The Science of Causing Outcomes:

Managing from the Heart of the Matter
Douglas Yeaman and Noel Frederick McInnis

Experience is not what happens to us,
it is rather what we do with what happens to us.

–Aldous Huxley

One morning when single parent Susan Bradford entered her kitchen to make breakfast for herself and her three-year-old daughter, Amanda, she found the child lying semi-conscious on the floor. Amanda had been awakened by a now receding storm, and had come to the kitchen to play. An open, empty pill bottle lying beside her told the rest of the story.
Susan quickly read the bottle’s label, which warned that death from an overdose could occur within half an hour of loss of consciousness. Though Susan was still dressed in her negligee and her hair was in curlers, she scooped Amanda into her arms with the empty bottle in hand, and ran to her car.
When the car would not start, Susan dashed back to the house to call a neighbor. The phone line was dead, as service had been disrupted by a fallen tree. Rather than lose precious time by going to her neighbor’s house, Susan raced back to the car, grabbed her now unconscious child, and ran to the nearby freeway. Despite being so scantily clad, she was unconcerned about either the chilling wind or her semi-naked appearance. She stepped onto the freeway to wave down a car, and immediately got a ride. Amanda was at the nearest hospital emergency room in just a few minutes.

Susan Bradford’s masterful demonstration of the science of causing outcomes stands in stark contrast to the two million persons who undergo coronary bypasses and angioplasties each year, in spite of which only one in nine of them subsequently makes lifestyle changes consistent with maintaining a healthy heart. Those who are once again fortunate enough not to have a heart attack before another intervention is required must undergo yet another bypass or angioplasty, and in many cases a continued series thereof.
Why do some people act consistently with their self-interest, as Susan Bradford did, while so many others do not? Why do some people manage to cause positive outcomes, while others persist in causing outcomes that are inconsistent with and often directly contrary to their deepest self-interest? Why, when the science of causing outcomes is the same for everyone, do so many apply it dysfunctionally? What accounts for the success of those who choose to cause self-empowering and life-enhancing outcomes? And how may those who are committed to life-diminishing outcomes be empowered to cause life-enhancing outcomes instead?
Answering these questions requires us to understand how the science of causing outcomes works. Our own understanding of this science has developed from decades of researching the works of leading physical and management scientists, and more recently from an ongoing series of interviews with such persons. This has enabled us to articulate a core set of self and organizational life-management principles based on the science of causing outcomes:
· Commit to a clear vision of the outcome, rather than to a particular way of accomplishing it.

· Commit to an ongoing assessment of the whole, rather than to a particular assemblage of the parts.

· Commit to actions that are consistent with universal principles of vital self-interest.

· Commit to life-generating standards of relationship in general, rather than to persons in particular.

· Commit to shared rather than centralized accountability.

· Commit to the evocation of contributions rather than to impositions of control.
Every outcome is caused, and all self-outcomes are self-caused. Thus every person is at all times causing his or her own outcomes. Accordingly, each of the above six commitments is a principle of self-management that prevails in every life context. And because all jointly accomplished outcomes are comprised of multiple self-outcomes, self-management is likewise the ultimate foundation of collective organizational outcomes.
Before we elaborate on these principles of commitment, we offer some additional examples of their successful application in a variety of life contexts.
********************

Tim Atkins, a participant in another of our life-management trainings, complained of an ongoing conflict with his son over the latter’s “horribly messy and dirty room.” No amount of reasoning, persuasion, or reasonable punishment had succeeded in motivating his son to keep his room neat and clean. Tim was told in the training that a neat, clean room was his own objective rather than his son’s, and that the messy room was therefore his problem rather than his son’s. This felt so unreasonable to Tim that he became quite angry, shouting, “That means I would have to clean my son’s room, and I’m certainly not going to go home and clean it up myself!”
Still angry when he got home from the training, Tim busied himself with repairing some furniture in his garage. It was then that he thought of a solution to his problem with the messy room. He removed the door from the room and sawed off the lower third. He nailed the upper two-thirds back into the doorway so it would be permanently closed, then remounted the doorknob in the lower third of the door which his son could still open. He then explained to his son that since he could no longer see the mess it wouldn’t bother him.

