 
your decision-making, especially the individual or consumer 
decisions each person makes. In addition, the alignment of the 
relationship tension between the micro and the macro – or the 
local and the global – cannot be ignored, and it is between these 
dualities that the foundation algorithm enables better decisions to 
be made, most importantly during times of uncertainty.

An almost perfect ‘long term’ setting for the foundation algorithm 
– and one of the greatest opportunities for foundation-setting 
between 2015 and 2030 – is the United Nations Sustainability 
Development Goals (SDGs) or Global Goals.

Sustainability Development Goals 
(SDGs)
In 2015, the United Nations (UN) established a domestic and 
international framework referred to as the Sustainability 
Development Goals. I wholeheartedly recommend and support the 
UN Sustainability Development Goals (SDGs) as they represent a 
well-thought-out global framework – a concrete example of ‘long 
term’ decision-making.

Within the SDGs (also referred to as Global Goals) there are 
seventeen targets, which encompass numerous global aspirations. 
Most importantly, the timeline for these goals is long-term 
(between 2015 and 2030). The Global Goals are the successors to a 
previous UN framework, the Millennium Goals. There is an extremely 
important point to be made about what sets these two aspirations 
(Millennium and Global Goals) apart. For the first time in history, the 
UN Global Goals have currency at the national/domestic level and 
are not just aimed at developing countries – they reflect everyone’s 
problems i.e. wicked societal issues.

It could be argued this is the awakening of the ‘multi-order future’ 
(or new form of balance required across the ecosystem), and it 
represents a major shift at both a local and global level – which 
deepens the need for a decision-making foundation that is ‘fit  
for purpose’.



Algorithm Two: Foundation 25

Through my research I learned that alignment between global and 
local aspirations is more important than ever before. Relationship 
tensions and decision-making tensions are exacerbated by 
the present era of extreme change, as well as the pace and 
complexity of that change (including the exponential acceleration 
of emerging technologies).

Thanks to the internet or IoT the world is no longer disconnected: 
anything that happens in any location, no matter how big or 
small, has a ripple effect on other locations. One can no longer 
ignore the realities of influence between the local and the global. 
All humans are having to adapt and embrace this connection by 
making decisions that contribute to, rather than working against, 
‘GLocal’ aspects.

Almost as if to assist with the connection process, the UN Global 
Goals have created five overarching ‘P’ words: partnership, peace, 
people, planet, prosperity. The 5 ‘P’s (and the 17 targets) of the 
SDGs cover every ‘wicked societal issue’ that can be found across 
the three areas of the ecosystem: environmental, social and 
economic. The second algorithm of the Balance Point, foundation, 
brings alignment to the balancing act of dualities, resulting in the 
making of better decisions in all parts of the ecosystem. The five 
‘P’s of the Global Goals each offer a foundation for the alignment 
of these dualities in both your personal and professional life.

Figure 3 provides the icons of each of the 17 targets of the Global 
Goals. Seventeen targets can be quite overwhelming so to assist 
you in being able to do good while doing good the second 
algorithm of the Balance Point focuses on the five overarching 
‘P’ words.

Figure 3. Global Goals/Sustainability Development Goals – 17 targets 
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Partnership  

The word ‘partnership’ is a way of describing an arrangement 
whereby parties agree to cooperate to advance mutual interests 
– working together – preferably effectively. The ‘preferably 
effectively’ is especially the case when considering how to make 
decisions in a more long-term way, especially collaborative 
decisions that affect experiences at both a local and global level. 

Interestingly, in my research the concept of partnership – or even 
collaboration via a joint alliance – was considered a key source 
of tension when making decisions. For example, even though the 
policy directive at the centre of my study (the UK’s Localism Act) 
was set within a framework that ostensibly sought a partnership 
approach, it was embedded in a structured top-down or 
‘command and control’ approach to decision-making.

As a result, the responses from the ‘end user’ feeling less engaged 
actually created further entrenched silos – quite the opposite of 
what had been intended. Such decision-making and relationship 
tensions are, unfortunately, not unique and often have much to  
do with how the decision-making process in partner relationships 
are cultivated.

The topic of partnership has been around for a very long time. 
Equally, partnerships around the globe have been positioned in 
different ways at differing points in time. Again, due to the current 
shift in ‘order’ (multi-order) it is imperative to manage the duality 
between collaboration and competition, and this tension has 
a direct impact on effective partnership working. A thorough 

understanding of 21st century partnerships must recognise the 
challenge they face in being able to compete in a world of sectors 
that have no borders. This blurring of borders provides some clarity 
to the chaos that many 21st century decision-makers face. Due to 
the need for GLocal positioning, relationships’ ‘borders’ are more 
blurred, and the relationships themselves more complex, making 
decision-making even more difficult.

However, through complexity – and even chaos – comes an 
opportunity for clarity (just like the opposing relationship tensions 
and principles of structure and spontaneity). An important 21st 
century decision-making metaphor for the flipsides of chaos and 
opportunity can be found in the rules of any team sport that 
include ‘defense’ and ‘offence’ roles.

Just imagine if a team were asked to play a game with blurred 
boundaries around offence and defense. The outcome of the game 
if following ‘old rules’ (prevailing paradigms/ dominant default 
models) can only be successful if the ‘same old same old’ structure 
or rules are applied. The opposing argument, in this world of 
blurred boundaries, is that the ‘blurring’ brings new opportunities 
particularly for partnerships. With the ability to play and transform 
the rules a new game may be created – and one that is more ‘fit 
for purpose’ for the needs of those players.
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The notion of opportunity and chaos itself recognises that the 
kind of partnerships required to be ‘fit for purpose’ are more 
different than ever before and must be based on different forms of 
decision-making.

The second algorithm, foundation, shows how alignment is critical 
in any blurring of decisions to be made. For example, partnerships 
– and particularly those partnerships established in the latter part 
of the 20th century – are at times described as a mix of disruptive, 
seamless and distorted experiences. I refer to these experiences as 
opportunities to be found in the chaos.

As identified in my research, this chaos is often a byproduct of 
trying to be ‘fit for purpose’. This experience is only exacerbated 
when decision-making is based on partnerships built on traditional 
processes. Experiences of ADWAG or making decisions based on 
approaches you have always used, simply struggle to support the 
partnership approach required for the 21st century.

In realising these opportunities, I go as far to suggest that, in time 
(i.e. in no more than fifty years, maybe by the mid-21st century 
– and hopefully within my lifetime and yours!) it will be a general 
truth that competition is far less a priority or consideration in 
decision-making. Just as our ancestors could not recognise that 
we can communicate in real time while on the move, so there will 
be sniggers or gasps of ‘never’ when reference is made to the fact 
there used to be ‘competition’, rather than solid partnerships – 
particularly around wicked societal issues.

 People

There is a people-oriented statement that is prominent in this 
eBook and has traversed the 20th and 21st century with a 
particular focus on change: 

Do good – while doing good.

The essence of this statement is that it is often the very people 
experiencing an issue who are best placed to provide a solution, 
or at least contribute towards the solution. Fast-forwarding this 
dialogue into the 21st century and debates around emerging 
technologies, the importance of taking decisions to those with 
lived experience of the issue being decided becomes even more 
prominent. The robots of the ‘multi-order future’, or this new 
industrial revolution and age of urgency, can actually present an 
opportunity rather than a threat.

