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What this document does 

This document sets out how Human-Centred Transformation is practised once its discipline and governing logic 

are accepted. It is HCT’s normative HOW, not a method or rollout plan. 

It articulates how judgement, language, and responsibility must change in practice if systemic misalignment is 

to be acknowledged and navigated rather than displaced. The focus is on what becomes unacceptable, what 

must be held explicitly, and how decisions are carried under pressure. 
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Transformation Under Persistent Misalignment 
Transformation is intended to help organisations adapt to changing conditions by providing coherence over 

time. Decisions should hold long enough for change to take root, effort should accumulate rather than 

dissipate, and governance should sharpen judgement under pressure so that people can work with confidence 

that what they are being asked to do makes sense. 

In practice, this is seldom how transformation is experienced. As change unfolds, direction drifts as competing 

priorities, interpretations, and incentives assert themselves. Decisions that once felt settled are reopened, 

contradictions are absorbed rather than addressed, and delivery teams compensate silently to keep work 

moving. Workarounds proliferate, plans expand to accommodate unresolved tensions, and uncertainty is 

collapsed into premature certainty to preserve momentum. Progress continues to be reported, but coherence 

erodes; effort increases without a corresponding sense of alignment. 

The consequences accumulate gradually rather than dramatically with work being repeated or extended, costs 

rising without proportionate value, and practitioners becoming exhausted by the need to reconcile what they 

are doing with what they are told matters. Trust can be eroded not only from doubts about transformation's 

value, or direction, but because people recognise the recurring pattern of unresolved tensions and expect it to 

repeat. Over time, organisations begin to normalise under-delivery, even when intent is sound, people are 

capable, and established methods are in place. 

This persistent pattern is commonly referred to as systemic misalignment: a standing condition of 

organisational life that shapes how transformation is experienced and governed. 

Misalignment as standing condition 

The pattern described above is a standing condition of organisational life, continuously produced and 

reproduced through how goals are set, work is prioritised, authority is exercised, and decisions are made 

under constraint. It does not sit dormant and it does not begin when change is named. As organisations try to 

change, this same condition is actively reworked through new forms of pressure, interpretation, and trade-off, 

concentrating consequences and redistributing where misalignment is felt and absorbed. 

Systemic misalignment is human at its core produced through colliding objectives (market, department, team, 

project, individual), personal biases, experience, preferences, and uneven knowledge as authority is exercised 

under constraint. 

This is a permanent condition of complex organisations, always present but expressed differently. It precedes 

transformation as background tension and intensifies when new pressures, interpretations, and trade-offs 

concentrate consequences and redistribute where tension is absorbed. 

A different governing logic 
When systemic misalignment is accepted as a permanent condition of complex organisations and 

transformation is recognised as a continuous reality rather than episodic projects, then the governing logic 

treating either as resolvable or alignable cannot hold. Something else is needed, not better techniques, but a 

different basis for judgement, responsibility, and governance. 

Human-Centred Transformation begins with a shift in governing logic rather than a change in method. It treats 

systemic misalignment as a standing condition to be acknowledged and governed, not as a temporary 

disruption to be eliminated. This shifts the focus of transformation away from achieving alignment through 

execution and toward sustaining coherence through judgement under persistent tension. 

Within this logic, transformation is not organised around arrival at a target state but around maintaining 

direction and integrity as conditions evolve.  
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Outcomes still matter, but they are understood as consequences of how misalignment is held over time, not as 

goals that can be delivered independently of the conditions that shape behaviour. Progress is assessed not 

only by what is produced, but by whether decisions, trade-offs, and responsibilities remain coherent as 

pressure increases. 

This governing logic places responsibility back where traditional approaches often displace it. Instead of 

pushing unresolved contradictions downward into delivery, it requires that competing goals, incentives, and 

interpretations be surfaced and owned at the level where authority sits. Instead of collapsing uncertainty into 

premature certainty to sustain momentum, it treats uncertainty as a condition to be governed through 

ongoing judgement rather than resolved through planning alone. 

