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FOREWORD

Foreword

The modern world has never possessed more knowledge than it does today.

Across every profession, specialisation has transformed the quality of human expertise. Advances in
medicine have extended life expectancy. Legal systems have grown more sophisticated. Financial
markets have deepened in complexity. Technology has reshaped communication, education and
commerce. Scientific progress continues at an extraordinary pace. Herbert Simon observed, more than
half'a century ago, that the future would belong not to those who possess information but to those who
can organise attention within it (Simon, 1971) — a prediction that reads, in the present decade, less as

forecast than as description.

These achievements have been made possible precisely because individuals have devoted themselves to
increasingly specialised fields of knowledge. This publication does not revisit that observation to qualify

it. It revisits it to ask what follows from it.

Few significant life decisions today can be understood through a single discipline alone. Decisions
concerning family, wealth, business, health, education, relocation, governance or succession routinely
draw on multiple experts, each contributing valuable but necessarily partial perspectives. The
professions that produce this expertise have matured considerably; the connective tissue between them

has not matured at a comparable pace. That asymmetry is the subject of this paper.

“The challenge is no longer simply obtaining expertise. The challenge is

understanding how expertise comes together.”

This observation is the starting point for the framework presented here. Rather than questioning the
value of specialisation, the framework begins with the opposite premise: specialisation is among
humanity’s greatest achievements, and the task before us is to determine what naturally follows from it

— not to reduce it, correct it, or replace it.

As knowledge becomes more specialised, the relationships between specialised domains become more
consequential. This paper proposes that these relationships deserve dedicated analytical attention in
their own right, and it introduces a conceptual vocabulary — Decision Ecosystems, Integration,

Coherence, Coherence Debt, the Integration Gap — intended to make that attention tractable.



FOREWORD
The objective is deliberately modest, and deliberately bounded.

This publication does not claim to establish a new academic discipline. It does not replace existing
professions. It does not propose universal solutions. Instead, it offers a structured perspective — and a
small set of portable concepts — that may contribute to an ongoing conversation about complexity,
coordination and human judgement across law, finance, medicine, governance, organisational theory

and the decision sciences.

Whether the framework ultimately proves valuable should not be determined by the confidence with
which it is presented here. It should be determined by continued scholarship, constructive criticism and
empirical enquiry — the standard tests applied to any conceptual contribution before it is permitted to

harden into doctrine.

The chapters that follow are therefore offered not as conclusions, but as an invitation to continue

examining one of the defining coordination problems of an increasingly interconnected century.



ABSTRACT

Abstract

The increasing specialisation of professional knowledge has fundamentally altered the environment in
which important human decisions are made. While specialisation has enabled remarkable advances
across disciplines, it has also multiplied the number of expert perspectives that must often be reconciled
simultaneously when decisions extend across legal, financial, medical, educational, organisational and

personal domains.

Existing scholarship has made substantial contributions to individual decision-making (Kahneman,
2011; Simon, 1947), organisational coordination (Mintzberg, 1979; Thompson, 1967), governance
(Ostrom, 1990) and systems thinking (von Bertalanffy, 1968; Meadows, 2008). Comparatively less
attention, however, has been devoted to the integration problem when the primary unit of analysis is
not the firm or the agency but the individual, the family, or another complex human decision

ecosystem operating largely outside formal organisational boundaries.

This paper proposes a conceptual framework for examining that gap. Rather than questioning
specialisation itself, it argues that integration constitutes a complementary capability — distinct from
coordination, and distinct from advice — that grows more consequential as decision ecosystems
become more interconnected. The framework introduces three central constructs: Decision
Ecosystems, Integration, and Coherence, together with several subsidiary concepts developed to give
the framework empirical purchase: the Integration Gap, Coherence Debt, Decision Ecosystem
Topology, second-order recommendations, and the Coherence Ladder, a five-stage diagnostic scale for

assessing the integrative maturity of a given ecosystem.

Drawing on decision science, organisational theory, systems thinking and governance scholarship, the
paper proposes a structured model through which complex decision ecosystems may be understood,
assessed, integrated and stewarded over time. It is conceptual in nature; it does not claim empirical
validation, nor does it seek to establish a new professional discipline. It offers instead an integrative
perspective intended to encourage theoretical development, interdisciplinary dialogue, and — through

the falsifiable propositions and research agenda set out in Part V — empirical investigation.

Its principal contribution is the claim that the integration of specialised expertise surrounding complex
human decisions constitutes a legitimate and increasingly consequential unit of academic and
professional study in its own right, distinguishable from both the disciplines it connects and the

organisational-coordination literature from which it borrows.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Executive Summary

Modern society has become extraordinarily effective at producing specialised knowledge. Across every
profession, expertise has deepened through increasing specialisation — a development that has
strengthened medicine, finance, engineering, law, education and countless other disciplines. It has also

changed the nature of important decisions.

Many significant decisions now involve numerous specialists whose recommendations influence one
another. Legal considerations affect financial outcomes. Financial decisions influence taxation. Health
affects wealth. Family decisions influence business. Education shapes future opportunity. These
relationships create interconnected Decision Ecosystems that cannot always be understood through

individual disciplines alone.

The challenge is therefore evolving. It is no longer limited to identifying the most qualified expert.
Increasingly, it requires understanding how multiple forms of expertise interact around a common
objective — and, crucially, who is accountable for examining that interaction, a question this paper

terms the Integration Gap.

This paper proposes a conceptual framework built on three central ideas. First, important decisions exist
within Decision Ecosystems rather than in isolation. Second, Integration is the deliberate examination
of relationships between specialised expert perspectives, producing what this paper calls second-order
recommendations — guidance not about a domain, but about how domains interact. Third, successful
long-term outcomes depend on Coherence: the degree to which multiple recommendations reinforce,
rather than undermine, one another over time. Left unexamined, incoherent relationships do not
resolve themselves; they accumulate as what this paper terms Coherence Debt — a compounding

liability that eventually falls due, typically at the least convenient moment.

BUILDING UPON THESE CONCEPTS, THE FRAMEWORK PROPOSES FOUR
ITERATIVE STAGES

o1 UNDERSTAND — Map the complete decision ecosystem, including its underlying topology.

02 ASSESS — Identify objectives, assumptions, stakeholders, constraints and interdependencies.
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03 INTEGRATE — Examine relationships between expert recommendations, produce second-order

recommendations, and address conflicts where appropriate.

04 STEWARD — Continuously reassess the decision ecosystem as circumstances evolve, monitoring

the accrual of Coherence Debt.

The framework is not presented as an alternative to existing professions. Rather, it seeks to
complement them by directing sustained attention to the relationships between expert perspectives —

relationships that presently fall, in most decision ecosystems, to no one in particular.

The publication concludes by proposing six falsifiable propositions, an expanded discussion of the
framework’s limitations, and a research agenda intended to move the framework from conceptual

synthesis toward empirical test.

Its purpose is not to provide definitive answers. Its purpose is to give the coordination problem a name,

a vocabulary, and a set of questions precise enough to be studied.



THE MONTRELLE SEAL

A Decision Ecosystem, at the centre, examined through a continuous cycle of Understanding, Assessment,
Integration and Stewardship — in pursuit of Coherence, and against the silent accrual of Coherence

Debt.

COHERENTCE
UNDERSTAND

INTEGRATE

FIG. 0.1 — THE MONTRELLE SEAL. The outer ring depicts the four
iterative stages of the framework in continuous rotation around a central
Decision Ecosystem. Unlike a conventional process diagram, the Seal is
deliberately drawn without a beginning or an end: entry is possible at any stage,
and the direction of travel may reverse when new information demands it. The
absence of an arrowhead terminus is intentional — it signals that Stewardship

does not conclude the cycle but returns it to Understanding.
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PART I

Understanding the Challenge



PART I - THE WORLD HAS CHANGED

The World Has Changed

Every generation inherits a different set of challenges.

Previous generations often made important decisions within relatively stable environments. Careers
were commonly pursued within a single country. Families frequently remained geographically close.
Regulation evolved gradually. Access to professional expertise was comparatively limited, but the

relationships between different domains were, for that very reason, easier to trace.
The contemporary environment is fundamentally different.

Individuals increasingly study in one country, build careers in another, establish businesses across
several jurisdictions, and maintain relationships, investments and responsibilities that span continents.
Families are more internationally distributed than at any point in living memory. Capital moves
globally and near-instantaneously. Technology evolves continuously. Artificial intelligence expands
access to knowledge while simultaneously increasing the volume of information that must be

interpreted, filtered and reconciled.

These developments have created unprecedented opportunity. They have also created unprecedented
complexity — and it is worth being precise about what “complexity” means here, since the term is used
loosely elsewhere in this paper’s literature. Following Simon’s (1962) architecture-of-complexity
tradition, complexity in this paper refers not merely to the number of elements in a system but to the
density and non-linearity of the relationships among them. A Decision Ecosystem, defined formally in

Chapter 4, is complex in precisely this sense.

Many of the most consequential decisions now extend beyond the boundaries of a single profession.
Establishing a business may require legal, financial, tax and regulatory expertise simultaneously.
Relocating internationally may involve immigration, education, healthcare, banking, housing and
family considerations, each with its own specialist and its own timetable. Succession planning may
combine governance, taxation, psychology and long-term wealth management, disciplines that rarely

share a common practitioner, let alone a common meeting.
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PART I - THE WORLD HAS CHANGED

“Each expert may provide technically sound advice within their respective
discipline. Yet the quality of the overall outcome increasingly depends upon

how those individual perspectives relate to one another.”

This observation provides the starting point for the framework developed throughout this paper. The
central question is not whether specialisation remains valuable — it unquestionably does — but
whether increasing specialisation changes the conditions under which significant decisions should be

understood and, if so, what new capability that change requires.

This paper argues that it does, and that the required capability is Integration, formally defined in

Chapter 12.

As expertise becomes more specialised, important decisions increasingly occur within interconnected
systems of knowledge rather than within isolated professional domains. Understanding those systems
— and the relationships they contain — becomes an increasingly indispensable component of sound

human judgement, not a peripheral courtesy to be exercised when time allows.
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PART I - THE RISE OF SPECIALISATION

The Rise of Specialisation

PROGRESS THROUGH SPECIALISATION

One of the defining characteristics of human progress has been the increasing specialisation of
knowledge. Adam Smith’s account of the division of labour (1776) remains the earliest systematic
statement of a principle that has since been extended, largely without contradiction, from the factory
floor to the professions: as knowledge expands, no single individual can reasonably master every aspect
of medicine, law, engineering, finance or science. The natural response, repeated across every mature

field, has been specialisation.

This development has transformed civilisation. Medical practitioners became specialists rather than
general physicians. Lawyers developed expertise within increasingly distinct fields of practice. Financial
professionals diversified into investment management, taxation, corporate finance, estate planning and

risk management. Scientific disciplines expanded into numerous, and numerously subdivided, domains.

The result has been extraordinary. Specialisation has accelerated innovation, increased technical
excellence, and enabled levels of professional competence that would have been unattainable within a
broader generalist model. Modern society depends on this specialisation absolutely; the framework

proposed in this paper begins, without qualification, from that premise.

Specialisation is not the problem. It is one of humanity’s greatest strengths.

THE NATURAL CONSEQUENCE

Every significant advancement produces new conditions. The industrial revolution increased
productivity while creating new organisational challenges that occupied Weber, and later the entire
field of organisational theory, for the following century. Digital technology improved communication
while generating unprecedented volumes of information — a dynamic Herbert Simon anticipated
when he observed that an abundance of information creates a scarcity of the attention required to

process it (Simon, 1971).

Is



PART I - THE RISE OF SPECIALISATION

Specialisation follows the same pattern. It has improved expertise while simultaneously increasing the
number of relationships between different forms of expertise that must be actively managed rather
than assumed. As disciplines become more sophisticated, important decisions require contributions
from a growing number of professionals — and the interfaces between those professionals multiply

combinatorially, not linearly, with each additional specialist consulted.

“The consequence is not a reduction in expertise. The consequence is an

increase in coordination requirements.”

