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others to undertake considered 
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Figure 1. Essential Assumptions Underlying the Approach to Strategic Thinking and Acting



Figure 2. Strategy Making Is a Political Process 
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Note: Nonitalicized statements on the left of the fi gure show assertions; italicized statements on the right show 

the practical implications.
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Figure 3. Selected Concepts Relating to Leadership 

Note: Nonitalicized statements on the left of the fi gure show assertions; italicized statements on the right show 

the practical implications.



Figure 4. Systems Thinking and Simulation for Policy Analysis 

Note: Nonitalicized statements on the left of the fi gure show assertions; italicized statements on the right show 

the practical implications.
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Figure 5.  A Selection of TPI Tools
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Appendix 1
The Governor’s Offi ce of Regulatory Assistance Case Study

Managing Rapid Growth in the Governor’s Offi ce of Regulatory Assistance (GORA)

Madeleine Talbot was elected governor of the State of Goodwill on a platform 
that stressed economic development and new job creation. An important plank of her 
electoral platform emphasized fostering small business development by “cutting the red 
tape” of government regulation. To follow through on her campaign promises, Talbot has 
established the Governor’s Offi ce of Regulatory Assistance (GORA). GORA’s mission 
is to assist entrepreneurs starting new business ventures in the state by giving them full 
and complete information on government regulations and assisting them in dealing with 
state, local, and federal regulatory bodies. For example, GORA gives out information on 
how to incorporate, fi le employee taxes, get local building permits and zoning approv-
als, fi ll out and comply with federal corporate tax requirements, and so on. To a large 
degree, GORA’s mission is to be a one-stop shopping place where information about 
government regulations can be gathered quickly and easily. Occasionally, GORA staff will 
become involved in technical assistance, helping entrepreneurs work out a local siting 
arrangement or helping a larger industry deal with complex environmental regulations.

GORA launched its programs with a small staff (initially only seven technical support 
staff) on a pilot basis in the mid-state region. GORA’s creation was a high-visibility event 
accompanied by considerable press coverage and followed up by public service news 
spots on local radio and television announcing the new “red tape busters” services being 
offered by the new administration. A toll-free phone line was established to handle initial 
contacts with citizens. Early on, GORA’s staff experienced a number of high visibility suc-
cess stories that were reported on in the press. The agency quickly developed a reputa-
tion in the mid-state region of being highly competent and of getting its job done well.

Rapid Growth in Program is Causing Internal Management Problems

GORA’s administrator, Eliot Benchman, is now considering expanding the pilot 
program from its limited scope in the mid-state region to a statewide program. However, 
Benchman is concerned about what will be entailed in a program of statewide scale. 
Statistics available from the Secretary of State indicate that up to 400,000 new business 
enterprises of one sort or another are started each year in the State of Goodwill. Most 
of these center around the metropolitan hub of Gotham City and its suburbs, an area 
not covered by the small initial pilot.

In addition, while the launch of GORA has been an unmitigated success to the 
external world, the public success of the program has not looked so effortless from 
within the new agency. Indeed, the fi rst year has been nothing short of chaotic, and key 
staff have felt lucky that major mistakes have not yet been made to tarnish the agency’s 
very strong external reputation. When the agency opened its doors one year ago after 
an initial burst of publicity, it was handling about 250 citizen transactions per month. Six 
months into its operations, GORA was handling 500 transactions per month. At the end 
of its fi rst year, this number has jumped to 1,000 transactions per month—all of this 
growth being the product of the agency’s terrifi c public success. 

However, the burgeoning expansion in workload has caused severe growth pains 
within the organization. After only several months of operation, workload became 
intense enough that Benchman sought and received authorization for overtime for the 
seven staff who were involved in direct service to the public. The staff seemed to ap-



preciate the overtime pay, and, with their pride in their work, things seemed to be under 
control for a while.

