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Speaker notes
This talk is about why well-run projects still fail in ways that surprise everyone involved.
Not because people aren’t competent or because the data wasn’t there.
But because our governance systems have become very good at reporting the past —�and very poor at sensing what is changing in the present.
Strategic Empathy is the discipline that sits in that gap.�It’s not a soft skill.�It’s not a leadership style.
It’s about restoring perception to governance —�so decisions are made while there is still time to change outcomes.




What is the 
biggest 

cause of 
Project 

Governance 
failure 

based on 
your 

experience?

 Strategy looks strong but trade-offs are avoided
 Reporting replaces operational truth
 Incentives reward “looking in control” rather than 
being in control
 PMOs sit too far from delivery reality
 Risks are only recognised once they are 
measurable
 Escalation exists structurally but not culturally
 Leaders are too removed from execution
 Governance focuses on audit defensibility instead 
of delivery survivability
 Dashboards sanitise signal instead of exposing 
friction
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Before we start the presentation I would like to ask you a question: What is the biggest cause of Project Governance failure based on your experience?

(read the list)

 If you have ticked any of these boxes, this presentation will help you to handle some of the issues going forward 



Strategic Empathy: 
Navigating the 
Complexities of 
Project Governance
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“Before I talk about Strategic Empathy as a concept, I need to explain why it exists at all — because this is not a framework I set out to design. It’s an operating system that emerged over time, out of repeated failure to understand what was really happening inside projects.
I started my career in project finance. At that time, finance was effectively the gatekeeper of project governance. If a project was going to fail, finance was supposed to see it coming.
But very early on, I became frustrated by a recurring pattern.
Projects would take major hits — significant P&L impacts, delays, write-offs — and most of the time, these were not forecasted. We only discovered the problems when they were already irreversible.
What struck me wasn’t just the losses themselves — it was the surprise.�Everyone genuinely seemed shocked.
The response was always the same.�People were fired. Controls were tightened. Town halls were held. Performance drives launched.
And yet… nothing fundamentally improved.
At that point, I realised something�the problem wasn’t execution, and it wasn’t effort.
I was missing something.
There was a way of seeing projects that I didn’t yet have — a way of noticing when reality was shifting before the numbers confirmed it.
At the same time, I realised something else.�I didn’t yet understand how disciplines really interconnect — how finance, operations, delivery, supply chain, and governance experience the same project very differently.
And without understanding those interconnections, you cannot build a control environment that actually works.
That realisation pushed me out of finance.
Over the years that followed, I deliberately moved across domains: large infrastructure and mega-projects, M&A and joint ventures, large-scale transformation programmes. And within those, across disciplines — commercial, supply chain, operations, PMO, process improvement.
At the time, this wasn’t a grand strategy. It was curiosity.
What I didn’t realise was that I was training something very specific:�pattern recognition across contexts.
Each role gave me a different lens on how projects really behave under pressure. And gradually, those lenses started to overlap.
Eventually, something changed.
I moved from not being able to see…�to being able to see very clearly why things were likely to go wrong — long before the data supported that conclusion.
And that created a new problem.
Because while I could see it, the system around me often could not.
When I raised early concerns, I wasn’t told I was wrong.
‘Not measurable.’�‘Too subjective.’�‘We’ll monitor it.’
That experience — seeing something coming, but lacking the legitimacy to act — stayed with me for years. I later came to think of it as a kind of Cassandra syndrome: foresight without authority.
What I didn’t have yet was a language for it.
That came later, during my MBA, when I encountered the work of Karl Weick on sensemaking.
One case study in particular stayed with me — and I’ll come back to it later in this talk: the Mann Gulch wildfire.
What struck me wasn’t the tragedy itself, but the mechanism. Reality changed faster than the system’s ability to recognise it. Only one person saw the shift in time. The others didn’t — not because they were incompetent, but because they were anchored to roles, tools, and expectations that no longer fit the situation.
Reading that paper was a moment of recognition.
It helped me understand what I had been experiencing for years:�that organisations are very good at explaining failure after the fact — and very bad at noticing drift while it is happening.
Strategic Empathy emerged from that insight.
It is not about being nicer, or softer, or more collaborative.
It is about restoring perception to governance — the ability to notice what is unfolding before it becomes measurable, and to act while options still exist.
Everything else in this presentation — the critique of PMOs, the limits of dashboards, the idea of EPIs — flows from that origin.
This is not a theory-first model.
It is a response to a very practical, very human failure:�systems that can explain disaster beautifully… but only once it’s unavoidable