This distinction is fundamental. The framework does not suggest reducing specialisation. It suggests

recognising, and naming, one of its structural consequences.

FROM KNOWLEDGE TO INTERDEPENDENCE

Specialisation changes more than professions. It changes the structure of decisions themselves.

AA financial decision may influence taxation.

ATax decisions may affect legal structures.

ALegal structures may influence governance.

AGovernance may shape succession planning.

ASuccession planning may affect family relationships.
Each recommendation influences others. Complexity therefore emerges not only because individual
domains become more sophisticated, but because relationships between those domains become
increasingly consequential in their own right. The challenge shifts from understanding isolated

expertise to understanding interconnected expertise — a shift this paper argues has outpaced the

professional and institutional structures designed to manage it (see Chapter 8).

EXPERTISE HAS BECOME DISTRIBUTED

Few professionals today claim expertise across every discipline relevant to a complex decision. Nor
should they: professional excellence increasingly depends on focused knowledge within clearly defined

areas of competence, a principle long established in the sociology of professions (Abbott, 1988).
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PART I - THE RISE OF SPECIALISATION

Consequently, expertise has become distributed across numerous individuals, organisations and
institutions. This distribution is itself an extraordinary achievement. It also creates a practical question
that existing structures answer inconsistently at best: who — or what — is responsible for understanding

how these distributed perspectives relate to one another?

In most situations, that responsibility remains unassigned. The answer is frequently assumed rather
than explicitly defined — and where an answer is assumed by default, it is very often assumed, by
process of elimination, to belong to the individual or family least equipped to perform it. This default

allocation of responsibility is examined formally in Chapter s as the Integration Gap.

BEYOND INDIVIDUAL DISCIPLINES

Traditional professional practice naturally optimises within individual disciplines. Lawyers strengthen
legal structures; financial advisers optimise financial objectives; medical professionals improve health
outcomes; architects design buildings; educators develop learning. Each objective is legitimate, and

each profession fulfils an essential role.

The observation developed throughout this paper is therefore not directed at professional excellence
itself. It concerns what occurs between disciplines when significant decisions require multiple forms of
expertise simultaneously — the space this paper argues has been analytically under-populated relative to

its practical importance.

A CHANGING ENVIRONMENT

Several developments reinforce this trend: global mobility increases cross-border legal and financial
considerations; longer life expectancy extends planning horizons; digital technology expands access to
information; artificial intelligence accelerates analytical capability; regulatory environments grow
more sophisticated; families become geographically dispersed; and businesses increasingly operate

internationally from inception.

Each development independently increases complexity. Collectively, they create decision environments

that differ fundamentally, not merely in degree but in kind, from those faced by previous generations.
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THE EMERGING QUESTION

If specialisation continues — and there is every reason to believe it will — the quality of important
decisions may increasingly depend on more than the quality of individual expertise. It may also depend
on understanding how multiple forms of expertise interact, and on assigning explicit responsibility for

that understanding rather than leaving it to chance.

This observation does not diminish specialisation. It extends its implications. The remaining chapters

build upon this proposition.
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Complexity Beyond Individual Disciplines

UNDERSTANDING COMPLEXITY

Complexity is frequently misunderstood. It is often assumed that complexity simply reflects the
number of variables involved in a decision. While the number of variables certainly matters,
complexity more fundamentally arises from the relationships between them — a distinction with a
long pedigree in systems theory, from von Bertalanffy’s (1968) general systems theory through to
Meadows’ (2008) observation that a system’s behaviour arises primarily from its structure of

relationships rather than from the properties of its individual parts.

A decision involving many independent variables may remain relatively straightforward. A decision
involving fewer variables that continuously influence one another may become substantially more

difficult. This distinction is central to the framework proposed in this paper.

RELATIONSHIPS CREATE COMPLEXITY

Important human decisions rarely exist independently.

ABuying a home influences financing.

AFinancing influences taxation.

ATaxation influences legal structures.

ALegal structures influence inheritance planning.

AInheritance planning influences family governance.
Every additional relationship introduces new considerations. The challenge therefore lies not merely in
understanding each individual component, but in understanding how components interact — and,

critically, in understanding the shape of that interaction, a question this paper terms Decision

Ecosystem Topology (developed formally in Chapter 10).
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LINEAR THINKING IN A NON-LINEAR WORLD

Many decision processes continue to follow linear patterns. One expert is consulted; their
recommendation is implemented; a second expert is then consulted, and a second recommendation
follows. This sequence appears logical, and in low-interdependence ecosystems it may even be adequate.
However, sequential optimisation does not necessarily produce coherent outcomes once

interdependence rises above a modest threshold.

“Recommendations that are individually sound may collectively create

unintended consequences.”

Complex decision environments therefore require greater awareness of interaction than isolated,

sequential optimisation can provide by design.

HIDDEN CONSEQUENCES

Many significant consequences emerge gradually. A decision that appears beneficial within one
discipline may unintentionally restrict opportunities elsewhere. These effects frequently remain
invisible during the initial decision process because no individual expert holds responsibility for

evaluating every relationship simultaneously — each is, entirely properly, evaluating their own.

The consequence is not professional error. It is structural fragmentation, a distinction elaborated fully
in Chapter 5. Recognising this distinction changes the nature of the problem: it converts a question of

professional competence into a question of institutional design.

COMPLEXITY IS INCREASING

Several long-term trends suggest that decision complexity will continue to increase: knowledge
continues expanding; technology continues evolving; artificial intelligence continues to increase access
to information (and, correspondingly, the volume of information requiring reconciliation); regulatory
environments remain sophisticated; international mobility continues; and professional specialisation

continues to deepen.

None of these developments appears temporary. Consequently, the need to understand relationships

between disciplines is unlikely to diminish — and on present trend lines, is more likely to intensify.
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COMPLEXITY REQUIRES PERSPECTIVE

As complexity increases, perspective becomes increasingly valuable. Perspective does not replace
expertise; it connects expertise. It asks a different class of question. Rather than asking whether each
recommendation is technically correct within its own discipline, perspective asks whether multiple
recommendations remain coherent when considered together — the question this paper places at the
centre of the framework, and which forms the bridge to the concept introduced in the following

chapter: the Decision Ecosystem.
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PART I - DECISION ECOSYSTEMS

Decision Ecosystems

INTRODUCTION

Significant human decisions rarely exist in isolation. Whether an individual establishes a business,
relocates internationally, plans for retirement, manages family wealth, addresses health concerns, or
prepares for succession, the decision typically exists within a broader network of objectives, constraints,

relationships and expert perspectives.

This broader network is referred to throughout this paper as a Decision Ecosystem. The concept serves
as the foundational unit of analysis for the framework. Rather than examining individual decisions
independently, the framework proposes that important decisions are more appropriately understood as
components of interconnected systems whose elements influence one another over time — a deliberate
borrowing of the ecological metaphor, chosen precisely because ecosystems, unlike organisational
charts, have no natural single point of authority, a property that turns out to matter a great deal in

Chapter s.

DEFINING A DECISION ECOSYSTEM

For the purposes of this framework, a Decision Ecosystem may be defined as:

The interconnected network of decisions, stakeholders, objectives, constraints
and specialised expert perspectives surrounding an individual, family or
organisation, in which actions within one domain influence outcomes in

others across time.

Several characteristics distinguish a Decision Ecosystem from an isolated decision. First, decisions are
connected rather than independent. Second, multiple professional disciplines contribute

simultaneously. Third, objectives may occasionally reinforce one another, while at other times they
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PART I - DECISION ECOSYSTEMS

compete. Finally, the ecosystem evolves continuously as circumstances change. A Decision Ecosystem is
therefore dynamic rather than static, and its boundaries are drawn around a person or family rather

than around an institution.

THE INDIVIDUAL AS THE CENTRE

Traditional organisational models frequently place the institution at the centre of analysis.
Departments coordinate around organisational objectives; boards oversee governance; management
aligns strategy. This is the default unit of analysis in virtually the entire organisational-coordination
literature, from Chandler (1962) through Mintzberg (1979) to more recent treatments of matrix

governance.

The framework proposed here adopts a different unit of analysis. The individual, family or organisation
facing the decision becomes the centre of the ecosystem. Around that centre exists a network of
professional expertise; each expert contributes valuable knowledge from within a defined discipline.
The objective of the framework is not to replace those contributions. It is to understand how they relate
to one another in pursuit of the individual’s broader objectives — objectives that, unlike a

corporation’s, are rarely reducible to a single optimisable metric.

23
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LEGAL

TAX O GOVERNANCE

FINANCE PHILANTHROPY

BANKING Q O PROPERTY
mily - organisatio

INSURANCE EDUCATION

FAMILY

BUSINESS HEALTH

FIG. 4.1 — THE CONCEPTUAL DECISION ECOSYSTEM. The individual, family or organisation sits
at the centre, surrounded by twelve interconnected domains of specialised expertise (Legal, Governance,
Philanthropy, Property, Education, Health, Family, Business, Insurance, Banking, Finance, Tax), each
linked directly to the centre and, in a fully mapped ecosystem, to one another. The diagram is deliberately
drawn as a wheel rather than a hierarchy: no spoke outranks another, and the framework takes no position
on which domain should dominate a given decision — that determination belongs to the individual’s own

judgement, informed by Integration.

CHARACTERISTICS OF DECISION ECOSYSTEMS

Although every ecosystem differs, several characteristics appear consistently.

Interdependence. Changes within one domain frequently influence outcomes elsewhere. No major

decision exists entirely independently.

Multiple objectives. Individuals rarely pursue a single objective. Financial security, family wellbeing,
legal certainty, personal fulfilment, business growth and health may all influence the same decision,
and these objectives do not always align — a tension well established in the multi-attribute decision

literature (Keeney & Raiffa, 1976).
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Distributed expertise. Knowledge is distributed across multiple specialists. No individual professional is
expected to master every relevant discipline. The ecosystem therefore depends on collaboration by

design, not by exception.

Continuous change. Decision Ecosystems evolve. New information emerges; regulations change;
families grow; businesses expand; health changes; markets fluctuate. The ecosystem therefore requires

ongoing reassessment rather than one-time optimisation.

WHY EXISTING MODELS ARE OFTEN INSUFFICIENT

Most professional frameworks remain intentionally focused. Legal frameworks optimise legal
outcomes; financial frameworks optimise financial outcomes; medical frameworks optimise clinical
outcomes; educational frameworks optimise learning outcomes. These approaches are entirely

appropriate within their respective disciplines.

However, Decision Ecosystems extend beyond disciplinary boundaries. The challenge therefore lies not
in replacing specialised frameworks, but in understanding the relationships between them — the
analytical space this paper argues has been consistently under-served, precisely because no existing

discipline claims it as core territory.

FROM DECISIONS TO SYSTEMS

This distinction represents one of the central propositions of the framework. Rather than asking:
| “What is the correct decision?”

the framework first asks:
| “Within what system does this decision exist?”

Only after understanding the system can individual decisions be evaluated appropriately. This shift —
from isolated decisions to interconnected systems — forms the conceptual foundation upon which the

remainder of the framework is built.
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IMPLICATIONS

Viewing important decisions as ecosystems carries several implications. First, it encourages broader
situational awareness before implementation. Second, it surfaces relationships that might otherwise
remain unnoticed. Third, it provides a structured way to understand interactions between specialised
expert perspectives. Finally, it reinforces that complexity often emerges from relationships rather than

from individual decisions themselves.

These implications lead naturally to the next question. If Decision Ecosystems exist, why do they so

frequently produce fragmented outcomes? The following chapter examines that challenge.

26
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The Problem



PART II - FRAGMENTATION OF EXPERTISE

Fragmentation of Expertise

INTRODUCTION

Modern society possesses extraordinary expertise. Across virtually every discipline, professionals achieve

levels of technical excellence that would have been unimaginable only decades ago.

Yet individuals facing significant life decisions frequently experience a different reality. Instead of
clarity, they encounter fragmentation. Instead of one coherent picture, they receive multiple,
technically correct perspectives whose interaction was never explicitly examined by anyone. This
observation does not imply professional failure. It reflects the natural consequence of specialisation

itself, operating without a complementary integrative capability.

