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Abstract
Much has been written recently about how appreciative inquiry, positive
organizational scholarship, and a focus on strengths can lead organizations to high
performance. Little has been written, however, about how to build a strengths-based
organization, one in which the performance advantages of a positive approach are
realized in a sustainable way by integrating strength-based principles into every
aspect of the organization's culture. Using an action research methodology, this
dissertation examines the experience of Craigwood Youth Services, an accredited
children's mental health organization in southern Ontario, in transforming itself from
a deficit-based to a strengths-based organization. It identifies seven practices of a
strength-based organization: (1) metanoia—intentionally shifting mental models to
prepare the way for new possibilities; (2) remaining open to a continuous state of
becoming; (3) respecting and valuing diversity; (4) enabling personal re-creation to
assure sustainability; (5) leveraging learning to facilitate co-creation and re-creation;
(6) building on the past while focusing on the future; and (7) engaging the power of
the heart. Building on Kerber and Buono's (2005) conceptualization of major
approaches to change, it shows how these seven practices, when integrated into the
systems, structures, and strategies of the organization, lead to high performance by
creating a culture of accountable co-creation.

In an application specific to children's mental health organizations in Ontario, the
dissertation argues that the creation of strength-based organizations and the
ii

performance advantages they offer are being hindered by the Ontario government's
increasing compliance-oriented control and auditing processes. It contends that the
government's primary focus on avoiding risk (rather than promoting excellence)
creates an environment antithetical to flourishing organizations. Excessive regulation
weakens children's mental health organizations by eliminating creativity,
marginalizing personal judgment, eroding trusting relationships, and failing to
leverage strengths. This dissertation offers the strength-based organization as a
positive alternative to deficit-based compliance and control.
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Overview

Chapter 1: Introduction

In the spring of 2007 the senior leadership team of Craigwood Youth Services
launched a process to transform itself into a strength-based organization (SBO). In
this dissertation, I document, from an insider action research perspective and as CEO
of the organization, the first 20 months of our transformation process. I share eight
key insights into becoming a strength-based organization.

First, relying primarily on Buckingham (2007; Buckingham & Clifton, 2001), Torres
(2008), Cooperrider (2008; David L Cooperrider & Whitney, 1999; David L..
Cooperrider & Whitney, 2001)and Senge (2006, 2007), I show how we developed an
understanding of what a SBO looks like and how to create one through the use of
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multiple strategies, systems, commitments, and change management approaches. I
identify seven practices or characteristics of a strength-based organization and
learnings specific to each that we determined through our project. They are (1)
metanoia; (2) a state of becoming; (3) respect for and valuation of diversity; (4)
personal re-creation for sustainability; (5) learning to facilitate co-creation and recreation; (6) building on the past while focusing on the future; and (7) the power of
the heart.

1
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Second, I show how this kind of transformation is being increasingly hindered by
governments responding with a highly controlling compliance-oriented approach to
public demands for accountability through control and auditing processes that are
being instituted. The avoidance of any risk of wrongdoing in the public domain is
leading to an environment antithetical to positive, flourishing organizations, with
creativity being eliminated, personal judgement marginalized, and trust no longer a
critical component of relationships.

Third, I add to the understanding of change processes by building on Kerber and
Buono's (2005) conceptualization of major approaches to change. The fourth
category that I put forth, that of co-created change, arises out of our experience and
ties into the seven practices noted above.

Context
Who Are We?
Craigwood Youth Services is a non-profit, charitable, accredited children's mental
health centre established in 1983 but having begun in 1954 as a farm operation for the
treatment of troubled boys from 12-20 years old, under the direction of the
Mennonite Central Committee. Programs and services are delivered through
residential and community venues, in both the mental health and youth justice arenas,
from four locations. We serve both genders, though some programs are exclusive to
one. The premises cover an area of approximately 175,000 square kilometres and has
recently expanded to an area more than twice this size for the most complex clients.
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We serve approximately 600 clients/families per year. Funding is almost exclusively
through the Ontario government and through direct contracts with child welfare
organizations.