A few days later his son came to him and said, “Dad, we’ve got to talk. When I bring friends home from school, it is so embarrassing to have to get down on our hands and knees to crawl into my room. I’ll keep my room in order if you’ll fix the door.”

********************

Rebecca Thompson arranged a 10 a.m. meeting of several dozen corporate executives in downtown Chicago, the positive outcome of which would assure the security of her career. During the night preceding the meeting an unseasonably heavy snowstorm blanketed the region. She accordingly set out from her suburban home at 7:30 a.m., allowing sufficient time for her timely arrival at the meeting. While she was backing out of her garage, its automatic door descended on the car. She was unable to make the door rise again, either automatically or manually, and her car remained trapped.

Rescheduling the meeting on such short notice was neither feasible nor desirable, and her being absent from the meeting was unthinkable. Calling for a taxi proved fruitless, and she knew that buses could not get her downtown before mid-day in such extreme weather conditions. So she packed her business clothes and meeting materials in a suitcase, bundled up, and walked in deep snow as rapidly as she could for three miles to a catch a train that quickly got her downtown.  (1099)
********************

NOTE TO DOUG: Here is where we will detail the “creating organizational culture” scenario for the largest privately owned company in its industry that started with 300 people and 10 years later had 4,000. You will provide the initial draft.
Paying Attention and Intention
"Attention" is the coin of the realm.
Whatever it is that you "pay" your attention to, you've bought.
-David Gordon
While some persons are committed to practices that cause life-enhancing outcomes like those in the above scenarios, many other persons are committed to life-diminishing practices, such as smoking, excessive drinking, overeating, courting chronic stress, and getting insufficient exercise. The difference between life-diminishing commitments and the life-enhancing ones like those that prevailed in the scenarios above is evidenced in what one pays one’s attention and intentions to. Causing outcomes is a science of committing one’s attention and intention, and causing outcomes that are life-enhancing is a science of committing our attention and intention to principles and standards of action that are in accord with such outcomes.
As defined by 20th-century polymath R. Buckminster (“Bucky”) Fuller, principles cause the conditions that generate life and experience. It is therefore the principles to which we commit that govern the outcome of our life experience, and whether these outcomes are life-enhancing or dysfunctional is determined by the standards that govern our actions. While our commitment to workable principles is what makes our outcomes possible, our standards of action are what make those same outcomes probable.
Standards of action governthe “payments” of attention and intention with which we “buy” our relationship to the principles that make our outcomes possible. Committing our attention and intention to life-enhancing standards produces outcomes whose quality is consistent with the principles that govern them, outcomes that are comparable to those of the above scenarios. By contrast, committing to life-diminishing standards, such as those that support unhealthy lifestyles, organizational cultures, and stressful relationships, can only produce outcomes that are correspondingly dysfunctional at best and fatal at worst. 

The correlation between the quality of our outcomes and the quality of our standards of action is evident in the science of airborne navigation. The physical principles that co-govern flying are Bernoulli’s principle of “lift” in co-operation with the gravitational principle of “fall.” The operational standard (i.e., the projected outcome) that co-governs every flight is a safe and harmless landing at a predetermined destination, or as close thereto as possible in the event of mechanical problems or weather conditions. The procedural standards of action (i.e., means of getting there) that co-govern every flight include impeccable equipment maintenance, traffic control, and aircraft piloting. When our operational and procedural standards (ends and means) are consistent with the physical principles that govern flight, a safe landing is correspondingly accomplished.

So it is likewise with the “safe landing” of any projected outcome, be it a geographical destination, a vocational accomplishment, or the completion of a task. Paying committed conscious attention to the principles that govern our projected outcomes, as well as to the standards of action that govern our relationship to those principles, is the foundation of all life-enhancing outcomes. 

Maintaining standards of action consistent with the principles that govern outcomes is an ongoing balancing act, for while principles are absolute under all conditions, standards of action are relative to changes of condition. For example, while the gravitational and Bernoulli principles remain constant under all conditions of flight, the standards for safe flying are subject to changes of condition. The action for navigating in a tailwind, for instance, differs from the action required for engaging a headwind.

The Heart of the Matter: Getting to “There” by Having One’s Outcome Here in Mind
Life can only be understood backwards.

It must be lived forwards.