EXCELLENCE WITHIN BOUNDARIES

Every profession operates within defined responsibilities: lawyers evaluate legal implications; tax
advisers consider tax consequences; financial advisers assess financial objectives; medical professionals
focus on health; architects design buildings; psychologists address behavioural wellbeing. Each
discipline necessarily establishes boundaries. Those boundaries enable expertise. They also define its
limits — a point Andrew Abbott develops at length in his account of jurisdictional competition among

professions (Abbott, 1988).

No discipline is designed to optimise every aspect of an individual’s circumstances simultaneously. Nor

should it be.

FRAGMENTATION WITHOUT ERROR

Fragmentation should not be confused with poor advice. Indeed, fragmentation frequently occurs
despite excellent professional practice. Each recommendation may be technically sound; each

professional may have fulfilled every responsibility expected within their discipline.
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“Yet the combined outcome may remain incomplete because interactions

between recommendations were never explicitly examined.”

The challenge therefore lies not in the quality of individual expertise, but in the absence of systematic

integration between expert perspectives.

SEQUENTIAL DECISION-MAKING

Many important decisions continue to unfold sequentially. An individual first consults one adviser;
after implementing those recommendations, another adviser is engaged; a third specialist follows. This
process appears logical. However, it assumes that recommendations can be optimised independently
before their interactions are understood — an assumption that, in increasingly interconnected decision
environments, does not always hold, and that becomes progressively less safe as the density of the

underlying Decision Ecosystem Topology increases (Chapter 10).

THE INTEGRATION GAP

One consequence of fragmentation deserves a definition precise enough to be tested rather than merely

observed. This paper terms it the Integration Gap:

The structural absence of assigned accountability for the relationships
between specialised recommendations, as distinct from accountability for the

recommendations themselves, arising because no party within the Decision

Ecosystem holds an explicit mandate to examine those relationships.

Every expert remains responsible for their own discipline. Yet responsibility for understanding the
entire ecosystem often belongs to no one — not because anyone has declined the role, but because the
role was never explicitly created. Consequently, the individual or family frequently becomes the default
coordinator of highly specialised knowledge, despite possessing neither the technical background nor

the structural vantage point to perform that role with confidence.

Distinguishing the Integration Gap. Three adjacent constructs require explicit separation, since each

could plausibly be read as a restatement of the same idea.

29



PART II - FRAGMENTATION OF EXPERTISE

Information asymmetry (Akerlof, 1970) describes a gap in knowledge between principal and agent,
remediable in principle by disclosure. The Integration Gap describes a gap in role: it can persist even
where every individual piece of knowledge is fully available to the client, because no party has been
assigned to synthesise it across domains. The remedy the two constructs imply therefore differs — more
information in the first case, an assigned integrative mandate in the second — and this difference is
testable, since ecosystems with high disclosure but no integrative function should, on the framework’s

account, still exhibit the costs described in Chapter 6.

Agency costs (Jensen & Meckling, 1976) describe the costs of divergence between a principal’s interests
and an agent’s incentives within a single mandated relationship. The Integration Gap describes a prior
condition: the absence of any mandated relationship covering the space between two or more agents’
outputs. Agency theory therefore explains why a single adviser’s recommendation might be distorted; it
does not address who, if anyone, is accountable for the fit between that adviser’s recommendation and a

second adviser’s, since neither adviser’s mandate extends there.

Transaction cost economics (Coase, 1937) explains why firms exist: to internalise coordination that would
otherwise incur prohibitive contracting costs across a market. Decision Ecosystems, as defined in
Chapter 4, are precisely the case in which no such internalising firm exists — the individual or family is
not an employer, and the specialists surrounding them are not employees. The Integration Gap can
therefore be read as the condition that arises whenever a Coasean firm-boundary would ordinarily
form around a coordination problem, but does not, because the “problem” is a person’s life rather than
a productive enterprise. This reading also explains why the family office (Chapter 8) is the closest
institutional analogue: it is, in effect, an attempt to construct a firm-like boundary around a Decision

Ecosystem.

Toward measurement. The Integration Gap, unlike Coherence (Chapter 13), is closer to a binary or
ordinal condition than a continuous one, and is correspondingly more tractable to operationalise in
the near term. A candidate instrument would ask, for a given Decision Ecosystem: (i) can any named
party identify, on request, the relationships between its principal recommendations; (ii) is that party’s
mandate to do so documented rather than assumed; and (iii) is that party’s compensation structured
independently of the recommendations under review. An ecosystem answering “no” to all three
exhibits an unambiguous Integration Gap; the research agenda proposes testing whether ecosystems

answering “yes” exhibit measurably lower Coherence Debt.

The Integration Gap represents one of the principal motivations for the framework proposed in this
paper, and it is revisited directly in Chapter 8, where existing institutional structures are examined for

their capacity — and their consistent failure — to close it.
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FRAGMENTATION AS A STRUCTURAL CHALLENGE

The framework therefore treats fragmentation as a structural characteristic of increasingly specialised
systems, not as a criticism of professional competence. Understanding fragmentation in this way shifts
attention away from individual professions and toward the relationships between them — precisely the

relationships the Montrelle Framework is built to examine.
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The Cost of Non-Integration

INTRODUCTION

The consequences of fragmented decision-making are not always immediate. In many cases, individual
decisions appear successful when evaluated independently: legal structures may be robust, financial plans
well designed, tax strategies technically efficient, healthcare decisions consistent with best clinical
practice. Yet important decisions rarely produce isolated outcomes. Their consequences accumulate
through interaction, and the cost of non-integration therefore often emerges gradually rather than at

the moment a decision is made.

COHERENCE DEBT

This paper proposes a specific concept for that gradual accumulation: Coherence Debt.

Coherence Debt is the compounding liability created when locally optimal decisions are made without
examining their interaction with the wider Decision Ecosystem. Borrowing deliberately from the
software-engineering concept of technical debt (Cunningham, 1992), Coherence Debt behaves in a
structurally similar way. A single unexamined interaction may cost nothing today. Left unexamined, it
does not disappear; it compounds, as later decisions are layered on top of the earlier, unreconciled ones,
each new layer inheriting — and typically amplifying — the original inconsistency. Eventually the
debt falls due, usually at a moment neither chosen nor convenient: a succession dispute, a regulatory
review, a liquidity event, a health crisis that suddenly requires every other domain to be renegotiated at

speed and under duress.

Unlike financial debt, Coherence Debt rarely appears on any balance sheet, and no single adviser is
positioned to observe its accrual, since each observes only their own domain. It is, in this sense, the
ecosystem-level analogue of the Integration Gap described in Chapter s: the Integration Gap is the

absence of a role; Coherence Debt is what accumulates in that role’s absence.
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Distinguishing Coherence Debt. The analogy to technical debt is deliberate but not exact, and the
difference is instructive. Technical debt (Cunningham, 1992) is typically incurred knowingly, by a single
team, as an explicit trade-off against a visible deadline, within one organisation that retains the option
to repay it. Coherence Debt is typically incurred unknowingly, by multiple independent parties who
never observe one another’s work, within an ecosystem that has no single party positioned to authorise
repayment. This is closer to what economists term a negative externality (Pigou, 1920) than to a
deliberate trade-off: each specialist optimises locally and, in doing so, imposes an uninternalised cost on
the wider ecosystem, precisely because no price or accountability mechanism attaches to the
relationships between domains. Coherence Debt should also be distinguished from ordinary switching
costs (Klemperer, 1987), which arise from a single prior commitment and are typically known in
advance; Coherence Debt arises from the wunexamined relationship between two or more prior
commitments, and its magnitude is frequently unknown to anyone until a later event forces its

discovery.

Toward measurement. Because Coherence Debt is not directly observable, it is best approached through
proxy indicators of its coming due, rather than through direct accrual measurement. Three candidate
proxies are proposed here, each developed further in the research agenda: (i) the frequency of
retrospective, conflict-driven coordination events — instances in which advisers are convened only
after a problem has surfaced, rather than before; (ii) the cost and elapsed time required to resolve such
events relative to a matched baseline; and (iii) the incidence of decisions that must be materially
unwound or restructured within a defined period after implementation. A longitudinal design
comparing ecosystems at different positions on the Coherence Ladder (Chapter 13) against these proxies

would provide an initial, if indirect, test of Proposition Five (Chapter 19).

INVISIBLE COSTS

The most significant costs of fragmentation are frequently invisible. They rarely arise because one
expert made an incorrect recommendation. Instead, they emerge because relationships between
recommendations were never examined comprehensively. Examples may include conflicting strategic
priorities, duplicated structures, unnecessary complexity, increased administrative burden, delayed

implementation, reduced flexibility, avoidable cost, and unintended legal or financial consequence.

These outcomes are not necessarily attributable to professional error. They reflect the absence of

deliberate integration — the visible symptom of Coherence Debt coming due.
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LOCAL OPTIMISATION

Most professional advice seeks to optimise outcomes within a specific discipline. This approach is both
rational and necessary. However, optimisation within individual domains does not automatically
produce optimal outcomes across the broader decision ecosystem — a proposition closely related to the
theory of the second best (Lipsey & Lancaster, 1956), which demonstrates formally that optimising each
constraint of a system independently need not produce an optimum for the system as a whole, and may

in fact move the system further from it.

An efficient tax structure may reduce flexibility elsewhere. A financially attractive investment may
introduce legal complications. A governance structure may improve control while increasing
operational complexity. Each recommendation may be entirely appropriate within its own context;

collectively, they may create unnecessary tension.

OPTIMISATION VERSUS COHERENCE

This distinction represents one of the central ideas developed throughout the framework. Optimisation

asks:

“Is this recommendation technically strong within its discipline?”

Coherence asks:

“How does this recommendation interact with every other important

decision?”

These questions are related. They are not identical, and the framework proposes that long-term
decision quality depends on both being asked, deliberately and by someone with the mandate to ask

the second.
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INCREASING CONSEQUENCES

As decision ecosystems become more interconnected, the consequences of non-integration become
more significant: global mobility, cross-border regulation, family governance, international taxation,
technology, artificial intelligence, and longer planning horizons each independently increase the
importance of understanding interaction. The cost of overlooking relationships — the rate at which

Coherence Debt accrues — therefore grows alongside complexity itself.

A DIFFERENT PERSPECTIVE

The purpose of identifying these costs is not to criticise specialisation. It is to recognise that increasing
specialisation naturally creates increasing dependence on effective coordination. The challenge is
structural rather than professional. Understanding that distinction allows the discussion to move

beyond criticism and toward constructive integration.
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Invisible Interdependencies

INTRODUCTION

Some relationships between decisions are immediately visible. Others remain hidden until
circumstances change. These hidden relationships — Invisible Interdependencies — represent one of
the principal sources of complexity within Decision Ecosystems, and one of the principal mechanisms

by which Coherence Debt accumulates undetected.

UNDERSTANDING INTERDEPENDENCE

An interdependency exists whenever one decision influences the effectiveness, flexibility or
consequences of another. Some relationships are direct; others emerge only over time. The absence of
immediate visibility does not reduce their importance — indeed, many significant consequences arise
precisely because these relationships remain unnoticed during the initial decision process, when they

would have been comparatively cheap to address.

TIME AS A DIMENSION

Important decisions should not be understood only within the present; their consequences unfold over
time. A decision that appears beneficial today may influence, constrain, or foreclose opportunities years
later. For this reason, interdependencies are both structural and temporal, and the framework treats
time as an integral component of every Decision Ecosystem rather than as an external variable acting

upon it.
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INTERDEPENDENCIES ACROSS DOMAINS

Interdependencies frequently extend beyond obvious professional boundaries: health affecting financial
planning; education influencing relocation; business ownership affecting succession; family
circumstances influencing governance; property ownership affecting taxation; citizenship affecting
banking access. These examples illustrate that complexity often emerges through interaction rather

than through individual decisions themselves.

