
EPISODE 4 · THE BOTTLENECK IS
NOT INFORMATION

Leadership Gate 4 · Decision

Reference to Series 1: WP 5 · The Weakest Correct Decision
— the freezing equilibrium after Orban, the extension of a
resolution, and the reasoned abstention with three mandatory
fields. The evidence, with references, is there. This episode turns
it into a working practice.

For personnel data and third-party names the rule still holds: the anonymized version goes into the
AI system, roles instead of names.

ABSTRACT

This episode explains why submissions sit, and the explanation is an arithmetic: checking costs
more than acting. More information shifts that arithmetic in the wrong direction. The route runs

through a list of your open items with a single entry — since when — and ends with three items

that are either decided or furnished with a reasoned abstention. Gate 4 opens when every

resolution carries an extension line and the pile is smaller.

Suggested citation: Huesch, G. (2026). The Bottleneck Is Not Information. Series 2 · The
Superintelligent Leader, Episode 4. Working Paper Series 2026, Global Leadership Consultancy.

THE GATE

The lock Checking costs more than acting, so time decides

The key Checking budget, extension line, reasoned abstention with three fields

It opens when every resolution carries an extension line and the pile of open submissions is smaller
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PART 1 · THE FINDING
WHERE IT COMES FROM

WP 5 · The Weakest Correct Decision, Series 1. Three things are developed there that this episode

needs: the freezing equilibrium after Orban, the extension of a resolution, and the reasoned

abstention with three mandatory fields. All three are evidenced there.

The title of WP 5 is also the rule this episode arrives at: among all correct options, choose the one
that forces the fewest further commitments.

A TRAFFIC JAM DOES NOT ARISE FROM A SHORTAGE OF CARS

Whoever sits in a traffic jam does not have too few cars. They have too many for a road that does
not clear them. And the obvious reaction — another lane — moves the point a few kilometres and

fills up again in eighteen months.

That is what it looks like when an organization responds to stalled decisions with more information.

Another dashboard, another analysis, another data room, and now an AI system that evaluates all

of it. The bottleneck is simply not the information. The bottleneck is the capacity to check it — and
that does not grow along.

Every additional piece of information raises the cost of checking and lowers resolve. That is why

the best-informed leadership circles have the longest decision paths, and it is not irony but

arithmetic.

THE FREEZING EQUILIBRIUM

WP 5 calls the condition by its name. Orban formally describes a freezing equilibrium: a balance in

which decisions stall, not because anyone hesitates, but because checking has become more
expensive than acting.

The word equilibrium is the point. An equilibrium has no culprit. It is not a state one escapes by

effort, because effort flows into exactly the variable that holds the equilibrium in place. Whoever

demands "more resolve" in this condition is asking people to decide against an arithmetic they set

up correctly.

There are two ways out of the equilibrium, and only these two: lower the cost of checking — that is

legibility, and Gate 5 deals with it — or make the cost of not deciding visible. This episode does the
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second.

FOURTEEN PAGES, SIX WEEKS, AND NOBODY DECIDED

A decision paper, fourteen pages, has been sitting for six weeks.

Checking it properly costs a working day nobody has. Deciding it unchecked feels irresponsible —

and is, if something goes wrong and somebody asks on what basis it was decided. So it moves to

the next agenda every week, gets briefly mentioned every week, and is deferred every week.

In the meantime, time decides. The supplier named in the offer has changed terms. The person the

role was meant for has found something else. The option that was best six weeks ago is gone.

Nobody calls that a decision, and nobody took it. It appears in no minutes, it has no author, and it

cannot be reviewed. Of all the ways to run an organization, this is the only one in which nobody is

accountable.

WHAT A DECISION ADDITIONALLY EXCLUDES

The second finding from WP 5 is less conspicuous and lasts longer. Every decision excludes more
than what it says.

Whoever decides to roll a project out in one country first has also decided in which language the

templates arise, which legal review becomes the benchmark, and which team gathers the

experience that counts for the second country. None of that was in the resolution. All of it holds.

WP 5 calls this the extension of a resolution. It is almost never recorded, and this creates
commitments that nobody took and nobody knows — until six months later somebody hits a wall

and nobody can say who built it.

WHAT THE LEADER RECOGNIZES HERE

1 · Decisions stall when checking becomes more expensive than acting. Not from hesitation. It is

an equilibrium, and it gets worse with more information, not better. The question to a stalled item is

therefore not "why aren't you deciding" but "what would make checking cheaper".

