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When ChatGPT exploded into the world — reaching over 100 million users in January 2024, it
became a focus of multiple experiments for Joel Barker’s Strategic Exploration Tools.
Because Joel’s concepts and tools, specifically paradigms, T.I.P.S. Tracking, and the
Implications Wheel, are based on diversity of input and a “Wisdom of Crowds” approach,
the challenge of testing ChatGPT’s “Wisdom of the World” was evident.

The first experiments included completing a strategic exploration using ChatGPT on the
same “center” as one conducted by I-Wheel-trained facilitators. Joel’s comment, “That’s
I” summarizes the results best. Further experiments tested all of the Strategic
Exploration Tools. More information on these experiments is detailed at the end of this
report.

amazing

An Implications Wheel exploration frequently contains 12 or more “first-orders” and
completed “arcs,” resulting in over 300 specific implications. Examples on the website
implicationswheel.com include five completed “arcs” with Desirability and Likelihood
scoring. Forthese “2-12-60” Scouting Journeys, Chat GPTs, developed for the Strategic
Exploration Tools, are prompted to:

e Create a “center” using structured questions from a T.l.P.S. Tracking “Interrogation.”

e Generate 12 “first-order” implications.

e Based on the selection of one “positive” and one “negative” first-order implication,
generate a complete “arc” containing five “second-order” implications and five
“third-order” implications for each “second-order” (An “arc” with 31 implications).

e Suggest several possible “points-of-view” for scoring.

The end of this report includes more information on the Chat GPTs, including references to
the experiments. Responses from the Chat GPTs included here are presented unedited.



l. Create a “Center”

Please interrogate the trend of "conscious unbossing," defined as the reluctance of newer
generations to embrace traditional leadership roles.

Interrogation of the Trend: "Conscious Unbossing"

1. Identification and Source of the Trend

Conscious unbossing" reflects a growing reluctance among newer generations to adopt
traditional leadership roles, driven by values prioritizing collaboration, equity, and work-life
balance. This trend aligns with broader societal shifts toward decentralization and
empowerment in workplaces.

2. Trustworthiness of the Source

Assuming the information stems from observational studies or reports on generational
work preferences, its reliability depends on the methodology and sample diversity. Trends
of this nature are often confirmed through workforce surveys and qualitative interviews.

3. Rationale for Selection

The trend is intriguing for its potential to reshape leadership dynamics, impact
organizational structures, and challenge traditional hierarchies. It is particularly relevant to
future-oriented studies in management, sociology, and generational behavioral shifts.

Analysis of the Trend

Acceleration or Deceleration

The trend of conscious unbossing appears to be accelerating. Factors include younger
workers' increasing focus on mental health, technological enablement of collaborative
environments, and cultural narratives valuing shared responsibility.



Implications
Stakeholders: Winners and Losers
e Winners:

o Organizations that adapt to flat or decentralized structures, fostering
innovation and engagement.

o Employees who thrive in environments of shared leadership, benefiting from
distributed decision-making and reduced power hierarchies.

o Society at large, as the paradigm could lead to equitable workplace cultures.
e Losers:

o Traditional leaders or organizations resistant to change, potentially struggling
to attract or retain talent.

o Industries heavily reliant on hierarchical command-and-control models.

Solutions to Alter Trend Speed
¢ To Accelerate:

o Promote success stories of organizations embracing decentralized
leadership.

o Investin training programs to equip employees with collaborative skills.

o Leverage technology to facilitate real-time communication and decision-
making.

e To Decelerate:

o Emphasize the value of traditional leadership during crises or in high-stakes
industries.

o Highlight risks of decision-making delays or accountability issues in overly
collaborative environments.

Actors Influencing Speed
¢ Policymakers through regulations fostering employee equity and collaboration.
¢ Organizations that either champion or resist structural changes.

e Culturalinfluencers shaping perceptions of leadership and success.



Paradigm Considerations

Old Paradigm
Traditional hierarchical leadership, with centralized decision-making and authoritative
roles.
Problems Solved by the New Paradigm
e Dissatisfaction with rigid power dynamics.
¢ Inequities in professional opportunities and recognition.
¢ Desire for autonomy and collaborative work.
Impact of the Shift
o “Backto Zero” Stakeholders: Conventional managers struggling to adapt.

e Winners: Agile, adaptive organizations and leaders embracing mentorship over
control.

e Losers: Organizations wedded to hierarchy and slow to innovate.