Craigwood has been unionized for the past 20 years and has approximately 160
employees. Most of the direct care staff are child and youth workers with three-year
college diplomas, with the remainder having bachelor's degrees in various
disciplines. There are also social workers, family counsellors, and support personnel.
There are three levels to the management structure with a voluntary board of directors
holding overall responsibility for the organization. I have been the CEO for the past
13 years, having served previously for 7 years in three management positions.

Our mission is to create opportunities for positive change in individuals, families, and
communities. Five values guide the organization: responsivity, excellence,
accountability, stewardship, and trustworthiness. These values are more than
symbolic statements for they serve as active guides to our operation, frequently being
brought forward in our discussions. Province-wide statistics show that we provide
services to some of the most complex and difficult clients in the province. Those in
our residential programs are typically on a "cocktail" of psychotropic medication
meant to address a handful of diagnoses that typically include ADHD, fetal alcohol
syndrome, conduct disorder, oppositional defiant disorder, depression, anxiety
disorders, bipolar disorder, learning disabilities, and personality disorders.
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There are key aspects of the organizational history to note, as they impact on the
present journey. Our Mennonite beginnings that constitute half of our organizational
life have provided us with a strong sense of mission and of being a value driven
organization. This heritage also underlies our common-sense, down-to-earth
practicality, focus on clients, and general humility regarding who we are and what we
do. At the same time, we have been a leading edge organization for the past 30 years.
We were one of a handful of organizations that brought differential treatment into
Ontario. One of our residential programs was the first in the province to be created in
direct response to a significant shift in youth justice thinking in the mid 1980s. Our
secure custody program was the second established in the province by a private
organization. We established other programs that have been the first to model a new
service delivery system and to provide services to a newly emerging complex client
group. Risk-taking and innovation are part of our culture and have been for decades.

Two characteristics can be said to constitute our "brand": we take all youth (with a
few exceptions such as active psychotics) and we keep all youth. In other words, we
accept all youth regardless of the level of difficulty or complexity of their need, and
we will not discharge youth due to our unwillingness or inability to deal with these
needs. These characteristics have created considerable demand for our services. As
funding continues to decrease and the complexity of client and family profiles
increases, we have experienced an increase in demand because our historical and
present commitment is to serve those with whom others are unable or unwilling to
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work. We strongly believe that no youth should go without services due to their being
too "difficult" and therefore undesirable to work with.

Organizational and System Contexts
The children's mental health sector is part of a larger children's services system and
is comprised of 85 organizations in the province. Our sector has been in an
underfunded situation for the past 15 years. During that time, we received a 5%
increase for the entire organization and 3% for one-third of our programs. Not only
has the gap between expenses and revenues grown considerably during those years,
but also the gap has grown between our compensation structure and that of the
provincial and municipal governments, the health care sector, education, and child
welfare. Due to our excellent development system, we serve as a training ground for
these other sectors, which pay their employees 20-30% more for equivalent jobs at
Craigwood.

These significant financial inadequacies prompted us to establish revenue generating
programs and services outside our core services, such as an IT business providing
hardware and software sales, network support, and IT leadership; a computer
recycling enterprise; a youth leadership development centre; and a wilderness
adventure program. These were created through start-up grants, loans, etc. and were
housed in a related non-profit corporation we established. Some of our initiatives in
this area were unsustainable for a variety of reasons, often having to do with the
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flinders' expectations that a viable, self-sustaining operation would be in place after
the initial 12-18 months of funding.

During the latter part of 2006 and the first few months of 2007 we terminated several
of these programs, including a large one that was being funded by child welfare, due
to our inability to secure adequate funding to continue this program. These closures
were sobering and had a depressing effect on the organization as we began to realize
we were idealistic to hope that revenue-generating activities would be the answer to
our funding woes. Such revenue-generating activities were much more difficult to
sustain than we thought. Moving from an organizational culture in which the bottom
line is outcomes for clients to one in which the bottom line is profit, particularly for
an organization that has been around as long and successfully as we have and with
well-entrenched habits, requires attitudes and skill sets that few social service
personnel have.

