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Moving Towards a Critical Conceptual Inquiry Through a Critical Review of Conceptual Thinking Practices 

This critical review (CR) explores conceptual thinking practices (CTP) to determine whether problematic situations (PS) can be better understood by adopting a critical conceptual inquiry (CCI) approach, focusing on the problem's critical context rather than accepting it as it is.

Introduction
This CR proposes that prevalent CTPs, which claim to understand the complexity of systems (constructs we perceive to exist) through sense and meaning-making to comprehend PS to act, may inadvertently hinder change-making and perpetuate the status quo. This is because any resulting options, choices and decisions through CTPs assume that the way we see the PS is correct. They fail to consider that our thinking draws on our past to anticipate and predict the future, and the way we facilitate these CTPs, through participation, allows for correcting behavioural inputs, outputs and cognitive representations that suit our perception of reality; therefore, any options, choices and decisions made will affirm our bias significantly, despite the inclusion of multiple perspectives. In addition, the influence of codified intersecting constraints such as sex, ability, race and politics creates an amplification of loyalties, hierarchies and power dynamics, which are biased and, in turn, lead to options, choices and decisions that only serve to reinforce the status quo. 

The CR argues that complex PS can be better appreciated by considering if the ‘problem is the problem’ by focusing on its critical context by adopting a CCI approach. Such an approach would focus on the positionality and situatedness of our sense and meaning-making to analyse the PS history to understand how our experiences lead us to anticipate and predict its future trajectory based on our feelings that condition our way of seeing. Context provides a practical ontology of determining if the ‘problem is a problem’ and how it has come into being to challenge our axiology. By analysing problems as abstract concepts and unpicking their origins, we can establish the history of the PS. This way, we can see how our past affects how we anticipate and predict the future and how we arrived at seeing the problem in a particular way. A critical stance is required to open space for other perspectives, avoid correcting behaviours, and allow for second-order thinking. This CR explores how CTPs handle complexity and problem-solving through participatory practices that assume the ‘problem is the problem’. The review accepts that our present perception of the problem is fundamental to changing our future; however, this must be based on accepting our way of seeing is conditioned by our past context, and this could be where the issue lies, therefore without a high level of criticality, CTPs fail to shift or improve PS thus retaining the status quo.

As this is a short theoretical review based solely on secondary research, it only suggests the possibility of a CCI by using context to uncover how we perceive PS through a well-thought-out critical participatory approach that accounts for power and bias. This would allow participants to see that our ways of seeing are based on our past assumptions and how this flaw impacts our options, choices, decisions, and how we make shifts or improvements.  In sectors with a strong focus on societal issues and the need for shifts and improvements, there has been an inability to solve problems. This is partly due to power dynamics, a need to preserve the status quo, the flawed way PSs are seen, and how things might be improved. This review opens the space for redesigning participatory conceptual thinking practices in such areas using context and criticality at its core to overcome some of these issues. As such, it is organised as follows: The first section looks at why CTPs struggle to make shifts and improvements, the second focuses on the principles of participation in conceptual thinking and its drawbacks, such as knowledge production, and the third section examines context as a practical ontology. The final section discusses why a CCI is required to challenge our axiology.

Critically Dealing with Problematic Situations
CTPs, such as systems, design, future and anticipatory thinking, are based on participatory, observational and modelling approaches underpinned by core concepts such as multiple perspectives, emergence, boundaries, and uncertainty, which are addressed by using experimental and exploratory methods that assist in the inquiry to understand the causal interdependent and interconnected relationships between two or more variables in a PS. Typically, the relationships are dubbed “complex”, “wicked”, or “messy”, which means you have several hidden, discrete and visible variables with feedback loops that, when modelled and observed, no matter how finite the detail fails to capture, describe and anticipate the PS. This has led to a “must try harder” mindset because no one wants to admit they either have no idea how to solve the problem, they do not understand the problem, or it is not in their interests or gift to do either. In the words of Luhmann (2018)

“What remains ambivalent is who determines whose problem, how the problem can be solved, and finally, whether the problem named (rather than some other one) has to be solved at all and what state the system will find itself in if it addresses the problem and tries to solve it. Agreement can be reached on defining a problem without having to reach agreement on how to solve it – and vice versa. The distinction between problem and solution thus permits agreement with the reservation that disagreement is possible; or also provisional agreement without being able to foresee how far it will go.”