Conscious unbossing marks a significant trend that could redefine leadership and
organizational culture, with profound implications for future workplaces



Il. Generate “First-Order” Implications

What are the possible implications of the trend of "conscious unbossing," defined as the
reluctance of newer generations to embrace traditional leadership roles?

The concept of "conscious unbossing" reflects a shift in how leadership is perceived and
enacted in contemporary organizations, particularly as newer generations enter the
workforce. Unlike traditional hierarchical leadership models that emphasize authority,
directive control, and decision-making from the top, conscious unbossing entails a
deliberate move toward decentralized authority and collective responsibility. Leaders
adopting this approach often act as facilitators or enablers, focusing on empowering teams
and fostering collaboration rather than enforcing rigid structures.

This trend is shaped by several factors:

1. Generational Shifts: Millennials and Gen Z employees tend to value autonomy,
purpose-driven work, and inclusive environments. They are less motivated by
traditional power dynamics and more by mutual respect and team-oriented
success.

2. Cultural Evolution: Modern workplaces increasingly emphasize psychological
safety, transparency, and trust. Leadership styles aligning with these values
resonate more effectively with contemporary workforces.

3. Technological Enablers: Digital communication tools and platforms make it easier
for teams to self-organize, distribute tasks, and collaborate effectively without
relying on micromanagement.

4. Complexity of Modern Work: In environments requiring agility and innovation,
hierarchical structures may stifle creativity. Conscious unbossing offers a flexible
alternative.

5. Ethical Expectations: The rise of stakeholder capitalism and focus on corporate
responsibility places additional emphasis on leaders acting as stewards rather than
authoritarian figures.

While this trend has garnered attention for its alignment with evolving workplace values, it
also raises challenges. Some fear that the absence of clear leadership might resultin
accountability gaps, decision-making paralysis, or a lack of direction. Others argue it risks
diminishing the perceived value of leadership roles, making them less appealing to
emerging leaders.



Here are possible first-order implications of the trend of "conscious unbossing":

1.

10.

11.

12.

Flattened Organizational Hierarchies: One possibility is that organizations adopt
less hierarchical structures, reducing layers of middle management.

Reduced Interest in Traditional Leadership Roles: One possibility is that fewer
employees pursue traditional managerial positions, viewing them as incompatible
with collaborative team dynamics.

Rise in Team-Based Decision-Making: One possibility is that organizations
increasingly rely on consensus-driven decision-making processes to replace
individual authority.

Challenges in Accountability: One possibility is that diffused authority
complicates efforts to identify who is responsible for specific outcomes.

Enhanced Employee Engagement: One possibility is that employees feel more
invested and valued as decision-making power becomes more distributed.

Training Programs for Facilitative Leadership: One possibility is that companies
focus on training leaders in coaching and mentoring rather than traditional
command-and-control styles.

Difficulty in Crisis Management: One possibility is that organizations struggle with
rapid decision-making in crisis situations due to the absence of centralized
leadership.

Increased Focus on Collaborative Technologies: One possibility is that
businesses invest in digital tools designhed to support peer-to-peer collaboration
and coordination.

Potential for Role Ambiguity: One possibility is that employees experience
confusion over their responsibilities and the boundaries of their authority.

Improved Innovation: One possibility is that decentralized decision-making fosters
diverse perspectives, leading to more creative solutions.

Resistance from Established Leaders: One possibility is that traditional leaders
resist relinquishing authority, creating internal friction during transitions.

Cultural Shifts Toward Inclusivity: One possibility is that organizations foster a
culture where diverse voices are amplified, improving inclusivity and equity.



lll. Generate “Second- and Third-order” Implications (for one “positive” and one “negative”
“first-order.)”

The “arcs” presented here are generated by the Implications Wheel “Arc” Explorer GPT.
They were then entered into the Implications Wheel software to generate the “arc” graphic
presentation. Minor editing for these implications was done to increase clarity and
compliance with Implications Wheel rules for specificity. For example, words like “will,”
“may,” and “might” have been deleted because all implications are presumed to be
preceded by: “One possibility is...”
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IV. Identify Scoring Possibilities

The Implications Wheel features scoring for desirability and likelihood from a specified
"point of view." What are some possible "points of view" for scoring this exploration?

ChatGPT said:

When using the Implications Wheel to evaluate the desirability and likelihood of outcomes,
identifying appropriate "points of view" is critical for contextualizing the scoring. These
points of view depend on the stakeholders or entities most affected by or interested in the
exploration. Here are some possible perspectives:

Here are potential points of view for scoring desirability and likelihood in the exploration of
conscious unbossing:

1. Organizational Leaders/Executives

¢ Desirability: How does conscious unbossing impact organizational control,
efficiency, and profitability?

e Likelihood: Are traditional power structures in their industry amenable to such
changes?