The opportunity element arises where the benefit to the end user is 

kept at the centre of all decisions. In addition, such decisions need 
to include the importance of the ecosystem and embrace a holistic 
consideration of all parts of the decision-making process. 

The issue of people being at the centre of, and included in, the 
decision-making process is relevant to both your personal and 
professional lives. Quite often arguments with loved ones could 
be avoided were there a more inclusive approach to the decision 
being made.
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Likewise, employees of an organisation may not like particular 
working conditions, but if they have been included in the decision-
making process there is better understanding of the rationale, and 
often a greater readiness to comply.

The second Balance Point algorithm, foundation, provides the 
important link between dualities and alignment. This alignment 
breathes life into the Balance Point, embracing relationship 
tensions so that the decision-making process – especially 
between dualities, such as acting locally and thinking globally –
GLocal- can be productive.

An example of the foundation algorithm in this ‘GLocal’ way 
can be found by giving people living in communities the power 
to regenerate their neighbourhoods. The only requirement is to 
balance local needs in ways that contribute to global needs – 
such as solar energy, or wind farms, or recycling of household 
waste thus to do good while doing good.

This is an important step in tackling any of the world’s wicked 
societal issues. With the United Nations having embraced the 
Global Goals, it makes sense for these wicked societal issues to be 
tackled by those who are impacted. In fact, it would be fair to say 
that no government, legislation, policy or system can solve wicked 
societal issues without the input of the people most affected. 
Most importantly, involving people cannot be achieved through 
methods that are condescending or detrimental to their being. 
Engagement by all across the ecosystem is critical.

In my research, I found that methods that were described as being 
‘engaging’, but that were still designed using top-down structures, 
actually created the opposite of the intended scenarios. Giving 
communities the opportunity for local decision-making, but with 
restrictions that translated to ‘the same services for less funding’, 
simply created further entrenched silos – less collaboration and an 
increase of the scarcity mindset – and thus more competition.

As a result, the desired collaboration was stillborn.  

An important element in alignment of foundations and better 
decision-making processes is being prepared for differences of 
opinions across all people scenarios. Examples of differing opinions 
are as numerous as they are varied. For example: 

• the home environment, where elements of compromise  
will be needed 

• in personal relationships, where an agreement is sourced 
or having separate areas of interest 

• in a business structure, where there is much to be gained 
by listening to those who are providing or receiving the 
service

• at board level, where differences provide a check to ensure 
there is not a situation of ‘group think’



Algorithm Two: Foundation 29

Whatever the ‘people scenario’, relationship tensions will always 
be evident in decision-making. It is important to make decisions 
based on needs, to achieve agreement or ‘win–win’ outcomes 
wherever that is possible, and to at least achieve alignment where 
it is not.

Peace

Seeking peace is not new to the 21st century. During times of 
uncertainty, the form of peace most relevant to decision-making, 
demands being able to withstand ambiguity. In these times of 
uncertainty, the only constant is change and new challenges; thus, 
new conceptual approaches to achieving peace are also required. 

It may seem strange to be referring to peace when wars between 
countries, religions and people have been a constant byproduct 
and cause of extreme change throughout history. However, the 
key difference in the 21st century is the sheer pace of change; 
never before has the pace of life been as fast, nor the world 
so connected, meaning that while the potential for conflict is 
increased, the opportunities for resolution or escalation are also 
more immediately available.

In fact, the prevention of ADWAG is also a form of peace offering.

ADWAG is shorthand for stopping the decision-making process 
of old habits and checking that decisions are not simply being 
repeated because that is the way they have always been done. 

Having one foot in the past and the other in the future should  
help positively influence or avoid making decisions based purely  
on habits of old – particularly habits that reinforce ADWAG or 
short-termism.

There have been many suggestions of the need for a fresh start, 
but fresh starts cannot be made if the same old actions are 
undertaken. One way of describing the kind of peace that could 
be expected, and the steps to achieve it, can be found in the word 
emergence and phrase ‘emergent strategy’. The word emergence 
is another way to describe uncertainty and brings the focus on 
the unknown rather than the known. In decision-making emergent 
decisions are ever changing and non-predictable.

This phrase ‘emergent strategy’ was originally used with a focus 
on - not what organisations do but, rather, on what they are to 
achieve. In the case of emergent strategy, this means having 
direction but being able to shift the focus. Applying this concept to 
the topic of peace in the 21st century means having the ability to 
make decisions that bring about the necessary changes for a shift 
from a scarcity mindset to more generous approaches – create 
more peace.

As an approach to decision-making, embracing emergent strategy 
sets the scene for the form of peace that is possible to achieve – 
the shifts and transformations between the old and new ‘order’ 
become a reality.



Old Paradigm New Paradigm

Economic Society Environment
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The topic of strategy is often considered at an organisational level, 
but it is important to note that it takes people to make a strategy 
(or an organisation). To this end, I highlight two diagrams in Figure 
4 that show how organisational boundaries have expanded 
(especially beyond solely economic approaches) as a result of the 
shift to an emergent strategy.

The ‘Old Paradigm’ diagram illustrates the ‘pigheaded model’ 
(Costanza et al., 2016 referring to Lowe 2004), which has a long 
history of failure – the Global Financial Crisis of 2007 being a 
recent example of the failure of a narrow economic focus. There 
has been an historical imbalance in what is often referred to as ‘the 
triple bottom line’, with an excessive focus on economic outcomes 
and almost no value placed on environmental and social impacts.

In an era when resources are being (or have been) depleted, 
and when wicked societal issues are increasing, the need for 
decision-making to be based on and aligned with foundations 
that ‘act local and think global’ is heightened. It is impossible to 
base decision-making on just one facet of the ecosystem (i.e. the 
economic) – hence the need for the foundation algorithm in  
finding the Balance Point across economic, social and 
environmental facets.

Building on the concept of this need for an emergent strategy, 
Costanza et al., 2016 referred to Griggs 2013 revised paradigm 
model – calling it a new paradigm. This shift in strategic focus 
still places importance on the economic aspect, but not at the 
expense or to the detriment of society, and especially not without 
recognition of the needs of the environment. 

The phrase used to describe the position of such better decision-
making is ‘do good while doing good’. Decision-making that 
considers the whole ecosystem is better placed to establish a form 
of peace that is 21st century ready. 

Figure 4. Transformation of the emergent strategy
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Planet

There could be no better way to introduce the importance of the 
kind of decision-making required to make better decisions for 
the planet than a quote from David Attenborough, the renowned 
humanist and pioneering British natural history filmmaker and writer 
across the 20th and 21st centuries.

“It is one world. And it’s in our care. For the first 
time in the history of humanity, for the first time 
in 500 million years, one species has the future 
in the palm of its hand. I just hope they realise 
that that is the case.”

Decisions about the planet are not just about global warming and 
its consequences (rising oceans; extreme weather events; mass 
extinction of species); they must also address population growth, 
resource use, the growing risk of war over resource competition 
and every other issue related to the planet to maintain 21st century 
needs. The responsibility for decisions regarding the future of 
the planet is both an individual and group decision – GLocal yet 
again.

Equally any decisions made at a local level, especially when 
implemented by many individuals, begin to have a larger impact 
across the globe.