Hence, it becomes more pacifying to use phrases such as “wicked” or “messy” to deflect the fact that we find it difficult to solve these types of problems because of how we anticipate and predict the future. Our way of seeing is compromised since it is only as good as our experiences, which hampers our options and, therefore, our ability to make choices and decisions, so we never confront the issue. 

CTPs counter the variation in the way we see complexity by using interpretive tools that allow for an interplay between the PO and the PS, generally through a skilled practitioner who can facilitate the process through participatory generative conversations that yield insights that open the interdependent and interconnected relationships, varying perspectives, boundaries and uncertainties that reveal the way that it is being perceived. Despite the overlap between the CTPs, there is no single school of thought, and this has led to dysfunction in the field. However, one aspect where there is agreement is that the “problem is the problem”, even if ill-defined, therefore “complex”, by using these approaches, they can help to work out why it is a problem and what might be done to overcome it. This means they omit how the PS has become a problem and why it is seen to be, as this would require an understanding of context. 

Although multiple perspectives are sought in CTPs, the capture of these is still based on the problem being a problem, even if ill-considered, so they may not be offering a counter or complementary viewpoint. The CTPs fail to consider whether there may be a completely different problem, no problem at all, or if the problem owner (PO) has a problem since the problem is only as good as their perception of it, which may be biased in the first place, and how these different positions interact and give rise to the present context the problem. There is in all CTPs the notion of a “worldview”, which differs from perspective, that is used as a counterargument to claim there is a metaphoric way of seeing the world that is ideological and gives us a way to approach it. A worldview derives from the Kantian philosophical idea of Weltanschauung, where there is a rigid distinction between the “world-in-itself (worldview) and the world-as-constructed-by-our-minds (perspective)”. A worldview is supposed to help us sense and make meaning of our world by answering important questions so that we know how to act in it which forms and informs our beliefs. However, neuroscience, biology, and psychology have shown that what we know, do, and feel are constructed in our minds to create our reality based on experiences. So, our worldviews and perspectives come from our past, which build and shape the way we act and our beliefs. Therefore, our way of seeing is as much shared as it is unique, as they are both based on lived experiences (learnt through first-hand knowledge) and given experiences (learnt through second-hand knowledge), which constantly evolve, merge, develop and change over time.

Due to this, CTPs have developed “critical” versions due to concerns that power issues contained within perspectives or worldviews were not being addressed, and without considering them, they helped prop up the status quo by creating solutions that do not consider those out of sight and mind. However, once again, there is no unified definition of what it means to be critical, especially as Midgely (1996) said of systems thinking; it is “an evolving debate around a set of themes that are regarded as important by a significant number of <systems> practitioners.” Thus, criticality is based purely on the practitioner’s definition. However, across the CTPs, an essential critical feature is ensuring that those affected by any outcomes are considered. 

For Systems Thinking, Midgely (1996) defined criticality as, 
“Critical awareness-examining and re-examining taken-for-granted assumptions, along with the conditions that give rise to them. 

Emancipation- ensuring that research is focused on "improvement," defined temporarily and locally, taking issues of power (which may affect the definition) into account.

Methodological pluralism-using a variety of research methods in a theoretically coherent manner, becoming aware of their strengths and weaknesses, to address a corresponding variety of issues.”

In Design Thinking, Malpass (2017) stated, “Critical design practice is used as a medium to engage user audiences and provoke debate. It does this by encouraging its audiences to think critically about themes engendered in the design work. Operating this way, critical design can be described as an affective, rather than an explanatory, practice in so much as it opens lines of inquiry as opposed to providing answers or solutions to questions or design problems.”