2. Middle Managers

¢ Desirability: Does this trend improve or diminish their professional relevance and
decision-making capacity?

e Likelihood: How realistic is the transformation of their roles into facilitators rather
than enforcers?

3. Frontline Employees

e Desirability: Does conscious unbossing lead to empowerment and better work-life
balance, or does it cause confusion?
o Likelihood: Are their industries adopting these practices at a noticeable pace?

4. Human Resource Professionals

o Desirability: How well does this align with retention strategies and fostering
psychological safety?

e Likelihood: Are HR teams culturally equipped to support such transitions with
training and policy adjustments?



5. Startups vs. Legacy Corporations
o Startups: Likely to view this as a natural evolution due to existing flat hierarchies.
o Legacy Corporations: Desirability depends on their ability to balance traditional
management with new structures.

6. Union Representatives

e Desirability: Conscious unbossing may either strengthen collective employee
agency or cause friction if leadership roles become ill-defined.

7. Customers and Clients
e Desirability: From the customer’s perspective, does conscious unbossing enhance
service and innovation?
o Likelihood: Is there visible evidence of team-driven models improving customer
experiences?
8. Government Regulators
o Desirability: Does decentralized leadership make compliance and accountability
more or less challenging to enforce?
e Likelihood: Are industries regulated by strict hierarchies willing to shift?

9. Academics and Thought Leaders

¢ Desirability: Are they supportive of the evolution of leadership theory, or do they
highlight potential issues with authority diffusion?

10. Shareholders and Investors
¢ Desirability: Does conscious unbossing improve financial performance by fostering
innovation, or could it signal reduced leadership accountability?

¢ Likelihood: How prevalent is this trend among successful investment portfolios?

These points of view reflect varied interests, and their scoring can highlight different
strengths and vulnerabilities within the broader implications of conscious unbossing.



Newer versions of ChatGPT will sometimes offer alternative responses. In response
to the prompt for possible scoring “points of view” for this exploration, ChatGPT
offered the following as an alternative. ChatGPT asks: “Which do you prefer?” While
there is significant identification of the same possible “points of view,” e.g., senior
leadership, there are also some differences and different details or reasons provided.

Here are several possible "points of view" for scoring the desirability and likelihood of the
implications of "conscious unbossing":

Organizational Stakeholders

1. Employees: Evaluate how the implications affect job satisfaction, collaboration,
and professional growth opportunities.

2. Senior Leaders/Executives: Assess how changes impact strategic alignment,
organizational effectiveness, and their own roles.

3. Middle Managers: Consider how this trend influences their job security,
responsibilities, and relevance.

External Stakeholders

4. Customers: Examine whether conscious unbossing improves product/service

quality, responsiveness, and customer experience.

Investors: Assess its effect on organizational stability, innovation, and profitability.

6. Competitors: Consider how this trend creates opportunities or challenges for
differentiation and market positioning.

o

Societal Perspectives

7. Government/Policy Makers: Evaluate whether conscious unbossing aligns with
broader labor policies and societal expectations around workplace equity and
inclusion.

8. Unions or Labor Advocates: Consider how the trend influences workers’ rights, job
security, and collective bargaining dynamics.

Generational Perspectives
9. Millennials and Gen Z: Reflect on how this aligns with their values of autonomy,
flexibility, and inclusivity.
10. Older Generations: Evaluate whether this trend resonates with or alienates
employees accustomed to traditional leadership structures.

Functional/Operational Views

11. Human Resources Professionals: Consider how conscious unbossing affects
hiring, retention, and leadership development strategies.



12.IT/Technology Teams: Assess the role of digital tools and technologies in
facilitating this shift.

Broader Conceptual Perspectives

13. Cultural Analysts: Reflect on how the trend aligns with or challenges societal
norms and organizational culture.

14. Ethical Advocates: Consider whether the trend promotes fairness, reduces power
imbalances, and supports moral leadership practices.

Application in the Implications Wheel

Choosing multiple points of view ensures a holistic exploration of the desirability and
likelihood of various outcomes, highlighting potential trade-offs and conflicts among
different stakeholders. Each perspective will prioritize certain outcomes differently,
enabling nuanced and actionable insights.

Note: An Implications Wheel Scoring experiment (on new Al Legislation) was conducted with
“arcs” from an exploration scored by the Chat GPT, trained I-Wheel Facilitators, and an Al Expert.
The results, summarized in a report noted at the end of this report, demonstrated that the Chat GPT
could score implications from a specified point-of-view.