However, as workload continued to grow, it became clear that, even with exten-
sive overtime, the existing staff could not handle the volume of work. Six months into 
GORA’s existence, Benchman got special authorization to expand the initial staff serving 
the public from 7 to 10 positions. Even with the best of cooperation from budget and 
civil service, it has taken Benchman nearly four months to get these new people on 
board—delays in the system seem unavoidable. In addition, once the new staff members 
were hired, Benchman lacked the capacity to train them and bring them up to speed. 
He was caught in a tough bind: the new staff lacked the necessary skills and training to 
be truly effective in their jobs, and the experienced staff were simply too swamped with 
work to spend enough time to adequately train the new staff. In fact, it seemed as if the 
chaos associated with adding new staff was actually decreasing rather than increasing 
overall productivity in the offi ce.

In addition, trained, skilled staff members were still working long hours with little 
time to take a break, often with mandatory overtime. The most experienced staff 
members were beginning to experience a form of worker burnout; two of the best had 
already resigned because of the prolonged period of pressure within the agency. Bench-
man knew that he could not afford to have his most experienced staff quit while it was 
so hard to bring new staff on board and train them. He feared getting into a cycle of low 
morale and high staff turnover characteristic of so many other state agencies that he had 
known in the past. This would be especially problematic if the program were to continue 
to grow at its present rate as it expanded to a statewide scope.

Benchman’s Preliminary Analysis and Next Year’s Budget Request

The budget for GORA’s second year of operations is due soon, and Benchman is 
undertaking an analysis of his operations to understand better how to address some of 
his internal program management concerns. Table 1 below contains Benchman’s prelimi-
nary analysis of how workload breaks down within GORA. The fi gures in Table 1 are 
based on an annual workload of 12,000 transactions per year, or an annualization of the 
1,000 transactions per month that the agency is experiencing at the end of its fi rst year.

Table 1. Analysis of Annual Staff Hours and Full-Time Equivalent Employees 
Necessary to Handle 12,000 Citizen Transactions Per Year Within GORA

Type of 
Transaction

Staff Hours 
Per Transaction

Percent of 
All Contact

Annual 
Volume

Annual Staff 
Hours

Full-Time 
Equivalent Staff

Standard 
Information Packet

0.5 60% 7,200 3,600 1.9

Tailored 
Information Packet

1 20% 2,400 2,400 1.3

Limited Technical 
Assistance

8 19% 2,280 18,240 9.7

Extended Technical 
Assistance

24 1% 120 2,880 1.5

TOTAL NA 100% 12,000 27,120 14.4

Assumed Annual Transaction Volume:  Assumed Annual Transaction Volume:  Assumed Annual Transaction Volume: 12,000
Staff Needed per 1,000 Annual Transactions: 1.21



As shown in Table 1, GORA undertakes four distinct types of customer-oriented 
transactions. The bulk of its business (60%) consists of sending out standard and pre-
packaged packets of information to citizens who are starting a new business. For exam-
ple, the new business start kit would contain information on incorporating or forming a 
partnership, how to get a tax ID number, how to fi le income taxes for employees, and so 
on. To determine which packet a citizen needs and to get it out in the mail takes about 
a half hour of staff time. Benchman estimates that it would take the agency about 3,600 
hours of staff time per year, or about 1.9 full-time equivalent (FTE) staff, to perform this 
function at a base rate of 12,000 transactions per year. 

Tailored information packets are the second type of business, making up about 20% 
of GORA’s business. These are similar to the fi rst, except that the staff will pull together 
a special package of information to meet the particular needs of a given caller (for 
example, a citizen who wants to start a barber shop that also sells potted plants might 
not have all the necessary information in a single pre-packaged packet). Each tailored in-
formation packet takes about 1 hour of staff time.  As shown in Table 1, putting together 
2,400 tailored information packets per year would take 2,400 hours of staff time or 
about 1.3 FTE staff, assuming 7.5 work hours per day and 250 working days per year.
In addition to providing information packets, GORA provides some technical assistance 
to citizens who intend to start businesses in the State of Goodwill. This constitutes 
about 20 percent of the total volume of transactions. The majority of the technical as-
sistance projects involve limited staff involvement taking on average 8 hours of staff time. 
About 1 percent of the total transactions consist of extended technical assistance and 
take about three full days of staff time.  As shown in Table 1, for a base annual volume of 
12,000 transactions, there are about 120 extended technical assistance transactions using 
staff hours at a rate of 2,880 hours per year, or the efforts of approximately 1.5 FTE staff.
In sum, Benchman estimates that adequately handling a transaction volume of 12,000 per 
year would require 14.5 FTE staff. Using this ratio to form a rule of thumb, he estimates 
that each additional 1,000 transactions would require an additional 1.21 FTE staff. Bench-
man is willing to assume that the ratio of types of projects will remain fairly constant as 
volume expands (unless he does something to change the agency’s mission).