The fact that humankind has, for the first time in its history, the 
ability to consciously and actively influence the future - demands 
pause for thought – time for an ADWAG check-in. Reflecting 

on the need to prevent ADWAG and instead base decisions on 
theories more suited to the 21st century, it will be important to 
ensure that decisions about the planet are not based on outdated 
theories or models.

An interesting analogy is the discussion around space travel, which 
has advanced over the course of the 20th century. Missions such 
as the moon landing (Apollo 11) were extremely exciting; I have 
fond memories of being sent home from school while the nation 
(Australia) stopped to watch the broadcast of this amazing human 
feat. This was a time when the pace of life was much slower: 
televisions broadcasts were in black and white, telephones were not 
yet mobile, and it was common to know all the people living in your 
street.

I note these reflections not as an exercise in nostalgia but to make 
the point that it was also a moment in time when decisions about 
the planet were not considered to have significant consequences: 
resources seemed endless, overpopulation was a problem of the 
distant future and pollution was an entirely low level local issue. 
Words such as sustainability were yet to become part of everyday 
language, let alone the decision-making process.

Moving into the 21st century, discussions around space travel have 
shifted to how humanity could colonise other planets, like Mars. The 
dialogue has shifted from how and become more about when.
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In making such decisions, it is important to posit that there could 
be another line of questions to be answered and decisions to be 
made.

Maybe humanity would be best to look at our own problems on 
Planet Earth before trying to colonise another planet?

For example, decisions around investing funds in establishing 
interplanetary colonies versus the same funds being used to 
address current and future issues on Earth would be much easier to 
make with a GLocal perspective.

Another aspect to embrace is for such planet GLocal-impacting 
decisions to be made inclusive of the ecosystem and be always 
based on a platform of generosity rather than scarcity – yet again, 
to ‘do good while doing’ and ‘do no harm’. 

The message of ‘do no harm’ is not that we should seek to slow 
progress but, rather, that in going forward we ensure that progress 
is not built on scarcity. Basing the consideration of decisions on 
generosity automatically brings into action the ecosystem and 
GLocal alignment.

As with the ‘pigheaded’ and new paradigm ecological models 
(illustrated in Figure 4.), the topic of economics continues into the 
21st century but in a broader social and environmental frame. 

Permapoesis is the portmanteau  
for ‘permanent making’. 

A term developed, incorporating permaculture principles. 
indigenous knowledge and neopeasant lifeways to help 
reclaim the sensible and remodel economies of material 
accountability and regard.

I am drawn to the phrase ‘permapoesis’; and what can be learned 
through indigenous or first people’s wisdom, by engaging with  
the ecosystem and looking after the planet, - in return it will look 
after us.

With one final ‘P’ letter word of the Sustainability Development 
Goals remaining, I am keen to show how economic decisions in the 
21st century can continue to be prosperous whilst honouring the 
ecosystem as suggested in permapoesis.
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Prosperity

Although prosperity is one of the five ‘P’s framed within the Global 
Goals, any decision-making around prosperity need not be 
defined solely in terms of economic value. In particular, if decisions 
of prosperity are considered across environmental, social and 
economic dimensions the outcomes can be quite different – 
creating a pathway to do good while doing good.

It is important to expand the unique aspect of the Global Goals 
– this being that, for the first time in history, these goals have 
relevance at both international and domestic levels. Historically, 
goals around prosperity have focused on what were termed the 
‘developing’ countries and their levels of economic prosperity.

Such a mindset is replicative of the scarcity mindset, whereas a 
key focus of the second algorithm foundation – and reflected 
in all the ‘P’ words – is the importance of a generosity mindset. 
More importantly, since the world and its resources are not infinite, 
the kind of decision-making required to reflect this demands 
a generosity that is aligned with purpose. This is not a new 
sentiment; in the words of Einstein (cited earlier), ‘We cannot  
solve our problems with the same thinking we used when we 
created them’.

Another great thinker of the previous century was Hans Rosling, 
whose final book (published posthumously) celebrated how 
prosperity decisions could take a more generous stance. In his 
final work, Rosling reminded us all that there is hope and that, in 

that hope, it was important to replace ‘the binary framework’ of a 
‘developing’ world being pitted against a ‘developed’ world.

In suggesting there be no such segregation between the two 
worlds this also recognizes the West does not have all the answers!

If Rosling’s thoughts do nothing else, they assist with the removal 
of the binary distinction between a ‘developed’ and a ‘developing’ 
world. Decision-making based on a prosperous world for all rather 
than just a few can only lead to a better world. In pursuing a better 
world, it also becomes impossible to avoid the ‘have/have not’ 
distinction. Such discrepancies in prosperity can no longer be ‘fit 
for purpose’ in the 21st century -it is time to leave no-one behind – 
do good by doing good.

Based on such inequalities, I endorse Rosling’s thinking around 
prosperity – not with the goal of saying that all populations must 
attain a particular level of prosperity but more so to ensure that 
equal opportunities exist for decisions to be made.

Having delved deeply into the second Balance Point algorithm, 
foundation and the importance of alignment to ground decisions 
and markers for decision making, it is now time to gain ‘momentum’ 
for navigating better decisions.
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Navigation
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Checklist
Navigation is the third algorithm of the 
Balance Point and the following checklist 
offers ideas on how to navigate momentum 
for your decision-making to be 21st  
century-ready while you chart a course  
for implementation.

Your decision-making momentum will be limited 
if you have not navigated purpose before 
performance. Keep a check on the ten traps  
and do regular audits to ensure such traps as 
‘gaming’ or measurement creep doesn’t take  
over your decisions.

Navigating decision-making to ‘do no harm’ means 
adopting your own social license and avoiding 
entrenched silos by adopting compassionate 
characteristics. Refining your decisions around  
the 12 habits of change-makers is a good place  
to start.

Navigate your decision-making away 
from dominant default models to be more 
transformational than transactional. Consider the 
five advantages of collaboration to become an 
enabling leader. 

Navigation of decision-making requires an 
awareness at many levels. The STRADDLE 
Decision-Making Continuum and social license 
typology provide a platform on which to base your 
navigations. Being mindful of the four E.A.S.Y Way 
quadrants, consider how you navigate the 21st 
century decision-making traits, types and qualities  
(further details Appendix A).
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Measurement cage 

Being clear on your purpose – on all areas of life, personal 
or professional – is critical to navigating times of uncertainty 
and extreme change. The third algorithm of the Balance Point, 
navigation, maintains the necessary momentum for the alignment 
of the dualities as discussed in the earlier algorithms of balance 
and foundation. 

Navigation is expressed as a form of momentum between 
relationship tensions, such as structure and spontaneity or push 
and pull. Only when decision-making is based on the momentum 
of dualities can informed choices be made. I make this statement 
early in the outline of the third algorithm, as too often I find 
decision-making falls into the trap of focusing on measurement 
before purpose is clarified.

In fact, only once the opposing principles are aligned with the 
purpose to be navigated, should the concept of measurement be 
bought into the decision-making dialogue.