What our activity in these areas over the previous two to three years had positively
reinforced in the organization was risk-taking, innovation, and creativity—a can-do
attitude. Though we had failed in various undertakings, we had grown in other areas,
developing better management skills and particularly a greater capacity to look
beyond preconceived notions of what might be suitable activities and directions for us
to pursue. We had laid the ground work for becoming a strengths-based organization,
as the areas we pursued were those we felt were supported by particular

7
organizational competencies (e.g., IT, adventure based learning and therapeutic
programming, training, working with the most difficult-to-serve clients, innovative
programming and relationships with funders, human resources, and special-project
funding and management). These were the areas in which we had identified
individual and organizational strengths that we wanted to further develop.

As we were in the final stages of closing the previously mentioned large residential
program during this time period, we identified that a consolidation phase in the
organization was drawing to a close. This offered the organization the opportunity to
step back and consider how to move forward. Financial bleeding had been stopped or
slowed, leaving us wondering whether to focus on our remaining programs and
pursue excellence as best we could or to employ some other approach. The senior
leadership team decided to pursue another approach: using appreciative inquiry to
create a strengths-based organization. According to Cooperrider and Whitney (2005),
Appreciative inquiry is the cooperative, co-evolutionary search for the
best in people, their organizations, and the world around them. It
involves systematic discovery of what gives life to an organization or a
community when it is most effective and most capable in economic,
ecological, and human terms.
In AI, intervention gives way to inquiry, imagination, and innovation.
Instead of negation, criticism, and spiraling diagnosis, there is
discovery, dream, and design. AI involves the art and practice of
asking unconditionally positive questions that strengthen a system's
capacity to apprehend, anticipate, and heighten positive potential...
AI assumes that every organization and community has many
untapped and rich accounts of the positive—what people talk about as
past, present, and future capacities, or the positive core. AI links the
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knowledge and energy of this core directly to an organization of a
community's change agenda, and changes never thought possible are
suddenly and democratically mobilized, (p. 8)

We decided to use this approach due to its emphasis on employing a different
worldview. We believed that a quantum step was necessary to achieve our goals,
something that could not be achieved through incremental improvements within our
existing deficit-based view of our work and organization. Not only did AI provide a
means for employing an altered mindset, but this paradigm shift was also in the
direction we wanted to pursue: that is, a much more positive, solution-oriented view
of our world that focused on possibilities rather than problems.
Background to Change Process
Despite the fact that since our inception our mission has been to create opportunities
for positive change, as an organization Craigwood's entire orientation has been on
solving problems. It has defined us. Clients come to us, mostly under various levels
of coercion, to deal with those problems that are preventing them from leading a
fulfilled, healthy life. We see ourselves as problem-solvers. Moving to a strengthbased organization, facilitated and supported through an appreciative inquiry process,
represents the most encompassing and large-scale cultural transformation we have
ever undertaken. How does one become known as a provider of solutions, as a creator
of generative opportunities, as a well-spring of hope and renewal rather than the place
of last resort, the entity that exists for those who have failed everywhere else? Is it
possible to shift the perspective and experience of those who work directly with our
clients, buried in the multitudinous complexity of their issues, toward a more
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appreciative mindset, focusing on the gains, the strengths, and the victories, and
allowing this new understanding and perspective to become the basis for a
transformed organization?