This analysis clearly demonstrates to Benchman the nature of the management 
problems he has been facing and will be facing in the future. During the early months of 
GORA’s existence, he was facing 250 transactions per month, or an annual rate of 3,000 
transactions per year.  At this volume, his analysis showed that he needed 3.6 FTE staff, 
well within the 7 staff he started with. By mid-year, volume had doubled to 500 transac-
tions per month (6,000 annualized transactions per year) requiring roughly 7.3 FTE staff. 
By midyear, he was already starting to strain at his staff capacity. As shown in Table 1, by 
the end of the year, he would need a FTE staff of 14.5 to handle the annualized transac-
tion volume, and even if he didn’t have the burnout and staff turnover problems, his new 
authorization of 10 staff was already inadequate.

Benchman realized that he had to carefully think through this problem before he 
made his budget request for the new year. If done right, the new budget could provide 
him with a long-run solution to his internal management problems. If not done right, 
he believed that his agency could remain swamped and even get worse in the upcom-
ing year. The bright beginning that GORA had enjoyed could quickly become tarnished. 
Benchman has set aside two full days in order to more clearly think through his options.



Study Questions

1. How should Benchman formulate his budget request for next year? He has strong 
support for his program, so this year he could probably ask for a large increase in fund-
ing. But how should he plan to maintain the necessary balance between staffi ng levels 
and transaction volume? How can he possibly forecast transaction volume and hence the 
needed staffi ng level? This is an important issue for Benchman, because a failure to get it 
right this year would in all likelihood lead him into a position from which he could not 
support another budget increase next year. Can systems thinking tools help Benchman 
with his dilemma? If so, how?
2. Regardless of the outcome of the budget request, Benchman has to fi gure out the 
internal turmoil that is starting to beset his workforce. What suggestions can you make 
to Benchman for dealing with the burnout, excessive turnover, and low productivity that 
he is beginning to experience in new staff? Again, can systems thinking tools help Bench-
man with this issue as well? If so, how?



Appendix 2a. Base Run Behavior of the GORA Model

The base run (matching the case description) shows a dramatically rising workload and 
backlog, saturation in the number of staff, a decline in the fraction of experienced workers 
(from quits), and very low productivity.

The average completions per year in this base simulation run is about 41,000, just a 
little over 10 percent of the potential market of 400,000 per year. GORA is throttling its 
own demand.

The dynamics in the fi rst graph are partially explained by the second graph, which 
shows the workload dramatically rising, productivity trying to keep up but fi nally collapsing, 
quality of work plummeting, and more and more experienced personnel quitting. 

GORA is clearly an organization with a potentially very unhappy future unless some-
thing is done to help it succeed.
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Appendix 2b
Systems Model for the GORA Case



Appendix 3
 The Full TPI Process

1. Provide an overview of the TPI ways of thinking, processes, and tools
a. Show worldview elements
b. Present tools
c. Discuss approach to leadership

2. Get started on the TPI process itself
a. Identify client 
b. Designate project sponsor 
c. Enlist project champion 
d. Identify key players
e. Create initial planning group work (e.g., a top management team)
f. Craft initial agreement on purpose, logistics, issues, and scope
g. Assemble full initial work group
h. Have group articulate hopes and fears for the project
i. Briefl y discuss possible alternative futures
j. Elicit policy options
k. Design overall process 
l. Do the work in chunks
m. Include renegotiation points 
n. Take a quick mental run-through of the whole process
o. Take a fi rst crack at identifying key issues 