It is important to note measurement has been – deliberately 
– played down in the earlier algorithms. This is not to suggest 
measurement is not important but, rather, to make very clear that 
it is essential to be aware of the purpose and momentum of the 
dualities in the decision-making process before measurement is 
considered. As described in the two preceding algorithms, this is 
achieved by, first, understanding the opposing dualities (balance 

algorithm) and, second, recognising the all-important alignment of 
the identified point of balance (foundation algorithm). I summarise 
the action or forward momentum of the third algorithm (navigation) 
in a very simple statement:

’Measurement without purpose is futile’

The insights I share regarding measurement – or, more 
importantly, regarding the navigation algorithm, which unlocks 
the metaphorical measurement door – are drawn from both my 
personal and professional life experiences. These include some 
intense physical and personal experiences stemming back to 
my early adult years. As is often the case in life, some of the best 
learnings are gleaned from the most painful experiences (in my 
own case, in the form of a tragic car accident). In addition, my 
professional experience spans several decades – indeed, two 
millennia! (and is complemented by my research). Collectively, 
these experiences have provided a deep understanding of the 
Balance Point, including how measurement applied at the wrong 
point in time can have an adverse effect on decision-making – a 
scenario I describe as the trap of the ‘measurement cage’.
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The phrase ‘measurement cage’ is one I have coined during my 
own research, but the concept is not new and is also noted by 
other authors. It is manifested when a focus on measurement, or 
on the wrong level or type of measurement, takes priority over 
navigating a forward momentum or purpose, thereby becoming 
a barrier rather than an enabling tool. Drawing on the work of 
the RSA, there are ten specific traps that can contribute to the 
formation of a measurement cage:

• Global displacement occurs when there is an excessive focus 
on, or priority attached to measures that don’t matter to those 
at the local level.

• Lip service involves engaging in activities that produce 
temporary, superficial or entirely illusionary gains and creating 
a façade of measures that often have no relevance to the 
matter in hand.

• Gaming describes when people/organisations/institutions put 
their interests before the needs of the end user.

• Avoidance is getting caught up in ‘system wide dynamics’ or 
general avoidance of the true results – quite often true results 
have a tendency to be negative, especially when dealing with 
‘wicked societal issues’.

• Short-termism involves encouraging an over-reliance on quick-
fix, data-driven or deficit-focused interventions rather than 
those based on long-term fundamentals.

• Disengagement is an extension of ‘lip service’ and involves 
results being crafted to meet the preferred need rather than 
actual need – a tick-the-box approach.

• Stifling occurs where superficial proxy measures and metric-
based accountability discourage experimentation and 
innovation.

• Increased workload arises where unnecessary information 
is being gathered, or where information is gathered as an 
additional task rather than part of the task in hand.

• Demoralisation of workforce is an inevitable outcome of 
demands when people/staff meet superimposed targets 
(particularly ones not relevant to the needs of the end user).

• ‘The Block’ refers to an inability to attract creative thinking 
so as to measure what needs to be measured and, instead, 
further entrenching silos or creating relationship tensions. Avoid 
these traps and avoid ADWAG.
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One of the important attributes of the navigation algorithm is 
that it helps the end-user avoid such measurement cage traps 
and instead ensure that the chosen measurement actions enable 
momentum to meet the right purpose. Attempting to navigate 
the unknown by placing decisions around measurement ahead 
of identifying the balance (opposing dualities) and foundation 
(alignment) will only ensure that further limitations – what I refer 
to as ‘entrenched silos’ – will block the decision-making process. 
Entrenched silos – be they organisational or personal – are 
found across society and often manifest as imbalances around 
social power. A common discourse around this tension – and an 
indication of how it may be reduced – is to be found in discussions 
around ‘social license’. The concept of a social license is one that 
many recognised change-leaders have been advocating for quite 
some time, and it supports the very clear ‘do good while doing 
good’ message for your decision-making.

I have found it reassuring that the topic of relationship tensions 
(which I explored in depth as part of my own studies) and how 
these tensions are best navigated is also of interest to other 
change-leaders. As the multi-order future takes hold and 
uncertainty in the decision-making process becomes the norm, 
knowing how to navigate such decisions to maintain momentum 
for better decision-making increases in importance. This is what 
sits behind this third algorithm of the Balance Point – navigation.

Navigating social license

The third algorithm outlines the importance of being able to 
navigate uncertainty and change, and, in this context, it is worth 
reconsidering the early learnings of a new form of literature, which  
I refer to as ‘compassion science’ (human learning systems). 
Bringing compassion into studies or decisions that impact society 
can only be a good thing, particularly during times of extreme 
change and uncertainty.

Australian author and social commentator Hugh Mackay 
recognised compassion as a key ingredient in his welcomed book 
Re-imagining Australia (2018). On the other side of the globe, the 
focus of the UK report on Social Power was also exploring what 
society could look like were it working to its full compassionate 
potential, without the limitations that uncertainty can bring.  
The report described compassion as the footprint for positive 
social impact.

Drawing on global considerations around systemic change and 
positive social impact, I explore the similarities between social 
power and social change and what they offer the navigation of 
social license.



Algorithm Three: Navigation 39

• Social power– the capacity of society to deliver 
transformational social change; this is sometimes about 
trying to prevent something happening (e.g. global 
warming) and not just driving change per se.

• Social change – all types of transformational change, 
encompassing social and environment changes in  
policy; regulation and law; behaviour, attitudes and  
norms; and new ways of designing and delivering services 
and support.

In some respects, navigating the decision-making process for a 
social license means being able to transform through social power 
to achieve a social change outcome in which the sum of the parts 
is greater than the whole. Although the rapid pace of life increases 
your experience of constant change, the need for awareness 
of social change and avenues of social power have become 
impossible to ignore. Social license can be considered the umbrella 
concept for all instances in which the navigation experience of 
decision-making can turn into action. In addition, any action 
related to this third algorithm of the Balance Point accepts a 
constant flow of change, thus welcoming uncertainty rather than 
resisting it.

Such forms of decision-making are not centralised roles to be 
delegated to politicians or those in authority but, rather, are the 
responsibility of all humans – aka society, which, when working at 
its best, is a place of extraordinary value and potential.

Transformation of decision-making, especially in the context of 
social change is akin to systems change, and really all about 
transforming the relationships of the people who make up the 
system. Intertwined throughout many theories of leadership are 
three important traits – orchestrator, innovator, agitator – that 
assist with navigating the relationship tensions, and all three  
of which can be found in the habits of change-makers or  
enabling leaders. 

These three traits are explored later in this third algorithm by way 
of introducing complexity leadership theory and its offerings to 
navigating decision-making during times of uncertainty. First, 
however, it is important to understand the need to transform the 
dominant default models of decision-making.
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Dominant default models

Throughout much of the 20th century, decision-making 
approaches tended to focus on a single part of a ‘model’ and the 
‘shareholder satisfaction’ to be obtained, often at expense of the 
purpose. To be 21st century-ready, it is imperative to shift the focus 
back to the mission itself and, moreover, to a purpose that is fit for 
purpose and focuses on stakeholder satisfaction. Too often the 
approach reflected in 20th century decision-making processes is 
for society to attend to the problems but not be involved in the 
solutions. There is also a school of thought that draws a sharp 
distinction between society and the sectors that it is served by, 
suggesting they all exist for different reasons, work in different ways 
and offer different things.

