
Leadership Style is 
not the risk

Failing to Regulate Human Systems for 
Sustainable Performance, is ...

BTFA Aligns Leader Beliefs About 
What Makes Humans Perform Well.



Executive Summary

From Passive Oversight to 
Active Governance

Over the last two years (2024-2026), 
expectations of Boards have shifted 
materially.

Governance is no longer defined by 
periodic review, annual 
declarations, or retrospective 
assurance.

Regulatory codes, investor scrutiny, 
and operational volatility now 
require continuous, active 
oversight of how risk is created, 
amplified, and controlled 
throughout the year.

Provision 29 of the UK Corporate 
Governance Code reflects this 
shift clearly. 

Boards are now expected not only 
to oversee risk and internal 
controls, but to monitor their 
effectiveness continuously, 
declare their adequacy publicly, 
and explain remedial action where 
control weaknesses exist, 
including non-financial and 
behavioural controls.

At the same time, the definition of 
“material risk” has expanded. 

Cyber exposure, AI governance, 

workforce resilience, culture, and 
decision quality under pressure 
are now recognised as mission-
critical risks, not secondary 
considerations. 

Failures in these areas rarely stem 
from absence of policy or intent; 
they arise from how people 
interpret pressure, targets, 
authority, and uncertainty in real 
operating conditions.

This creates a quiet but significant 
tension.

Boards retain accountability for 
outcomes, culture, and risk 
appetite, yet many of the 
mechanisms that shape those 
outcomes sit within human 
behaviour, belief, and decision-
making under stress, areas 
historically treated as soft, 
subjective, or downstream of 
strategy.

The result is a widening gap 
between what Boards are now 
being asked to govern actively, and 
what traditional leadership, culture, 
and risk frameworks were designed 
to explain.

It is within this gap that BTFA  sits.



What is BTFA?
BTFA  (Believe → Think → Feel → 
Act) is a neuroscience-informed 
framework that helps leaders and 
leadership teams understand 
how beliefs about safety, 
control, threat, and success 
shape decision-making, 
behaviour, and outcomes under 
pressure.

Rather than prescribing a 
leadership style or behaviours, 
BTFA  aligns leaders’ 
understanding of how the human 
system actually functions, 
enabling them to regulate 
conditions in which others think 
clearly, collaborate effectively, 
adapt and perform sustainably.

By helping leaders understand 
and consciously influence the 

human mechanisms that shape 
behaviour under pressure, BTFA 
addresses root-cause risks that 
sit upstream of 

- culture

- engagement

- execution failure, and 

- change fatigue

precisely the risks Boards and 
senior leaders are now expected 
to oversee actively, not passively.

In short, BTFA provides a shared 
language for governing human 
dynamics with the same 
seriousness applied to financial, 
operational, and technological 
risk.





Leadership Style Is No Longer 
the Primary Risk
For decades, leadership 
conversations have been 
dominated by style.

• Authoritarian or participative.

• Transformational or servant.

• Directive or empowering.

These distinctions have value, but

• Pressure that produces compliance 
but suppresses information

• Control systems that reduce error 
but increase fear

• Targets that drive delivery while 
eroding ownership

• Good people working hard, yet 
misinterpreting one another under 
stress.

they are no longer where the 
greatest organisational risk sits.

Today: “The primary risk is not 
how leaders prefer to lead, but the 
unexamined psychological impact 
leadership behaviour has on 
human systems operating under 
pressure.”

Boards are rarely challenged on 
culture, direction, or long-term 
sustainability because they lack 
intelligence, intent, or experience. 
More often, these issues remain 
unexamined because human 
dynamics are difficult to see, difficult 
to measure, and easy to normalise.

None of these are style problems. They are human system problems

“BTFA does not replace a leader’s preferred 
approach; it improves how that approach is 
experienced by other brains under pressure.”



Leadership styles differ, but the human brain does not change its basic 
operating principles. Under threat, uncertainty, or exclusion, it becomes 
defensive, predictive, and conservative. Over time, these responses shape 
behaviour, relationships, decision quality, and ultimately organisational 
culture and outcomes.