Why Strategic Empathy?

Project Governance provides Hindsight instead of 
Foresight 

Projects are in constant flux while Project Governance is 
static 

We have outsourced decision making to quantitative data 
…. what about qualitative data?

Time removes optionality 
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So what are the main system failures Strategic Empathy is trying to fix?
 
(read as per slide above)



Projects don’t fail suddenly.
They fail slowly — while reporting green.

Messy Reality 
is ignored
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“Let me walk you through what this diagram shows.
On the left, we have Operational Reality — this is where projects actually live.
Design decisions.�Trade-offs.�Capacity limits.�Uncertainty.�Assumptions.
This is where success or failure is determined.” 
“But look at what happens as reality moves.
Signals don’t travel cleanly.
They get reframed.”
“Too subjective.”
“Not measurable yet.”
“Out of scope.”
“No escalation path.”
This is the messy part – the more human part 
“These are not malicious decisions.�They are structural filters.
The system is designed to standardise, quantify, and rationalise information before it moves upward.”
“So reality gets translated into templates and the messy part is removed. �Status reports.�RAG indicators.�Stage gates.�RAID logs.
The messy signal is cleaned into acceptable reporting language.”
“And by the time it reaches the executive dashboard…”

Dashboard: On track.�Status: Green.”
�
“This is not a competence problem.
Most PMOs are full of capable people.
This is a design problem.”
Reality is in constant flux while the governance we created is static and rigid�
“The modern PMO is optimised for audit defensibility — not delivery survivability.
It answers:�‘Can we prove governance happened?’
It does not answer:�‘Are we detecting when reality is drifting away from the plan?’”
�“And that gap — right there — is where drift accumulates.
because the system filtered perception.”
�“Strategic Empathy doesn’t add more reporting.
It reopens the channel between operational reality and executive judgment.
It legitimises what gets filtered out here.”
“That’s the shift.”




The 
Governance 
Gap 
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I want you to sit with this for a moment.
Because most of you have lived this.”�
Top Half – Leadership View
“On the top, we have leadership.
The question that always comes — sometimes angrily:
‘Why wasn’t this flagged earlier?’”
“And from their perspective, it’s a fair question.
The dashboard was green.�The reporting was clean.�There was no formal escalation.
Nothing on paper suggested distress.”

Middle – The Break
“Now look at the line in the middle.
‘Signal breaks here.’
This is the most important part of the slide.
The signal does not disappear.
It breaks.”�
Bottom Half – Delivery Reality
“Below the line, we have delivery teams.
And the story sounds very different:
‘We raised it… but nobody listened.’
Friction was visible.�Workarounds were happening.�Capacity was stretched.�Assumptions were wobbling.
Sometimes it was escalated informally.�Sometimes it was reframed as ‘monitoring.’�Sometimes it didn’t meet the threshold to become red.”�
The Core Insight
“This is not a communication problem.
It’s not even a competence problem.
It’s a structural signal transmission problem.”
“The system requires proof before escalation.
But by the time proof exists, optionality has already collapsed.”
�“Drift begins when signals cannot travel.
Not when performance collapses.
Not when the milestone is missed.
Drift begins when friction stays local.”
�
Connect Back to Strategic Empathy
“Strategic Empathy is not about making leaders softer.
It is about making systems more permeable.
It asks:
Where exactly does the signal break?�Who decides what qualifies as real?�What happens to information that is inconvenient, incomplete, or politically uncomfortable?”
�
Close the Slide
“If we do not redesign how signals move upward,
We will keep having this conversation.
Leadership asking:�‘Why wasn’t this flagged earlier?’
Delivery saying:�‘We raised it.’
And drift accumulating in the silence between them.”