V. Scoring

The Implications Scorer GPT was asked to score implications for the two arcs created. For
this 12 - 2-60 Scouting Journey, an example of the scoring for the two “first-orders” from
two different “points of view,” Organizational Leadership and Frontline Employees, is
included. Because of the extensive amount of information generated by scoring all of the
implications, an Enhanced +Scoring Report has been created.

Scoring from Organizational Leadership Point-of-View
First-Order Implication #1:

Organizations increasingly rely on consensus-driven decision-making processes to
replace individual authority.

o Desirability: +2 > Encourages collaboration and shared responsibility but slows
decisions.

e Likelihood: 9 > Highly likely given modern leadership trends.

First-Order Implication #2:

Organizations struggle with rapid decision-making in crisis situations due to the
absence of centralized leadership.

o Desirability: -3 > Slower crisis response weakens leadership effectiveness.

e Likelihood: 8 > Likely in team-based decision environments where consensus is
prioritized.

Scoring from Frontline Employees' Point of View

Let’s score Arc #1: Rise in Team-Based Decision-Making from the perspective of
Frontline Employees, considering how collaboration, ownership, and structural changes
impact their day-to-day work, satisfaction, and performance.

First-Order Implication: Rise in Team-Based Decision-Making

« Desirability: +3 > Increases inclusiveness and shared ownership, but potential
confusion around roles may frustrate employees.

e Likelihood: 9 » Team-based decision-making is a strong trend in modern
workplaces.



Now scoring Arc #2: Difficulty in Crisis Management from the perspective of Frontline
Employees, focusing on how slower crisis responses, stress, and external dependencies
impact their daily work, morale, and job security.

First-Order Implication: Difficulty in Crisis Management

o Desirability: -4 > Creates stress and uncertainty for frontline employees, who often
bear the brunt of slow crisis responses.

e Likelihood: 8 > Acommon issue in consensus-driven team structures.

There are two important observations here. First, consistent with the Implications Wheel
core concept of “decision-enhancing information for leaders,” the Implication Scorer GPT
offers “Suggested Scores.” Secondly, the GPT includes brief explanations for each score.
This could be a valuable addition to an exploration and a possible part of the “When the
Scouts Return” campfire discussion with leadership.



VI. Scoring Exercise

In 12 -2 - 60 Scouting Journey reports, an opportunity to interact with the exploration will
be included.

This is an exercise frequently conducted with audiences during an
introduction to the Implications Wheel. It also introduces participants to
evaluating the implications of an exploration.

1. Review the two “arcs” included earlier in this report.

2. Select a scoring “point-of-view” from the list of suggestions generated by ChatGPT
or...

3. Point-of-View:
4. ldentify, based on the “point-of-view” and your assessment, the three most

important negative implications and the three most important positive
implications.
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This section contains the detailed scores and interpretations generated by the
Implications Scorer GPT. The scores were entered into the Implications Wheel software,

and graphic “arcs” were created to visualize them.

VI.

VII.

VIIIL.

Reading an Exploration

Arcs scored from Organizational Leadership Point-of-View

Arcs scored from Frontline Employees Point-of-View

Arcs with Comparison Scores (Organizational Leadership vs. Frontline Employees)
“Key Takeaways”

“Differences” between the Points-of View

Overall Summary Chart

Detailed Scoring Results

Responses from the Chat GPTs included here are presented unedited.



The Implications Wheel®

Reading an Exploration

Start by assuming that the center happens.
The circles connected to the center are possible
consequences of the center. These are called
1st order implications.

Then assume that the 1st order implications
happen. The 2nd order implications are
possible implications of the 1st orders.

Finally, the 3rd order implications are
possible implications of the 2nd orders.

Scoring for Desirability

The desirability or undesirability of an implication

depends on one’s point of view. The point of view extremely extremely
. L S undesirable desirable

from which these implications were scored is printed in

the upper-right corner of the exploration. @ @ @ @ @

The desirability scale goes from -5 to +5, with two

special scores (+/-50) for extraordinary situations.

Scoring for Likelihood

extremely extremely
Each likelihood score assumes the occurrence of the unlikely likely
preceding implication. The likelihood scale is from 1 123456789

t09.

If you see a red or a blue implication that is circled, the
circle indicates that the implication received a 7, 8, or 9
likelihood.

.