Importantly, this is not a rejection of existing methods, frameworks, or delivery disciplines. Those remain 

valuable and often necessary. What changes is the logic that governs their use. Methods are no longer 

expected to compensate for unresolved misalignment or to deliver coherence on behalf of governance. They 

operate within conditions that are explicitly acknowledged and actively held, rather than being asked to 

correct conditions they did not create. 

Human-Centred Transformation is concerned with sustaining judgement under persistent tension, rather than 

relying on navigation metaphors, governance processes, compensating methodologies, or smoothing 

behaviours to carry what authority has not held. 

This shift in logic does not simplify transformation. It makes it more honest. It replaces the pursuit of 

alignment with the practice of navigation, and the promise of control with the exercise of responsibility. Only 

once this governing logic is accepted does it become legitimate to ask how transformation is practised 

differently in behavioural, organisational, and governance terms. 

Acknowledgement as a governed act 
At this point, acknowledgement becomes the first active practice. Not as insight, attitude, or agreement, but 

as a governed act that carries responsibility. 

In most organisations, misalignment is sensed long before it is acknowledged. People recognise competing 

objectives, unresolved trade-offs, and tensions that do not reconcile, but these are often left implicit. Under 

pressure, acknowledgement is deferred, softened, or displaced in the name of momentum, reassurance, or 

delivery. The default condition is not ignorance, but avoidance. 

Acknowledging misalignment is difficult precisely because it interrupts familiar patterns of authority and 

progress. It surfaces contradictions that cannot be resolved locally. It slows decisions that would otherwise be 

forced. It makes visible tensions that governance has often learned to absorb rather than hold. For these 

reasons, acknowledgement is regularly treated as a risk to be managed, rather than as a responsibility to be 

exercised. 

Within an HCT governing logic, acknowledgement cannot be left to individual courage or personal integrity. It 

must be actively governed. This means that naming misalignment is treated as legitimate, expected, and 

protected, rather than as a signal of failure, resistance, or lack of commitment. It also means that once 

misalignment is acknowledged, it is no longer acceptable to proceed without holding it explicitly in decisions 

and behaviour. 

This is where responsibility shifts. Acknowledgement moves misalignment out of delivery and back into 

governance. It prevents unresolved contradictions from being silently compensated for by teams and 

individuals who lack the authority to resolve them. It forces trade-offs to be surfaced where authority sits, 

rather than being deferred into workarounds, re-planning, or exhaustion. 
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Importantly, acknowledgement does not resolve misalignment. It does not promise clarity, alignment, or 

agreement. What it does is change what can no longer remain implicit. Once misalignment is acknowledged, 

decisions made under its influence must be held explicitly, revisited deliberately, and governed over time. 

Silence, denial, and forced certainty cease to be neutral acts; they become choices with consequences. 

This is why acknowledgement is the threshold of the HOW. Without it, all subsequent practices collapse back 

into optimisation, execution, or technique. With it, a different form of practice becomes possible: one in which 

judgement, attention, and responsibility are exercised continuously under persistent misalignment, rather 

than deferred in the hope of eventual resolution. 

Once acknowledgement is governed 
Once acknowledgement is treated as an act of governance, certain behaviours and patterns can no longer be 

treated as neutral, pragmatic, or inevitable. They may still occur, but they can no longer pass without 

consequence or deliberate ownership. 

It becomes unacceptable to proceed as if misalignment were temporary, peripheral, or already resolved when 

it is actively shaping decisions and behaviour. Continuing delivery on the assumption of coherence, while 

relying on teams to absorb unresolved contradictions, is no longer a benign simplification. It is a governance 

choice with identifiable costs. 

It becomes unacceptable to collapse uncertainty into premature certainty for the sake of momentum, 

reassurance, or narrative control. When misalignment is acknowledged, forced clarity is not efficiency; it is 

displacement. Decisions taken to maintain the appearance of progress, while deferring or obscuring 

unresolved trade-offs, transfer risk and strain downward into delivery and operation. 

It becomes unacceptable to treat recurring issues as execution failures when they are symptoms of unresolved 

tension. Re-litigating the same decisions in different forms, expanding plans to accommodate contradiction, or 

re-baselining without naming what cannot be reconciled are no longer signs of adaptability. They are 

indicators that misalignment is being managed through repetition rather than governed through judgement. 