The 
Moment 
Projects 
Miss

Presenter
Presentation Notes

Speaker notes
What usually breaks projects isn’t lack of effort or intelligence.
Projects are acting all the time.�Plans are executed. Decisions are made. Reports are produced.
The problem is timing.
Most projects act on reality only after it has already shifted.
By the time we’re confident enough to explain what’s happening, reality has moved on.
In Weick’s terms, this is retrospective sensemaking.�We understand after we’ve already committed.
What’s missing here is this stage in the middle — noticing.
Noticing is not analysis.�It’s not prediction.�It’s the ability to legitimise weak signals while things are still in motion.
Small frictions.�Workarounds.�Quiet trade-offs.�The things delivery teams feel long before dashboards reflect them.
Most project governance systems aren’t designed to hold that kind of information.�They reward explanation, not early uncertainty.�So signals get normalised, delayed, or explained away.
And by the time they’re formally recognised, options have already narrowed.
Projects don’t usually fail suddenly.�They drift — because noticing was never given a place to exist.”




Noticing 
Requires 
Attention



Why risk 
management 
and finance 
don’t save 
us.
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This slide is not a criticism of Risk.�And it is not a criticism of Finance.
It is a timing problem.”�
Walk the Timeline (Left to Right)
“Let’s move from left to right.
Time moves forward.
Reality starts changing long before anything shows up in a dashboard.”
Point to the left side.
“Assumptions are weakening.�Friction is increasing.�People are compensating.
Workarounds begin.�Meetings get heavier.�Conversations get more careful.
But nothing is measurable yet.”
�
The Risk Moment
“Then we reach Risk.
And what does the system say?
‘Not a risk yet.’
No quantified impact.�No probability range.�So… we monitor.”

“This is rational.�It’s how governance is designed.
But reality doesn’t wait for quantification.”�
The Finance Moment
“Eventually, numbers move.
A variance appears.�The forecast gets revised.
Now Finance wakes up.”

“But by now, the system has already shifted.
Capacity has been consumed.�Options have narrowed.�Reversibility is lower.”

The Collapse
“On the right-hand side — options collapse.
Escalation.�Mitigation.�Post-mortem.”
Slow it down.
“These are reactive verbs.
We are no longer choosing strategically.
We are responding to constraints.”�
Core Insight
“Both systems are functioning exactly as designed.
Risk waits for evidence.�Finance waits for variance.
But reality moves before both.”
�
Connect to Strategic Empathy
“This is why Strategic Empathy matters.
It shifts the detection point left.
It treats:
Weakening assumptions�Increasing friction�Compensating behaviour
as governance data — not anecdote.”
�
Closing Line
“By the time numbers move, optionality has already shrunk.
Strategic Empathy is about intervening while optionality is still alive.”




Where 
Early 
Warning 
Signals Go 
to Die…
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“Follow the path on this slide.
Signals start as lived experience — hesitation, workarounds, tension.
As they move upward, they are filtered. Rationalised. Made safe.
What survives is what fits the reporting language.
The dashboard turns green — not because reality improved, but because uncertainty was translated out.
This is how drift becomes structural.
Not through incompetence — but through well-intentioned processing.”




A New Way Of Seeing
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“This slide is the philosophical core of everything I’ve shared so far.
Strategic Empathy is not a toolkit.�It is not a new reporting template.�It is a different way of seeing.”
“Most organisations believe they know themselves.
But they mostly know their numbers — not their nature.”