Whereas Ramos (2005) saw criticality in Future and Anticipatory thinking much like Midgely: “...it aims at helping the learner to understand how discourses and popular images of the future are mediated by culture, ideology and worldview; or how we project our institutional and cultural assumptions, ideology, and worldviews onto/into futures research, images and
discourses. At a deeper level, it asks how we can know the future, problematising the empirical standard, opening up alternative frames and epistemological questions. It asks how media (in many forms) privilege or marginalised certain futures over others or reveal deeper structures. Finally, it aims to pluralise the future, showing how there are alternatives futures embedded in the present.”

What is noticeable about these definitions is that the PO is still doing the critical thinking, i.e. those with power are still managing the process of analysing the problem and making judgements. Therefore, critical thinking in these examples is still based on the dominant ways of seeing. However, for many years, there have been calls to question the context of our thinking as the PO. Fanon (1963) was an early exponent of the idea that we must examine the power concealed within our histories to expunge the effects of our contexts that debilitate us and will do so until they are challenged. Through this lens, to be critical is to both understand how we have arrived at our ways of seeing and working with those with different stories to tell to create new perceptions of reality and, therefore, thinking, which was echoed by Walker (2019) “...communities closest to the problems possess unique insight into the solutions. The power dynamic… is impeding our collective efforts to create a better world.” Being critical requires the PO to place the collective view first, “we”, before theirs (I am) to create the “worldview”. Only by putting those voices that are least heard or different from those in power first can a CTP practitioner think, see and act differently and develop new ways of doing. However, this requires those with power to become reflective, reflexive, and mindful to adopt second-order thinking, i.e., thinking about our thinking through purposeful introspection.

CTPs- Struggling to Shift the Paradigm 
Humans, for the most part, are curious and know that strategically, if we can predict the future, we can take advantage of what is coming to avoid uncertainty, especially if it feels threatening. Therefore, it is advantageous to anticipate what is coming next to understand our world and explore new possibilities. CTPs do this by helping people cope with uncertainty when dealing with PS by finding ways to make shifts and improvements. Predicting future events gives us power, control and preparedness, allowing us to influence outcomes. However, this is not uniform because sometimes we feel we have no power or control when we face PS, or they are handed to us (not being aware or consulted), so we cannot be prepared. CTPs are designed to give us a sense of control and agency by using social learning approaches to engage in discussions that encourage dialogue and open our minds to ways to make shifts and improvements to overcome our PS. Therefore, they are all focused on how we think; however, they often fail to consider how this happens and its implications in making shifts and improvements.

CTPs are championed for their ability to grasp PS through various participatory approaches, which will lead to change, i.e. shifts and improvements. The first hurdle they often fall at is a failure to consider that systems are conceptual; they are only physical entities once we will them to be, as they are only understood based on how we perceive reality. When we conceptualise systems our brain accepts, rejects or alters the data and information it receives from our experiences, which forms our knowledge, skills and behaviours (KSBs), which we use to create our perception of reality. This perception allows us to anticipate what we think will happen next, and this predicts the future- however, we will do this in a way that suits our experiences. Thus, our experiences and KSBs are a byproduct of our interactions between our brain and the data or information it receives, shaping how we see, think and act. So, our behaviour, which is an emotional response, is conditioned by our experiences, shaping how we anticipate and perceive a situation and our predicted outcomes. However, CTPs are based upon the idea that once we understand the PS through social participation, inquiry, and learning, we will be motivated by our capabilities to shift and improve behaviours and structures so that change will take effect. However, the context of the PS, such as how it is conceptualisation giving rise to its power is given limited time and space.