In April 2004 we began the development of a strength-based model for our clients, a
model that our employees are now into the third year of learning and practicing
through an extensive training program. Although the task group was led by a
manager, most of the developmental work was carried out by our staff. This model
paralleled the development of a more strength-based orientation in our association, an
orientation that is now reflected in new accreditation standards that make this an
essential component of children's mental health centres. What became obvious to us
is that there had been no attention to or even awareness of how organizational culture
and dynamics affected both our work and accreditation standards. In other words, is it
possible to employ a strength-based model in working with clients without having an
experience of being part of a strength-based organization? Our suspicion was that this
is very difficult to do, a view documented by Sousa, Ribeiro, and Rodrigues (2007) in
their research on multi-problem poor families. Though they found practitioners able
to identify strengths in families, they did not think in a strength-based manner.
Difficulties identified were ambiguous definitions of strengths, a focus on problems,
and a lack of confidence in the capacity of families to improve their lives (i.e., their
self-efficacy). I brought this article as well as two others (Clark, 1998; Sousa,
Ribeiro, & Rodrigues, 2006) to the senior leadership team for review, using these

10
articles to further our discussions on how strength-based treatment approaches might
relate to organizational structure and processes.
The Change Imperative
The decision to begin this journey was not motivated by a particular problem or issue.
The senior leadership team believed that we had naturally come to the end of a
consolidation phase in our organization. Though we had ongoing plans in place, we
felt this was a natural point to re-evaluate ourselves and look into our future. The
impetus therefore for our path was not John Kotter's (1996) "burning platform." It
was instead a natural outcome of one of our five key organizational values—
excellence. Our desire was to move further along this path; to progress from a B + to
an A organization. Though there are myriad specific areas that we could have tackled
to make incremental moves, we decided that we were going to initiate a deeper
change, a change that would shift the DNA of the organization so substantially that it
would not only position us for larger gains in the present but also position us for the
next decade in our structures and processes. What we wanted to create was a
flourishing institution, free to build and pursue its own future, to create and innovate
new approaches, to develop a positive organization within the increasing restraints we
live in, somewhat similar to Viktor Frankl's (1992) last freedom to create your own
inner world, but in the creation of that, become a source of positive influence
radiating outwards and affecting the rest of our world.
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What this meant was unclear to us as senior leadership at the time. It was a decision
to move forward on this trajectory based on the faith that the perspectives and
principles we were going to embrace were in themselves so positively promising that
we were bound to substantially benefit, though at the time the goals were so general
that what constituted "success" was unknown. It was going to be similar to jazz
improvisation, a co-created future with opportunities arising from unanticipated
quarters. We moved forward in the belief that
.. .whatever gets created will be good. It will be valued and valuable to
the human system for one overarching reason: the quality of the
"relational space" from which the new constructions of the future are
nurtured makes a difference that makes the difference. (Barrett & Fry,
2005, p.11)

Our desire was to move from "good to great," to establish the kind of foundation that
would support this kind of transformation. Our assumption was that we had the raw
material to get there, that the task was liberating the unrealized potential in the
organization rather than applying outside resources or fixes to deficit areas.

We believed that creating a strength-based organization would help us accomplish
seven additional objectives:
1. A culture change that would bring life to the organization. This was in recognition
of the demoralizing and negative environment we work in (working with "bad"
teens) as well as the increasing focus on accountability measures that de-energize
people who enter the field to be helpful to others in practical, face-to-face contact
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versus spending increasing amounts of time meeting regulations and documenting
that they are actually doing the work.
2. Optimization of human resources. This was an impetus that basically said that to
accomplish our work with so few resources we would have to engage people
more fully in the organization.
3. Employee internalization of continuous growth as a prerequisite to becoming
excellent.
4. A re-imaging internally and externally to be a provider of solutions rather than an
organization dealing with "undesirable" problems.
5. Development of leadership talent for the future to address the rapidly escalating
leadership vacuum developing in our sector.
6. A performance-oriented culture. Our present culture has been one of wanting to
do good but general unwillingness to carry this out through the use of increasing
measures (a social service sector issue).
7. The generation of new knowledge and practice whose dissemination would place
the organization into an arena we have not pursued before.
The above general and more specific goals would all lead to improved outcomes for
our clients.

In the spring of 2007, the senior leadership team formulated the above objectives and
the following questions, with the rest of the management team becoming engaged in
the process in that summer.

•
How do we live into our values more?

How do we become more flexible and responsive to our clients and funders?
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•
How do we become more proactive and a driver of change versus reactive?