1️⃣ Between Knowing and Seeing
“This first element is the gap between knowing and seeing.
We confuse precision with understanding.�We assume that because something is measured, it is understood.
But numbers tell us what happened.
They rarely tell us what is forming.”
“Strategic Empathy begins in that gap — between what is visible in the data and what is unfolding in reality.”

2️⃣ Sensemaking as Survival
“This is where Karl Weick comes in.
He taught that organisations make sense of events retrospectively.
We act first.�We understand later.
The Mann Gulch wildfire is the extreme example — reality changed faster than the system could interpret it.
Only one person recognised the shift.
The others waited — for consensus, for confirmation, for the familiar playbook.”
“What troubled me about that idea was this:
Are we condemned to learn only after damage occurs?
Strategic Empathy is my attempt to trigger sensemaking prospectively — while the system is still in motion.”

3️⃣ Experiential Learning – Turning Scars into Insight
“This third element is experiential learning.
Real learning does not happen in post-mortems.
It happens in motion.
Under pressure.
When assumptions are breaking.”
“Instead of treating friction, near-misses, and conflict as noise — Strategic Empathy treats them as early intelligence.
Scars are not failure.
They are systems remembering how to learn.”�
4️⃣ Phronesis – Wisdom in Context
“Finally, phronesis.
Aristotle distinguished between:
Episteme — theoretical knowledge.�Techne — technical skill.�And phronesis — practical wisdom.
Modern governance is saturated with the first two.
We have data.�We have tools.�We have dashboards.
But we are starved of judgment in context.”
“Phronesis is the ability to decide what is right to do here and now — before certainty exists.”�
“So when I say Strategic Empathy is a new way of seeing, I mean this:
It restores perception to governance.
It trains leaders to notice:
• When assumptions are weakening�• When alignment is performative�• When progress is being maintained through strain�• When adaptation is happening without authority
It shifts governance from retrospective explanation to prospective awareness.”

“Empathy here is not softness.
It is sensory intelligence.
It is the discipline of noticing reality before it becomes expensive.”




Where 
Early 
Warning 
Signals Turn 
To Action…
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“Now compare this slide to the previous one.
Notice: the signals are the same.
What changes is not the data — it’s the response.
Instead of filtering, the system pauses to interpret.
Instead of waiting for proof, it asks: what is this telling us now?
This is not escalation. It’s intervention — while options still exist.”




From 
Reporting 
Office to 
Sensemaking 
Engine
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“This slide is uncomfortable.
Because it challenges a model many of us have built careers around.”
Pause.
“The PMO was created to professionalise governance.�And in many ways, it did.
But somewhere along the way, it became something else.”

Left Side – Traditional PMO (Reporting-led)
“On this side, we have what I would call the reporting-led PMO.
Status aggregation.�Template compliance.�Retrospective assurance.�Escalation without authority.”
“Notice the flow at the bottom:
Information flows up.�Decisions stall.”

“In this model, the PMO becomes a translation layer.
Messy operational reality is cleaned, standardised, rationalised — before it travels upward.
By the time it reaches leadership, friction has been reframed as ‘monitoring.’�Uncertainty becomes ‘not measurable yet.’�Assumptions eroding become ‘on track with mitigations.’”

“The dashboard turns green.
But the system is already compensating.”�
Right Side – Strategic Empathy-Enabled PMO (Sensemaking-led)
Now look at the shift.
Signal amplification.�Assumption testing.�Early decision framing.�Authority alignment.”

“The difference is subtle — but profound.
The PMO is no longer governing the cleanliness of reporting.
It is governing the quality of interpretation.”

The Flow Shift
“Meaning flows across.�Decisions move earlier.”

“In this model, the PMO becomes a sensemaking engine.
It asks:
• Where are teams compensating?�• Which assumptions are weakening?�• Where is adaptation happening without authority?�• Who owns the decision before it becomes a crisis?”