WHY THEY REMAIN INVISIBLE

Several factors contribute to invisible interdependencies: professional specialisation naturally narrows
attention to a discipline’s own variables; time separates cause from consequence; objectives evolve;
circumstances change; and information becomes available only gradually. None of these factors reflects
professional inadequacy. They are simply structural characteristics of increasingly interconnected
systems, and they explain why the discovery of an interdependency so often coincides with the moment

it becomes expensive.

IMPLICATIONS

Recognising Invisible Interdependencies changes the decision process. Rather than evaluating
recommendations independently, greater emphasis is placed on examining relationships before
implementation, when the cost of doing so is lowest. The framework therefore proposes that awareness
of interdependence should precede optimisation — not as an ideal, but as a sequencing discipline with a

measurable cost of neglect.
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Why Existing Structures Are Not Enough

INTRODUCTION

Modern society possesses sophisticated institutions: professional firms, banks, healthcare systems,
universities, governments, family offices. Each performs essential functions. The purpose of this chapter
is not to question their value. It is to examine whether existing structures were designed to address
increasingly interconnected Decision Ecosystems — and, specifically, whether any of them are

positioned to close the Integration Gap identified in Chapter s.

INSTITUTIONAL EXCELLENCE

Professional institutions excel within clearly defined mandates. Law firms provide legal expertise; banks
manage financial services; healthcare providers improve clinical outcomes; educational institutions
develop knowledge; consultancies advise organisations. Each fulfils an important societal role, and the

framework acknowledges that contribution without reservation.

THE LIMITS OF INSTITUTIONAL BOUNDARIES

Institutions necessarily organise themselves around specific responsibilities. This structure promotes
accountability, expertise and efficiency. However, important human decisions frequently extend
beyond institutional boundaries. No single institution typically assumes responsibility for
understanding every relationship surrounding an individual’s broader decision ecosystem. As a result,
coordination often depends on informal collaboration — or on the individual concerned, precisely the

default outcome described in Chapter s.

It is worth being explicit about the candidates that might, in principle, close the Integration Gap, and
why each falls short in practice. The family office is perhaps the closest institutional analogue, and in its
most sophisticated form it performs a genuinely integrative function; but the family office model
remains available to a narrow segment of decision ecosystems, and even where present, its integrative

mandate is frequently informal, undocumented and dependent on the tenure of a single principal. The
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private bank typically integrates within the financial domain but has neither the mandate nor, often,
the professional competence to integrate legal, health or governance considerations. The law firm is
well positioned to integrate legal structures but is not typically engaged, nor incentivised, to examine
the relationship between a legal structure and a family’s governance dynamics. The management
consultancy, the closest organisational analogue, operates almost exclusively at the level of the firm
rather than the individual or family, and imports assumptions — about hierarchy, about a single
decision-maker, about a bounded engagement — that do not transfer cleanly to the personal decision

ecosystem.

THE COORDINATION CHALLENGE

Organisations routinely develop governance structures because they recognise that specialisation
requires coordination: executive committees, boards of directors, project management offices, risk
committees each exist to integrate specialised perspectives within organisations. The framework asks
whether an analogous challenge exists around individuals and families and, if so, whether comparable

structures — adapted rather than imported wholesale — might be justified.

COMPLEMENTARY RATHER THAN COMPETITIVE

The Montrelle Framework should therefore be understood as complementary to existing professional
structures. It does not seek to replace institutions, nor does it diminish professional expertise. Instead, it
examines relationships that extend across institutional boundaries. Its contribution lies in perspective

and in vocabulary, rather than in professional substitution.

TRANSITION

Having established the nature of fragmentation, the mechanics of Coherence Debt, and the
limitations of existing structures, the discussion now turns to the framework itself: how Decision

Ecosystems may be understood, assessed, integrated and stewarded in practice.
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PART II - WHY EXISTING STRUCTURES ARE NOT ENOUGH

The preceding chapters established the context in which the framework is proposed. Increasing
specialisation, expanding interdependence, and the fragmentation of expertise create decision

environments that differ fundamentally from those of previous generations.

The purpose of the Montrelle Framework is not to simplify these environments by ignoring their
complexity. It is to provide a structured way of understanding how specialised expertise may be

examined collectively when important decisions span multiple interconnected domains.

The framework consists of three conceptual pillars — Decision Ecosystems, Integration, and
Coherence — operationalised through four iterative stages: Understand , Assess , Integrate ,

Steward. Together, they form the conceptual architecture of the framework.
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Founding Principles

The Montrelle Framework rests on six foundational principles. These are not presented as empirical
conclusions but as the philosophical assumptions on which the framework is built, stated as plainly as

possible so that they may be examined, and where appropriate contested, by others.

or — The individual is the unit of integration. Professional disciplines naturally organise themselves
around areas of expertise. Human beings do not. Individuals experience decisions as interconnected
realities rather than as isolated professional questions. Consequently, the framework places the

individual, family or organisation at the centre of analysis rather than any single discipline.

02 — Specialisation is a strength. The framework begins with the assumption that specialisation has
been one of the principal drivers of human progress. Its purpose is therefore not to reduce specialisation,
but to recognise that increasing specialisation naturally increases the importance of coordination

between specialists.

03 — Decisions are interconnected. Important decisions rarely exist independently. Financial decisions
influence legal outcomes; legal decisions influence governance; health influences wealth; family
influences business; education influences opportunity. Understanding these relationships is

fundamental to sound judgement.

o4 — Integration requires independence. Meaningful integration requires the ability to examine
recommendations objectively. The coordinating perspective should therefore remain aligned with the
long-term objectives of the individual or organisation rather than the interests of any single discipline
or commercial incentive — a principle with an obvious affinity to the fiduciary standard developed in

trust and agency law, though the framework does not claim legal force for it.

os — Judgement remains human. Technology will continue to improve access to information and
analytical capability. Artificial intelligence will continue to transform professional practice. Yet
determining priorities, balancing competing objectives and exercising judgement remain

fundamentally human responsibilities. Technology supports judgement; it does not replace it.
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06 — Complexity should lead to clarity. The purpose of integration is not to create additional
complexity. Its purpose is to reduce unnecessary complexity by helping individuals understand
relationships, priorities and long-term consequences more clearly. A successful framework therefore
makes complexity more intelligible rather than more complicated — the same standard Karl Weick

(1995) applies to effective sensemaking under conditions of ambiguity.

SUMMARY

These principles establish the boundaries of the framework. Future research may refine them; future
evidence may challenge them. They nevertheless provide the philosophical foundation on which the

remaining chapters are built.
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The Montrelle Framework

INTRODUCTION

Having established the assumptions underlying the framework, the next question becomes operational:
how should Decision Ecosystems be approached in practice? The Montrelle Framework proposes a
structured process consisting of four iterative stages. The framework is intentionally simple. Its purpose

is not to prescribe decisions. Its purpose is to organise understanding.
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o1
UNDERSTAND
o4 ITERATIVE
STEWARD CYCLE

FIG. 101 — THE MONTRELLE FRAMEWORK. A continuous cycle rather than a linear sequence:
Understand , Assess, Integrate, Steward,arranged around a central axis labelled “Iterative Cycle.”
New information may require returning to earlier stages at any point; the diagram is drawn without a fixed

entry point for precisely this reason.

WHY FOUR STAGES?

Many existing methodologies grow increasingly complex as they mature: additional layers are added,

new models appear, exceptions accumulate. The Montrelle Framework adopts the opposite philosophy.
| “The framework should become simpler as it matures.”

Four stages were selected because together they encompass the complete lifecycle of a complex decision

ecosystem without unnecessary elaboration. Each stage addresses a distinct question.
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Understand — What is the complete decision ecosystem? Before evaluating individual
recommendations, the ecosystem itself must be understood: objectives, stakeholders, relationships,
constraints, existing structures, future aspirations. Without understanding the ecosystem, subsequent
analysis remains incomplete. This stage also involves identifying the ecosystem’s underlying Decision

Ecosystem Topology — the pattern, rather than merely the inventory, of its interdependencies.

Assess — How do the elements of the ecosystem interact? Assessment examines assumptions, priorities,
risks, dependencies and areas of uncertainty. It seeks to identify where specialist perspectives reinforce

one another and where tensions may exist. Assessment is analytical rather than prescriptive.

Integrate — How can specialised expertise be considered collectively? Integration is the central
capability of the framework. Rather than evaluating recommendations independently, relationships
between recommendations become the primary focus, and the output of this stage is what Chapter 12
defines formally as a second-order recommendation. The objective is not consensus; it is

understanding. Where conflicts arise, they become visible before implementation rather than after.

Steward — How should the ecosystem evolve over time? Decision ecosystems are dynamic. Stewardship
recognises that important decisions require periodic reassessment rather than one-time optimisation,
and it is at this stage that the accrual of Coherence Debt is actively monitored rather than discovered

by accident.

DECISION ECOSYSTEM TOPOLOGY

Not every Decision Ecosystem is interconnected to the same degree, and the framework proposes that

this variation itself deserves attention. Decision Ecosystem Topology may be defined as:

The structural pattern of interdependency among the domains within a
given Decision Ecosystem, considered independently of the specific content of
those domains, and characterised by the density and directionality of the

relationships among them.

46



PART III - THE MONTRELLE FRAMEWORK

Hub-and-Spoke Chained Densely Meshed

Three stylised topologies are useful for illustration, though real ecosystems typically combine elements
of each. A hub-and-spoke topology exists where most domains relate primarily to the central
individual and only weakly to one another — for example, a straightforward employment relationship
combined with routine healthcare. A chained topology exists where domains influence one another in
a largely sequential order — a business sale that triggers tax consequences, which trigger legal
restructuring, which triggers governance change. A densely meshed topology exists where most
domains influence most other domains simultaneously and continuously — characteristic of multi-
jurisdictional family wealth, cross-border succession, or the concurrent management of a business, a
marriage, and a relocation.

FIG. 10.2 — DECISION ECOSYSTEM TOPOLOGY. Stylised patterns of interdependency; the marginal

value of Integration rises from left to right as relational density increases.

Distinguishing Topology from network-analytic constructs. The topology construct is deliberately
built on the vocabulary of social network analysis, and its relationship to that literature should be
stated rather than left implicit. Burt’s (1992) concept of structural holes describes gaps between otherwise
unconnected contacts in a social network, and the brokerage value that accrues to the actor who spans
them; Granovetter’s (1985) concept of embeddedness describes how economic action is conditioned by
the network of social relations within which it occurs. Both are constructs about relationships among
people. Decision Ecosystem Topology is a construct about relationships among domains of expertise as
they bear on a single centre — the edges in Figure 4.1 connect Legal to Tax, not one adviser to another
— and its purpose is diagnostic rather than explanatory of competitive advantage: the question
topology answers is not “who benefits from brokering this gap” but “how much does non-integration
cost here, and is the cost worth addressing.” Where Burt’s framework predicts that brokers extract rents
from structural holes, the Montrelle Framework takes the closing of equivalent gaps — through

Integration — to be the objective, not a source of advantage to be preserved. This is a substantive
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divergence in normative orientation, not merely a difference in vocabulary, and it follows from
Founding Principle o4 (Chapter 9): the coordinating perspective is meant to serve the centre of the

ecosystem, not to extract value from the gaps within it.

Topology matters because it determines the marginal value of integration. In a hub-and-spoke
ecosystem, the Integration Gap identified in Chapter 5 imposes a relatively modest cost, since few
relationships exist to be missed. In a densely meshed ecosystem, the same gap imposes a severe and
rapidly compounding cost, since the number of relationships requiring examination grows
combinatorially with the number of domains involved. This observation yields a practical implication
returned to in Chapter 16: the intensity of integration effort should be calibrated to topology, not

applied uniformly.

Toward measurement. Topology is, of the framework’s constructs, the most directly amenable to
formal network-analytic measurement. A mapped Decision Ecosystem can in principle be represented
as a graph, with domains as nodes and documented interdependencies as edges, allowing standard
measures — density, path length, degree centrality — to be computed and an ecosystem classified along
the hub-to-mesh continuum rather than sorted into one of the three stylised categories by inspection
alone. The principal empirical obstacle is not computation but elicitation: reliably identifying which
edges exist requires structured interview or documentary protocols that do not yet exist for personal, as
opposed to organisational, decision ecosystems, and their development is proposed as a distinct item in

the research agenda.

