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Commitment to Action (so decisions actually turn into behavior)

The graveyard of strategy is littered with brilliant decisions that never turned into action.
Executive teams analyze thoroughly, decide wisely, celebrate briefly—then watch their choices
evaporate as ownership blurs, priorities drift, and day-job gravity pulls everyone back to the old way.
In the Decision Quality (DQ) chain, Commitment to Action is the sixth step—the bridge between a
reasoned choice and durable execution. This paper translates what leading researchers and
practitioners know about the decision-to-action gap into an executive-ready playbook for turning
choices into sustained behavior. It assumes the upstream links are in place: Appropriate Frame,
Creative, Feasible Alternatives, Relevant & Reliable Information, Priorities & Trade-offs, and
Sound Reasoning.

The theory in brief (why commitment determines outcomes)

Deciding is not doing. Strategic decisions unfold across two distinct modes that executives must
traverse cleanly: the analytical work of choosing and the organizational work of executing.” In
Decision Quality, a decision remains incomplete without explicit commitment from those who
must act—yet classic change research reveals why so many choices evaporate after the meeting
ends. Kotter's seminal work identified the predictable failure patterns: insufficient urgency
dissolves momentum before it builds, unclear ownership diffuses accountability until no one acts,
early setbacks trigger abandonment before new behaviors take root, and old systems pull
organizations back to familiar patterns like gravity.? The gap between decision and sustained action
represents one of strategy's most persistent challenges.

The behavioral sciences deepen this diagnosis. Even when individuals genuinely intend to act, the
intention-action gap intervenes. Gollwitzer and Sheeran's meta-analysis demonstrates that strong
intentions alone predict only modest behavioral follow-through unless coupled with concrete
implementation intentions—specific "if-then" plans that script behavior and remove in-the-
moment choice friction.* At the organizational level, Pfeffer and Sutton identified the knowing-
doing gap as a systemic phenomenon where smart companies repeatedly fail to translate
knowledge into action. The pathology manifests when endless debate substitutes for movement,
when fear of failure paralyzes initiative, when unclear decision rights enable constant re-litigation,
and when memory of past decisions fades without formal preservation.®

Diffusion theory adds temporal nuance to this challenge. Rogers' innovation adoption model
reveals that behavior change follows a decision 2 implementation > confirmation arc, where
initial adoption remains fragile until users routinize the new practice and receive reinforcing
feedback that validates their choice.® This explains why so many strategic initiatives show
promising early adoption only to regress months later—the confirmation phase never materializes,
and without anchoring mechanisms, entropy wins.
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The management literature converges on a consistent remedy. Clear decision rights that specify
who decides and who performs prevent the silent reopening of settled choices.® Visible ownership
with explicit timelines creates social accountability that overcomes diffusion of responsibility.
Pre-commitment devices—from public declarations to aligned incentives—make follow-through
the path of least resistance rather than an act of will.® Path-aware planning that sequences
enabling moves and removes barriers prevents momentum from stalling when predictable
obstacles emerge.? And transparent decision records create organizational memory that sustains
commitment even as attention shifts and personnel changes.® Together, these mechanisms
transform ephemeral choices into durable organizational behavior—the bridge that connects
strategic reasoning to strategic results.

From theory to practice: six moves that make commitment stick

Each move pairs Why it works (theory) with What good looks like (executive-ready practice).

A. Assign decision rights & owners (RAPID)

Why it works. What good looks like.

Ambiguity kills execution. The RAPID Document RAPID roles in the decision memo:
framework (Recommend, Agree, Input, Decide, name the Recommender, whose Agreement

Perform) prevents decision cycling by making s required, Input providers, the single Decider
accountability explicit and visible. When the ("D"), and Performer(s) ("P"). Use actual

D anc{ "P" are clearly namgd, choices stpp names, not titles. Add date, first milestone,
being silently reopened and implementation . .
and success metric. Post publicly.

accelerates.®®

B. Classify the door (one-way vs two-way) and set the tempo

Why it works. What good looks like.
Irreversible decisions merit extensive Label every decision Type-1 (irreversible) or
diligence; reversible ones merit speed and Type-2 (reversible) at the top. For Type-1:

learning. Organizations that fail to distinguish
between Type-1 (one-way) and Type-2 (two-
way) decisions sacrifice velocity without
improving quality—analysis paralysis without
accuracy gains."’

require explicit approval, contingency plans,
and stage-gates. For Type-2: delegate "D" to
Performer with guardrails, 30-day review, and
reversal triggers.
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C. Pre-commit and plan the behavior (implementation intentions)

Why it works.

Implementation intentions—specific "if-then"
plans—bridge the intention-action gap by
automating behavior when cognitive load is
high. Pre-commitment devices (public goals,

psychologically costly, overcoming inertia.*®

sunk resources) make deviation politically and

What good looks like.

Create a Commitment Box: (i) public
declaration of decision and owner; (ii) "if-then"
triggers ("If churn >5%, then trigger retention
protocol"); (iii) structural locks—budget
moves, calendar blocks, system changes that
make action the default.