Timing is Everything
“Notice the word at the top: Timing.
Traditional PMOs shift timing late.
Strategic Empathy shifts timing earlier.
And timing is everything.
Because earlier timing means:
• More optionality�• Lower emotional temperature�• Less political defensiveness�• Smaller interventions”
�“This is the transition from retrospective governance to prospective governance.
From reporting what happened�to noticing what is forming.
From controlling information�to interpreting systems.”

“A reporting office tells you whether governance happened.
A sensemaking engine tells you whether reality is drifting.
That is a fundamentally different mandate.




Where does 
Strategic 
Empathy 
intervene — 
in time and 
in 
governance
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“This visual shows why timing matters more than intelligence.
On the left, uncertainty.�On the right, consequence.
Strategic Empathy doesn’t predict better. It intervenes earlier.
Earlier is not smarter.
Earlier is cheaper.”
On the left is what I call the Early Zone.
This is where signals first appear.
Something doesn’t quite make sense.
A workaround emerges.
A decision feels harder than it should.
Confidence exists — but it starts to sound rehearsed.
Nothing has failed yet.
But something has changed.
This is the moment most governance systems ignore — because nothing is formally wrong.
The Intervention Point sits here.
Not when outcomes collapse.
When assumptions can still be surfaced.
When decisions can still be reframed.
When uncertainty can still be clarified.
This is where Strategic Empathy operates.
Not by controlling delivery — but by legitimising perception.
Making it safe to say:�“This doesn’t feel right yet.”�
On the right is the Consequence Zone.
By the time governance intervenes here, the situation has hardened.
Variances appear.
Risks escalate.
Options shrink.
At this point, intervention becomes escalation.
And escalation is always more expensive — financially, politically, and organisationally.�
Strategic Empathy moves governance upstream.
It allows organisations to intervene while reality is still fluid.
Not to prevent all failure.
But to preserve optionality.
Because earlier is not smarter.
Earlier is cheaper.
And earlier is where leadership still has agency.





What Governance Should Take Seriously — 
and Why It Changes Outcomes
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This slide is about one simple shift:
What governance chooses to take seriously.
If you look at the three panels, they represent three leverage points. And each one changes outcomes.
Let’s start on the left.
Repeated friction.
Traditional governance tends to look for single, quantified risks.�But repeated friction — the same issue raised in three different places — is rarely treated as material.
It gets labelled as noise.�Or personality.�Or local inefficiency.
Strategic Empathy treats repetition differently.
If the same concern appears across teams, functions, or meetings, it becomes agenda-worthy — even if it hasn’t yet translated into numbers.
Repetition is not coincidence.�It’s a pattern trying to surface.
Now the middle panel.
Uncertainty itself.
Most escalation systems require proof.�You escalate when impact is quantified.�When the RAG status turns amber.�When the numbers move.
But by then, assumptions have already fractured.
Strategic Empathy reframes escalation.
You escalate when assumptions start weakening — not when impact is confirmed.
This is a very uncomfortable shift, because it means intervening before certainty.
But timing is everything.
Escalating on uncertainty preserves options.�Escalating on evidence often means you’re already managing damage.
Now the right panel.
Hidden work.
Dashboards show milestones.�They show outputs.�They show completion.
They don’t show adaptation.
They don’t show workarounds.�They don’t show the invisible effort people are exerting to keep the system appearing stable.
Strategic Empathy introduces a different question:
What is being adapted — informally — just to keep progress looking steady?
Because that hidden work is often where drift lives.
And when governance ignores hidden work, it confuses stability with health.
So when you look at the sentence at the bottom of the slide —
‘Governance shifts from tolerating drift to exposing real-time dynamics.’
That’s the core.
We are not adding complexity.�We are changing what we treat as signal.
Repeated friction becomes pattern.�Uncertainty becomes escalation-worthy.�Hidden work becomes visible data.
And that changes outcomes — not because we are smarter, but because we are earlier.”