THE FRAMEWORK AS A CYCLE

The framework should not be interpreted as a linear checklist. New information may fundamentally
alter the understanding of the ecosystem; changing priorities may require reassessment; integration
may surface questions previously overlooked; stewardship frequently leads back to renewed
understanding. The framework therefore operates as an iterative cycle rather than a sequence with a

defined endpoint.

SIMPLICITY AS DESIGN

One of the defining characteristics of the Montrelle Framework is intentional simplicity. Its value
should not depend on numerous models or complicated terminology. If the framework cannot be
understood easily, it cannot effectively support judgement. Its strength lies not in complexity, but in

disciplined simplicity.
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The Four Stages

STAGE ONE — UNDERSTAND

Understanding precedes analysis. Before recommendations are evaluated, the complete Decision
Ecosystem must first be identified. This involves mapping objectives, stakeholders, existing structures,
important relationships, constraints, future aspirations, and known uncertainties, and forming an
initial view of the ecosystem’s topology. The objective is not to solve problems immediately. It is to

understand the environment within which those problems exist.

STAGE TWO — ASSESS

Assessment introduces structured analysis. Questions include: What assumptions exist? Where do
specialist perspectives align? Where do they differ? What dependencies remain hidden? Which objectives
take priority? Assessment seeks understanding before action, and it is the stage at which the

framework’s qualitative Coherence questions (Chapter 13) are first applied.

STAGE THREE — INTEGRATE

Integration represents the defining characteristic of the framework. Here, recommendations are
considered collectively; interactions become visible; conflicts become explicit; dependencies become

intelligible. Integration concerns relationships rather than disciplines.

“Its purpose is not to replace professional advice. Its purpose is to connect it.”

The tangible output of this stage is the second-order recommendation — a form of guidance distinct

from ordinary professional advice, examined in full in Chapter 12.
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STAGE FOUR — STEWARD

Stewardship acknowledges that no important decision remains static indefinitely. Personal
circumstances change; organisations evolve; markets fluctuate; regulation develops; families grow.
Consequently, the Decision Ecosystem requires periodic reassessment. Stewardship transforms the
framework from a one-time exercise into an ongoing process of informed judgement, and it is the

stage responsible for preventing the silent accrual of Coherence Debt described in Chapter 6.

SUMMARY

Although presented separately, the four stages function as one integrated process. Each stage
strengthens the next. Collectively, they provide a structured way of approaching increasingly
interconnected Decision Ecosystems while preserving the central role of professional expertise and

human judgement.

sO



PART III - INTEGRATION AS A DISTINCT CAPABILITY

Integration as a Distinct Capability

INTRODUCTION

Throughout modern history, the advancement of knowledge has largely been driven by specialisation.
As disciplines have matured, professional expertise has become increasingly focused — a development
that has enabled remarkable progress across medicine, law, engineering, finance, education and

countless other fields.

The framework proposed in this paper fully embraces this evolution. It does not argue for broader
generalists, and it does not suggest reducing specialisation. Instead, it proposes that increasing
specialisation creates a complementary requirement: the ability to integrate specialised expertise.
Integration should therefore be understood as a capability that exists alongside specialisation, not in

opposition to it.

DISTINGUISHING EXPERTISE FROM INTEGRATION

Producing expertise and integrating expertise are fundamentally different activities. Specialists develop
deep knowledge within defined disciplines; integration examines the relationships between those

disciplines. Both activities require judgement. Both contribute value. Neither replaces the other.

A legal expert answers legal questions. A medical specialist addresses clinical concerns. A tax adviser

evaluates taxation. Integration asks a different question:

“How do these recommendations interact when viewed together?”

The distinction is subtle, yet fundamental, and it produces a distinct class of output, examined next.
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SECOND-ORDER RECOMMENDATIONS

This paper proposes a formal distinction between two categories of professional output. A first-order
recommendation is disciplinary: it answers a question within a single domain, evaluated against that
domain’s own standards of technical correctness. A second-order recommendation is integrative: it
concerns the relationship between two or more first-order recommendations, and is evaluated not

against a discipline’s standards but against the framework’s central criterion of Coherence (Chapter 13).

illustrative first-order recommendations
Legal Tax Financial Governance
recommendation recommendation recommendation recommendation

examination of dependencies,
sequencing, trade-offs and conflicts

SECOND-ORDER
RECOMMENDATION

an integrative recommendation concerning
the relationship between first-order recommendations

FIG. 12.1 — FIRST-ORDER AND SECOND-ORDER RECOMMENDATIONS. Integration does not
revise disciplinary advice; it produces a distinct artefact, evaluated against Coherence rather than against

any single discipline’s technical standard.

Second-order recommendations have a distinct character. They rarely instruct a specialist to change
their first-order advice; more often, they identify a sequencing, a dependency, or a trade-off that no
individual specialist was positioned to see — for example, that a proposed governance structure should
be finalised before, rather than after, a related tax election, because the tax election forecloses a
governance option that would otherwise remain available. The value of a second-order
recommendation lies precisely in the fact that it could not have been produced by any single first-order
specialist working alone, however excellent, because it depends on visibility across domains that no

individual mandate confers.
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Naming this category of output matters because, without it, integration risks being mistaken for a
diluted or generalist form of advice. It is neither. It is a distinct professional artefact with its own

evaluative standard.

Distinguishing Integration from adjacent capability constructs. The claim that integration constitutes
a distinct capability invites immediate comparison with the knowledge-based view of the firm, in
which the integration of specialist knowledge is already a central theoretical concern (Grant, 1996;
Kogut & Zander, 1992). Grant (1996) argues that a firm’s principal function is to integrate the
specialised knowledge of its members into products and services more efficiently than the market could
coordinate them independently, and Kogut and Zander (1992) develop combinative capabilities as the
mechanism by which this occurs. The Montrelle Framework’s account of Integration is a close relative
of this tradition, and borrows its central insight — that integration is itself a capability, not merely the
residue of good individual expertise — while differing in unit and locus. The knowledge-based view
integrates knowledge within a firm’s boundary, among employees subject to common authority;
Integration, as defined here, operates across the boundaries of independent professional firms, among
specialists who share no common employer and no common authority relation, surrounding a centre
— the individual or family — that is itself not an organisation. This is also why the organisational
literature on boundary-spanning roles (Tushman & Scanlan, 1981), which examines individuals who
transfer information across a firm’s boundary, is a partial but incomplete analogue: the boundary-
spanner still operates within, and reports into, a single organisational hierarchy, whereas the

integrative function proposed here does not.

A second, more distant analogue is worth addressing directly because it is easily conflated with the
second-order recommendation. Star and Griesemer’s (1989) concept of the boundary object describes an
artefact — a form, a map, a shared database — flexible enough to be used differently by different
communities of practice while maintaining enough common structure to enable coordination between
them. A second-order recommendation is not a boundary object in this sense: it is not a shared artefact
that different specialists interpret differently, but a distinct, actively authored output produced by
examining the relationship between already-completed first-order recommendations. The boundary
object facilitates coordination by remaining interpretively flexible; the second-order recommendation
resolves a relationship by being interpretively specific. The two constructs address a similar underlying

problem — coordination across communities of practice — through structurally opposite mechanisms.
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INTEGRATION AS PERSPECTIVE

Integration should not be confused with coordination alone. Coordination often concerns logistics —
scheduling meetings, sharing documents, managing communication. Integration operates at a
conceptual level: its purpose is to understand relationships, assumptions, dependencies and potential
consequences across multiple domains. Integration is therefore less about administration than about

perspective.

INDEPENDENCE AND INTEGRATION

Meaningful integration requires independence. If one professional perspective consistently dominates
all others, genuine integration becomes difficult, since second-order recommendations produced under
the influence of a single discipline’s incentives are liable to smuggle that discipline’s priorities back in
under the guise of impartial synthesis. The framework therefore assumes that integration should
remain centred on the objectives of the individual, family or organisation rather than on the priorities
of any single discipline. This principle does not diminish professional expertise; it ensures that expertise

contributes to a coherent whole.

INTEGRATION AND ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE

Artificial intelligence will continue transforming professional work. Large language models, predictive
analytics and advanced computational tools will substantially improve access to knowledge, and these
developments may meaningfully support integration: identifying patterns, summarising information,
comparing recommendations, and surfacing inconsistencies across large volumes of specialist

documentation at a speed and scale no individual coordinator could match.

However, integration ultimately requires judgement. Determining priorities, evaluating trade-offs and
balancing competing objectives remain responsibilities that extend beyond technical analysis, however
sophisticated. Technology therefore enhances integration; it does not replace it, a distinction this paper
regards as a matter of principle rather than of present technical limitation alone — see the discussion

of Proposition Six in Chapter 19.
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INTEGRATION AS A CONTINUOUS PROCESS

Integration should not be viewed as a single event. Decision ecosystems evolve continuously; new
information becomes available; objectives change; circumstances develop. Integration is therefore an
ongoing capability rather than a one-time exercise, and its effectiveness depends on continual

reassessment rather than initial perfection.

Toward measurement. If Integration is a distinct capability producing a distinct artefact, that artefact
should in principle be countable and assessable independently of the first-order recommendations
surrounding it. A candidate research design would ask independent domain experts, blind to the
framework, to rate a set of second-order recommendations against two criteria: whether the
recommendation could plausibly have been generated from any single first-order recommendation
alone (a manipulation check on genuineness), and whether its adoption would have altered the
eventual outcome (a check on materiality). Systematic application of this design across a sample of
decision ecosystems would allow Proposition Four (Chapter 19) to be tested directly, rather than

asserted.

IMPLICATIONS

Recognising integration as a distinct capability — with its own conceptual territory, its own required
independence, and its own class of output in the second-order recommendation — changes how
complex decisions are approached. Rather than asking only whether individual recommendations are
technically sound, attention also turns to understanding how those recommendations influence one
another. This shift, from isolated expertise to connected expertise, represents one of the defining

contributions of the Montrelle Framework.
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Coherence as the Objective

INTRODUCTION

If integration represents the central capability of the framework, coherence represents its objective. The
purpose of integration is not integration itself; its purpose is to produce decisions that remain
consistent across multiple domains and over time. The framework therefore proposes coherence as the

principal measure of successful integration.

DEFINING COHERENCE

For the purposes of this framework, coherence may be defined as:

The degree to which interconnected decisions, recommendations and actions

reinforce one another in pursuit of consistent long-term objectives.

Coherence should not be confused with agreement. Experts may reasonably disagree; objectives may
compete; trade-offs may remain unavoidable. A coherent decision ecosystem is therefore not one
without tension. It is one in which tensions are understood and managed deliberately, rather than

discovered belatedly in the form of Coherence Debt coming due.

BEYOND OPTIMISATION

Professional disciplines naturally pursue optimisation, and this objective remains essential. However,
optimisation within individual disciplines does not automatically produce coherent outcomes across
interconnected systems (see the discussion of the theory of the second best in Chapter 6). The
framework therefore distinguishes between two complementary questions. Optimisation asks: “Is this
recommendation technically excellent?” Coherence asks: “How does this recommendation influence the

broader decision ecosystem?” Both questions matter; neither is sufficient alone.
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DISTINGUISHING COHERENCE FROM ORGANISATIONAL FIT

Coherence, as defined here, has an obvious relative in the organisational literature, and the relationship
deserves to be made explicit rather than left for a reviewer to identify. Nadler and Tushman’s (1980)
congruence model proposes that organisational effectiveness depends on the degree of fit among an
organisation’s tasks, people, formal structures and informal culture — a proposition close in spirit to
the claim that Coherence depends on the degree of fit among first-order recommendations. Porter’s
(1996) treatment of strategy as a system of mutually reinforcing activities makes a structurally similar
argument at the level of firm strategy: competitive advantage arises less from any single activity than

from the fit among them.