“If we do not address the power dynamic in the creation of research, at best, we are driving decision-making from partial truths. At worst, we are generating inaccurate information that ultimately does more harm than good... This is why we must care about how research is created.” (Chicago Beyond, 2019)

To mitigate power dynamics and the context of the PS, CTPs claim that they are transdisciplinary, i.e., research produced by people from various academic and professional disciplines working collaboratively with other stakeholders to think creatively and innovatively based on a wide range of knowledge in an integrated way by using a variety of approaches to address the PS. However, this is the idealised version, as the reality is that due to barriers and constraints such as time, resources, politics and motivation, there are several challenges and criticisms of this way of working, (Lawrence, 2002).

· A lack of awareness of the existence of a specific problem or a lack of agreement over what exactly the problem is;
· Unbalanced “problem ownership,” with a dominance of academics driving the research process and limited involvement of non-academic actors in defining the research (including objectives);
· A lack of legitimisation of the team of researchers and actors, including underrepresentation of relevant actor groups;
· Conflicting viewpoints over methodological standards, especially between academic and non-academic participants;
· Challenges around various types of integration (knowledge types, social, organisational, communicative and technical) needed;
· Barriers to maintaining extended periods of engagement of participants in research projects, both internal to the project and externally driven;
· The occasional tendency to keep the co-produced knowledge and results from research projects vague and ambiguous to gain approval from all process participants;
· Reversion to pre-packaged (technical) solutions rather than exploring a range of solution options (due to the fear of failure);
· A limited ability to generalise and scale up the results of specific case studies, as well as to transfer knowledge about the effectiveness of the applied research approach;
· A lack of clarity about what role research results could or should play regarding formally legitimised (non-transdisciplinary) procedures and political processes;
· Occasional distortion, misinterpretation, and misuse of results by project partners who are dissatisfied with the outcomes and implications;
· Difficulty with tracking the societal impacts (and sometimes the far-reaching scientific impacts) of research projects.

This has implications for the design of a CCI: It would need to address these concerns to be effective. There would need to be consideration of who is part of a CCI, as this will set the tone, direction and shape of it, where the power lies and its outcomes. Additionally, as is common in some forms of research, the PO and sometimes participants are asked to consider their positionality, i.e. 

“where one is located regarding their various social identities (gender, race, class, ethnicity, ability, geographical location etc.); the combination of these identities and their intersections shape how we understand and engage with the world, including our knowledges, perspectives, and teaching practices. As individuals and as instructors, we occupy multiple identities that are fluid and dialogical in nature, contextually situated, and continuously amended and reproduced” (Alcoff, 1988). 

This would also need to be considered along with situatedness, i.e., how our minds encompass our conceptual realities and our perception of our physical, cultural, social and environmental realities as two interconnected and interdependent entities, i.e. the close interactive relationship between our mind (intangible) and our environment (tangible) making them inseparable. Therefore, the first step in a CCI would be for the PO and participants to question who they are, what their stake is, who are they to be part of this and the risk they pose. They would need to think about the history of the problem, how it relates to them, the organisation and the “world”, and how it has been previously understood, including who has benefitted and who has not. This level of systemic awareness would allow assumptions, biases, and power dynamics to be unearthed before the CCI starts. Typically, these things are built-in and not considered until long afterwards. If more awareness is built into a CCI, the risks and gains of the PS can be seen from multiple perspectives so that there is more understanding and appreciation of whether the ‘problem is a problem’ or something else, including the PO. It would also help to firm up the problem and issues of ownership of the PS. However, this extra layer would take time, effort and resources, which may make the CCI unfeasible or more exclusionary.  

Limits to Participation in CTPs
The growth of participatory approaches in development, whether in organisations, academia or education, took hold in the 1970s, for example, with the rise of Paulo Freire’s work. However, participatory approaches date further back, through Piaget (20s and 30s) and Dewey (50s and 60s), whose work also feeds into the philosophies of the CTPs. Despite the rise of participatory approaches, how participation is defined is still contested, as various definitions exist. What is similar is that participation is a way to empower people who are part of a process that gives control and influence over a PS, which affects them. Hence, they feel it is shared, collaborative and co-created. This links back to the critical aspects of CTPs discussed earlier. The problem with a lack of definition for participation, as Gregory (2000) states, is “...that the blanket use of the term has masked the heterogeneity evident in its realisation in practice and highlights a lack of transparency in participatory methods.”.