Before Failure Becomes Measurable
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“Let me ground this in a moment you will recognise.
Nothing dramatic is happening.�No red flags. No missed milestones.
On the left is delivery reality.�A constraint appears.�Teams adapt quietly.�Effort increases, but the plan still holds.
Risks are logged, but they’re ‘being monitored’.
In the middle is where Strategic Empathy operates.�The same workaround shows up in different conversations.�Each function explains it slightly differently.�Decisions are deferred until things feel ‘clearer’.
This is the moment most systems miss —�because nothing is measurable yet.
On the right is what changes.�A drift review is triggered.�One decision is paused.�Assumptions are surfaced explicitly.�Governance adjusts cadence or scope — early.
No escalation.�No re-plan.�Just intervention at the moment where choice still exists.
Most failures are not sudden.�They’re the result of this moment being ignored —�repeatedly.”




The Questions Dashboards Can’t Answer

 1. Where are people compensating to keep progress looking stable?
Workarounds • overtime • shortcuts • heroic effort

      Progress maintained through strain is not progress.

 2. Which assumptions are no longer holding?
Capacity • design stability • dependency timing • reversibility

      When assumptions erode silently, plans harden dangerously.

 3. Where is adaptation happening without authority?
Informal decisions • shadow prioritisation • absorbed risk

     Adaptation without authority is an early warning of governance failure.

Milestones describe what happened.
System behaviour reveals what is about to break.
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“This is where the shift begins.
Dashboards are not useless.
They’re just incomplete.”
Pause.
“They tell us what has happened.
They rarely tell us what is forming.”

Question 1 – Where are people compensating to keep progress looking stable?
“Let’s start here.
Where are people compensating to keep progress looking stable?”
Workarounds.�Overtime.�Shortcuts.�Heroic effort.
“These are not signs of health.
They are signs of strain.”
“When progress is maintained through strain, it is not progress.
It is debt.
Operational debt.�Emotional debt.�Capability debt.”
Let that land.
“Dashboards don’t measure strain.
They measure output.
But strain is often the earliest indicator that something structural is misaligned.”�
Question 2 – Which assumptions are no longer holding?
(Point to second question.)
“Every project runs on assumptions.
Capacity assumptions.�Design stability.�Dependency timing.�Reversibility.”
“These assumptions rarely fail loudly.
They erode quietly.”
Pause.
“When assumptions erode silently, plans harden dangerously.
Because the plan keeps executing as if the underlying logic still holds.”
“By the time the variance appears, optionality has already collapsed.”

Question 3 – Where is adaptation happening without authority?
“This one is the most politically sensitive.
Where is adaptation happening without authority?”
Informal decisions.�Shadow prioritisation.�Absorbed risk.
“These are not acts of rebellion.
They are acts of survival.”
Pause.
“When teams start re-prioritising informally, it means the formal system is too slow, too rigid, or too disconnected from reality.”
“Adaptation without authority is one of the clearest early warnings of governance failure.”

The Red Line – The Core Insight
“Milestones describe what happened.
System behaviour reveals what is about to break.”
Pause.
“This is the entire paradigm shift.
Milestones are retrospective.
Behaviour is prospective.”
�“Strategic Empathy trains leaders to notice behaviour, not just metrics.
It treats:
• Friction as data�• Hesitation as data�• Repeated clarification as data�• Emotional tone as data”
“This is not soft.
It is sensory intelligence.”
�





Reimagining Governance 
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“This is not more meetings.
It’s a change in what governance is allowed to notice — weekly, monthly, quarterly.
Governance stops asking ‘are we on track?’�And starts asking ‘what are we adapting around?’”