2 · Every decision excludes more than what it says. Recording the extension costs two lines and

spares you the archaeology in six months.

3 · Not deciding is a decision, but only with reasons. Between "decided" and "left sitting", almost

every organization lacks a third form: the reasoned abstention with three mandatory fields. Without

it, every instance of leaving something sitting is unobservable.

GERALD HÜSCH ·  LEAD21 ·  WORKING PAPER SERIES 2026 3



GERALD HÜSCH ·  LEAD21 ·  WORKING PAPER SERIES 2026 4



PART 2 · THE WORK
THE OBSERVATION TASK

One week, the pile. One single additional entry.

List every decision currently open in your area. For each one note since when — the date it first

arrived.

Not what is missing. Not why it is open. Not how urgent it is. Only the date.

The reason for this narrowness: the moment you add "what is missing", you write a justification,

and justifications are always available for stalled items. The date is the only entry that contains no

opinion.

Then sort by age, oldest at the top.

The top line is the conversation this episode triggers. In many areas it is older than six months, and
in almost all it is older than the leader would have estimated. Note the total number of lines with a

date too — you will need it at the gate.

THE IMPLEMENTATION TASK

Monday, one thing. Three items, two permitted routes.

Take the three oldest items on your list. Each one gets handled in one of exactly two ways. A third

way — defer again — is not available for these three.

Route 1: decide. With an extension line underneath: what does this resolution additionally exclude?
Two lines suffice.

Route 2: write a reasoned abstention, with exactly three fields:

1. What exactly is missing — a named piece of information, not "more clarity", not "a solid basis".

2. Who obtains it (role) and by when (date).

3. What gets decided on the resubmission date, even if the information is still missing.

The third field is the whole point of this episode. An abstention without that sentence is leaving

something sitting with a form attached, and most abstentions that exist in writing in organizations
lack exactly this field.

If you cannot fill the third field for an item, that is an important observation: there are decisions

where every variant is indefensible without the missing information. Those belong on their own,
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very short list — and in almost every operation that list is shorter than the pile suggests.

THE PROMPTS

Prompt 4.1 · The checking budget

``` Below are the decisions currently open in my area: what each is about, since when it has been

open, what is available for the decision, what is still missing.

Estimate for each: - Checking effort: how many working hours would it take to examine what is
available far enough for me to decide with a clear conscience? - Acting effort: how many working

hours does it cost to decide now and correct later if need be? - The ratio of the two.

Mark every decision where checking costs more than acting — those are the ones sitting not from

indecision but from arithmetic.

Also output: for which of these decisions would correcting later be impossible or ruinous. For those
the arithmetic does not apply.

Format: table, sorted by ratio. Mark estimates explicitly as estimates. Where details are missing, do

not estimate — write "detail missing".

The open decisions: [insert here] ```

Prompt 4.2 · The extension

``` Below is a decision I took in recent weeks — verbatim as it was communicated.

Work out: 1. What it explicitly determines. 2. What it additionally excludes without saying so: which

options are now effectively gone, which sequence is now fixed, which later decision is pre-

empted? 3. Which of these exclusions is certainly not clear to those affected?

Then the counter-check: is there a variant of the same decision that achieves the same goal while

additionally excluding less? If yes, name exactly the difference. If no, write "no weaker variant

found" and justify in two sentences.