Implications Wheel is a registered trademark, I-Wheel and the circular logo are trademarks, of Joel A. Barker
©2009-2018 Joel A. Barker. All rights reserved
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Scoring point of view: Organizational Leadership
Alternate point of view: Frontline Employees
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Key Takeaways for Organizational Leadership

Significant Positives (+4 to +5):

Stronger cross-functional collaboration (+4) > Improves innovation and adaptability
across teams.

Greater employee ownership (+4) > Boosts motivation and engagement, reducing
dependency on top-down leadership.

More diverse problem-solving (+5) > Ensures well-rounded decision-making and
adaptability to challenges.

X Severe Negatives (-4 to -5):

Slower decision-making (-4) > Consensus-driven processes reduce agility, making
rapid responses difficult.

Reduced accountability (-5) > Confusion over responsibilities weakens leadership
effectiveness and execution.

Increased risk of decision fatigue (-4) > Employees may become exhausted from
prolonged discussions and complex decision-making structures.

Key Takeaways for Frontline Employees

Significant Positives (+4 to +5):

Higher engagement and sense of ownership (+5) > Employees feel valued, leading to
higher motivation and job satisfaction.

More mentorship and skill development (+4) > Cross-team collaboration fosters
growth opportunities and career advancement.

Increased adaptability to customer needs (+4) > A diverse range of perspectives leads
to better solutions for frontline challenges.

X Severe Negatives (-4 to -5):

Increased stress from crisis delays (-5) > Employees on the front lines bear the
consequences of slow response times.

Frustration from unclear accountability (-4) > Confusion over roles and
responsibilities leads to inefficiencies and tension.

Decision fatigue and burnout (-4) > Continuous consensus-building makes decision-
making exhausting and reduces effectiveness.



Differences Between the Two Scoring Points of View

Both Organizational Leadership and Frontline Employees perspectives assess the same
implications but emphasize different priorities and impacts. Here’s how they compare:

1. Focus of Concerns

¢ Organizational Leadership:

e Strategic and structural concerns > Leadership is more focused on collaboration,
accountability, agility, and decision-making frameworks rather than immediate
employee experiences.

¢ Sees opportunity in innovation and adaptability > The leadership perspective values
team-driven innovation and long-term flexibility in decision-making, even if it slows
processes.

¢ Frontline Employees:

o Daily work experience and well-being > Employees care more about stress levels,
workload, morale, and clarity of responsibilities.

« More affected by slow crisis responses > While leadership worries about decision
frameworks, employees feel direct frustration and pressure when clear guidance is
missing.

2. Interpretation of Positives (+4 to +5 Scores)
Organizational Leadership Perspective:

o Sees collaboration as an asset (+4 to +5) > Cross-functional teamwork strengthens
problem-solving and innovation.

o Values employee ownership (+4) > When employees take responsibility for outcomes,
leadership benefits from higher engagement.

Frontline Employee Perspective:

e More focused on engagement and personal development (+4 to +5) > Employees
value mentorship, skill-building, and feeling heard more than structural efficiency.

¢ Customer adaptability matters (+4) > Employees directly interact with customers, so
they appreciate improved solutions from diverse decision-making.

> Leadership sees structural benefits, while employees care about personal growth and
customer impact.




3. Interpretation of Negatives (-4 to -5 Scores)
X Organizational Leadership Perspective:

e« Accountability issues (-5) are the biggest concern > Leadership struggles when
responsibility is unclear, leading to inefficiencies.

o Decision fatigue (-4) is seen as a leadership burden > Leadership recognizes that
endless discussions slow execution.

X Frontline Employee Perspective:

o Crisis delays (-5) are the biggest issue » Employees suffer most from slow response
times, which create stress and chaos on the ground.

e Burnout (-4) is a major concern > Employees face decision fatigue but also stress,
confusion, and increased workloads as a result of unclear leadership direction.

> Leadership worries about execution and accountability, while employees feel direct
pressure and stress from leadership shortcomings.



Overall Summary

Factor

Main Priority

Top Positive

Biggest Negative

Decision-Making
Speed

Crisis Management

Final Takeaway:

Organizational Leadership (Big-
Picture Focus)

Structural efficiency & innovation

Collaboration & innovation (+4 to
+5)

Unclear accountability (-5)

Concerned but willing to trade speed

for buy-in

Sees external consultants as a
necessary solution

Frontline Employees (Day-to-
Day Impact)

Workload, morale, and clear
direction

Engagement & skill
development (+4 to +5)

Stress from crisis delays (-5)

Frustrated when slow processes
disrupt work

Feels left unsupported orignored
in real-time

o Leadership views team-based decision-making as a long-term benefit despite its

inefficiencies.

e Frontline employees experience immediate stress and frustration when leadership

struggles to make timely and clear decisions.