Up to now, I’ve been quite critical of governance — so let me be very clear about what I’m not saying.
I’m not arguing for less governance.�I’m arguing for governance that intervenes at the right moment in time.
If you look at the left-hand side of the slide — Traditional Governance — this is the model most organisations still operate today.
Risk is discovered late.�Escalation only happens after proof exists.�Reporting reassures rather than challenges.�And as a result, decisions stall — because by the time certainty appears, optionality has already collapsed.
Governance becomes very good at explaining why something happened…�but very poor at changing what happens next.
That’s why most governance output today is retrospective.�It answers: “Can we show control?”�Not: “Are we still heading in the right direction?”
Now look at the right-hand side — Strategic Empathy Governance.
Nothing here is exotic.
What changes is timing and authority.
Drift reviews happen before deviation is measurable.�Pause authority exists so teams can stop momentum without punishment.�Learning loops are embedded, not deferred to post-mortems.�And sensemaking happens across the system, not just upward through reporting layers.
Governance stops being a filter — and becomes a sensor.
That’s why the output at the bottom is different.
Instead of governance producing reassurance, it produces situational awareness — what I refer to as the baseline EPI.
Not a performance score.�Not a KPI.�But a read on how well the system is noticing itself.
And this line at the bottom matters:
Timing shifts earlier. Options expand.
That is the real prize.
Strategic Empathy doesn’t make projects safer by adding control.�It makes them safer by moving judgment upstream, while choices still exist.
So this isn’t about reimagining governance as a function.
It’s about reimagining governance as a capability for seeing.





Introducing the Empathy 
Performance Indicators (EPI)
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“This is where awareness (noticing) becomes inspectable.
EPIs do not measure performance.
They measure how early the system would know if something was wrong. Are we noticing early enough?
They compress lived experience into executive signal — without turning it into false precision.”
Before we talk about processes or interventions, I need to be very clear about what EPIs are — and what they are not.
EPIs are not performance metrics.�They don’t tell you whether a project is on time, on budget, or on scope.
EPIs are diagnostics of awareness.
They answer a different question:�How well does this system notice itself while it is still possible to act?
Every major failure I’ve seen was visible long before it was measurable.�Not as numbers — but as friction, hesitation, workarounds, and quiet adaptation.
EPIs exist to make that early reality inspectable.
This slide shows the four dimensions we diagnose.
Perceptual:�Are weak signals surfacing early — or only once they’re safe to report?
Behavioural:�When discomfort appears, does the system get curious — or defensive?
Operational:�How quickly does insight turn into action, rather than waiting for proof?
Cultural:�Is reflection treated as a drag on delivery — or as something that accelerates it?
Taken together, these four dimensions form an Empathy Performance Baseline.
That baseline doesn’t tell us what to do.�It tells us where the system is blind — and therefore where governance is most likely to intervene too late.
Everything that follows in this talk is about what changes once you can see that clearly.”
�
“KPIs tell you how the system performed.�EPIs tell you whether the system was capable of seeing when performance was already avoidable.”





� Diagnostic – Empathy Performance Indicator (EPI)
Assesses how well the system notices itself across four 
dimensions:
Perceptual | Behavioural | Operational | Cultural
→ Produces a baseline EPI score (0–100) to track awareness 
and responsiveness
� Processes – Embedding Reflection as Structure
Governance becomes adaptive through:
• Drift Reviews – detect early misalignment
• Pause Authority – safeguard reflection time
• Learning Loops – convert experience into design
• Empathic Governance Forum – cross-functional 

sensemaking
� Operational Rhythms – The Cadence of Awareness
| Weekly | Surface weak signals (Signal Pulse) |
| Monthly | Translate perception into action (Drift Review) 
| Quarterly | Quantify sensing capability (EPI Review) |
| Bi-annual | Cross-functional coherence (Governance Forum) |
� The A→B Transition Map
Guides movement from Retrospective → Perspective 
governance:
Awaken: Urgency reflex → Reflection habit
Embed: Compliance → Learning rituals
Institutionalise: Reactive correction → Proactive 

