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It is surprising how little many decision-makers know 
about the broad variety of available decision-making 
tools for teams. Most of us rely on what we know: uni-
lateral decisions (with/without consultation), consen-
sus or a majority vote. That’s about it. In many cases, 
using other modes for deciding produces more 
thoughtful decisions with broader support. Expand-
ing your know-how about state-of-the-art decision-
making modes might be one of the smartest invest-
ments you can make. In many cases, a half-day training 
session is suffi  cient to test out new tools and build the 
confi dence to use them when it counts.

If you rely on a majority vote, you might 
lose half the group – unnecessarily

Politics showcase how deciding by majority tends to 
foster competition and frames the decision in winners 
and losers. In an organizational culture characterized 
by mutual trust, open dialogue, commitment and 
strong group identifi cation, this process can lead to 
poisoning of the structure. Taking a vote might never 
result in open hostility, but under the surface, harmful 
dynamics start coming into play.

Avoiding poor decisions with low 
commitment

To illustrate this, we invite you to think of a concrete 
upcoming decision at work. It should be a team deci-
sion where group buy-in is important but where con-
sensus is unlikely and where you may end up voting on 
a number of proposals.

Decisions are powerful and little 

is more costly than bad ones. 

Amongst others, the actual deci-

sion process has a big impact on 

the outcome. 

by Dietmar Bodingbauer and Nonno Breuss

Improving Your 
Decisions



Room for your proposals

Here are the assumed results of your vote:

The biggest drawback of this mode is that you have 
little indication as to how those who were not in favor 
feel about the options. Are they just indiff erent or do 
they strongly oppose? Once the decision is made, this 
might be critical for its success in implementation. 
How can you be confi dent if there is no information? 
You are basically playing in the dark by lighting only 
half of the court. Let us assume that we ask not only 
how much they favor a proposal, but also how much 
resistance they feel forward each proposal. Each team 
member might, for example, give one to ten »resis-
tance points« for any of the proposals. After the vote, 
there is a chart of the measured resistance (the per-
centages are the proportion of resistance points 
given/points that could be given):

Although option three has got slightly less agreement, 
objection is by far the lowest. If group buy-in is impor-
tant, stop the dynamics of majority-voting and decide 
for the option with the least resistance. 

There are a number of ways to do so. The key is that 
you have to measure resistance (on the right, you will 
fi nd short descriptions of two concrete methods).
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How to decide by 
»Systemic Consensus«
(simplifi ed)

1 Ask for points of resistance for each pro-

posal. This can be done, for example, by 

raising one or two hands or by giving one 

to ten »resistance points.«

2 Sum up the resistance points for each 

proposal and select the proposal with the 

least resistance.

For more information see: 

www.sk-prinzip.eu/ 

How to decide by 
»Consent«
(not consensus) 

1 Agree on the overall goal (what is it we 

want to achieve?).

2 Formulate action proposals that might 

serve this goal.

3 Ask for objections to each proposal. If 

there are no objections, you have reached 

consent.

4 Objections should be raised if the pro-

posal might not serve the common goal or 

if there are ways to improve the proposal. 

As such, they shall be considered as gifts. 

It is vital to foster a culture where they are 

honored as gifts and as a chance for im-

provement.

5 If the proposal can be improved by incor-

porating the objections, do so and run 

through the process again until you have 

reached consent. 

6 Implement it if the proposal is good 

enough for now and save enough to try.

This is a simplifi ed version. For more 

information, see for example: 

www.sociocracy30.org
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