The decision: [insert here] ```

Prompt 4.3 · The reasoned abstention

``` I give you three decisions I do not want to take today.

Formulate a reasoned abstention for each, with exactly these three fields: - What exactly is missing

(a named piece of information, not "more clarity") - Who obtains it (role) and by when - What gets

decided on the resubmission date, even if the information is still missing then

The third field is mandatory. An abstention without a date on which a decision is taken either way is
not an abstention but leaving something sitting with a form attached. If I cannot supply a third field
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for one of the three, tell me.

The three: [insert here] ```

On reading 4.1. The hour estimates are estimates, and the prompt marks them as such. Their value
lies not in the number but in the ratio: as soon as checking effort exceeds acting effort several

times over, you have found an item that is not sitting from indecision. The column "correcting

impossible or ruinous" is the brake — there the arithmetic expressly does not apply, and there

checking is right even when it is expensive.
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PART 3 · ABOUT GERALD
HUESCH

Anyone claiming the bottleneck is the checking budget and not the information
must be able to tell the two apart.

Systems shape behaviour. Through the selection of the right
instruments, mechanics and leadership codes — derived from
values and leadership guidelines — the behaviour of everyone
involved is synchronized and aligned. Not through motivation, but
through a system that produces the right behaviour when
applied.
Sales has Salesforce. Finance has SAP. Leadership has LEAD21.

About the author. Gerald Huesch is the creator of the leadership operating system category – "one

of the most professional and creative minds in the domain of leadership and difficult change

projects" (Boston Business School). With LEAD21 he built the first operating system for leadership
– 21 evidence-based methods, the comprehensive solution and the missing link for complete

transformation, extreme growth and high-volume post-merger integration: a unique leadership

system for human coordination at scale, in which alignment and culture emerge as a by-product.

He has trained more than 30,000 executives in over 30 countries (NASA, Rolls-Royce, Airbus,

Omnicom and others) and delivers executive leadership training, leadership development and
executive mentoring for executives in Germany, the Americas, Asia Pacific and the UAE.

Participants from 300+ companies report +87% clarity, +58% efficiency, +50% performance,

+46% alignment and −50% negative stress after LEAD21 (participant-reported); a one-year study

with 567 leaders (Prof. Beate Hanson & Prof. Mohit Bhandari, McMaster University) showed

improvement in 8 of 9 climate dimensions. Dr. Charles Pellerin (NASA) on LEAD21: "Unique in the
world, and a capability that nobody else has." gerald-huesch.com/about-en
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PART 4 · THE GATE AND THE
PATH
THE CHECKPOINT — GATE 4 OPENS WHEN

Every resolution of the next four weeks carries an extension line — and the number of

submissions sitting unanswered has fallen, not the number of dashboards risen.

Two numbers, both from your own list: the total of open items at the start, the total after four
weeks. Plus a spot check of three resolutions from those four weeks, each with an extension line.

And if the pile has grown? Then check one thing before you book that as failure: have items been

added, or has your list become more complete? The second explanation is the more common one,

and it is progress. A growing pile alongside cleared old items means you now see what was

previously invisible.

STATUS OF THE GATES

G AT E T I T L E YO U R  K E Y S TAT U S

1 The Sole Decider Dependency list, 3 decision frames passed

2 The Toolbox Inventory of the last three years passed

3 Why Good Methods Evaporate Fallback path, one mandatory question passed

▶ 4 The Bottleneck Is Not Information Checking budget, extension, abstention you are here

5 What an Operating System Must Do Assessment of the four functions to follow

6 LEAD21 — and What Is Still Missing Gap map, requirements specification to follow

7 The Sentient Organization Codebook, three target bands to follow

8 The Superintelligent Leader Constitution list, succession test to follow

Keep the checking budget. It is the second of three documents that converge in Gate 6.

WHAT COMES NEXT
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Gate 5 · What an Operating System Must Do. You now have three findings: where decisions stall,

what you have tried, and why submissions sit. Gate 5 sets up the benchmark against which any

leadership system can be measured — four functions, and your own calendar is the evidence.
There the sentence falls that carries the whole of Series 1: AGI gives every organization a

superbrain, but no nervous system.

The lock there: the system is there, but nobody chose it.

OPEN QUESTIONS FROM THIS EPISODE

The hour estimates from 4.1 are an AI's estimates on your description. They serve the ratio, not

a costing. Whoever wants robust numbers has to measure them.

Where the line runs between a defensible fast decision and a negligent one is not decided by

this episode. The column "correcting impossible or ruinous" marks it, but it fills it with your
judgement, not with a criterion.

Whether the extension line is maintained long-term or disappears after two months is exactly

the question from Gate 3. Both gates hang together: an extension line without a meeting that

demands it is a good intention.

REFERENCES

Series 1, Working Paper Series 2026 WP 5 · The Weakest Correct Decision. The freezing

equilibrium after Orban; the extension as a mandatory entry; the reasoned abstention with three
mandatory fields.

The primary sources used in WP 5 from the 19th Conference on Artificial General Intelligence (AGI-

26), San Francisco, 27–30 July 2026, including Orban (LNCS 16855, pp. 118–136), are identified

there with volume and page numbers. This episode introduces no new references.
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