Each CTP uses participation to explore and understand a PS. However, power in participatory approaches needs to be more developed, especially regarding how they encourage or prohibit power. Instead, the focus in CTPs is on overblown claims that participation is required to ensure “greater efficiency and effectiveness of investment and of contributing to processes of democratisation and empowerment…<as the> development interventions are assumed to be solvable by the proper involvement of beneficiaries” (Cleaver, 1999). The issue for the design of a CCI is whether the PS can be solved any more or less effectively through participation since this once again raises questions about power as someone will be gatekeeping who can and cannot participate and what participation is. What is clear from all definitions is that regardless of the issues around power, some form of participation is beneficial, if not crucial, for dealing with PS. This is why the design of CCI is essential, as it could help overcome some of the issues of power by using techniques such as boundary setting or critique and even scoping to shift or improve KSBs and, in turn, the PS. 

However, for a CCI to be realised, what needs to be carefully considered is how participation can actively encourage open and inclusive generative conversations that recognise “knowledge creation cannot be separated from the identities of the researcher(s) and participants and the unique contexts in which it occurs.” (Chicago Beyond, 2019). The trend has been, especially in the third sector and public sector, where they deal extensively with social issues is for researchers, i.e. the PO, to see participation as the key to giving space to “others” such as “marginalised voices” through “empowerment” so that “authentic” voices from “communities” can be heard so the PS can be solved through co-creation. However, when this is deconstructed, it leaves more questions unanswered than answered about how participation has the power to do these things that are claimed. What is often unclear is how the PO has the power to decide who is “marginalised”, whose voice is “authentic”, who is in these “communities” (assuming such a thing exists) or what power people did not have that they need to be “empowered”.  The definition of these words is often vague and paternalistic. Moreover, the lens is often in deficit, as if these people are in need. As such, the PO expects these people to be grateful for the opportunity to “take space” and be part of a participatory approach for their betterment. What is not explored is how the PO sees the problem and how this affects the participant's inclusion. Therefore, any participation by others can be extractive even when it is well-meaning, and any benefit to participants is assumed. Unless issues such as power, identity and position are overcome, the way we currently use participatory approaches only serves to reinforce the status quo as they lack criticality. 

Any CCI would need to acknowledge, accept and overcome how knowledge creation and the participants' identities relate to the context of the participatory approach in context, as everyone concerned will occupy different social, economic and political positions depending on how they are situated. Hall (1997) likened this interplay to sense and meaning-making meaning as they are made based on our shifting relation to difference, established through other concepts and ideas in our experiences in a “signifying field”. “Meaning is relational and not essential, it can never be finally fixed but is subject to the constant process of redefinition and appropriation”. So, it loses its old meaning and appropriates and collects new ones through the endless, continuous process of resignification, so the meaning differs in various contexts across time and place. Therefore, the signifier is never fixed, as there is always a sliding scale of meaning. Thus, as part of a CCI, the participants would need to comprehend how they place people on the margins and outside of the boundary and for whom the existence of their identity depends on the resilience of what Hall called the ‘signifying field’ or in systems terms the primary and secondary boundaries. The signifying field or boundaries are constantly being contextually created by those comfortable inside them and controlling perspectives, so they are not troubled by those they place outside or on the margins. As such, the participatory approach for a CCI would need to be adaptable to take on board the variable, contextual and changeable relationship based on our positionality and situatedness and how this causes discord. Fraser (2016) calls this discord a ‘boundary struggle’ as there is a conflict between how we are situated and the results offered by the system. Just as much as systems can be exploitative and leave us powerless, they can also grant autonomy and power depending on how we are situated and often at the same time. Power dynamics must be a prominent aspect of the CCI’s design, as it needs to be balanced for the PO and participants based on their contextual situation as control will be exerted upon them both internally and externally to the CCI to varying degrees to maintain hierarchies. On this basis, the approach for a CCI would need to allow the PO and participants to see how power will impact them and acknowledge that whilst any interventional outcomes may make shifts and improvements in one area, there might also be little to none in another or things might get worse for some, while others benefit. 