From reporting to sensing. 
From control to coherence
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I know this slide is busy.
That’s deliberate.
Up until now, I’ve talked about philosophy, perception, drift, sensemaking. This slide is where it all comes together operationally. It shows how the Strategic Empathy Operating Model can actually be embedded into a real organisation.
So let me walk you through it in layers.
First: Diagnostic – the Empathy Performance Indicator (EPI).
This is not a soft metric.�It’s a structured diagnostic across four dimensions:
Perceptual – Are weak signals detected early?
Behavioural – How does the system respond to discomfort?
Operational – How quickly does insight turn into action?
Cultural – Is reflection safe and reinforced?
Together, they produce an Empathy Performance Indicator score from 0 to 100.
This gives you a baseline.�Not of delivery performance — but of awareness performance.
Second: Processes – Embedding Reflection as Structure.
This is where governance shifts from static control to adaptive design.
Drift Reviews detect misalignment before metrics collapse.
Pause Authority creates space for reflection under pressure.
Learning Loops convert experience into structural improvement.
The Empathic Governance Forum enables cross-functional sensemaking.
Notice what’s happening here:�We’re not adding more reporting.�We’re redesigning how meaning moves through the system.
Third: Operational Rhythms – the Cadence of Awareness.
Strategic Empathy is not a one-off workshop. It’s a rhythm.
Weekly: surface weak signals.
Monthly: translate perception into decision.
Quarterly: quantify capability shifts.
Bi-annually: reinforce cross-functional coherence.
This is how awareness becomes institutionalised rather than personality-driven.
Fourth: The A → B Transition Map.
This is critical.
We’re not jumping from compliance to enlightenment overnight.
We move from:
Urgency reflex → Reflection habit
Compliance rituals → Learning rituals
Executive sponsorship → Language shift
From reactive governance�to perspective-based governance.
And finally, look at the left-hand side — the cadence blocks.
This is how the model integrates with real project rhythms: weekly, monthly, quarterly, bi-annual.
This is how Strategic Empathy becomes an operating system — not a philosophy deck.
So yes, the slide is dense.
But complexity here reflects integration.
Because if Strategic Empathy is going to survive inside real organisations — especially compliance-driven ones — it needs to connect diagnostics, process design, operational cadence, and transition logic.
This is that connection point.”




Why This Is Hard 
 It requires acting before proof

Strategic Empathy asks leaders to intervene when evidence is incomplete 
—and to own that decision openly.

  It exposes power, not just performance
Early signals often point to authority gaps, misaligned incentives,
or decisions no one wants to revisit.

 It breaks the comfort of “good reporting”
The system may look healthier on paper while becoming less aware in 
reality.

Strategic Empathy doesn’t fail because it’s too soft.
It fails because it’s too honest.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Speaker notes
“I want to end by being very clear about why this model is difficult — and why it’s rare.
First, it requires acting before proof.�Strategic Empathy asks leaders to intervene when evidence is incomplete — and to own that decision openly.�Most governance systems quietly punish that behaviour.
Second, it exposes power, not just performance.�Early signals rarely point to technical failure.�They point to authority gaps, misaligned incentives, or decisions no one wants to revisit.�Strategic Empathy brings those tensions into the open.
Third, it breaks the comfort of ‘good reporting’.�The system can look healthier on paper while becoming less aware in reality.�Strategic Empathy prioritises awareness over reassurance.
This is why it’s not widely adopted.�Not because it’s soft — but because it’s honest.
And honesty, in complex systems, is disruptive.”





What 
Changes 
For You

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Speaker notes
“You don’t leave with a new dashboard.
What changes is how you see.
What you listen for.�When you intervene.�How you use authority.
Strategic Empathy doesn’t make leadership safer.
It makes leadership timely.”
You don’t leave this talk with a new dashboard or framework to install.
What changes is how you see.
You start listening for different things — not just progress, but friction, hesitation, the quiet adaptations teams make to keep things looking stable.
You intervene at a different moment — not when the numbers finally justify concern, but when the story starts to wobble.
And you use authority differently — not to demand reassurance, but to legitimise uncertainty early enough that it can still change outcomes.
Strategic Empathy doesn’t make leadership easier.
It makes it earlier.
And in complex systems, earlier is almost always cheaper than smarter





Q&A
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