From a governance perspective, this matters because:

• Psychological impact accumulates before performance declines

• Cultural fragility builds quietly, not dramatically

• Risk materialises downstream of human dynamics, not separately from 
them

In this context, leadership style diversity is not the issue. Unregulated 
psychological impact is.

BTFA begins here. Not by judging leadership intent or preference, but by 
making visible how leadership behaviour interacts with human 
neurobiology to shape belief, thinking, feeling, and action across the 
system.

This shift allows leadership and leadership teams to be discussed as a 
predictable, influenceable component of organisational risk , rather 
than a matter of personality or philosophy.

“Leadership styles 
differ, but the human 

brain does not change 
its basic operating 

principles”



Under threat, uncertainty, or 
exclusion, the human brain 
becomes defensive, predictive, and 
conservative, defaulting to existing 
beliefs and habits. Leaders often 
cling to a familiar style even when 
outcomes suffer.

Over time, these responses shape 
behaviour, relationships, decision 
quality, and ultimately 
organisational culture and 
outcomes.

From a governance perspective, this 
matters because:

• Psychological impact 
accumulates before performance 
declines

• Cultural fragility builds quietly, not 
dramatically

• Risk materialises downstream of 
human dynamics, not separately 
from them

In this context, leadership style 
diversity is not the issue. 
Unregulated psychological impact 
is.

BTFA begins here. Not by judging 
leadership intent or preference, but 
by making visible how leadership 
behaviour interacts with human 
neurobiology to shape belief, 
thinking, feeling, and action across 
the system.

This shift allows leadership and 
leadership teams to be discussed as 
a predictable, influenceable 
component of organisational risk, 
rather than a matter of personality or 
philosophy.



Why Leadership Has Been 
Framed Around the Wrong 
Question
Most leadership models were 
created with good intent.

They emerged in response to visible 
problems: excessive control, 
disengagement, poor morale, slow 
decision-making, lack of innovation. 

Each new model promised to 
correct what the previous one had 
over-emphasised.

• Authoritarian leadership gave way 
to participative approaches.

• Participative models were 
supplemented by 
transformational leadership.

• Transformational leadership was 
softened by servant leadership.

• Innovation frameworks followed 
when rigidity became the 
dominant concern.

This progression was logical. It was 
also incomplete.

In practice, behaviour is rarely the 
root cause.

Behaviour is an expression of how 
people are interpreting their 
environment: the level of safety they 
feel, the meaning they attach to 
targets and decisions, the degree of 
threat or inclusion they experience, 
and how much uncertainty their 
brains are trying to resolve under 
pressure.

Leaders do not repeat behaviours 
because they are stubborn, they 
repeat them because those 
behaviours are linked to survival 
predictions, status, and identity. 
When the brain predicts threat, it 
protects the belief system that has 
worked before, even if it now 
creates hidden cost.

“The common assumption 
underpinning these models is that 

behaviour is the primary lever of 
change. Adjust how leaders 

behave, and outcomes will follow”



Leadership frameworks that focus 
primarily on style or behaviour tend 
to address symptoms rather than 
causes. 

They describe what good leadership 
looks like, without explaining why 
some behaviours succeed in one 
context and fail in another.

As a result:

• Leaders adopt new language, but 
old reactions remain

• Structures change, but trust does 
not

• Initiatives launch, but energy 
dissipates under stress

From a governance perspective, this 
matters because organisations 
continue to invest in leadership 

development without reducing the 
underlying human risks that affect 
decision quality, collaboration, 
innovation, and execution.

The question most leadership 
models ask is:

“How should leaders behave?”

The more useful question is:

“How does leadership behaviour 
interact with human neurobiology 
under pressure to shape 
outcomes?”

Until that question is addressed, 
leadership models will continue to 
multiply, while organisational 
problems persist.



What Leadership Styles Look 
Like When Psychological 
Impact Is Considered
Leadership styles are often described 
as preferences or philosophies. In 
practice, their effectiveness depends 
far less on intent than on the 
psychological conditions their 
neurology creates.

When leadership behaviour is viewed 
through the lens of psychological 
impact, a different pattern becomes 
visible.

The question is no longer whether a 
style is “good” or “bad”, but whether it 
regulates or amplifies stress, 
threat, and uncertainty within the 
human system.