Our questions were these:

•
How do we improve our skill sets to deal with increasingly complex clients? How

What do we need to do to move beyond iterative cycles of behaviour that don't

can we be on the leading edge?

•

•
produce learning?
How do we share the learnings that are happening and how do we record them for

How do we change the organizational "story"?

•

•

How do we create an organization that is able to continuously change and adapt

ready access?

•

while maintaining stability for our clients for whom attachment disorder is often a
significant component of their present difficulties?

The above objectives clearly indicated that change was going to be required in
actions, skills, intentions, assumptions, strategies, goals, and most importantly the
ways in which we perceived and understood our world. It would be a journey to
become something else, to change the core of the organization, to shift in such a
fundamental way that what we saw would be different and from there what we did
would change. It was envisioned as a three- to five-year path, one that would not only
address every structure, every process, and every function in some way but would
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also speak to the issue of "being" versus "doing." Fundamentally, it was a
transformation of our being through both "being" and thinking differently and acting
differently. Our core identity would not change. We were and would remain a
children's mental health centre. However, how that identity was expressed would
shift. And it would be only when a majority of individuals in the organization'had
changed their behaviour that a corporate transformation would take place, a corporate
self-renewal.
The Change Approach
We began our review discussions of our organization and our environment in
February 2007. In order to organize our thinking on how to respond to this
information, we decided that we would further look into Lawler and Worley's (2006)
"b2change model." After my sharing of the concepts of their model with the senior
leadership, there was agreement that the five areas of breadth, aggressiveness,
differentiation, strategic logic, and orchestration offered a good medium for us to
structure our thinking and planning in response to the information we had generated.
Not only did this model serve as a strategic organizing framework for us but also its
philosophy was one that we wanted to embrace. The authors' essential thesis is that
previous works such as In Search of Excellence and Built to Last present principles
that lead organizations to greatness but that the resultant "solidification" ill prepares
organizations for the next changes they will need to make. Instead, Lawler and
Worley posit a model in which organizations bring stability and change together in
such a manner in their structures and processes that the organization is positioned for
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constant change while retaining core stability. They maintain that "because the
internal barriers to change are so strong.. .the only way to ensure that organizations
will be able to change is to design them to change, to create organizations that love to
change" (2006, p. xv). Our own considerable experience with change processes
resonated with this message, though our approach would balance stability and change
more than these authors suggest.

The b2change model provided an organizing framework for us, contributed to our
visioning, and served as the medium for our implementation planning, but it did not
provide a change methodology. Our discussions quickly led to appreciative inquiry
(AI) as an approach we might want to pursue. I discussed with the senior leadership
team the basic principles of AI and how they might aid us in moving forward. They
were struck by the potential of AI to change mindsets, to facilitate solution-focused
approaches, to generate energy, enthusiasm and hope in a demoralized and battered
sector, and to engage people in collectively building a future in which we could
harness more of the organization's human resource potential. We decided that due to
the importance of this undertaking and our lack of knowledge and skills in this area
we would hire an outside AI consultant who would be able to move us through the
process. I subsequently began discussions with Maureen McKenna and pursued these
throughout the summer of 2007 in preparation for our first AI-facilitated management
retreat at the beginning of October.

The Research Imperative
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To study the unfolding change process, I used Coghlan and Brannick's (2005) model
of insider action research (AR). This model provides a step-by-step account of how to
proceed with such an undertaking, taking into account the politics and ethics of the
organization, the duality of the organization and researcher roles involved and the
inherent complexities in this, and the added complications of doing a dissertation in
this role. Their model outlines the interaction of the experiential learning cycle with
the AR cycle and the choice that needs to be made by both researcher and participants
regarding whether there is going to be an intent to study self in action.

Action research is a great fit for our organization as its primary characteristics of
being practice oriented, participative, value based, reflective, and focused on areas of
real importance resonate with our organizational culture. This methodological
approach supports the recounting of a journey that has not been documented in our
sector—children's services in Ontario or, to my knowledge, anywhere in Canada or
the U.S. There is no information to draw on that has arisen from organization
development (OD) practices in our sector, other than beginning work on knowledge
transfer.