Context is Critical
Critically understanding a PS means moving from focusing on the present, as is the case with CTPs and seeing it in context. A CCI, unlike a CTP, must look at a PS in terms of the past, present and future and appreciate how we have experienced it, which traverses time, space and ideology. This is because we believe we are only experiencing our context in its present form, but what needs to be considered is that our current perspective is a convergence of experiences drawn from our past and present as they co-occur. As time passes, we interact with both the present and past, and these interactions are also formed from actions that happened long ago in our past (from birth to now). We predict the future based on how we anticipate actions occurring based on our past experiences. As such, what we call the future is just a mix of the past and present interacting with our contextual ability to sense and make meaning that gives us our ways of seeing. We do not tend to consciously see that our present is a condition of our past, except when we must recollect, remember or recall. We see the present as being new and unfolding. However, everything we do in the “right here and now” is conditioned by our previous experiences, i.e. the past, so anything we believe is the future is just us projecting the past onto the present. Despite this, CTPs, all too often, reduce context down to blunt arguments, such as Caberra, 2021, who, when discussing the notion of context in systems thinking, said, 

“Generally speaking, what we've seen in our work and research is that "environment" and "context" and other terminology is often [ironically] used as a way to not look at the system as systemic.”

One problem with CTPs, typified by Caberra’s quote, is that systems are referred to using the definitive article “the,” which refers to specific or identified things. Systems are conceptual and are seen through the eye of the beholder; therefore, we decide what they look like in our minds based on our experiences. The way we conceptualise things is contextual because our thinking is only as good as the time and space in which it occurs. This leads to the second problem: what makes systems systemic? Systemic means something that affects the entirety of a system. When discussing political, economic, educational, social, technical, legal and sometimes environmental or human systems, something usually refers to how people conceptualise systems and, therefore, affect them. How we conceptualise these systems will depend on our context, which affects how we think about them. This is why systemic problems are pervasive: they require behavioural changes based on how we conceptualise systems, which include our behaviour. Shifting and improving how we conceptualise systems requires us to recognise that we manifest them based on our experiences in context.

Caberra (2021) stated, "The point is, we want to understand the system. If the environment or the context is important then include it in the system. Sure, there are always externalities, but often those externalities are dampened by system boundaries and hierarchical structure. We should stop using environment and context as discrete encompassing objects that things interact with. The environment and context are the things themselves interacting!”.

Although they are not discrete objects, they are not things either. Context, of which the environment is part, is a facet of our conceptualised thoughts about systems and is as dynamic, fluid, and constantly moving as our thinking. The problem with the quote, other than believing that systems are the definitive things, is that boundaries and hierarchies are external forces; they are not and are, in fact, defined by our context. We conceptualise boundaries and hierarchies, based on our experiences, which are contextual and shape the way we see.  The trap that CTPs have fallen into and is alluded to in the Canberra quote is that things are static until we give them meaning, which equals context. For example, “a rose” = static; “a red rose” = contextual, and the argument is that we add context consciously and unconsciously. A PS’s context for a CCI must be seen as dynamic, evolving and shifting based on how we experience things to develop KSBs. Using the example of “a rose”, we may have no idea that it is one or a flower, a plant, a living thing, etc, until we have experiences of all these things. Therefore, when we are introduced to a rose, all our previous experiences come together through our sense and meaning-making abilities at that moment, which converge at that time to give it context. Depending on how often we experience a rose’ will condition how we conceptualise it and contextualise it and, with that, how we think about it. 