Both traditions, however, evaluate fit within a single organisation, against a strategy or set of objectives
that organisation has itself already chosen, and typically under a single authority capable of adjusting
any element to improve the fit. Coherence, as defined in this framework, is evaluated across
independent professional agents who have not chosen a common strategy, who do not share an
employer, and whose individual recommendations no single authority can unilaterally revise. This is a
materially harder coordination problem than organisational fit, not merely a relabelling of it: where
the congruence model and activity-system fit can appeal to a strategy-setting authority as the ultimate
arbiter of what “fit” should look like, the Montrelle Framework has no equivalent authority to appeal
to, and must instead locate that arbitrating function in the (asserted, not assumed) independence of the

integrative role described in Chapter 2.

COHERENCE ACROSS TIME

Coherence extends beyond the present. Important decisions often unfold across years or decades, and
coherence must therefore also consider temporal relationships. A recommendation that appears
appropriate today may reduce flexibility tomorrow; conversely, a decision requiring greater effort
initially may strengthen long-term resilience. The framework therefore encourages evaluating

coherence not only across disciplines but also across time.
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JUDGEMENT AND COHERENCE

Coherence ultimately depends on judgement. No analytical model can determine every appropriate
trade-off; no algorithm can define individual values; no framework can eliminate uncertainty. The
purpose of the Montrelle Framework is therefore not to replace judgement but to support it by making
important relationships more visible. Judgement remains the responsibility of those making the

decision.

THE COHERENCE LADDER

Because coherence is not binary, this paper proposes a five-stage diagnostic scale — the Montrelle
Coherence Ladder — intended to give practitioners and researchers a shared vocabulary for describing

the integrative maturity of a given Decision Ecosystem at a point in time.

Rung 1 — Fragmented. Specialists operate in isolation. No mechanism exists for examining

relationships between recommendations. Coherence Debt accrues unnoticed.

Rung 2 — Coordinated. Specialists are aware of one another and communicate periodically, typically
through the individual acting as an informal relay. Relationships are discussed but not systematically

examined.

Rung 3 — Aligned. Specialists share a common understanding of overarching objectives, and major

conflicts are identified when they arise. Integration remains reactive rather than anticipatory.

Rung 4 — Integrated. A dedicated integrative function actively examines relationships between
recommendations before implementation, producing second-order recommendations as a matter of

course. Integration is proactive.

Rung s — Coherent. The ecosystem is continuously stewarded; Coherence Debt is actively monitored
and addressed as it accrues rather than upon discovery; the four stages of the framework operate as a

standing discipline rather than an episodic intervention.

The Ladder is offered as a diagnostic instrument rather than a normative target for every ecosystem: a
simple, low-interdependence, hub-and-spoke ecosystem (Chapter 10) may be adequately served at Rung
2 or 3, and the cost of advancing further may exceed the benefit. The Ladder’s principal use is
comparative and longitudinal — allowing a given ecosystem’s integrative maturity to be assessed
against its own topology and tracked over time, a possibility taken up directly in the first item of the

Research Agenda.
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Integrative
maturity

FRAGMENTED  COORDINATED ALIGNED INTEGRATED COHERENT

operate in are awarestfovad 7 h ; debt is monitored

FIG. 131 — THE MONTRELLE COHERENCE LADDER. Five stages of integrative maturity, diagnostic

rather than universally prescriptive.

Distinguishing the Coherence Ladder. The staged-maturity structure of the Ladder is not original to
this framework, and the debt should be acknowledged directly. It follows the general form of the
Capability Maturity Model (Paulk, Curtis, Chrissis & Weber, 1993), developed to assess the process
maturity of software engineering organisations along a comparable five-level scale from ad hoc to
optimising. The borrowing is deliberate: maturity models of this kind have proven durable and widely
adopted precisely because they give a heterogeneous population of practitioners a shared, ordinal
vocabulary without requiring a cardinal measurement instrument. The disanalogy is equally important
to state. The Capability Maturity Model assesses the process discipline of a single organisation, assessed
by that organisation’s own personnel or by accredited assessors operating within an established
certification infrastructure. The Coherence Ladder assesses an ecosystem with no single organisational

owner, no established assessor infrastructure, and, at present, no inter-rater reliability data of any kind.
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The Ladder should therefore be read, at this stage, as a conceptual scaffold for future instrument
development rather than as a validated diagnostic — a limitation stated explicitly in Chapter 20 and

taken up as the first item of the research agenda.

MEASURING COHERENCE

The framework does not propose a single quantitative measure of coherence, and for the reasons given
above under the Ladder, it would be premature to claim one. Coherence may, however, be evaluated
qualitatively through questions such as: Do recommendations reinforce one another? Are important
objectives aligned? Have significant interdependencies been considered? Have major conflicts been
identified? Does the decision preserve future flexibility where appropriate? Where might this ecosystem
sit on the Coherence Ladder, and is that position appropriate to its topology? These questions

encourage reflection rather than mechanical scoring.

Toward measurement. A more formal treatment would require two developments beyond the present
paper’s scope. First, the qualitative questions above would need to be converted into a structured
instrument — plausibly a multi-item scale completed independently by each specialist and by the
individual at the centre of the ecosystem, allowing a divergence score between perspectives to serve as an
inverse proxy for coherence. Second, that instrument would need to be validated against an
independent outcome measure, such as the Coherence Debt proxies proposed in Chapter 6, to establish
that higher scored coherence in fact predicts fewer retrospective, conflict-driven coordination events.
Until both steps are complete, coherence should be treated, as it is throughout this paper, as a

qualitative construct supported by a conceptual — not yet a psychometric — scale.

Specialised . Human Coherent Long-Term
Expertise utegzation! Judgement Decision Outcomes

FIG. 13.2 — FROM SPECIALISED EXPERTISE TO LONG-TERM OUTCOMES. Specialised Expertise

Integration ; Judgement, Coherent Decision, Long-Term Outcomes: Integration and judgement

as the connective stages between disciplinary input and coherent decision.
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CONCLUSION

The Montrelle Framework does not propose coherence as a substitute for professional excellence.
Instead, it suggests that coherence represents an additional characteristic of high-quality decision-
making within increasingly interconnected environments — one that existing disciplinary standards

were never designed to capture, precisely because no individual discipline is positioned to observe it.

As specialisation continues to expand, the importance of coherence may become increasingly
significant. The chapters that follow examine how these ideas may be understood through practical

applications across different decision contexts.
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Conceptual frameworks derive value not only from their internal consistency but from their capacity
to illuminate practical situations. A framework that cannot be meaningfully applied remains an

abstract construct; one that can only be applied in a single context lacks broader explanatory value.

The examples presented in this section are illustrative rather than prescriptive. They are not empirical
case studies, nor are they intended to validate the framework. Instead, they demonstrate how the
concepts of Decision Ecosystems, Integration and Coherence — together with Topology, the
Integration Gap, Coherence Debt, and the Coherence Ladder — may provide a structured perspective
across different forms of complex decision-making. The examples have been intentionally simplified to

emphasise the framework rather than the underlying technical disciplines.
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Illustrative Applications

Although the framework was developed from observations concerning increasingly interconnected
human decisions, its principles may be applied across a wide range of situations. The following examples
illustrate how the framework encourages broader analysis while preserving the importance of specialist

expertise.

INTERNATIONAL RELOCATION

Legal residency, immigration, taxation, banking, healthcare, education, employment, property,
insurance and family wellbeing are each engaged when an individual relocates internationally.
Relocation is often perceived as a logistical exercise; in reality it frequently constitutes a densely meshed
Decision Ecosystem in the sense described in Chapter 10. Each domain involves specialist expertise, and
each influences the others — a change of tax residency, for instance, may alter both banking access and
the optimal timing of a property purchase. Approaching relocation as a Decision Ecosystem, rather
than as a checklist executed sequentially, encourages broader understanding before individual decisions
are implemented. The objective is not merely successful relocation; it is a coherent long-term outcome,
achieved without the silent accrual of Coherence Debt across the domains most likely to interact —

tax, banking and property, in particular.

FAMILY BUSINESS SUCCESSION

Succession planning illustrates the interaction between technical expertise and human complexity
across corporate governance, ownership structures, tax planning, inheritance law, family relationships,
leadership development and long-term stewardship. Each discipline contributes valuable knowledge,
yet successful succession rarely depends on technical excellence alone; it depends equally on the
coherence of decisions across generations, and on second-order recommendations that make explicit

how, for example, a governance structure interacts with family relationships in ways no single adviser’s
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mandate would otherwise surface. Viewing succession through the framework encourages integration
before implementation, rather than after conflict has already emerged and Coherence Debt has come

due in its most damaging form — as family rupture.

ENTREPRENEURIAL DECISION-MAKING

Entrepreneurs frequently operate within environments characterised by uncertainty, limited resources
and rapidly changing priorities across business strategy, capital allocation, employment, intellectual
property, risk management, personal finances, family considerations and growth opportunities. Each
decision influences the next. The framework encourages entrepreneurs to examine relationships
between decisions rather than evaluating each independently — a discipline particularly valuable given

the chained topology (Chapter 10) that characterises many early-stage growth decisions.

LONG-TERM WEALTH STEWARDSHIP

Managing wealth extends beyond investment performance. It frequently involves governance, taxation,
philanthropy, succession, education, family dynamics, risk management and long-term objectives.
Each domain contains specialised expertise; the framework proposes that long-term resilience depends
not only on technical excellence within each discipline but also on maintaining coherence across the
broader ecosystem — the ecosystem most likely, of the examples in this chapter, to exhibit a densely
meshed topology and, correspondingly, to warrant advancement to Rung 4 or s of the Coherence

Ladder.

PERSONAL HEALTHCARE

Healthcare decisions increasingly involve multiple specialists across primary care, specialist referral,
mental health, nutrition, insurance, rehabilitation and preventive medicine. Integration may help
individuals understand relationships between recommendations, treatment priorities and long-term
wellbeing. The framework therefore applies without challenging established clinical practice; its
contribution lies entirely in the relationships between recommendations, not in their individual

clinical content.

65



PART IV - ILLUSTRATIVE APPLICATIONS

PUBLIC POLICY

Governments routinely confront interconnected decisions. Economic policy influences healthcare;
healthcare influences education; education influences productivity; environmental policy influences
infrastructure; regulatory decisions influence investment. Viewing policy challenges as Decision
Ecosystems — with governments, rather than individuals, at the centre — may encourage greater
awareness of long-term interaction between governmental domains. The framework therefore extends

beyond individual decision-making, subject to the boundary conditions discussed in Chapter 2o0.

SUMMARY

These examples illustrate a consistent observation. The framework is not defined by subject matter; it is
defined by the presence of multiple interdependent domains requiring specialised expertise. Wherever
these conditions exist, the framework — and its vocabulary of Topology, Integration Gap, Coherence

Debt and the Coherence Ladder — may provide an additional analytical perspective.
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Cross-Sector Perspectives

One indication that a conceptual framework possesses broader explanatory value is its ability to remain
relevant across different sectors. The Montrelle Framework does not depend on any particular
profession. Instead, it focuses on a recurring structural characteristic: the interaction of specialised

expertise within complex Decision Ecosystems.

Healthcare. Modern healthcare increasingly relies on multidisciplinary collaboration. Patients may
simultaneously engage general practitioners, surgeons, specialists, physiotherapists and psychologists,
each contributing valuable expertise. The challenge frequently lies in understanding how
recommendations interact within the broader context of the patient’s circumstances — the
coordination problem multidisciplinary team structures in medicine were themselves designed,

imperfectly, to address.

Financial services. Financial institutions increasingly provide highly specialised services — investment
management, private banking, estate planning, tax advisory, insurance, risk management, corporate
finance. While each discipline contributes independently, clients often experience them as
interconnected components of a broader financial life. The framework encourages examining those

relationships explicitly, rather than assuming that a shared institutional roof is sufficient to produce it.

Corporate governance. Organisations routinely establish structures designed to coordinate specialised
expertise: boards of directors, executive committees, risk committees, audit committees, project
management offices. Each exists because organisations recognise that specialisation requires
integration. The framework extends similar reasoning to broader Decision Ecosystems that lack the

institutional scaffolding a corporation takes for granted.