–Soren Kierkegaard

In accordance with our having to live forward, being alive is the equivalent of navigating into a headwind. Accordingly, successful outcomes require our commitment to standards of action that successfully engage our life’s headwind. Only thus do we internalize rather than externalize what psychologists call “locus of control.” 

The requirement of internalized control was met by Susan Bradford’s commitment to being in the hospital ER, which was accomplished so efficiently and effectively only because the ER was already “here” in her own mind throughout her ordeal of getting there. This was evidenced when she was asked what went through her mind as she read the warning label on the empty pill bottle. “I saw myself in the emergency room with Amanda,” she replied. When further asked what she would have done had passing motorists ignored her, she declared, “I’d have undressed and laid down naked on the freeway – or whatever else it took – until someone did stop.” 

Guided all along by her intention of being in the ER, Susan never entertained the thought of not getting there in time. By thinking only of her projected outcome, her mindset moved her to take every possible step until it was accomplished. She managed her trajectory of getting to the ER from her projected outcome of being there. In short: her trajectory to the outcome was managed from the perspective its successful accomplishment.
Had Susan’s mind been set on getting to the ER, rather than on being there, the stalled vehicle and dead phone line might have impeded her progress with persistent attempts on her part to start the car or to reach a neighbor. It was her mindset of being at the ER that got her there so efficiently and effectively in spite of the impediments to her doing so. It was the accomplished presence-in-mind of her projected outcome – the state of already being at the ER in her own mind’s eye – that assured her rapidly getting there. This presence-in-mind of her outcome sensitized her to every pertinent detail, which included carrying in her purse the empty pill bottle required to inform the ER doctors.
Similarly, once Tim Atkins had clearly in mind the inner nature of his problem, rather than the projection of his problem on his son’s behavior, his resolution of “the” problem likewise centered his locus of control in his own mind as being “right here” (as well as right, here) rather than “out there.” Rebecca Thompson and Xxx Xxx [of our organizational culture example] likewise caused constructive outcomes to emerge from impeding circumstances by owning their inner locus of control.
Getting There
Work as a concept can be understood only if

there’s something other than work against which to measure it.

–John Keats
All of the above scenarios exemplify working smart instead of hard. Working smart is possible only to the extent that one’s work is measurable against a smartly conceived outcome that is fully supported by a commitment to comparably smart standards of action consistent with the universal principle that governs all workable outcomes:

Doing what doesn't work does not work.

Doing more of what doesn't work does not work.

Trying harder at what doesn't work does not work.

Improving what doesn't work does not work.

Getting better at what doesn't work does not work.

Mastering what doesn't work does not work.

Committing to what doesn’t work does not work.

The only thing that works is what does work.

The outcome of being somewhere is established the moment one becomes committed to workable standards of action for getting there. Thus in each of the foregoing scenarios, the end result of being there began with a clear, unshakeable, and identifiable vision of where or what “there” is, and unfolded as a commitment to taking every possible relevant step to getting there.

For instance, although the “there” to which Tim Atkins aspired was a distressed state of mind, rather than a physical location, the same relationship between principles and standards of action applied. As he was tinkering with his furniture repairs, he wondered how his son’s messy room could be his own problem rather than his son’s. That’s when it became clear to him that his problem was seeing the mess whenever he walked by the room, and not the messy room itself. As soon as he had clarity about his problem, he was able to resolve it by ending his experience of having to see the mess. And as often happens, resolving his own relationship to “the” problem called forth his son’s resolution as well.
Rebecca Thompson’s scenario was similar to Susan Bradford’s, since “there” was for each of them a physical place. Yet even though Rebecca’s sense of urgency might seem to others less motivating than Susan’s sense of emergency, the same standards of action prevailed: having a clearly envisioned outcome present in mind, and the commitment to take every apparent relevant step as she managed her trajectory from the vision of its already being accomplished.
[NOTE TO DOUG: The organizational culture scenario will be similarly debriefed here] 
In each of these four scenarios, every obstacle and barrier to its projected outcome was neutralized by a commitment to principles and standards of self-management that accord with the dictum of a climber of Mt. Everest, Jim Walker: “You never conquer the mountain; you only conquer yourself.”
Reframing the Management Scenario
We need objectives. We need focus and direction. Most of all, we need the sense of accomplishment that comes from achieving what we set out to do…. It’s important to make plans, even if we decide to change them, so that at least for the moment we know where we are going and we can have a sense of progress. In the long run it’s frustrating, not liberating, to be like the airplane pilot who radios, “I have good news and bad news. The good news is that I’m making excellent time. The bad news is that I’m lost” Or putting it another way, a sailor without a destination cannot hope for a favorable wind. –Leon Tec, M.D.