The Governance Insight: 
BTFA does not replace leadership styles. It makes their impact 
predictable. From a Board and HRD / SLT perspective, this matters 
because leadership diversity can be maintained without accepting 
psychological volatility as inevitable.

Leadership styles vary. Human neurobiology does not. (see table pg.11)



“Leaders’ effectiveness 
depends far less on 

intent than on the 
psychological 

conditions their 
neurology creates”



Benefits of 
BTFA regulation

Leadership 
Style ↓

Without BTFA 
(Unregulated 
Psychological Impact)

With BTFA regulation 
(Leader Regulates 
Impact)

Summary

Authoritarian / 
Directive 

→

• Compliance without 
commitment

• Suppressed information 
and upward silence

• Short-term execution at 
the expense of learning

• Clear boundaries 
without intimidation

• Fast decision-making 
without fear

• Authority experienced 
as protection rather 
than pressure

Decisiveness 
is not 
removed.
Threat is.

Democratic / 
Participative

→

• Slow decisions and 
decision fatigue

• Blurred accountability
• Emotional exhaustion 

disguised as inclusion

• Structured collective 
intelligence

• Clear ownership and 
roles

• Engagement without 
depletion

Inclusion 
works when it 
reduces 
uncertainty, 
not when it 
amplifies it.

Trans-
formational

→

• Short-lived enthusiasm
• Dependency on the 

leader’s presence
• Burnout following 

periods of intense 
mobilisation

• Meaning embedded in 
systems, not 
personalities

• Change that continues 
without constant 
energy input

• Motivation supported 
by structure

Inspiration 
becomes 
sustainable 
when it is not 
dependent on 
emotional 
intensity.

Servant
→

• Erosion of authority
• Role confusion
• Quiet burnout of those 

trying to support 
everyone

• Empathy with 
boundaries

• Empowerment without 
self-erasure

• Respect that 
strengthens, rather 
than weakens, 
leadership

Support works 
when it is 
structured, not 
when it is 
limitless.

Innovative
→

• Anxiety and resistance
• Fragmentation and 

overload
• Risk without safety

• Experimentation 
without fear

• Learning without 
blame

• Risk that is consciously 
managed

Creativity 
thrives when 
uncertainty is 
contained, not 
ignored.

BTFA does not aim to turn everyone into the same 
leader; it enables different styles to produce 
consistently safe, high-quality human outcomes.



What Changes for Leaders, and 
What Does Not Change

One of the reasons leadership 
development often fails is not lack of 
insight, but identity threat.

Senior leaders do not resist change 
because they are unwilling to 
improve. They resist anything that 
feels like a challenge to their 
competence, authority, or hard-won 
experience.

BTFA does not attempt to change 
who leaders are.

It focuses on how leadership 
behaviour is experienced by the 
human system, particularly under 
pressure.

What Does Not Change
BTFA does not seek to replace a 
leader’s declared or preferred 
leadership style, such as being 
directive, participative, or servant-
oriented.

It does not attempt to alter:

• Personality or values

• Authority or accountability

• Speed of decision-making

• Ambition, drive, or intent

Leaders are not asked to become 
someone else.



What Does Change
BTFA directly addresses the 
experienced leadership style, 
particularly under pressure.

By introducing metacognition, 
reflection, and emotional regulation, 
leaders become able to:

• Notice their own stress reactions 
before acting on them

• Understand the emotional impact of 
their behaviour on others

• Regulate threat rather than amplify it

• Learn from experience instead of 
repeating patterns

As a result, behaviours that were 
previously experienced as:

• dictatorial,

• dismissive,

• volatile,

• or controlling

often become experienced as:

• clear,

• inclusive,

• firm but fair,

• and psychologically safe

The leader’s intent may not change, 
but  their impact shifts significantly.

• BTFA specifically transforms beliefs 
about threat, control, safety, and 
trust.

• Beliefs shift through metacognition 
and lived experience, not through 
being told what style to adopt.

• As beliefs update, behaviour 
updates, and the leader’s style is 
experienced in positive ways.