As such a CCI must be based on the viewpoint that as systems are based on our conceptual thoughts, they are dependent on context, as our thinking is based on our experiences conditioned by the time and space in which they took place. Therefore, conceptual thinking evolves because context alters how things are represented in our thoughts due to the time and space we inhabit. As our conceptual thoughts unfold, we relate them to other contextual experiences, and they become interdependent and interconnected. Thus, a CCI must focus on context as part of its design, as any actions taken before, during, and after can only be understood in terms of the context that has given rise to them. In addition, it is only by examining the context that we can know if the ‘problem is the problem’ or something else, including us and begin to see how the PS has come to be. 

Is CCI a challenge to our axiology? 		
Ackoff (1974) once said that "a mess is a system of interacting problems, none of which can be formulated independently, let alone solved, independently of all the other problems on which it impacts and which impact on it.” CTPs all work on the basis that the PS is correct without acknowledging that this version of it is just a selective conceptualisation of the issue, which could unwittingly end up reinforcing the status quo because even by listening to multiple perspectives, all that is happening is proving the existence of a PS, not that it is one or should be one. There is an inbuilt reductionism in CPTs, making them susceptible to making predictions that confirm and validate rather than disprove and disrupt, as the appreciation of the interaction between context and conceptualisation is not there.

Luhmann’s quote- “who determines whose problem,” takes on new meaning if context and criticality are used to reframe a PS as it sets the tone of the inquiry, i.e., the problem's history. The way CTPs start, i.e. that the ‘problem is the problem’, overlooks that the way the PS is understood is based on our conceptual thinking. Therefore, this must be explored before problem-solving as part of a CCI. This will do two things: firstly, it challenges our axiology and the way we assume as the PO that our way of seeing is correct, which will steer the inquiry into unchartered directions; secondly, it allows for the possibility that there is no problem- the only problem is us and our way of seeing. This way, assumptions about problems can be challenged, especially if the context is looked at critically; however, although this review has shown that a CCI would be a way to do this, its ability to challenge will depend on the practitioner leading the inquiry who would also have to be open to being challenged along with the PO and all participants. 

The way we conceptualise problems determines the limitations and opportunities that they present. We know enough about how our experience shapes how we understand PS based on perceived reality. A CCI would have to work at a level where everyone who takes part comes with an open heart and mind and is comfortable with their conceptualisation of the PS being critically deconstructed to determine if the ‘problem is the problem’ and what part their axiology might be playing in creating that problem. A CCI would need to be able to deal with numerous assumptions, which are the key to understanding the PS and should drive any decision-making. The autonomy of the PO and whether the findings are accepted or rejected by them must be reined in as their power can easily be exerted exclusively over the process, leaving it no better than had a typical CTP been used. The key is for the CCI to reveal that our conceptual thoughts are not consistent or constant, and how we anticipate will determine future behaviours. As current practitioner training for CTPs would not allow for the type of practice a CCI needs, something would have to be put in place which would give someone a way of dealing with the psychological pressures that it would demand of them and the participants, such as supervision and coaching. 

A CCI could be a way to integrate what we know about anticipation, prediction, context, and criticality so that our ways of seeing and thinking are challenged and increase the potential for shifts and improvements through decision-making. This requires getting the PO to accept that although not everything can be known about a PS, the way it has been stated could be the problem. Only by allowing the way we have conceptualised PS to emerge can they be worked upon, as systems are human creations, not physical entities we control. Therefore, context, as a condition of our past and present, coexists to form our experiences and shape how we anticipate and, thus, predict future events. Unlocking this is key to understanding how we see PS; however, this must be done critically to see the contextual patterns creating our conceptualisation of systems and revealing the behaviours behind them. Only then can we begin to start the process of problem-solving. Understanding complex PS requires considering context by exploring its construction through a CCI that draws upon critical theories from various social science fields. A CCI will assess whether PS is a problem and gain insight into how our previous experiences shape our interpretation of it. The CCI’s design will allow a broad spectrum of perspectives to be heard, including those that differ through critical participation and thinking. This will widen the conversation so that it appreciates how our context influences how we see and create solutions that make shifts and improvements. 
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