I argue that this thinking must no longer resonate in the 21st 
century – hence my reference to ‘dominant default models’ that 
need to be transformed. While there are, no doubt, differences 
and distinctions to be drawn, it is important to not get caught in 
default dominant models that are no longer fit for purpose. This is 
something that society and the sectors that serve it must grapple 
with – and preferably together. The Global Goals expounded the 
second Balance Point algorithm, foundation, and the five ‘P’s’ 
provide a perfect example of this shared need to transform rather 
than simply transact.

Transformation vs Transaction 

To navigate in new ways, avoiding dominant default models, 
requires transforming ways of thinking and working. As society 
grasps this opportunity for transformative social change, an 
important distinction must be made between navigating 
transformational versus transactional decision-making:

• Transformational decisions and activities work to prevent 
wicked societal issues from arising (proactive)

• Transactional decisions and activities attend mainly to the 
symptoms of wicked societal issues (reactive)

When seeking to change the status quo and, particularly, when 
navigating positive change in wicked societal issues, more  
often than not system change, and a transformative approach  
is required.

Drawing on enabling leadership and referring to the three 
important traits of leadership - orchestrator, innovator, agitator – 
the four E.A.S.Y. Way quadrants of the STRADDLE Decision-Making 
Continuum (Appendix A) outlines navigation in nonlinear action. 
This does not always mean being in agreement, but it is knowing 
when to agitate – and when not. If operating purely from a 
transactional stance the decisions that are made tend to be more 
linear thus a tendency to be reactive than proactive.
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• Social change being rooted between principle and 
passion. 

• Society being a place where big ideas start to be tested 
and grow.

• Relationship tensions being fundamental across all 
quadrants (E.A.S.Y Way).

• Witnessing and amplifying lived experience, so society can 
drive its own social change.

• Governments cannot operate in isolation as they need 
society to drive social change.

• Society can drive change that the state can’t.

• Social movements alone cannot create lasting change.

• Change takes time and is never finished.

Transformative change (particularly at societal level) occurs in 
dynamic ways and the navigation of decision making must consider: 

Each of these findings could be expanded upon, but there is 
one overarching navigation action that underpins them all – 
collaboration with and inclusion of the ‘end user’ (those with lived  
in experience).

The shift away from customer or client to end user and co-creator 
represents the transformation and shift away from prevailing 
paradigms of thought (dominant default models) to one that is 
‘fit for purpose’. ADWAG is the friendly way of reminding you that 
making decisions based on ‘always done’ will only bring ‘what 
always got’ – and in many scenarios of uncertainty the ‘always 
got’ is no longer wanted, especially if it brings harm. Finding ways 
to be more collaborative whilst navigating a forward momentum is 
fundamental to navigation the third Balance Point algorithm.
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Navigating Top 5  
– Decision-making collaborations

My research on decision-making identified the important role 
that input and involvement from those with ‘end user’ or ‘lived’ 
experience’ will play in the 21st century. 

This reinforces the importance of social license for social power 
and change, of which all players in society, whether it is wanted or 
not, are the custodians. 

To understand the important role that navigation plays in any 
relationship tension, be it at a local or global level, it is useful to 
explore the five advantages that collaboration provides. In my 
research I expanded on the work of Huxham and the five themes of 
theorising collaboration practice that have relevance to being 21st 
century ready. 

Using stories from my personal and professional experience, along 
with my research, I have brought to life the five advantages of 
collaboration and ways to navigate around dominant default 
models in decision-making:

Common aims

Power

Trust

Structure

Leadership
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Common aims

As we join our energy with those in circle,  
we become part of something that is more 
powerful than the individuals within it.

- PL ANO, 2019

Common aims are best understood or experienced when 
everything is going well. Having said that, the need to find 
common aims can be most critical when things are going in the 
opposite direction. 

These opposing relationship tensions can actually provide an 
opportunity to find common aims and navigate the decision-
making process more effectively. Simply by seeking common aims 
as a guide, even greater outcomes can emerge.

In my travels, my career has extended into various areas in which I 
often encountered similar tensions. For example, in a coordination 
role in the field of fitness training, my role shifted from a focus on 
local delivery to encompass mediating between medical (General 
Practitioners, GPs) and fitness practitioners. 

This was an unusual national-level role which demanded that  
local capability be balanced within a setting with a well-
established history of top-down command and control (within  
the ‘medical model’). 

Sourcing foundations for alignment and navigating myriad 
relationship tensions was the most important step. In this case, 
an obvious common aim for GPs and fitness practitioners was the 
wellbeing of the end-user – so this provided a perfect place to 
start to find a common aim.

As part of my research, I expanded the action of navigating 
common aims by exploring the five conditions of the Collective 
Impact framework (common agenda, shared management, 
mutually reinforcing activities, communication, and backbone 
organisation). Of these, ‘Common Agenda’ – being similar to a 
common aim – is the first condition for navigating uncertainty. 

In practice, I often describe this experience as being like nailing 
jelly to the ceiling; I have heard others describe it as ‘herding 
cats’! No matter how the navigation experience is described, the 
action of establishing common aims provides a demonstration of 
navigation being realized – often charting the unknown.
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Power 

The world must learn to live together, or finally it 
will not work at all.

- DWIGHT D. E ISENHOWER (1890-1969)

The above quote comes from the 20th century but my guess is that 
this sentiment has stood the test of time. The concept or types 
of power (power over, power with, power to, power within) were 
relevant before, and remain so after, President Eisenhower’s time.

In the 21st century, the need to ‘learn to live together’ has only 
intensified. Humankind has never before experienced an era in 
which the ability to make a difference has coincided so strongly 
with global need for a (positive, more generous) difference. Simply 
put, a conscious shift from a scarcity mindset is needed, and 
this shift is one that creates an imperative to build a connected 
economy. 

The third algorithm, which has a key role in navigating this shift 
from scarcity to generosity and navigating power in decision-
making, can be explained in three stages.

The first stage is ensuring that discussions about the navigation 
of power are ‘out there’ – that they are shared. It is no use to 
anyone for the existence of power to be ignored. Recognising that 
power exists and, in some cases, needs to be deployed in certain 

directions, reduces the threat power poses to positive change. 
Taking such proactive action can place power within the realm of 
generosity rather than scarcity. 

The second stage of navigating power is knowing where ‘power’ 
comes from. By this I mean being clear on individual, community, 
organisational and societal specialisations. In line with the 
connected economy, legitimisation of power exists at varying 
levels. The social license movement provides an opportunity to 
enhance a generosity mindset that reinforces the connected 
economy. Legitimising how and when power will be utilised also 
paves the way for progress.

Finally, the third stage of navigating power is the ability to reduce 
displays of power. This calls for the exercise of power to be part of 
a conscious mindset, not a subconscious reaction. For example, 
this means considering the relationship tensions that exist between 
collaboration and competition, and thus making decisions based 
on what best shapes collaboration for the connected economy. 
Even asking yourself the question of what best fits the purpose 
– collaboration or competition – provides a completely different 
power balance in your decision-making.
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Trust

Individual commitment to a group effort-that is 
what makes a teamwork, a company work,  
a society work, a civilisation work. 

- VINCE LOMBARDI (1913-1970)

For as long as I can remember I have been curious about the 
decision-making experience and how it feels in times of navigating 
extreme change. My research explored the top-down influence on 
decision-making at the local level (i.e. for the end user), including 
what ‘being ready’ to navigate at an individual level looked like 
and what a group being ready to collaborate and navigate the 
decision-making process to form a joint alliance involved. 