D. Map the change-path and remove barriers

Why it works.

systems, and policies must precede the main
effort or implementation hits preventable
walls. Early visible wins create momentum;
their absence triggers abandonment before

as much as adding resources.>®

Initiatives fail when enabling moves lag—skills,

new behaviors root. Removing barriers matters

What good looks like.

One-page Change-Path: sequence enabling
moves with owners/dates; identify barrier
removal (policies, IT, organizational
boundaries); define two 60-day wins; specify
dependencies. Track what gets removed as
explicitly as what gets built.

E. Log the decision and review it in cadence

Why it works.

Organizations have poor memories. Decision
cadence and visible records of decisions
prevent quiet abandonment when attention
shifts. Documentation raises the cost of hon-
compliance and keeps owners on the hook.®

What good looks like.

Maintain a Decision Log: title, date, type,
RAPID roles, status, next milestone, review
date. Start executive meetings with 5-minute
review: red/yellow/green status and barrier
resolution. Reopening requires explicit
justification. Archive original reasoning.

Page | 3




%BREAKOUT

F. Build a norm: debate hard, commit fully

Why it works.

Organizations that separate vigorous pre-
decision debate from post-decision unity
execute better. When dissent carries career
risk, concerns go underground, emerging as
passive resistance. Procedural justice research
shows people commit to decisions they
disagreed with if the process was
transparent.’®"

What good looks like.

Publish decision norms: "Challenge in the
room; commit outside." Assign devil's
advocates pre-decision. Capture dissentin the
record. Make post-decision undermining a
performance issue. Include follow-through in
360 reviews. Celebrate implementation wins to
reinforce the behavior.?
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Exhibit — Decision Log

Log major decisions in real time. Each row is a decision at the moment of commitment.
Keep the ‘Next review’ date current; reopen only by exception. Use short links to the memo

and exhibits.

Decision log (last 12 months)

DL-23-017 / EMEA
pricing guardrails

ID / Title ‘ Date

2025-06-03

Door

Type-2

Decider
()]

S. Patel

DECISION LOG

Performer(s)

RevOps + EMEA
Sales

R/A/I Rationale link
summary

Next Status
review

R: PM; A: Legal; | memo/EMEA-pricing- | 2025-07-15 | Ontrack

I: FP&A 017

Reopen
rule

SVP Sales
may reopen

Fields: Door = Type-1 (one-way) or Type-2 (two-way). R/A/l =Recommend / Agree / Input. ‘Reopen rule’ names who can reopen and how. Keep links short (e.g., wiki 1Ds).
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Practical limitations (and how to work with them)

Role confusion across matrices. In dual-reporting orgs, RAPID can collide with line
authority. Align the D at the right altitude; publish who can reopen a decision (few) and

how.®

Premature victory / initiative fatigue. Momentum fades after kickoff. Schedule visible
wins and a formal anchor step (SOP updates, metrics, incentives) before declaring
success.?

Fear & the knowing-doing gap. People hesitate when risk/punishment looms. Normalize
smallreversible trials (Type=2), recognize principled action—even when outcomes vary—
and remove “gotchas.”®’

Competing priorities crowd out action. Convert the top two enabling moves into OKRs; tie
funding and evaluation to the decision’s milestones.?°

Over-centralization slows Type-2 calls. Delegate the D for reversible decisions to the
Performer with clear guardrails and a feedback loop.”

Metric drift and gaming. Proxy KPls become targets; pair outcome and health metrics,
freeze definitions, and add spot-checks in the review cadence—escalate when dashboards
are green but behavior hasn’t changed.®

Generative Al as scaffold (not substitute)

Where it helps

Draft the Commitment Audit Sheet from the decision memo; extract owners, door type,
milestones, and if-then triggers.

Generate candidate Change-Paths and surface likely barriers by scanning policy/process
docs.

Propose RAPID role maps based on org charts and prior decision logs; flag conflicts.

Summarize decision log items due this week for a quick cadence review.'*5*°

Guardrails
Al can’t set values, thresholds, or decision rights. Treat outputs as claims to test; require
sourcing for policy/process assertions; keep logs in approved systems. Beware confident but

inconsistent suggestions; the human owner validates.

1,2,6

Page | 6



%BREAKOUT

Example Prompts:

1. Commitment Synthesizer: “From this decision memo, produce a one-page Commitment
Audit Sheet: door type; RAPID with names; if-then triggers; two near-term wins; barriers to
remove; milestones and a review date.” ™3¢

2. Decision Log Aide: “List decisions due for review in the next 14 days with owner and
milestone; note any that lack a named D or Performer and propose candidates based on
org structure.”®®

Bottom line

Commitment to Action is where decision quality becomes enterprise reality. Name the D and the
Performer, classify the door to set tempo, pre-commit with if-then plans, map and resource the
change-path, and make progress visible in a decision log and cadence. Do this, and your choices
stop evaporating after the meeting—they become behavior, results, and eventually culture.
That’s commitment that sticks.
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