In each foregoing scenario the protagonist created his or her own “favorable wind” by causing an outcome from the perspective of the projected outcome itself, i.e., by means of self-management from the perspective of the outcome’s accomplishment. The scientific precedent for management from outcomes was initially set by the experimental physicists who, from Isaac Newton onward, have sought to determine whether light consists of particles or waves. Not until the 20th century did quantum physicists realize that light always and only behaves like waves whenever their experiments are designed to detect waves, yet also always and only shows up as particles whenever their experiments are designed to detect particles. Their experimental outcomes were invariably determined by what their experiments were designed to reveal. 

This invariant correlation between projected and accomplished outcomes led quantum physicist Werner Heisenberg to postulate, “What we observe is not nature itself, but nature exposed to our method of questioning.” Quantum-inspired musician John Cage characterized this relationship more cryptically: “Our measurements measure our measurements’ means.” This mirrored relationship between what we measure and our means of measuring it moved scientists C. Briggs and F. David Peat to entitle their book on contemporary cosmology The Looking-Glass Universe. And as cell-biologist Bruce Lipton told us in a recent conversation, “it is not our cells and their genes that control our ultimate life outcome, it is the impact upon our cells and genes of what we think and believe.”  
What all of these pronouncements have in common is their realization that the outcomes of our observations are determined by the manner in which we make them, and that we thereby manage the world in terms of the way we choose to experience it. Outcomes conform to the perceptions that structure and give them substance. In other words, we manage the world of our experience from the perspective of our projected outcomes. This realization holds just as true for our unconscious projections as it does for our conscious ones.
Given our own indebtedness to quantum physics for our model of management from projected outcomes, we name it the “Quantum Management Model” (QMM) and we call its rationale “Theory Q”. Our theory is a further development of what management expert Douglas McGregor’s book, The Human Side of Enterprise, termed “Theory Y”, which McGregor advocated in contrast to “Theory X”. The Theory X management model conforms to the perception that most employees are inherently unambitious and lazy, avoid taking responsibility, shirk their work whenever they can, and therefore require close supervision, direction, and energization within the confines of a rigidly systemic hierarchical structure and culture of comprehensive control. In other words, Theory X is an authoritarian model of management by the carrot and stick of incentives to perform and punishment for failures to meet performance standards.
Theory Y management conforms to the perception that most employees, when appropriately supported in doing their best work, are ambitiously self-motivated, self-controlled, and self-directed, and therefore most require encouragement and enablement to be imaginatively and creatively self-actualizing within a structure and culture of distributed authority. Theory Y is a facilitating and empowering model of management. Rather than govern workers via incentives and punishments, it governs them via standards of self-accountability.
When McGregor published his book, Theory X was the “standard model” of management throughout the American business world generally. Theory Y is a scientific application to management of the “self-actualization” psychology of Abraham Maslow, who urged the creation of organizational environments and supervisory structures that draw forth the best that people have within them. During the past four decades, Theory Y has increasingly become the standard of enlightened management.
Both Theory X and Theory Y are models for the management of employees. Theory Q incorporates Theory Y’s perception of self-actualizing workers within a model of managing standards that are congruent with projected outcomes rather than directly managing persons.
In the QMM the manager’s role is one of sharing responsibility with rather than having responsibility for the people s/he manages. The exercise of the manager’s shared responsibility is threefold:

· to keep those who s/he is responsible with out of each others’ way;

· to him/herself stay out of everyone’s way while doing this;

· to expend all of his other energy on behalf of doing what only s/he can do best.  (3463 words)
The Quantum Management Model
Ultimate reality is encountered neither in our minds nor in the physical cosmos,

but at the point where these meet.
–Alan Smithson

(3463 words)

[NOTE TO DOUG: Here is where we briefly spell out the six principles of commitment, and direct readers to our website for a further elaboration.]