The Governance Relevance
From a Board perspective, this shift matters because it:
• Reduces key-person dependency
• Increases decision quality under stress
• Improves continuity during change and succession
• Lowers the hidden human cost of neurologically misaligned delivery
Leadership effectiveness becomes something that can be designed, 
supported, and sustained, rather than continually reinforced through 
pressure.

The Central Distinction
BTFA does not ask leaders to give up power. It allows them to use it with less 
unintended consequence. Authority remains. Psychological volatility 
reduces.



“Leadership 
effectiveness becomes 
something that can be 
designed, supported, 

and sustained



Why This Is Now a Board and 
HRD Issue
Human systems have always shaped 
organisational performance. What 
has changed is not their importance, 
but our ability to understand and 
influence them deliberately.

Boards and HRDs now operate in 
environments characterised by 
sustained uncertainty, accelerated 
change, and increasing cognitive 
load, where updated standards 
(such as the UK corporate 
governance code) require more 
transparent evidence of control 
effectiveness, where Tone from the 
Top is expected to foster a "risk-
aware culture" where employees feel 
safe escalating concerns and ethical 
behaviour is prioritised. 

Under these conditions, small 
psychological effects compound 
quickly into material outcomes. This 
places responsibility for human 
dynamics firmly with Boards, senior 
leaders, and HRDs.

The Limits of Traditional Oversight

Boards are well equipped to govern:

• Financial performance

• Risk and compliance

• Strategy and capital allocation

They are less well equipped, 
historically, to govern the human 
conditions under which those 
outcomes are produced.

As a result:

• Culture is discussed, but often 
indirectly

• Engagement is measured, but 
rarely explained

• Leadership development is 
funded, but its impact is hard to 
evidence

None of this reflects lack of intent or 
capability. It reflects the absence of 
a shared language for understanding 
how human systems behave under 
pressure.



Why This Gap Now Matters 
More than before
Several converging pressures have 
increased the cost of leaving this gap 
unaddressed:

• Sustained stress reduces decision 
quality and learning capacity

• Complexity increases reliance on 
collaboration and trust

• Speed of change amplifies the 
impact of misinterpretation and 
defensive behaviour

• Talent mobility exposes poor 
human environments more quickly

Under these conditions, unmanaged 
psychological dynamics become a 
leading indicator of risk, not a 
secondary concern.

The HRD/SLT–Board Interface

HRDs are often tasked with “culture”, 
“leadership”, and “engagement”, 
while Boards retain accountability for 
outcomes. Without a shared 
framework, this creates a structural 
tension:

• HR initiatives appear soft or 
subjective

• Board expectations remain 
outcome-focused

• The connection between 
leadership behaviour and system 
performance remains implicit

BTFA provides a common language 
that Boards, senior leaders, and 
HRDs can use to discuss human 
impact with the same seriousness as 
financial or operational risk.



The Shift BTFA Enables
With a shared understanding of how 
belief, thinking, feeling, and action 
interact neurologically and 
systemically, Boards and HRDs can:

• Address culture without reducing it 
to sentiment

• Support leadership development 
without personality correction

• Evaluate sustainability without 
relying solely on lagging indicators

• Intervene earlier, before human 
cost becomes visible performance 
decline

This is not about expanding 
governance into psychology.
It is about recognising human 
dynamics as part of the system 
being governed.

The Practical Implication
When leadership behaviour is 
understood as a predictable 
influence on human systems, 
responsibility for culture and 
performance becomes shared, 
visible, and influenceable.

That is why BTFA  belongs at the 
intersection of Board oversight and 
HRD / SLT responsibility, rather than 
solely within leadership development 
or training.

BTFA reduces the gap between what 
SLTs say they want, and team 
members lived experience. This is 
where adoption succeeds or fails.



The Risk of Leaving Human 
Dynamics Unexamined
Every organisation operates through 
human systems, whether they are 
acknowledged or not.

Beliefs about authority, safety, 
responsibility, and control shape how 
people interpret events, make 
decisions, and interact with one 
another. Over time, these 
interpretations become habitual, and 
eventually invisible.

The risk arises not from poor intent, 
but from treating these human 
dynamics as fixed rather than 
influenceable.