Higher education. Universities have become increasingly interdisciplinary. Complex societal challenges
rarely fit neatly within individual departments; research increasingly combines engineering,
economics, medicine, computer science, psychology and public policy. The framework reflects a similar

recognition that important questions frequently extend beyond disciplinary boundaries.
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Public administration. Governments routinely coordinate multiple ministries and agencies —
economic development, infrastructure, education, healthcare, justice, environment, social policy. The
effectiveness of public policy often depends on relationships between these domains rather than on
isolated performance within them, a proposition consistent with Elinor Ostrom’s (1990) account of

polycentric governance.

Technology. Artificial intelligence represents perhaps the clearest contemporary example of increasing
interconnectedness. Technical capability alone does not determine outcomes; ethics, law, privacy,
governance, economics and human behaviour each influence responsible implementation. Technology

therefore reinforces, rather than diminishes, the importance of integration.

SUMMARY

Across each sector, a common pattern emerges: specialisation remains essential, and integration
becomes increasingly valuable. The framework therefore derives its relevance not from specific

professions but from a recurring structural characteristic shared across complex systems.

68



PART IV - PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS

Practical Implications

The preceding chapters have presented the conceptual foundations of the framework and illustrated
several potential areas of application. This chapter considers the practical implications of adopting the
perspective proposed throughout the paper. These implications should not be interpreted as prescriptive
recommendations; rather, they identify ways in which the framework may influence professional

practice and individual decision-making.

For individuals. Viewing important decisions as ecosystems encourages broader reflection before
implementation. Individuals may become more aware of relationships between decisions, recognise
competing objectives earlier, and approach specialist advice with greater contextual understanding —
and, practically, with a working vocabulary for asking their advisers whether a given recommendation
has been examined for its interaction with the rest of their circumstances. The framework therefore

supports more informed judgement rather than replacing professional advice.

For professionals. The framework encourages specialists to consider how their recommendations
interact with adjacent disciplines. This does not require professionals to become experts outside their
field. It encourages awareness that recommendations frequently exist within broader systems whose
outcomes depend on relationships as well as technical quality — and it offers, in the second-order
recommendation, a concrete deliverable through which that awareness can be documented and billed,

rather than left as an unstructured courtesy.

For organisations. Organisations increasingly rely on multidisciplinary collaboration. The framework
provides a language for discussing integration, coherence and long-term alignment across specialist
functions. It therefore complements existing governance and coordination structures rather than
replacing them, and the Coherence Ladder offers a simple internal diagnostic for assessing where a

given advisory relationship currently sits.

For researchers. The framework proposes several concepts that may warrant future empirical
investigation: Decision Ecosystems, Integration, Coherence, Coherence Debt, Decision Ecosystem
Topology, and the Coherence Ladder. Future research may refine definitions, develop measurement

approaches, and evaluate the propositions introduced in Part V.
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CALIBRATING EFFORT TO TOPOLOGY

One practical implication follows directly from Chapter 1o. Because the marginal value of integration
rises with the density of a Decision Ecosystem’s topology, the framework does not recommend uniform
integrative effort across all ecosystems. A hub-and-spoke ecosystem may be well served by periodic,
lightweight coordination — Rung 2 or 3 of the Coherence Ladder. A densely meshed ecosystem —
multi-jurisdictional wealth, complex succession, concurrent business and family transitions — is likely
to justify a dedicated, standing integrative function, aiming for Rung 4 or 5. Matching the intensity of
integration to the underlying topology, rather than applying a single template regardless of

complexity, is among the framework’s more directly actionable recommendations.

LOOKING FORWARD

As societies become more interconnected, the ability to understand relationships between specialised
forms of knowledge may become increasingly important. The framework should therefore be viewed
not as a completed theory but as a structured foundation on which further conceptual and empirical

work may build.
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The preceding chapters introduced the conceptual foundations of the Montrelle Framework, defined its
principal concepts, and illustrated their potential application across a variety of complex decision

environments.

Existing scholarship has significantly advanced systems thinking, organisational theory, governance
and decision science. The Montrelle Framework does not seek to replace these traditions. Rather, it
proposes that the primary unit of integration should be the Decision Ecosystem surrounding an
individual, family or organisation — a unit of analysis that existing frameworks, built primarily

around institutions, have not directly addressed.

The purpose of this final section is to position the framework within the broader academic
conversation, state its limitations candidly, and identify opportunities for future research. The

framework should be understood as a contribution to an evolving discussion, not as a definitive theory.
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A New Way of Thinking About Complex Decisions

BEYOND INDIVIDUAL DECISIONS

Much of modern decision theory focuses on improving the quality of individual decisions. This
emphasis has produced important advances in economics, psychology, management and organisational
theory — from Simon’s (1947) bounded rationality, through Kahneman and Tversky’s (1979) prospect

theory, to the substantial literature on heuristics and biases that followed (Kahneman, 2o1r).

The Montrelle Framework adopts a complementary perspective. Rather than examining isolated
decisions, it examines the systems within which those decisions exist. The framework therefore shifts
the primary unit of analysis from the individual decision to the broader Decision Ecosystem — a shift
analogous, though not identical, to the move decision science itself made when it turned from single
choices to choice architecture (Thaler & Sunstein, 2008), except that the Montrelle Framework is
concerned with the architecture between decision-makers’ advisers, rather than with the architecture

presented to the decision-maker alone.

RELATIONSHIPS AS THE SOURCE OF COMPLEXITY

One of the central propositions of this paper is that complexity increasingly emerges from relationships
rather than from individual disciplines. As specialisation expands, interactions between professional
perspectives become progressively more significant. Understanding those relationships may therefore
become as important as understanding the disciplines themselves — a claim consistent with, though
more narrowly scoped than, the general systems-theoretic position that a system’s properties cannot be

inferred from the properties of its parts alone (von Bertalanffy, 1968).

This reframing — from the quality of a decision to the quality of the relationships surrounding it —
does not compete with the decision sciences surveyed above; it operates one level removed from them,
asking a question those literatures were not designed to answer. The chapter that follows makes this

positioning precise, discipline by discipline.
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Positioning the Framework

AN INTEGRATIVE CONCEPTUAL MODEL, NOT A SUBSTITUTE FOR
EXISTING THEORY

The Montrelle Framework is best understood as an integrative conceptual model, situated deliberately
at the intersection of several established literatures rather than fully inside any one of them. Its claim to
contribution rests on a specific argument, stated plainly here: each of the candidate literatures below is
individually well developed and individually insufficient to cover the unit of analysis this paper proposes
— the Decision Ecosystem surrounding an individual or family, absent a single employing or
governing organisation. The purpose of this chapter is to make that insufficiency explicit, discipline by

discipline, rather than to assert it in general terms.

WHY EXISTING THEORIES ARE INDIVIDUALLY VALUABLE BUT
COLLECTIVELY INSUFFICIENT

Systems thinking (von Bertalanffy, 1968; Meadows, 2008) supplies the general proposition that a
system’s behaviour arises from the structure of relationships among its parts rather than from the parts
alone — a proposition this paper adopts without reservation in Chapter 3. It does not, however, specify
who within a given system is accountable for observing those relationships, nor does it distinguish, as
this paper does through the Integration Gap, between a system in which no one occupies that role and

one in which someone does.

Organisational theory (Mintzberg, 1979; Thompson, 1967) explains in considerable empirical and
theoretical detail how firms coordinate specialised functions internally, through hierarchy,
standardisation and mutual adjustment. Its coordinating mechanisms, however, presuppose a bounded
organisation with formal authority — precisely the condition Chapter s argues does not hold around
an individual or family. Where organisational theory asks how a firm should coordinate its
departments, this paper asks what happens, and what should be done, when no firm exists to do the

coordinating.
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The knowledge-based view of the firm (Grant, 1996; Kogut & Zander, 1992), examined in detail in
Chapter 12, comes closest of the strategy literatures to this paper’s account of Integration, since it too
treats the integration of specialist knowledge as a distinct organisational capability. Its unit remains the
firm, however, and its integrative mechanisms — common language, shared routines, hierarchical

authority — are unavailable in a Decision Ecosystem by construction.

Behavioural decision research (Kahneman, 2om; Kahneman & Tversky, 1979) has transformed our
understanding of how individuals reason, and misreason, under uncertainty. Its unit of analysis is
overwhelmingly the single decision-maker facing a single choice; it has comparatively little to say
about the multi-advisor, multi-recommendation setting this paper addresses, in which the central
challenge is not any one party’s cognitive bias but the unexamined interaction between several parties’

independently sound conclusions.

Governance scholarship, and particularly Ostrom’s (1990) account of polycentric governance of the
commons, offers the closest structural analogue to a Decision Ecosystem: a setting with multiple
decision centres and no single overarching authority, that nonetheless requires coordination to avoid
collectively poor outcomes. Ostrom’s design principles, however, were developed for durable, multi-
party common-pool resource regimes with defined membership and repeated interaction; a Decision
Ecosystem is typically a single individual’s or family’s evolving set of professional relationships, without

the resource-commons structure Ostrom’s principles were built to diagnose.

Sensemaking theory (Weick, 199s) is, of the literatures surveyed here, the closest existing theoretical
treatment of what this paper terms Integration: both are concerned with how coherent interpretation
is constructed from ambiguous, distributed information. Weick’s unit of analysis, however, remains
the organisation — sensemaking is a property of organisational members retrospectively constructing
shared meaning — whereas Integration, as defined in Chapter 12, is exercised prospectively, by a party

outside any single discipline, on behalf of a centre that is not itself an organisation.

THE RESULTING GAP

No single literature surveyed above is incorrect, and none is superseded by this paper. Each, however,
either assumes a bounded organisation the Decision Ecosystem lacks, addresses the single decision-
maker rather than the multi-advisor relationship, or stops short of specifying accountability for the
relationships between recommendations. The Montrelle Framework’s contribution is to name the
resulting gap precisely — as the Integration Gap — and to propose a vocabulary (Decision Ecosystem,

Topology, Integration, second-order recommendations, Coherence, Coherence Debt) fitted to the
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setting in which that gap arises. This is a narrower and more falsifiable claim than “a new
interdisciplinary synthesis is needed,” and it is the claim on which the propositions in the following

chapter, and the limitations in the chapter after that, should be judged.

SCOPE

The framework is intentionally broad. It is not limited to finance, healthcare, law or public policy. Its
relevance derives from a recurring structural condition — multiple forms of specialised expertise
interacting within a single Decision Ecosystem — rather than from any particular subject-matter

domain.
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Foundational Propositions

The framework may be summarised through six propositions, stated with sufficient precision to be

examined — and, where evidence warrants, refuted — by future research.
Proposition One. Increasing specialisation increases the need for integration.

Proposition Two. Complexity increasingly emerges through relationships rather than isolated
decisions, and the marginal cost of non-integration rises with the density of a Decision Ecosystem’s

underlying topology.

Proposition Three. Technical excellence within individual disciplines does not necessarily produce
coherent outcomes across interconnected systems; local optimisation and system-level coherence are

related but distinct properties.

Proposition Four. Integration represents a distinct capability that complements specialisation,
producing a distinct class of output — the second-order recommendation — that cannot be generated

by disciplinary expertise alone.

Proposition Five. Coherence provides a meaningful, if presently qualitative, objective for evaluating
interconnected decisions, and the absence of coherence accumulates measurably over time as

Coherence Debt.

Proposition Six. Human judgement remains indispensable to integration despite advances in
technology and artificial intelligence, because the determination of priorities among competing

objectives is a normative act, not merely an analytical one.

These propositions are intentionally concise. They are designed to guide future discussion, empirical
investigation and conceptual refinement, and each is revisited, with an associated research question, in

the Research Agenda.
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Limitations

A conceptual framework earns its place in a scholarly conversation partly by stating clearly what it does

not, and cannot yet, establish. Four limitations deserve explicit acknowledgment.

The framework is not yet empirically tested. Every construct introduced in this paper — Decision
Ecosystems, Integration, Coherence, Coherence Debt, Decision Ecosystem Topology, and the
Coherence Ladder — is presented as a conceptual proposal, not as a validated instrument. No claim is
made that ecosystems managed according to the framework produce measurably better outcomes than
those that are not; that claim is precisely what the research agenda in the following chapters is designed

to test.