It becomes unacceptable for governance to absorb misalignment silently. Forums that focus on assurance 

while leaving competing goals implicit, or that reward confidence over candour, cease to be protective 

structures. They become mechanisms through which misalignment is normalised and redistributed rather than 

held. 

It becomes unacceptable to displace responsibility for misalignment onto methods, tools, or individuals who 

lack the authority to resolve it. When acknowledgement is governed, delivery disciplines are no longer 

expected to compensate for contradictions they did not create, and practitioners are no longer expected to 

carry coherence on behalf of governance through personal effort or quiet compromise. 

None of this implies that misalignment can be eliminated, or that tension will cease to exist. What changes is 

what is allowed to remain implicit. Once acknowledgement is treated as a governance act, silence, deferral, 

and forced certainty are no longer neutral responses. They are decisions that must be owned, revisited, and 

justified over time. 

This is the point at which practice begins to change, not through new techniques, but through altered 

boundaries on what the organisation will tolerate once misalignment is acknowledged and held. 
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What must be held in judgement and attention over time 
Once misalignment is acknowledged and governed, the work does not move toward resolution. It moves 

toward sustained holding. Certain matters can no longer be closed, delegated, or assumed away. They require 

continuous judgement and deliberate attention as conditions evolve. 

First, competing objectives must be held explicitly rather than reconciled prematurely. When goals pull in 

different directions, the task is not to force alignment through abstraction or sequencing, but to keep the 

tension visible and owned. Trade-offs must remain discussable over time, not frozen into early decisions that 

are treated as settled long after their assumptions have eroded. 

Second, authority and accountability must be held together. Decisions taken under misalignment inevitably 

distribute consequence unevenly. When authority sits at one level and impact is absorbed at another, 

judgement must remain attentive to that gap. Governance cannot rely on escalation alone; it must continually 

examine where responsibility sits relative to where strain is experienced. 

Third, uncertainty must be held as a condition rather than converted into false certainty. This does not mean 

delaying decisions indefinitely. It means recognising when clarity is provisional and ensuring that decisions 

made under uncertainty remain open to revisiting as conditions shift. Judgement replaces prediction as the 

primary governing capability. 

Fourth, coherence over time must be held as a governing concern, not inferred from progress against plan. 

Plans, metrics, and milestones remain useful, but they cannot substitute for ongoing assessment of whether 

decisions still make sense in relation to intent as misalignment reconfigures. Attention must stay on whether 

direction is being sustained, not just whether activity is advancing. 

Finally, the human cost of misalignment must be held in view. Fatigue, silent compensation, workarounds, and 

erosion of trust are not peripheral issues or morale problems. They are signals of how misalignment is being 

carried in practice. When these signals are ignored, governance is not neutral; it is choosing where the burden 

will fall. 

Holding these matters does not remove tension or guarantee outcomes. It prevents misalignment from being 

displaced into places where it cannot be governed. It keeps responsibility where authority sits and maintains 

the conditions for coherence to be sustained rather than exhausted. 

This is the substance of practice under Human-Centred Transformation. Not a set of actions to follow, but a 

discipline of judgement and attention that must be exercised continuously under persistent misalignment. 

How the discipline holds across scale 
The discipline described here does not belong to a particular role, level, or function. It holds wherever change 

is being interpreted, shaped, and acted upon, from the earliest sensing of operational signals through to 

everyday decisions made in delivery and operation. What differs across the system is not whether 

misalignment is present, but how it is encountered, enacted, and carried. 

At every scale, people are required to make sense of incomplete information, competing demands, and local 

constraints. In doing so, they interpret intent, prioritise work, and take decisions that feel reasonable in 

context. These acts are not neutral. They shape how misalignment is reproduced and how pressure is 

redistributed across the system. What appears as a strategic tension at one level may be experienced as 

delivery strain at another, and as workaround or fatigue somewhere else. The condition is the same; its 

expression is situated. 
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Language plays a vital role in this process. Shared terms such as alignment, priority, scope, risk, or progress 

often carry different meanings depending on context, incentives, and proximity to consequence. Agreement at 

the level of words can mask divergence in judgement and action for prolonged periods, allowing misalignment 

to persist while appearing to be managed. In this way, language becomes one of the primary mechanisms 

through which misalignment is stabilised, compensated for, or displaced rather than acknowledged and 

governed. 