When Beliefs Go Unexamined

Human behaviour is driven less by 
formal structures than by the beliefs 
people hold about:

• What is safe to say

• What will be rewarded or punished

• How mistakes are interpreted

• Whether intent will be trusted

Under pressure, the brain fills gaps in 
meaning and purpose predictively. In 
the absence of clarity or inclusion, it 
defaults towards threat, 
defensiveness, and self-protection.

This is not a personal failing.
It is a neurological response.

When these belief systems are left 
unexamined:

• Defensive behaviour becomes 
normalised

• Misinterpretation increases

• Learning slows

• Collaboration narrows

Over time, these patterns shape 
outcomes across financial, technical, 
and cultural domains.



Applicable

Everywhere



Systems That Work Against Human 
Cognition

Many leadership designed 
mechanisms unintentionally 
disadvantage the human brain, 
particularly under stress:

• Control systems imposed without 
explanation

• Targets set without involvement in 
purpose or intent

• Strategy deployed without shared 
understanding

• Change initiatives introduced 
without psychological 
containment

These conditions increase 
uncertainty, forcing individuals and 
teams to fill gaps with assumptions. 
Under pressure, those assumptions 
skew negative.

The result is not resistance to 
change, but protection from 
perceived threat.

The Cost of Unregulated Stress

When stress responses are left 
unmanaged:

• Critical thinking narrows

• Attribution errors increase

• Emotional reactions replace 
reflection

• Problem-solving becomes reactive

What is often labelled as poor 
attitude, lack of ownership, or 
disengagement is frequently the 
downstream effect of chronic, 
unregulated psychological load.

Under chronic stress, beliefs update 
slower, reflection reduces, and 
leaders revert to familiar control 
habits, even if those habits no longer 
work.

From a governance perspective, this 
matters because:

• These effects accumulate quietly

• They distort information flow

• They undermine decision quality 
long before performance metrics 
shift



Culture as a Neurological 
Outcome

Culture is not created through value 
statements. It emerges from 
repeated patterns of belief, 
interpretation, and reaction.

In neurological terms, culture is the 
product of:

• What people predict will happen

• How safe they feel when acting

• How stress is resolved or 
amplified

Left unmanaged, culture 
stabilises around defence.
Regulated deliberately, it 
stabilises around learning.

The Central Risk

The greatest organisational risk is 
not individual incompetence or 
resistance to change.

It is accepting current human 
dynamics as inevitable, simply 
because leaders lack a shared 
language to see culture as a 
neurological and systemic 
phenomenon that can be improved.

BTFA  addresses this risk directly, 
by making human dynamics, 
explainable, and consciously 
influenceable.



A Single Standard, Not a Single 
Style
Leadership diversity is not a 
problem to be solved.
It is a reality to be governed.

Organisations need different 
leadership approaches in different 
contexts: 

• decisive under pressure, 

• participative when knowledge is 
distributed, 

• supportive during recovery, 

• innovative when conditions allow. 

Attempting to standardise 
leadership style would be neither 
practical nor desirable.

The issue is not diversity of style.
It is inconsistency of human 
impact.

The Limitation of Style-Based 
Thinking

When leadership is discussed 
primarily in terms of style, several 
difficulties arise:

• Style becomes a proxy for 
effectiveness

• Behaviour is judged without 
understanding its impact

• Leaders are labelled rather than 
supported

• Trade-offs between approaches 
are accepted as inevitable

This leads organisations to tolerate 
wide variation in psychological 
experience, even when outcomes 
are predictably affected.



The Shift BTFA Introduces

BTFA replaces style comparison 
with a single, consistent 
standard:

Does leadership behaviour, in this 
context, regulate or amplify 
psychological threat, uncertainty, 
and stress within the human 
system?

This standard applies to 
development, support, promotion, 
succession, and the leaders we 
leave in place, because all of it 

shapes human prediction, safety, 
and performance.

This standard applies regardless 
of:

• Seniority 

•  Personality 

•  Function 

•  Preferred leadership approach

It does not ask leaders to conform.
It asks leadership to be 
neurologically informed and 
system-aware.