Here's the scoring for "Rise in Team-Based Decision-Making" under the Organizational Leadership
perspective:

First-Order Implication: Rise in Team-Based Decision-Making
¢ Desirability: +2 > Encourages collaboration and shared responsibility but slows decisions.

o Likelihood: 9 > Highly likely given modern leadership trends.

Second-Order Implications & Scoring
1. Increased Collaboration Across Departments
o Desirability: +3 > Strengthens teamwork, innovation, and efficiency.
o Likelihood: 8 > Many organizations are prioritizing interdepartmental teamwork.
Third-Order Implications
¢ Enhanced innovation as ideas flow freely across silos > (+4, 7)
o Difficulty managing conflicting priorities across teams - (-2, 8)
¢ Increased demand for cross-functional communication tools - (+3, 8)
o More opportunities for mentorship and knowledge-sharing > (+3, 7)
¢ Higher costs due to additional team-building initiatives > (-1, 7)
2. Slower Decision-Making Processes Due to Consensus Requirements
o Desirability: -2 > Leads to better buy-in but reduces agility.
¢ Likelihood: 8 > Common in team-based decision models.
Third-Order Implications
¢ Improved decisions with broader buy-in > (+2, 7)
o Decreased agility in responding to urgent challenges - (-3, 8)
o Higher employee satisfaction as voices are heard > (+2, 7)
o Risk of decision fatigue among team members - (-2, 8)

¢ Increased reliance on facilitators or mediators in meetings > (+1, 6)



3. Enhanced Employee Ownership of Outcomes

o Desirability: +3 > Boosts engagement and accountability.

o Likelihood: 7 > Many companies aim for this, but execution varies.
Third-Order Implications

¢ Increased motivation as employees feel more valued - (+4, 8)

e More disputes if outcomes are negative and shared responsibility is unclear > (-2, 7)

¢ Growth in team-driven innovation projects »> (+3, 7)

¢ Pressure on employees to maintain high performance - (-1, 6)

¢ Reduced dependency on traditional leaders for direction > (+2, 6)
4. Reduced Clarity on Accountability

o Desirability: -3 > Weakens leadership effectiveness.

o Likelihood: 7 > Happens frequently in decentralized structures.
Third-Order Implications

o Frustration among employees about unclear roles - (-3, 7)

o Decreased effectiveness in meeting deadlines > (-3, 7)

e Opportunities for more flexible team structures to emerge > (+2, 6)

o Development of better frameworks for shared accountability > (+3, 7)

e Greater need for project management software to track contributions - (+2, 8)
5. Greater Diversity of Perspectives in Solutions

e Desirability: +3 > Improves problem-solving but may slow progress.

o Likelihood: 8 > Increasingly valued in leadership.
Third-Order Implications

¢ Improved problem-solving with broader insights > (+4, 8)

¢ Increased risk of over-complicating simple tasks > (-2, 7)

e Higher chances of identifying blind spots in strategies > (+3, 7)

o Difficulty maintaining focus during prolonged discussions - (-2, 7)

¢ Enhanced capacity to adapt to diverse customer needs - (+3, 8)




ChatGPT said:

Now scoring Arc #2: Difficulty in Crisis Management from the Organizational Leadership
perspective.

First-Order Implication: Difficulty in Crisis Management
o Desirability: -3 > Slower crisis response weakens leadership effectiveness.
o Likelihood: 8 > Likely in team-based decision environments where consensus is prioritized.
Second-Order Implications & Scoring
1. Slower Response Times During Emergencies
o Desirability: -4 > Delays can lead to severe consequences in leadership crises.
o Likelihood: 8 > Common when consensus-driven teams struggle to act quickly.
Third-Order Implications
e Missed opportunities to mitigate damage early > (-4, 8)
¢ Increased pressure on organizations to adopt faster decision frameworks - (+3, 7)
¢ Reduced trust in team-based models for high-stakes situations > (-3, 7)
e Opportunity to develop pre-defined, role-based emergency protocols > (+3, 7)
o Greater likelihood of stakeholders seeking alternative solutions > (-2, 7)
2. Increased Stress on Team Dynamics
o Desirability: -3 > Stress weakens morale and effectiveness.
e Likelihood: 7 » Crises amplify pressure in leadership teams.
Third-Order Implications
¢ Rising instances of interpersonal conflict within teams - (-3, 7)
o Emergence of informal leaders to steer crises > (+2, 6)
e Strain on workplace morale if conflicts remain unresolved - (-4, 7)
o Creation of stress-relief initiatives to improve team cohesion > (+2, 7)
o Teams developing resilience through repeated crisis experiences > (+3, 6)
3. Over-Reliance on Consensus-Based Decision-Making
e Desirability: -4 > Slows responses in high-stakes moments.

e Likelihood: 8 » Team-based leadership models struggle in fast-moving crises.