3. Analyze and manage stakeholders 
a. Name the stakeholders
b. Begin analyzing the stakeholders

  i. Articulate the expectations stakeholders have 
  ii. Speculate on stakeholder views of existing organization/programs/
   strategies
  iii. Create a power-versus-interest grid for all stakeholders
  iv. Clarify infl uence relationships between stakeholders
  v. Identify individual stakeholders’ bases of power and interests
  vi. Consider stakeholders’ stakes in alternative futures

c. Develop a stakeholder management strategy
d. Revisit the question of whether the “right” stakeholders are involved in the 

  work group

4. Assess external environment and dynamics; look at:
a. External forces/trends
b. Key resource controllers
c. Competitors
d. Mandates
e. Opportunities and threats
f. Alternative futures

5. Assess internal environment and dynamics; look at:
a. Resources
b. Current strategies in use 



c. Performance
d. Mission and values
e. Internal trends
f. Strengths and weaknesses

6. Enlist key stakeholders in negotiating development of a system model
a. Further identify issues
b. Make use of oval mapping in a group setting and/or development of individual 

  cognitive maps through an interview process 
c. Identify what appear to be the policy levers for infl uencing system 

  performance
d. Draft a statement of strategic intent, i.e., a statement that captures goals 

  and key strategies
  i. Negotiate and agree on an aspiration or goal system
  ii. Identify distinctive competencies
  iii. Examine goals and distinctive competencies together to build business 
   model or livelihood scheme
  iv. Develop a mission statement
  v. Prepare a statement of strategic intent that includes mission, aspirations, 
   and key strategies

e. Take initial steps in developing a dynamic system conceptualization
  i. Elicit client stocks and fl ows
  ii. Elicit and aggregate policy resources

f. Create the full model
g. Test and refi ne the model

7. Design and test policies and strategies testing, including
a. Checking political feasibility
b. Building and sustaining cognitive and emotional commitment

8. Develop an implementation plan and process
a. Develop a clear description of what success would look like if the changes are 

  fully implemented and the world changes as predicted
b. Disaggregate policy resources from the model to the organization
c. Allocate resources
d. Have a contingent pool of resources available for problem-solving and 

  mid-course corrections
e. Create a performance measurement system
f. Design a performance management system, including attention to IT, HRM, 

  and reward systems
g. Provide a process for regular reviews and modifi cations of policies and 

  strategies based on feedback from the fi eld

9. Cycle back through these steps
a. Revisit entire process and conclusions
b. Review and refl ect on the approach



Appendix 4
One-Week Syllabus for Teaching the TPI Approach 

at the University of Minnesota’s Humphrey Institute

Day 1 Monday Morning

• Overview of the Course
• Overview of the TPI Approach
• Hopes and Fears for the Course
• The GORA Case 
• Leadership and Strategic Planning Power Point 
• The Student Team Product to be Created by Course End

Day 1 Monday Afternoon

• Stakeholder Analysis Power Point 
• Oval Mapping Technique Power Point Slides 
• Getting Started with Mapping Software (Decision Explorer) Power Point 
• Using Decision Explorer in Brief 

Day 2 Tuesday Morning

• Analysis of Decision Explorer Models Power Point

Day 2 Tuesday Afternoon

• System Dynamics and the Approach 

Day 3 Wednesday Morning

• System Structure, Behavior, and Learning 
• The GORA case

Day 3 Wednesday Afternoon

• Managing Strategic Change
• Developing a Statement of Strategic Intent 
• Identifying Aspirations/Goals and Distinctive Competencies 
• Mandate, Mission, Vision, and Values 

Day 4 Thursday Morning

• Students Report Out on Mandate, Mission, Vision, and Values Worksheet 
• GORA’s Implicit Not-Goal Structure 
• Developing Alternative Futures 

Day 4 Thursday Afternoon

• Report Out on Scenario Development 
• Stakeholder Management 
• Stakeholder Management Exercise 

Day 4 Thursday Evening

• Leadership Exercise

Day 5 Friday Morning

• Implementation and Performance Measurement and Management

Day 5 Friday Afternoon

• Student Teams Work on Team Papers
• Faculty Work with Teams on an As-Needed Basis