In sharing experience and knowledge beyond our organization, we realized we would
have to address two main questions: How did you do this? And Why did you do this
versus that? The action research cycles and our/my documentation of these, along
with the thesis reflective cycles, placed us in a better position to answer these
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questions. For AR is not only an information-generating approach but also a practicebuilding approach as it directly contributes to building processes and practices that
are necessary to a learning organization.

Overview of the Dissertation
The next chapter discusses the literature relevant to our situation, specifically
strengths, positive organizations, and organizational change. Chapter 3 explains our
intended methodology and methods, and relates what actually transpired; that is, what
did we do to move toward our goal? Chapter 4 speaks to our experience with insider
action research, how we achieved quality in the process, and how the experience of
using the experiential and AR cycles contributed to our becoming a strengths-based
organization. Chapter 5 develops the seven practices/characteristics, how we achieved
them, and the significant challenge we face. Chapter 6 looks specifically at Kerber
and Buono's (Buono & Kerber, 2008; Kerber, 2001; Kerber & Buono, 2005) change
model and adds to their conceptualization. The last chapter concludes with some
thoughts on my further intentions and those of the organization, and what important
questions might be addressed in future research.

Chapter 2: What Do We Know About
Strengths?
Introduction
As noted in the introduction, the ultimate objective in our transformation journey is to
improve outcomes for our clients. A better organization will lead to better client
outcomes. This review will therefore begin with literature related to the therapeutic
sciences and their relationship to strengths. This section addresses what strengths
mean to our work with clients. The question that spawned the movement toward
becoming a strength-based organization was how it is possible to practice strengthbased treatment in a deficit-based culture. The "housing" for the treatment platform
had to shift: namely, there needed to be an alignment between organizational
structure, processes, and relationships and the manner in which we hoped to practice
treatment with our clients. Additionally, this chapter shows the similarity between
principles and concepts in strength-based therapeutic approaches and those in Al and
strength-based organizational approaches. What is also briefly addressed is the huge
impact that the negativity bias has on us.

From client focus I move to the "housing." Positive psychology deals with strengths
at two levels: the more general personality level and the functional specific level (i.e.,
work). From this it is possible to see what personality variables are being studied in
the strengths movement and how they relate to the work setting. The Gallup
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Corporation has carried out most of the research related to the operation of employee
strengths in the workplace and their effect on performance. Positive organizational
behaviour studies further expand our knowledge in this area with the broader
emerging discipline of positive organizational scholarship bringing more to bear on
the topic of positive institutions. I conclude with a brief overview of literature related
to organizational change, and particularly those that address transformational change.

Approaches

In this, I also address appreciative inquiry (AI).

Therapeutic

Counselling Psychology
Lopez et al. (2006) carried out a content analysis of a random selection of 20% of the
articles published in the four leading counselling journals and discovered that 29%
had a focus on strengths-based approaches. Beginning with Carl Rogers and his
seminal work Client-Centered Therapy in 1951, Lopez and his colleagues trace the
development of counselling psychology and its difference from clinical psychology in
its "focus on people's assets and strengths, and on positive mental health, regardless
of the degree of disturbance" (Gelso & Fretz, 2001, as cited in Lopez et al, p. 207).

Vocational counselling has consistently focused on the identification and
enhancement of human strengths to help people reach better decisions in their
education and work lives. The language and goals of vocational counselling are
positively expressed. One hears about improving job satisfaction, work adjustment,
pursuit of vocational identity, and talent identification as key outcomes being desired
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and presented in this field (Robitschek & Woodson, 2006). Positive career choices
have a spillover effect into other areas of our lives. Satisfying work has been shown
to be strongly related to overall life satisfaction (Brown & Krane, 2000). Krumboltz's
(Mitchell & Krumboltz, 1996) learning theory of career counselling identifies the
goals as being "to facilitate the learning of skills, interests, beliefs, values, work
habits, and personal qualities that enable each client to create a satisfying life within a
constantly changing work environment" (p. 252). This model focuses on the initial
development of strengths, the identification of strengths, and the enhancement of
strengths in later life.