Third-Order Implications
¢ Decisions taking too long in fast-changing situations > (-4, 8)
o Elevated risk of ineffective outcomes as consensus falters under pressure - (-3, 8)
e Push toward streamlined "emergency-only" leadership roles > (+3, 7)
e Opportunity to train teams in rapid prioritization and decision-making > (+3, 7)
o Difficulty assigning responsibility for crisis mismanagement > (-3, 7)
4. Need for External Crisis-Management Consultants
e Desirability: -2 > Provides expertise but increases dependence and costs.
¢ Likelihood: 7 » Many organizations seek external help in crises.
Third-Order Implications
¢ Higher operational costs due to consultant fees > (-3, 7)
e Access to expert solutions that improve long-term resilience > (+3, 7)
e Over-dependence on outside perspectives for critical situations > (-2, 7)
o Opportunity for organizations to upskill internal employees in crisis handling > (+3, 7)
+ Difficulty integrating external strategies into existing workflows - (-2, 7)
5. Reduced Effectiveness of Traditional Contingency Plans
o Desirability: -3 > Weakens organizational preparedness.
e Likelihood: 7 > Likely as teams shift to more adaptive decision-making.
Third-Order Implications
¢ Increased need for adaptive, real-time planning tools > (+3, 8)
o Greater focus on simulations to prepare teams for dynamic crises > (+3, 7)
o Difficulty predicting outcomes due to diverse decision-making approaches - (-3, 7)
o Shift toward flexible "crisis-playbook" systems > (+3, 7)

¢ Risk of losing historical lessons from past centralized models - (-2, 7)




Let’s score Arc #1: Rise in Team-Based Decision-Making from the perspective of Frontline
Employees, considering how collaboration, ownership, and structural changes impact their day-to-day
work, satisfaction, and performance.

First-Order Implication: Rise in Team-Based Decision-Making

¢ Desirability: +3 > Increases inclusiveness and shared ownership, but potential confusion
around roles may frustrate employees.

e Likelihood: 9 » Team-based decision-making is a strong trend in modern workplaces.
Second-Order Implications & Scoring
1. Increased Collaboration Across Departments

e Desirability: +4 > Enhances communication and access to resources but may increase
workload from cross-functional tasks.

e Likelihood: 8 > Many organizations actively promote collaboration.
Third-Order Implications

¢ Enhanced innovation as ideas flow freely across silos > (+4, 8)

+ Difficulty managing conflicting priorities across teams - (-2, 8)

¢ Increased demand for cross-functional communication tools > (+3, 8)

o More opportunities for mentorship and knowledge-sharing > (+4, 7)

o Higher costs due to additional team-building initiatives > (0, 6)
2. Slower Decision-Making Processes Due to Consensus Requirements

o Desirability: -2 > Employees may feel empowered but frustrated by delays in achieving
outcomes.

e Likelihood: 8 » Consensus-building is increasingly prioritized but time-consuming.
Third-Order Implications

¢ Improved decisions with broader buy-in > (+2, 7)

Decreased agility in responding to urgent challenges - (-3, 8)

Higher employee satisfaction as voices are heard > (+3, 7)

Risk of decision fatigue among team members > (-2, 7)

¢ Increased reliance on facilitators or mediators in meetings > (+1, 6)




3. Enhanced Employee Ownership of Outcomes

o Desirability: +4 > Frontline employees feel more valued and engaged when contributing to
results.

o Likelihood: 7 » Arealistic expectation in team-oriented workplaces.
Third-Order Implications
¢ Increased motivation as employees feel more valued - (+4, 8)
e More disputes if outcomes are negative and shared responsibility is unclear > (-2, 7)
e Growth in team-driven innovation projects > (+3, 7)
o Pressure on employees to maintain high performance - (-1, 6)
¢ Reduced dependency on traditional leaders for direction > (+2, 6)
4. Reduced Clarity on Accountability

o Desirability: -3 > Frontline employees may feel frustrated or overwhelmed when roles and
responsibilities are unclear.

o Likelihood: 7 > Frequently occurs in decentralized systems.
Third-Order Implications