The discipline therefore does not require uniform behaviour across the organisation. It requires a shared 

willingness, at every level, to notice when language is being used to smooth over unresolved tension, to defer 

ownership, or to create the appearance of coherence where none yet exists. This is as relevant when 

interpreting data and shaping opportunity narratives as it is when adjusting plans, negotiating scope, or 

deciding how to proceed under pressure. 

Authority affects the reach and impact of these acts, but not participation in them. A strategic framing 

decision, a programme-level re-prioritisation, a project-level compromise, or an individual workaround all 

contribute to how misalignment is enacted and compounded. The discipline holds when these acts are treated 

as part of the same system, rather than as isolated or role-specific issues. 

What this makes possible is not consistency of action, but coherence of judgement. People remain 

accountable for decisions within their remit, while staying attentive to how those decisions interact with 

others across the system. Misalignment is no longer something that belongs “above” or “elsewhere”. It is 

recognised as something that is lived, shaped, and carried through everyday work, and therefore something 

that must be held consciously wherever that work is done. 

This is how the HCT remains usable across scale without becoming prescriptive. It does not tell people what to 

do. It establishes what must be noticed, named, and held as decisions are made, language is used, and work 

proceeds under persistent misalignment. 

From felt tension to governable decision 
Seeing, acknowledging, and navigating misalignment in the moment 

The discipline does not begin with analysis or preparation. It begins in moments that practitioners already 

recognise, as intent moves through operations, opportunity shaping, decision forums, and delivery 

conversations. These are the moments where something does not quite hold, but the work is about to move 

on anyway. 

Seeing, in this sense, is not a systemic insight. It is the recognition of a specific moment. A decision is about to 

be taken, an idea is being framed, a strategy is being stress-tested, or a delivery commitment is being 

confirmed, and a familiar tension is present. Agreement sounds complete, but it feels thin. A trade-off is being 

implied but not named. Confidence is being asserted faster than understanding has settled. 

Acknowledgement happens when that tension is made explicit enough that it can no longer be carried silently. 

This is not explanation and not diagnosis. It is the act of interrupting false closure so that the decision becomes 

governable rather than quietly compromised. 

In practice, acknowledgement often takes the form of simple, disciplined speech, offered at the moment the 

system is about to move on: 

“Before we move forward, there’s a tension here we’re treating as resolved when it isn’t.” 

“I’m comfortable with the direction, but not with leaving this trade-off implicit.” 

“Something is being prioritised here at the expense of something else, and we haven’t named it.” 

“We can proceed, but not on the assumption that these conditions are aligned.” 



Copyright 2026 Ernest Reid All rights reserved. 

These interventions do not propose alternatives. They do not escalate. They do not overstep authority. They 

do one thing only: they make the presence of misalignment explicit enough that it must now be held by the 

decision, rather than absorbed by individuals later. 

Navigation begins once that acknowledgement is made. The work does not stop, and the tension does not 

disappear. What changes is how the decision proceeds. It may go ahead with an explicit understanding of what 

is being traded off and where the cost will fall. It may pause briefly to adjust intent or scope. It may proceed 

provisionally, with an explicit commitment to revisit assumptions as conditions evolve. In each case, the 

decision moves forward without pretending that misalignment has been resolved. 

This discipline applies wherever intent is being shaped and carried forward. In operations, it shows up when 

signals are being interpreted and an opportunity narrative is forming too cleanly. In strategy and stress-testing, 

it appears when confidence outruns evidence. In programmes and delivery, it is present when teams begin 

compensating to maintain momentum. The moment is always the same: tension is felt, silence would smooth 

it away, and acknowledgement makes it governable. 

Nothing new is being introduced, no new forum is needed. The same meetings continue, the same decisions 

are taken, and the same authority holds. What changes is what is no longer allowed to pass unspoken. Seeing 

recognises the moment. Acknowledgement interrupts false closure. Navigation allows the work to proceed 

without displacing the cost of misalignment into effort, fatigue, or rework. 