In both my research and professional experience, I have been 
interested in better understanding these questions, along with 
how organisational decision-making is navigated during times of 
extreme change to work ‘with’ rather than ‘against’ society.

The same questions can be raised with regard to better 
understanding how decision-making at a societal level can be 
best influenced in times of extreme change. The answers to all 
these questions can be found in the importance of trust.

Trust is an emotion that can be both built and destroyed by the 
decisions that are made. Navigating trust is best explained by 
way of the Balance Point acting as a ‘nudging agent’, or the three 
algorithms being considered as ‘agitators’ to build trust. Such 
action requires adopting a conscious shift to a more generous and 
collaborative mindset: that is how trust is built. These actions are 
also necessary ingredients for a social license in the multi-order 
future.

Similarly, to encourage more generosity and collaboration there is 
an obvious shift required in the parameters of decision-making.  
For example, a competitive stance is mostly based around 
activities, services and programs. A collaborative approach 
considers the results of the whole and its impact on the ecosystem 
and supply chain. A definite difference between competition 
and collaboration is that competition drives a focus on short-
term accomplishments; collaboration, on the other hand, is well 
positioned for – indeed, demands – a focus on long-term results.
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Structure

Same LEAN song, different  
transformation tempo

- MCKINSEY & COMPANY,2017 

It is difficult to speak about structure without making mention of 
one of the most significant structural changes during the 20th 
century — the creation of LEAN.

In the final stages of the industrial era, and as the knowledge era 
was gaining momentum, LEAN became a revolutionary movement. 
The main focus of LEAN was on efficiency across all the production 
stages of manufacturing. Primarily, this shift was an advance in 
the industrial revolution and activation of the ‘liberal international 
order’, which was being led by economic drivers. 

LEAN was applied in a way that placed production efficiency at 
the forefront of discussions, resulting in reductions in anything that 
did not ‘add (economic) value’. Often aligned with production 
or manufacturing, LEAN represented a systematic method for 
‘rationalisation’ and minimisation. 

The original LEAN model was the Toyota manufacturing company 
but, over the past decades, the model has been applied to 
other areas – for example, LEAN leadership; LEAN services; LEAN 

goals; and LEAN strategy. Since the 1990s the pace of change 
has increased, bringing an increase in uncertainty for decision-
makers. As part of this rapid pace of change, and the additional 
uncertainty created by the looming multi-order future, different 
demands have been brought to the design thinking of LEAN. 

The new paradigm of fast-paced design thinking brings together 
both opportunities and risks and a need to navigate into and 
through a different form of LEAN – one I suggest being not so 
set in stone. I use the duality of ‘structure and spontaneity’ to 
describe the connected economy and different paradigm of 
LEAN. This paradigm shift brings an era of heightened tensions 
and an urgency imperative that the new kind of LEAN needs 
to explore. This also places heightened importance on being 
able to understand and balance the principles of opposites 
while galvanising a foundation that aligns the local and global 
spectrum. Being able to navigate such a Balance Point provides 
more freedom for decision-making to be 21st century ready.
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Leadership

Never doubt that a small group of thoughtful, 
committed citizens can change the world; 
indeed, it’s the only thing that ever does. 

- MARGARET MEAD (1901 – 1978) 

The great words of Margaret Mead describe the navigation 
experience of many social changes throughout the 20th century. 
Thinking back to systems change being about conditions that hold 
a problem in place, the first consideration for any decision-making 
and to be able to lead transformation is the willingness to change. 
Navigating such transformation requires having a leadership 
style that enables change interactions. Most importantly, this 
leadership style must be able to navigate the structures of design, 
business models with agility while simultaneously having the ability 

to respond and adapt to feedback. The problem is that even 
transformative leadership styles are at risk of being founded on 
default dominant models and often set within structures that  
are inflexible.

To aid the navigation of leadership, I revisit the three important 
traits - orchestrator, innovator, agitator  – these traits assist 
with navigating relationship tensions, expanding on the three 
leadership approaches introduced in the Balance Point first 
algorithm, balance:  administrative; adaptive; enabling.

In my research, I was interested in complex societal wicked 
issues (such as reducing child poverty) and sought to identify the 
leadership approaches best suited to navigating the extreme 
changes required to address such issues. Drawing on the work 
of Uhl-Bien et al. (2007), I focused on the three leadership 
approaches that, at varying levels, influence how power is issued, 
trust is built and what the most suitable structures to be ‘fit for 
purpose’ look like. The three leadership approaches (defined 
in the first algorithm – balance) are all relevant, but it is the 
enabling leadership approach that emerged as my primary focus, 
particularly when the navigation action is required. 

Enabling leadership catalyses conditions to 
enhance overall effectiveness.

In summary, an enabling leadership approach tailors administrative 
and adaptive leadership behaviours so that they function in 
tandem, rather than in an ‘entanglement’ or at the extreme ends of 
relationship tensions.
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The enabling leadership approach can be summarised by considering 
the three traits of leadership and presented as a transformational 
system or enabling leadership approach required for the 21st century. 
Having identified the importance of being able to embrace relationship 
tensions when transforming a system, the three traits become even 
more important for the 21st century-ready enabling leader.

1. The first trait is described as being an orchestrator, with the 
skills to facilitate alignment towards common goals and 
coordinate action across groups, organisations and sectors. 

2. This is not enough on its own, however, and must be 
complemented by the second trait of being an innovator, 
being able to create new actionable solutions to address 
dysfunctions in the system.   

3. A third trait is the agitator, who creates visibility of system 
dysfunction and/or raises grievances of individuals or 
groups to the forefront of public awareness.

For an individual, being an orchestrator, innovator and/or agitator 
simultaneously is a very tricky task; more often than not the three roles 
are played by different people, or by one person over different periods. 
Having said that, it is not impossible to possess all three traits and, in 
the connected economy and multiple-order future, such traits (often 
described as emotional intelligence) will be in demand. Where these 
traits have particular relevance is in the navigation experiences around 
the decisions being made, thus reinforcing the important positioning of 
the third algorithm (navigation) in any decision-making process.

Decision-making as the missing link

Having considered navigating the momentum of dualities, the place 
for measurement, transforming decision-making within the social 
license concept and the top five (themes of theorising collaboration), 
the question arises: 

How does all this navigating really play out for 
the ‘end user’ (who at times is yourself and at 
other times is yourself considering the needs  
of others)?

I feel I have much to say about navigating ‘end user’ decision-making, 
especially during uncertainty; indeed, the importance of decision-
making and uncertainty is even reflected in the title of my dissertation: 
Decision-making at the local level – the missing link? 

Rather than replicate the rather dry content of a thesis, however, a 

more reader-friendly approach is to consider how decision-making 
can be overlooked and not given its due, particularly during times of 
extreme change and uncertainty.

In my research, I argue that the 21st century demands a different 
form of decision-making, one that is less traditional and more open 
to emergence. This new kind of ‘enabling’ decision-making was 
demonstrated in the balance algorithm and the ‘exploit/explore’ 
trade-off and the foundation algorithm’s imperative to ‘act local and 
think global’. Navigating decisions based on these shifting structures, 
with freedom for spontaneity, is very different from  
the 20th century’s linear decision-making modes of governance  
and rules.
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Navigating the 21st century decision-making process brings the 
final placement of the Balance Point, with acceptance of it being 
in an ever-changing and moving spectrum. The decision-making 
process is constantly shifting in and around the three relationship 
traits in transforming decisions (orchestrator; innovator; agitator) 
and the four types of decisions (big bet; cross cutting; delegated; 
ad hoc) like a dynamic system (or criticalisation pathway). 