What This Enables
With a single standard for healthy 
human impact, leaders and 
leadership teams are able to:

• Maintain diversity of leadership 
approach without tolerating 
psychological volatility

• Support one another’s 
effectiveness without correcting 
personality or intent

• Address culture through 
observable behaviour and 
interaction, rather than sentiment

• Improve performance by reducing 
unnecessary threat and pressure, 
not by adding more

This requires individuals, particularly 
those in senior leadership roles, to 
exercise agency over:

• how they interpret pressure,

• how they regulate emotional 
response, and

• how their behaviour is experienced 
by others under stress.

Culture does not change because it is 
declared. It changes when leaders, 
particularly senior leaders, alter how 
they Think, Feel, and Act in relation 
to one another and the systems they 
operate.

The Practical Consequence
When leadership is evaluated against 
a consistent standard of 
psychological impact, conversations 
shift:

From:

“Which style do we need?”

To:

“What conditions are we creating 
for human thinking and 
collaboration?”

This reframing makes leadership 
development, succession, and 
culture governable, rather than 
subjective.

The Core Insight
BTFA does not unify leadership by 
narrowing behaviour.

It unifies leadership by aligning 
impact.

Many styles. One standard.



What BTFA Changes, and What 
It Does Not Promise

BTFA is often described as a 
leadership framework. In practice, it 
is more accurately understood as a 
way of helping leaders understand 
and consciously influence the 
human mechanisms that shape 
behaviour under pressure.

To be useful at Board and SLT / HRD 
level, it is important to be clear 
about both its scope and its limits.

What BTFA Changes

BTFA changes the quality of 
leadership impact by helping 
individuals, particularly leaders, to 
understand:

• How beliefs shape thinking under 
pressure

• How emotional responses 
influence behaviour and 
interaction

• How stress and uncertainty 
distort interpretation and 
decision-making

• How repeated patterns of 
reaction shape culture over time

By introducing metacognition and a 
shared neurological language, BTFA 
enables leaders to:

• Regulate threat rather than 
amplify it

• Improve collaboration without 
forcing consensus

• Strengthen decision quality under 
pressure

• Reduce hidden human cost while 
sustaining performance

In doing so, leaders are better able 
to make culture, leadership impact, 
and human dynamics observable, 
discussable, and influenceable.

FAQ 

• Does BTFA create one leadership style? No.

• Does BTFA change beliefs and behaviour to 

improve alignment, consistency and congruence 

between styles? 

Yes, by helping leaders regulate threat and 

update prediction through metacognition.



What BTFA Does Not Promise
BTFA does not promise:

• Quick fixes or behavioural scripts

• Personality change or style 
conformity

• Motivation through inspiration 
alone

• Culture change by declaration or 
policy

It does not remove the need for 
judgement, experience, or 
leadership courage.
It does not eliminate uncertainty, 
pressure, or difficult decisions.

What it does is provide leaders with 
the understanding required to 
navigate those realities without 
creating unnecessary 
psychological cost.

The Closing Perspective
BTFA is not a replacement for 
strategy, governance, or 
management systems.
It complements, enhances and 
enables  them by addressing a 
dimension that has long been 
influential, but poorly understood.

When leaders understand how 
belief, thinking, feeling, and action 
(BTFA)  interact within human 
systems, leadership impact 
becomes more consistent, culture 
becomes more predictable, and 
performance becomes more 
sustainable.

Not because people try harder.
But because leaders understand 
the conditions human brains require 
to think, collaborate, and perform 
under pressure, and choose to 
create them.



© 2025 Duxinaroe Ltd. | Confidential | BTFA  is a registered trademark

‘Dux’, ‘Duxinaroe’, refers to the brand under which Duxinaroe Ltd associates, affiliates and member firms provide 

advisory services to their clients and/or refers to one or more associate, affiliate or member firms, as the context requires. 

Duxinaroe Ltd work closely with representatives and advisors worldwide. Unless otherwise stated, each associate, 

affiliate and member firm is a separate legal entity. Services are delivered by the associates, aff iliates and member firms. 

Duxinaroe Ltd provides online training services. Duxinaroe and its associates, affiliates and member firms are not agents 

of, and do not obligate, one another and are not liable for one another’s acts or omissions.

To discuss how BTFA  can help your 
organisation email us at 

info@duxinaoe.com 
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