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Support Is Not Control

An executive standard for identifying the few conditions that can still stop a decision after most
of the organization has already said yes

BOTTOM LINE

Senior teams are usually good at building support for important decisions. They secure sponsorship, align the
right functions, validate the economics, and move the proposal through the required forums.

That can create a false sense of completion.

A decision may have broad support and still be exposed to one unresolved condition with enough practical
control to stop execution. A labor target, funding limit, technical requirement, regulatory obligation, capacity
constraint, or missed operating window can outweigh a room full of agreement.

At that point, more sponsorship is rarely the answer. The executive task changes from building support to
clearing control points.

For consequential decisions that already carry broad alignment, use a Residual Control Review: identify what
can still legitimately stop execution, establish exactly what condition is being protected, define what would
clear it, and determine whether the control should remain, be redesigned, or be removed.

The goal is not to eliminate vetoes. It is to make sure the organization knows which ones still matter and why.

Broad agreement can hide concentrated control

Most executive processes are designed to make support visible.

You know who sponsored the initiative. You know which functions approved it. Finance has reviewed the
economics. The steering committee has agreed. The implementation plan exists.

What is often less visible is where stopping power still sits.

That power may belong to someone who was never expected to be the decisive voice. A regional operator may
control capacity. A technology leader may own a standard that cannot be waived casually. A finance leader may
have access to the required funds but not authority to release them under current conditions. A regulator, customer
commitment, labor rule, or calendar window may create a constraint no sponsor can simply talk away.

The result is an uncomfortable asymmetry:
Ten people may support the outcome. One unresolved condition may still control whether it becomes real.

That does not necessarily mean somebody failed to align stakeholders. It may mean the organization has
confused agreement with executability.

Support tells you who wants the outcome. Control tells you what can still prevent it.
Once enough support exists, the second question becomes more important than the first.

When a decision slows after broad agreement, organizations often keep using the same response that created the
agreement in the first place. Another meeting is scheduled. Another senior sponsor is enlisted. Another analysis is
prepared. Another presentation is given to people who already support the direction.

That activity can look like progress while leaving the actual stopping condition untouched. More endorsement does
not create labor. Another sponsor does not change a technical standard. Another deck does not define an
evidence threshold. Stronger enthusiasm does not reopen a missed operating window.

Stop counting yeses. Find the remaining control.

SASA CIBULA | Page 1



WORKPLACE POWER | EXECUTIVE INSIGHTS

Put a Residual Control Review around consequential execution

Use a Residual Control Review when a consequential decision appears aligned but execution still depends on
conditions outside the approving group’s direct control.

The review is appropriate when there is a material external commitment, significant cross-functional execution, a
hard operating window, a safety or regulatory requirement, or a known point where another leader can legitimately
prevent release, staffing, funding, deployment, or completion.

This should not become a second approval process.

The executive sponsor owns the review because the sponsor owns the integrity of the commitment. The relevant
control owner establishes the facts around the condition. A chief of staff, PMO, transformation office, or operating
leader can administer the record.

Each remaining control point should be classified in one of three states:

PROTECTED CONTROL CLEARABLE CONSTRAINT MISALIGNED CONTROL

The stopping power exists for a The stopping power reflects a The stopping power exists because
reason the organization intends to legitimate condition, but the organizational design has put
preserve. Safety, regulatory condition can be resolved through a legitimate expectations into conflict
compliance, fiduciary limits, defined action, decision, resource, or has allowed practical control to
security standards, or genuinely evidence threshold, or change in sit somewhere without a clear
required operating thresholds may  timing. decision rule for resolving it.

belong here.

The classifications matter because the response is different in each case.

A Protected Control should not be worked around merely because senior people want the initiative to move.
A Clearable Constraint needs an explicit clearance condition.

A Misaligned Control requires a management decision about the system that created the conflict.

The review should answer four questions.

1. What can still stop this from becoming real?

Ask the question after broad support exists but before the organization starts treating the outcome as inevitable.
Do not ask who still has concerns. Concern is too broad.

Ask what can still prevent release, funding, staffing, deployment, implementation, adoption, or completion.

The answer needs to be concrete.

“We are worried about capacity” is not yet a control point.

“We cannot deploy until the branches have enough labor capacity to absorb the first two weeks without violating
the operating threshold they are held accountable for” is.

One describes discomfort. The other identifies a condition capable of controlling the outcome.

The review should focus on practical stopping power, not organizational status. Sometimes the decisive control sits
with a senior executive. Sometimes it sits with a technical standard, an operating metric, a contract term, a
regulator, a resource owner, or a deadline.

The point is to identify what still has leverage over the result.

2. What legitimate condition is the control protecting?
Before treating someone as a blocker, establish what they are actually responsible for protecting.

A regional operator may be protecting a labor target. A technical leader may be protecting system integrity. A
finance executive may be protecting a funding covenant. A quality leader may be protecting an acceptance
standard. A business unit leader may be protecting service continuity during a transition.

Those obligations do not disappear because the larger initiative has strong sponsorship.
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This is where executive teams need to separate opposition from accountability.

Someone may be preventing the result because they disagree with it. But they may also be carrying a condition
the project team has not solved.