The six criteria of a systems entrepreneur (proximity; assets; 
collective leadership; multiple; system aware; transformative) 
capture such transformative enabling leadership actions. The 
third algorithm highlights how, through navigation, it is possible to 
transform and establish a Balance Point within all decisions to be 
made and, consequently, be 21st century ready – do good while 
doing good. 
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The preceding three algorithm summary has been collated to 
outline a philosophy that I refer to as Balance Point. Balance Point 
and its three algorithms – balance, foundation, navigation – 
collectively offer a way to STRADDLE decision-making during times 
of uncertainty – the E.A.S.Y Way.

I have intentionally collated learnings that draw not only from my 
own experiences of what I term as being a ‘prac-academic’, i.e.  
life experiences and PhD research, but also on common wisdom 
from others who hold similar interests in creating decision-making 
that is fit for purpose and 21st century-ready – to do good while 
doing good.

The checklists at the beginning of each algorithm are provided as 
platforms to encourage you to take responsibility for your decision-
making whilst avoiding ADWAG and leaving dominant decision-
making default models in the past – where they belong. 

As part of these next steps I make reference to being able to 
STRADDLE uncertainty the E.A.S.Y Way. There are 7 decision-
making hacks that STRADDLE uncertainty. These 7 hacks are 
relevant to all dualities and decisions to be made in this new fast-
moving, ‘multi-order’ 21st century. 

The 7 hacks highlight some important strategies to STRADDLE 
decision-making during times of uncertainty. In other words, 

the 7 hacks are key to avoiding ADWAG and preparing for the 
connected economy – most importantly, by being 21st century-
ready 

Further information regarding STRADDLE/
E.A.S.Y Way can be found in Appendix A  
and at www.dr-jmt.com

Congratulations – you have already taken the first step to making 
better decisions by exploring the three algorithms that create the 
Balance Point! Knowing how to find your Balance Point will enable 
you to make better decisions and be 21st century ready. So you 
can do good while doing good.

http://www.dr-jmt.com
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I explain STRADDLE the E.A.S.Y Way first by drawing on extremes 
using the example of a lifestyle daily action – such as deciding 
what to wear:

Appendix A
STRADDLE Decision-Making 
Continuum 

The STRADDLE Decision-Making Continuum describes trade-
offs in better decision-making by using two mathematical 
phrases – exploration and exploitation, often referred to as the 
explore/exploit trade-off. Applying this trade-off to ‘structure and 
spontaneity’, the result becomes two dualities at either end of the 
STRADDLE Decision-Making Continuum. 

The fluid endpoint of the interface between structure and 
spontaneity is best described as emergence. Emergence is also a 
fancy way of describing the feature of being flexible (non-linear), 
a quality that characterises many scenarios of uncertainty and 
decisions made in the 21st century. 

It will be somewhere around uncertainty and emergence that the 
better decision or Balance Point can be found. A key point to  
note is that there is no single perfect position of balance along  
the STRADDLE Decision-Making Continuum. The better decision 
point is forever changing – better decisions, like plans, are made  
to be enhanced! 

The STRADDLE Decision-Making Continuum extends beyond 
the ‘explore/exploit’ trade-off by introducing a matrix of four 
quadrants to assist with 21st century decision-making – better 
decision-making the E.A.S.Y Way- especially during times of 

uncertainty (see Figure 5.).

Figure 5. Better decision-making



Appendix A 54

Quadrant E:  

Balances a sound structure or foundation for decision-making with 
some informed freedom or flexibility

In this quadrant, the choice of clothing would follow some 
form of conformity but with leeway in what to wear, often 
structured around an informed cultural norm. The presence 
of structure influences and determines the kind or format 
of clothes worn, e.g. suits in corporate settings, or black for 
funerals and white for weddings. The element of choice in 
the decision-making process is often seen in style that is 
chosen, e.g. traditional or contemporary clothing.

Quadrant A: 

Encourages the framing of change but within clear boundaries for 
structured or prescribed decision-making

In this quadrant, choosing what to wear is considered to 
be the same as wearing a uniform. The style and form 
of clothing is highly prescribed with limited flexibility 
regarding decision-making. The decisions in this quadrant 
are a clear-cut – yes or no, such as winter or summer 
uniform at school.

Quadrant S: 

The most fertile ground for innovation (enabling a generosity 
mindset), with no structural constraints on decision-making

The best demonstration of this quadrant is the clothing 
decision-making of a toddler who chooses to wear all their 
favourite pieces of clothing at the same time. For example, 
the bike helmet with the Superman t-shirt complemented 
by the ballet tutu and favourite striped socks. Decisions 
about what clothing to wear follow the least amount of 
guidance or structure. Innovative outfits that would be 
classed as ‘one of a kind’ – such as outrageous ‘Lady 
Gaga’ outfits – best describe this quadrant.

Quadrant Y: 

Opportunity for decision-making with heightened scope for 
flexibility set within the parameters of a broad guided structure.

Clothing decisions in this quadrant would be less about 
having limited wardrobe choices and more around the 
guidance that enables decisions. For example, jumpers are 
best to keep warm in winter, whereas a jumper in summer 
not an optimal choice. This quadrant is most comfortable 
with offering both guidance (structure) and freedom of 
choice (spontaneity).



Appendix A 55

In considering the four E.A.S.Y Way quadrants of the STRADDLE 
Decision-Making Continuum, as illustrated by the clothing 
decision-making examples, it becomes clear that any decision-
making falls along a continuum:

Quadrant E falls between the two extremes of the 
continuum; the balance is weighted more towards the 
structure end of the continuum, but with some elements  
of choice.

In Quadrant A, the balance is weighted towards the 
extreme ‘more structure/less choice’ end of the continuum 
(known certainties).

Conversely, in quadrant S the balance falls at the other 
extreme end of the continuum, with complete freedom for 
spontaneity and endless choice (unknown opportunities).

Quadrant Y likewise falls between the two extremes, – it 
provides guidelines (structure) but encourages decision-
making that is weighted more towards the spontaneous 
end of the continuum.

The STRADDLE Decision-Making Continuum and the four E.A.S.Y 
Way quadrants are tools for conceptualising the various stages of 
better decision-making.

All decision-making is complicated by forms of uncertainty, 
including extreme change or paradigm shifts. Being aware that 
decisions will move along a continuum and through the four 
quadrants can help you avoid the trap of making decisions based 
on default dominant models in which old habits prevail.

Finding the balance; foundation; navigation approaches to 
support your decision-making process is all about ‘nudging’ old 
habits. 

There is not one set correct path for making better decisions. 
Through understanding your leading decision-making trait 
and position on the decision-making continuum can help you 
STRADDLE uncertainty. 
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Social License Typology

With a focus on social change (particularly for reversing wicked 
societal issues) I draw on twelve social change habits that are 
considered to identify the conscious levels required around 
navigating relationship tensions and making better decisions. 
The Social License Typology (Figure 6.) plots the twelve habits 
to enable better decision-making in a grid axis format between 
continuum extremes (explore/exploit trade off) and fragmentation 
(welcomed/disruptive).