¢ Frustration among employees about unclear roles - (-3, 7)

¢ Decreased effectiveness in meeting deadlines > (-3, 7)

e Opportunities for more flexible team structures to emerge > (+2, 6)

o Development of better frameworks for shared accountability > (+3, 7)

o Greater need for project management software to track contributions > (+2, 7)
5. Greater Diversity of Perspectives in Solutions

o Desirability: +4 > Frontline employees may feel more included and valued, though decision
processes could feel prolonged.

o Likelihood: 8 - Diversity is increasingly prioritized in workplaces.
Third-Order Implications
¢ Improved problem-solving with broader insights > (+4, 8)

¢ Increased risk of over-complicating simple tasks > (-2, 7)

Higher chances of identifying blind spots in strategies > (+3, 7)

Difficulty maintaining focus during prolonged discussions > (-2, 7)

o Enhanced capacity to adapt to diverse customer needs - (+3, 7)



Now scoring Arc #2: Difficulty in Crisis Management from the perspective of Frontline Employees,
focusing on how slower crisis responses, stress, and external dependencies impact their daily work,
morale, and job security.

First-Order Implication: Difficulty in Crisis Management

¢ Desirability: -4 > Creates stress and uncertainty for frontline employees, who often bear the
brunt of slow crisis responses.

¢ Likelihood: 8 > Acommon issue in consensus-driven team structures.
Second-Order Implications & Scoring
1. Slower Response Times During Emergencies

o Desirability: -4 > Delays in crisis response can create operational chaos and increase employee
stress.

o Likelihood: 8 > When multiple stakeholders need to agree, reaction time suffers.
Third-Order Implications
e Missed opportunities to mitigate damage early > (-4, 8)
¢ Increased pressure on organizations to adopt faster decision frameworks > (+3, 7)
o Reduced trust in team-based models for high-stakes situations > (-3, 7)
e Opportunity to develop pre-defined, role-based emergency protocols > (+3, 7)
o Greater likelihood of stakeholders seeking alternative solutions > (-2, 7)
2. Increased Stress on Team Dynamics
¢ Desirability: -3 > Stress reduces job satisfaction and can lead to burnout.
e Likelihood: 7 » High-pressure situations amplify team tensions.
Third-Order Implications
e Rising instances of interpersonal conflict within teams - (-3, 7)
o Emergence of informal leaders to steer crises > (+2, 6)
e Strain on workplace morale if conflicts remain unresolved - (-4, 7)
e Creation of stress-relief initiatives to improve team cohesion > (+2, 7)

¢ Teams developing resilience through repeated crisis experiences > (+3, 6)



3. Over-Reliance on Consensus-Based Decision-Making

¢ Desirability: -4 > Employees on the frontlines may struggle with slow decision-making during
urgent situations.

¢ Likelihood: 8 » Seen often in organizations that prioritize inclusivity over speed.
Third-Order Implications

¢ Decisions taking too long in fast-changing situations - (-4, 8)

o Elevated risk of ineffective outcomes as consensus falters under pressure - (-3, 8)

e Push toward streamlined "emergency-only" leadership roles > (+3, 7)

e Opportunity to train teams in rapid prioritization and decision-making > (+3, 7)

o Difficulty assigning responsibility for crisis mismanagement > (-3, 7)
4. Need for External Crisis-Management Consultants

o Desirability: -2 > Consultants may offer solutions, but employees may feel sidelined or
unsupported.

o Likelihood: 7 > Organizations often seek external help in high-pressure scenarios.
Third-Order Implications

e Higher operational costs due to consultant fees > (-3, 7)

e Access to expert solutions that improve long-term resilience > (+3, 7)

¢ Over-dependence on outside perspectives for critical situations > (-2, 7)

o Opportunity for organizations to upskill internal employees in crisis handling > (+3, 7)

+ Difficulty integrating external strategies into existing workflows - (-2, 7)
5. Reduced Effectiveness of Traditional Contingency Plans

o Desirability: -3 > Creates uncertainty for frontline employees, who rely on clear crisis protocols.

¢ Likelihood: 7 > Crisis plans often become outdated due to evolving workplace structures.
Third-Order Implications

¢ Increased need for adaptive, real-time planning tools > (+3, 8)

o Greater focus on simulations to prepare teams for dynamic crises > (+3, 7)

o Difficulty predicting outcomes due to diverse decision-making approaches - (-3, 7)

o Shift toward flexible "crisis-playbook" systems > (+3, 7)

¢ Risk of losing historical lessons from past centralized models > (-2, 7)
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