Start with the ordinary explanation.
What would this person have to violate, accept, exceed, or leave exposed in order to say yes today?
That question often reveals the real executive tradeoff.

If the organization has asked one leader to protect cost while asking another to maximize speed, a dispute at the
end of the process may be a symptom of competing management instructions rather than poor cooperation.

In that case, persuasion is not the solution.
Management has to resolve the conflict.
Then watch what happens after the stated condition is addressed.

If the labor problem is solved and the position changes, the organization probably identified a real control point. If
the requirement is met and the work proceeds, the mechanism worked as intended.

If one resolved condition is immediately replaced by another unrelated reason the outcome still cannot move, test
the new condition the same way. What is being protected? Is the condition real? What would clear it? Would
clearing it actually move the decision?

Do not jump straight to motive. But do not ignore the pattern either.

If every resolved condition simply produces another unrelated veto, the organization may no longer be dealing with
a sequence of operating constraints. It may be dealing with a disagreement that has not been stated directly,
unclear authority over the decision, or a control structure that allows indefinite deferral without accountability.

The discipline is to reach that conclusion through observable behavior rather than starting there.

3. What exactly would clear the control?

A legitimate condition should have a legitimate clearing test.

If the issue is capacity, how much capacity is enough?

If the issue is funding, what decision releases the money?

If the issue is technical, which requirement must be satisfied?

If the issue is timing, what window remains available?

If the issue is evidence, what result would actually change the decision?
That last question deserves particular discipline.

Organizations can spend enormous time producing evidence because somebody said, “| need more proof.” Before
commissioning another pilot, analysis, or validation exercise, ask:

If we prove this successfully, does the decision move?

If the answer is yes, define the evidence threshold in advance: what must be shown, who will judge it, and how
much proof is enough.

If the answer is no because another unresolved condition would still stop the decision, then evidence is not yet the
controlling issue.

Do not spend weeks solving the wrong veto.

A Clearable Constraint should therefore have four things attached to it: the condition, the owner, the clearing test,
and the decision that follows if the test is met.

Anything less allows the organization to believe it is resolving a constraint without knowing whether resolution will
actually change the outcome.

4. Did we clear the control, or merely get past it once?
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Temporary relief and durable resolution are not the same thing.

An executive exception can get one rollout through. A temporary budget can fund one phase. A senior leader can
personally intervene to make one deadline. A special staffing arrangement can carry the organization through one
difficult week.

Those may all be good decisions.
They are not necessarily closure.
After execution moves, ask what remains true that could allow the same condition to take control again.

If the next region will face the same labor conflict, the operating model is still exposed. If the same technical
exception will require another senior waiver, the decision route remains dependent on escalation. If a funding
problem was solved through personal intervention rather than a durable allocation decision, the control point still
exists.

A cleared control should leave something different behind.

That may be a changed requirement, explicit ownership, durable capacity, a revised operating metric, a standing
decision rule, a redesigned handoff, or a decision moved to the level where the competing obligations can actually
be resolved.

Passing the control point once is not the same as removing its control.

That distinction should be visible in the governance record.

Make the review produce a Residual Control Register

For consequential decisions, maintain a one-page Residual Control Register until the material stopping conditions
have been resolved or consciously accepted.

For each control point, record the condition capable of stopping execution; the person or function accountable for
it; its classification as Protected Control, Clearable Constraint, or Misaligned Control; the organizational obligation
being protected; the clearing test where applicable; the decision that follows if the condition is cleared; and whether
the resolution is temporary or durable.

The executive sponsor signs the Register.

A Protected Control remains in place unless the organization explicitly changes the underlying standard through
the authority permitted to do so.

A Clearable Constraint remains open until the agreed clearing test is met.

A Misaligned Control requires a named executive decision because operating leaders should not be left indefinitely
responsible for satisfying two expectations that cannot both be met.

The Register closes only when no unresolved condition retains material stopping power, or when the approving
authority explicitly accepts the remaining exposure.

There is no category called “everyone agreed.”

Sometimes the control should stop you

A strong executive mechanism has to preserve legitimate stopping power.
Not every initiative should move.

The proposal may be unsafe. The economics may no longer work. The required evidence may be weak. The
timing may be wrong. The capacity may genuinely not exist. A technical, regulatory, or operating standard may
expose a flaw that sponsorship cannot erase.

In those cases, the control point is doing its job.

The purpose of the review is not to make resistance easier to overcome. It is to make the basis of stopping power
visible enough that the organization can distinguish a defect in the initiative from a defect in the route.

Sometimes the correct executive decision is to change the plan.
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Sometimes it is to delay it.

Sometimes it is to stop.

The decision

Once a consequential initiative has broad support, stop treating additional agreement as the primary measure of
progress.

Run a Residual Control Review against the remaining points that can still prevent the result. Classify each as
Protected Control, Clearable Constraint, or Misaligned Control. Require a specific clearing test for every Clearable
Constraint and an executive resolution for every material Misaligned Control.

Then test the standard against your own recent decisions.

Take the last three initiatives that appeared settled and then stalled, slipped, or required unexpected executive
intervention.

For each one, ask:

How many people supported the decision — and what was the one thing that still had enough control to
stop it?
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