From the social license typology, the following twelve habits of 
better decision-making have been identified as being the common 
compassionate characteristics to STRADDLE better decision-
making the E.A.S.Y Way.

Quadrant E – Informed decision

• Policy implementation; financial; institutional; data 
power; outcome accountability

1. Being adaptive and responsive 

2. Understanding other people’s interests and 
motivations – even when uncomfortable

3. Evaluating what matters and learning from it

Quadrant A – uniform decision

• Informal; public sphere; centralism; political; top-
down

4. Persistence, perseverance and resilience

5. Radical listening and an asset-based approach 

6. Taking responsible risksFigure 6. Social License Typology



Appendix A 57

Quadrant S – agile decision

• Bottom-up; open communication; emergence; shared 
vision; semi passion; localism

7. Looking at the bigger picture (whole systems 
approach)

8. Primacy of relationships 

9. Knowing your tools

Quadrant Y – influenced decision

• Differentiated actions; leadership for collaborative 
advantage; community; interpersonal; joint approach

10. Mission first, not model or money 

11. ‘In whose name’ – user experience is key

12. Collaborating rather than competing

Further information on how to STRADDLE 
uncertainty the E.A.S.Y Way can be found  
at www.dr-jmt.com

http://www.dr-jmt.com
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Appendix B
Glossary

ADWAG: Acronym = Always doing what always got

Algorithm One Balance: `managing self and dualities in better 
decision-making 

Algorithm two Foundation: grounding decisions and markers for 
better decision-making

Algorithm three Navigation: how to chart a course to a decision 
and its implementation

Balance Point: transformative philosophy to make better  
decision making

Better decision-making: making choices between dualities that do 
no harm

Compassion science: research focused on cultivating compassion 
and promoting altruism within individuals and society

Connected society: People can access information and services 
around the clock – 24/7

Criticalisation (pathway): The effect of internally or environmentally 
general shocks that disrupt the inner workings of the organisation 
(Goldstein et al. 2010)

Developed/ing world: more economically or advanced 
technological infrastructure relative to other less  
industrialised nations 

Dominant default models: habitual use of known models  
without review

Dualities: the principles of opposites or contrast between two 
concepts, a dualism

Dynamic, bottom-up: In a bottom-up system, policy or dynamic 
decisions, capabilities or requirements at the organisational levels 
closest to the end user influence the structure or design of policy

Dynamic, top-down:  In a top-down system, policy or dynamic 
decisions, requirements or capabilities at a central organisational 
level control, determine or influence activity to the end user

E.A.S.Y Way & 4 quadrants: four transformative traits to make 
better decisions

Ecosystem: is a community of living organisms in conjunction with 
nonliving components of their environment, interacting as a system

Ego system (blind spot): decisions based on areas in someone’s 
life in which they continually fail to see the situation from the 
perspective of a broader impact 

Emergent strategy: develops when a decision takes on a series of 
actions that with time turn into a consistent pattern of behavior, 
regardless of specific intentions

Emotional Intelligence (EI): the ability to understand and manage 
your own emotions and those of people around you
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Entanglement: Entanglement is used to describe relationship 
tensions between formal top-down administration and  
bottom-up dynamics

Fit for purpose: well-equipped or well suited for its designated role 
or purpose

Generosity: the quality of being kind or fact of being plentiful

GLocal: characterized by both global and local considerations 

Human Learning System (HLS): an emerging complexity-informed 
approach to public management 

Internet of things (IoT): the interconnection via the internet of 
computing devices embedded in everyday objects, enabling them 
to send and receive data

Leadership adaptive: an emergent, interactive dynamic that is the 
primary source of which adaptive outcomes are produced (Uhl-
Bien et al. 2007).

Leadership administrative: the actions of individuals and groups 
in formal managerial roles who plan and coordinate organisational 
activities (Uhl-Bien et al. 2007).

Leadership enabling: A leadership style that serves to enable 
(catalyse) adaptive dynamics and help manage the entanglement 
between administrative and adaptive leadership (Uhl-Bien et al. 
2007).

Leadership trait agitator: creates visibility of system dysfunction 
and/or raises grievances to the forefront

Leadership trait innovator: able to create actionable solutions to 
address dysfunction in the system

Leadership trait orchestrator: skills to facilitate alignment towards 
common goals and co-ordinate action

LEAN: LEAN principles are considered as a recipe for improving 
efficiency and delivering better decisions 1) defining value; 2) 
mapping the value; 3) creating flow; 4) using a pull system; 5) 
pursuing perfection 

Liberal international order (2 power world): rules-based order 
created post-Cold War 

Localism: an act of or approach to decision-making at the  
local level

Measurement cage (trap): measurement focus becomes a barrier 
rather than an enabling tool – becomes a trap when the focus is 

on process and performance without establishing purpose

Multi-order: new world order which is diverse and multifaceted 
with a diffusion of power 

Networked society: ever increasing number of people, places  
and things being connected via networked, digital information  
and communications

Partnership (SDG): remove dominant default models of 
competition for collaboration

Peace (SDG): rapid pace of life requires emergent strategies that 
‘do no harm’ to all 
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People (SDG): engagement of end-user is critical – consider 
alignment as inclusion 

Planet (SDG): resources are not infinite, thus, ecosystem and 
generosity required 

Postmodernity: economic or cultural state or condition of society in 
reaction to that which is modern

Pracademic: a person who is both an active practitioner and 
academic in their subject area

Prevailing paradigms: generally accepted or widespread 
understanding that may need to be challenged 

Prosperity (SDG): generosity aligned to purpose and hope for one 
world and leaving no-one behind. 

Qualities of decision-makers: 6 qualities; proximity; assets; 
collective leadership; multiple; system aware; transformative 
(McKinsley & Co. 2019)

Relationship tensions: extreme episodes that teeter between 
harmony and varying degrees of tension or irritability/unease

Scarcity: the state of being scare or in short supply; shortage

Shareholder satisfaction: must have the interests of shareholders 
in mind while making decisions

Silo working (entrenched silos): execution of planning or functions 
isolation from others performing similar, related or affected 
functions, leading to inefficiency, gaps in service delivery and 
possible conflict

Social change habits: Twelve habits (Appendix A) of successful 
change makers that capture a completely fresh approach to 
thinking about how to build civil society capacity to effect change 
(Shelia McKechnie Foundation. 2018)

Social license: when action has approval within local community 
and other stakeholders - at a higher level is more beneficial for all 
concerned

Stakeholder satisfaction: must have the interests of stakeholders in 
mind while making decisions

STRADDLE: transformative framework to straddle uncertainty – 
make better decisions

21st century decisions: 4 types; big bet; cross cutting; delegated; 
ad hoc (McKinsey & Co. 2019)

21st century ready: being adequately prepared for 21st century 

Transaction: process that attends to the symptom or problem 
rather than prevention – reactive rather than proactive 

Transformation: process of profound and radical change shifting 
into a new direction into an entirely different level of effectiveness – 
proactive rather than reactive

Uncertainty: the state of being uncertain- unknown

Wicked societal issues: a social or cultural problem that is difficult 
or impossible to solve
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