This is the first practical difference HCT makes. Not a programme, not a technique, but a shift in how decisions 

are carried at the moment they are made, as transformation unfolds dynamically through the system. 

Transitional practice 
The first attempts to practise Human-Centred Transformation rarely feel smooth or settled. They occur while 

existing pressures remain, delivery commitments continue, and familiar patterns of reassurance, optimisation, 

and compensation are still close at hand. Transitional practice names this period explicitly, not as a deficiency 

to be corrected, but as the necessary terrain through which the discipline is first lived. 

At this point, organisations begin working out how to navigate misalignment without silently absorbing it. The 

immediate effect is exposure, not coherence. Tensions previously managed through effort, narrative, or 

method surface directly. Decisions feel heavier. Conversations slow as familiar reassurances fall away. 

Established methods: Agile ceremonies, design practices, delivery disciplines, and governance routines keep 

their value when used correctly. However, they can no longer automatically absorb contradiction. As a result, 

their specific scope becomes clearer: they address execution flow, and delivery, and not the governance of 

unresolved misalignment they were never designed to resolve; this clarity is often experienced as regression. 

During transitional practice, there's a strong pull to restore equilibrium with leaders seeking reassurance that 

the discomfort is temporary, practitioners hunting for techniques to regain traction, programmes trying to 

reassert certainty through re-planning or reframing. These responses make perfect sense: they're just the 

system trying to get back to a familiar mode of action. 

What distinguishes transitional practice is not the absence of these impulses, but how they are managed. 

Rather than being suppressed or moralised, they are treated as signals. The work will not eliminate the 

discomfort; it prevents it from being prematurely neutralised. Misalignment remains visible long enough to be 

governed, rather than being pushed back into narrative or compensating effort. 

At this stage, judgement is supported not through instruction, but through shared orientation. For example, a 

steering forum may be asked first whether it has named the real tension shaping a decision before it debates 

options or confirms direction. People are not told what to do differently; they are held to a different standard 

of legitimacy. Decisions that proceed without naming active tensions are questioned. Assumptions that no 

longer hold are revisited. Compensations that were previously praised as pragmatism are recognised as costs 

that must now be owned. 
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Transitional practice is therefore uneven by nature. Some conversations shift quickly; others do not. Some 

parts of the organisation begin to hold misalignment more openly, while others continue to displace it. This 

inconsistency is not a failure of adoption; it is evidence that the discipline is encountering real conditions 

rather than being installed safely. 

Over time, as these early practices accumulate, new patterns begin to stabilise. Not because the system has 

been optimised, but because responsibility has been redistributed back toward governance and away from 

silent compensation. Coherence improves gradually, as decisions are carried with greater honesty about what 

they can and cannot resolve. 

Transitional practice does not end with a handover or milestone. It fades as a distinct phase when holding 

misalignment becomes normal rather than exceptional, and when the discipline no longer feels like an 

interruption but like the default way decisions are carried under pressure. Until then, the work remains 

incomplete, uncomfortable, and necessary. 

This is not a step to be completed, nor a method to be followed. It is the period in which the discipline proves 

whether it can be lived at all. 

After the HOW 

The responsibility transfer 

This document does not resolve systemic misalignment. It does not remove tension, simplify decision-making, 

or guarantee improved outcomes. It does not offer reassurance, completion, or control. 

What it does is change the conditions under which transformation is carried. 

By articulating Human-Centred Transformation as a discipline rather than a method, and by making explicit 

how misalignment must be seen, acknowledged, and navigated in practice, this work withdraws the legitimacy 

of continuing as if misalignment were incidental, temporary, or someone else’s problem. 

From this point on, misalignment cannot be treated as a delivery issue to be absorbed, a behavioural problem 

to be corrected, or a methodological gap to be filled. Responsibility no longer sits with methods, practitioners, 

or future phases; it sits with those who frame opportunities, set direction, govern priorities, and choose 

whether tension is named or neutralised as work moves on. 

This is the transfer the HOW makes. 

Nothing in this document completes that responsibility on your behalf. There is no last step to apply, no state 

to reach, and no artefact to install. The discipline does not end where this document ends, it begins where 

misalignment can no longer be displaced without consequence. 

This work transfers responsibility: it does not complete it. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