The boundary of application is not fully specified. The framework is proposed as applicable wherever
multiple interdependent domains of specialised expertise surround a single decision-maker. This
boundary condition is easier to state than to apply at the margin. It is not yet clear, for instance, how
the framework should treat decision ecosystems with multiple, potentially conflicting central
stakeholders — a divorcing couple, a family with several branches pursuing different objectives, or a
founding team whose members are not aligned. The framework’s assumption of a relatively coherent
“centre” (Chapter 4) may understate the difficulty of ecosystems where the centre itself is contested.
This is a genuine limitation rather than an incidental one, and it is taken up directly in the research

agenda.

The independence principle is aspirational rather than structurally guaranteed. Chapter 9 proposes that
integration requires independence from the commercial incentives of any single discipline. The
framework does not, however, specify a governance mechanism that reliably secures that independence
in practice, particularly where the integrative function is performed by an adviser who also earns fees
within one of the domains being integrated. Until such a mechanism is specified and tested, the

independence principle should be read as a design criterion rather than an achieved safeguard.

The relationship between Coherence and welfare is asserted rather than demonstrated. The framework
assumes that greater coherence produces better long-term outcomes for the individual or family at the
centre of the ecosystem. This is intuitively plausible and consistent with the theory of the second best

(Chapter 6), but it has not been demonstrated empirically, and it is conceivable that in some
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ecosystems the cost of pursuing coherence — in time, fees, or complexity of process — could exceed its
benefit, particularly in the simpler, hub-and-spoke topologies discussed in Chapter 10. The framework’s
own guidance to calibrate integrative effort to topology (Chapter 16) is a partial response to this
concern, but the underlying cost-benefit relationship remains a matter for empirical, not conceptual,

resolution.

Acknowledging these limitations does not diminish the framework’s contribution. It clarifies what
that contribution presently is: a conceptual vocabulary and a set of falsifiable propositions, not a

validated methodology.
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Testing the Framework

CONCEPTUAL NATURE

The Montrelle Framework is presently a conceptual framework. Its propositions have not yet been
subjected to comprehensive empirical testing. Consequently, the framework should be evaluated
through continued scholarly examination rather than accepted uncritically — a caution reinforced,

rather than relieved, by the limitations set out in the preceding chapter.

OPPORTUNITIES FOR EMPIRICAL RESEARCH

Future research may examine questions such as: Does structured integration improve long-term
decision quality, and if so, by what mechanism? Can coherence be operationalised and measured
directly, rather than only inferred qualitatively through the questions proposed in Chapter 13> Which
forms of Decision Ecosystem — characterised by topology, as defined in Chapter 10 — benefit most
from integrative approaches, and is there a topology-dependent threshold below which formal
integration is not cost-justified? How does interdisciplinary coordination influence outcomes across the
professions surveyed in Chapter 152 What role can artificial intelligence play in supporting integration
while preserving the human judgement Proposition Six holds to be indispensable? And can the
Coherence Ladder be validated as a reliable, inter-rater-consistent diagnostic instrument, or does it

require substantial refinement before it can bear that weight?

QUALITATIVE RESEARCH

Possible approaches include longitudinal case studies of decision ecosystems tracked across a major
transition (relocation, succession, business sale); structured expert interviews across the professions
identified in Chapter 8; comparative analyses of ecosystems at different positions on the Coherence
Ladder; observational research within family offices and comparable integrative structures; and

governance reviews of the independence mechanisms discussed in Chapter 20.
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QUANTITATIVE RESEARCH

Future studies may explore the development of coherence indices grounded in the qualitative questions
proposed in Chapter 13; interdisciplinary collaboration metrics adapted from the organisational-
coordination literature; measures of decision resilience under subsequent shock; implementation-
outcome studies comparing integrated and non-integrated ecosystems facing comparable transitions;
stakeholder-satisfaction instruments; and, more ambitiously, an attempt to operationalise Coherence
Debt itself — for instance, by tracking the frequency and cost of retrospective, conflict-driven

coordination events as a proxy for debt having come due.

FALSIFIABILITY

The framework should remain open to challenge. Evidence demonstrating that integration provides
no meaningful improvement over existing approaches — once topology, cost and the counterfactual of
unaided coordination are properly accounted for — would require refinement or rejection of its
underlying propositions. This openness to criticism is an essential characteristic of the scientific process

the framework aspires to join, not a formality appended to satisfy it.
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PART V- CLOSING REFLECTIONS

Closing Reflections

Human civilisation has advanced through specialisation. That progress should be celebrated. Yet
progress also changes the nature of the challenges we face. As expertise expands, individuals increasingly

navigate networks of professionals rather than isolated advisers.

The central question therefore becomes not whether specialisation should continue. It should.

“The more important question is whether equal attention should now be

given to understanding the relationships between specialised perspectives.”

The Montrelle Framework proposes that the answer may be yes — and it offers Decision Ecosystems,
Integration, Coherence, the Integration Gap, Coherence Debt, Decision Ecosystem Topology and the
Coherence Ladder as a first, deliberately provisional, vocabulary for pursuing that question with the

precision that scholarship, and practice, ultimately require.

Whether this proposition ultimately proves correct will depend not on this paper, but on future
scholarship, practical application and empirical evaluation. The framework is therefore offered not as a

conclusion, but as the beginning of a broader conversation.
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PART V- EPILOGUE — BEYOND THE FRAMEWORK

Epilogue — Beyond the Framework

The future will almost certainly involve greater complexity rather than less. Artificial intelligence will
transform professional practice. Global mobility will continue. Knowledge will expand. Institutions

will become increasingly specialised.

These developments are unlikely to reduce the need for expertise. They will, instead, make the
relationships between forms of expertise the decisive factor in whether that expertise translates into

good outcomes.

“Integration is not a footnote to specialisation. It may become one of the

defining disciplines of the century abhead.”

Every previous age of specialisation has eventually produced its own discipline of integration: medicine
produced diagnosis; engineering produced systems architecture; warfare produced strategy. An
increasingly interconnected world of specialised human decisions may be no different — and if it is

not, the vocabulary such a discipline requires does not yet fully exist.

This paper’s ambition is narrower and, for that reason, more attainable. It does not claim to have
founded that discipline. It claims only to have proposed a small number of terms — Decision
Ecosystem, Integration, Coherence, the Integration Gap, Coherence Debt, Decision Ecosystem
Topology, the Coherence Ladder — precise enough to be adopted, argued with, tested, and, where the
evidence demands it, discarded. That is the standard by which a genuinely useful conceptual

contribution should be judged, and it is the standard this paper submits itself to.

It marks only where the conversation begins.
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RESEARCH AGENDA

Research Agenda

Future development of the framework may proceed along six lines, each corresponding to a proposition

set out in Chapter 19 and a limitation set out in Chapter 20.

1. Empirical validation of Decision Ecosystems as a unit of analysis. Establishing, through structured
case studies, whether decision-makers and their advisers can reliably identify the boundaries and
topology of a given ecosystem, and whether that identification adds explanatory power over discipline-

by-discipline analysis alone.

2. Development of qualitative and quantitative measures of Coherence. Operationalising the qualitative
questions proposed in Chapter 13 into a validated coherence index; testing the reliability of the

Coherence Ladder as a diagnostic instrument across independent raters and across ecosystems of
varying topology.
3. Measurement of Coherence Debt. Designing proxy measures — such as the frequency, cost and

disruptiveness of retrospective coordination events — capable of testing whether ecosystems with lower

measured coherence do, in fact, incur higher costs at later points of stress, as Proposition Five predicts.

4. Comparative studies across sectors and cultures. Testing whether the framework’s constructs travel
across the sectors surveyed in Chapter 15, and across jurisdictions and cultural contexts in which the
“individual as the centre” principle (Chapter 9) may sit differently against more collectivist or state-

mediated decision-making traditions.

s. Governance mechanisms for integrative independence. Developing and testing structural safeguards
— disclosure regimes, fee-separation models, fiduciary analogues — capable of making the
independence principle in Chapter 9 a structural property of an integrative function rather than an

aspiration, addressing directly the limitation identified in Chapter 2o0.

6. The role of artificial intelligence in supporting, without displacing, integrative judgement.
Empirically testing Proposition Six: whether AlI-assisted pattern detection across specialist
documentation measurably improves the speed or completeness of Understanding and Assessment
(Chapter 1) without degrading the quality of the human judgement exercised at the Integrate and

Steward stages.
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RESEARCH AGENDA

Researchers pursuing any of these lines are invited to treat the definitions in Chapters 4, 6, 10, 12 and 13
as a common point of departure, precisely so that resulting findings remain comparable across studies

— the ordinary condition, and the ordinary courtesy, of a shared research programme.
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Appendices

APPENDIX A — GLOSSARY

Decision Ecosystem. The interconnected network of decisions, stakeholders, objectives, constraints and
specialised expert perspectives surrounding an individual, family or organisation, in which actions

within one domain influence outcomes in others across time. (Chapter 4)

Decision Ecosystem Topology. The structural pattern of interdependency among the domains within a
given Decision Ecosystem, considered independently of the specific content of those domains, and
characterised by the density and directionality of the relationships among them — stylised as hub-and-

spoke, chained, or densely meshed. (Chapter 10)

Integration. The deliberate examination of relationships between specialised expert perspectives,
distinct from both disciplinary expertise and logistical coordination, and productive of second-order

recommendations. (Chapter 12)

Integration Gap. The structural absence of assigned accountability for the relationships between
specialised recommendations, as distinct from accountability for the recommendations themselves,
arising because no party within the Decision Ecosystem holds an explicit mandate to examine those

relationships. (Chapter )

Second-order recommendation. A recommendation concerning the relationship between two or more
first-order (disciplinary) recommendations, evaluated against the standard of Coherence rather than

against any single discipline’s technical standards. (Chapter 12)

Coherence. The degree to which interconnected decisions, recommendations and actions reinforce one

another in pursuit of consistent long-term objectives. (Chapter 13)

Coherence Debt. The compounding liability created when locally optimal decisions are made without
examining their interaction with the wider Decision Ecosystem; it accrues silently and falls due,

typically at moments of stress or transition. (Chapter 6)

Coherence Ladder. A five-stage diagnostic scale — Fragmented, Coordinated, Aligned, Integrated,

Coherent — describing the integrative maturity of a Decision Ecosystem. (Chapter 13)

Stewardship. The continuous reassessment of a Decision Ecosystem as circumstances evolve, including

active monitoring of Coherence Debt. (Chapter 1)
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Interdependency (Invisible). A relationship in which one decision influences the effectiveness,
flexibility or consequences of another, and which is not readily apparent at the time the originating

decision is made. (Chapter 7)

Human Judgement. The normative, non-delegable capacity to determine priorities and balance
competing objectives, which the framework holds to be indispensable to integration regardless of

advances in analytical technology. (Chapter 9, Chapter 12)

APPENDIX B — CONCEPTUAL FIGURES

The manuscript uses seven figures, each intended to carry conceptual weight rather than to decorate:
the Montrelle Seal (o.1), the Conceptual Decision Ecosystem (4.1), the Montrelle Framework cycle (10.1),
Decision Ecosystem Topology (10.2), First-Order and Second-Order Recommendations (12.1), the
Montrelle Coherence Ladder (13.1), and the Coherence pathway (13.2). A publication-ready scholarly
edition should retain this set and add only a single further diagram: a worked, anonymised topology
map of a real Decision Ecosystem, once the elicitation protocol proposed in Chapter 10 has been

piloted.

APPENDIX C — FUTURE DEVELOPMENT

Potential extensions of the framework include a fuller treatment of contested-centre ecosystems
(Chapter 20), a structured governance model for integrative independence (Research Agenda, item s),
and a topology-adjusted decision tree for calibrating integrative effort in practice (Chapter 16), suitable

for direct use by family offices and comparable advisory structures.

Progress has always depended upon deeper knowledge. The next stage of progress may depend equally

upon deeper understanding of how knowledge connects.

If this framework encourages that conversation, it will have fulfilled its purpose.
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