Despite much present positive practice, Gerstein (2006) concludes his analysis of the
state of counselling psychology by advocating for a genuine embracement of
a strength-based model of thinking and action and to significantly
reduce our reliance on psychopathological models of human
behaviour. This requires not only a paradigm shift in our thinking and
action but also the adoption of a different language and lexicon in
counselling psychology to communicate our understanding and
appreciation for positive principles, the observation of strengths, and
the enactment of interventions or strategies designed to bring about
optimal human functioning, (p. 290)

His remarks echo the comments of other researchers who have found that the theoryin-action is somewhat different from its espoused theory. Strength-based practice is
apparently much more difficult to accomplish than would seem to be the case,
particularly if as a professional you were trained in problem-solving, deficit-based
approaches. Sousa et al. (2007) in their analysis of community social work among
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multi-problem poor families in a rural county in Portugal found that though
practitioners were able to identify strengths, they did not think in a strength-focused
manner. There was an ongoing focus on problems and an ambiguity in definitions of
strengths, as well as a lack of confidence on the part of the practitioners in families'
abilities to exercise their strengths and thereby improve their lives. The very nature of
the families made them recognizable by their problems, with interventions
immediately being framed to address these problems (Sousa et al., 2006).
Solution-Focused Therapy
A description of the late Steve de Shazer, one of the founders of solution-focused
therapy, provides some understanding of its strength orientation: "He did not merely
assume the best about people; he did something much more difficult and infinitely
more respectful: He deliberately refrained from arbitrarily interpreting behaviour
based upon assumptions or making assumptions based upon interpretations" (de
Shazer, et al., 2007, p. xii). Identifying client strengths is key to a solution-focused
approach. Most therapeutic training comes from problem detection, analysis, and then
toward problem resolution orientation. Therapist focus is on the determination of
what is wrong in a client's life and how it can be corrected.

Solution-focused therapy preceded positive psychology and was premised on
answering a similar question: What if we channelled our energies into unearthing and
understanding our client's strengths rather than spending most of our time finding,
understanding, and categorizing problems?
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What if, instead of skilfully framing an interpretation or diagnosis to a
client, we concentrated on skilfully framing compliments that were
genuine and well timed, and inspired clients to believe in themselves
and to move forward? It strikes us that a well-timed, genuine framing
of a person's strengths can do more good than a well-timed, genuine
framing of their problems and weaknesses. (Sharry, Madden, &
Darmody, 2003, p. 5)

The therapeutic task is to utilize what is going well—client strengths—in overcoming
what is not going well. There is a fundamental belief that what is going right in a
client's life can be employed in correcting what is going wrong, that the therapeutic
task is to mobilize self-healing through creating awareness of those areas the client is
successful in and to harness this internal capacity for successfully working through
the issues the client faces. The focus is on strengths rather than deficits, solutions
versus problems, faith in self as opposed to others, and preferred futures rather than
regrettable pasts. There is a present orientation and action approach. What is "in
hand" is seen as sufficient to the task of moving forward rather than being
preoccupation with what isn't.

In utilizing this approach, solution-focused therapy can be remarkably brief and
effective. The determination of antecedents is unnecessary because the solution may
not be directly related to the problem. Questions and language are critical, for as
therapists our view of what we think is best for the client shows up in the questions
we ask and the way we frame them. The client then has to reflect on what we deem
important versus what they may consider so. By contrast, a deep respect for client
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self-determination helps shapes questions in this approach toward a co-created and
negotiable future, a place of hope and self-efficacy.
Other Therapeutic Areas
Referral questions for psychological assessments often are framed negatively,
focusing on a client's negative traits, and tend not to inquire about the environment
the client resides in (Beutler, Groth-Marnat, & Rosner, 2003). This skewing of
information may become part of a self-fulfilling prophecy in which both the client
and therapist believe and act on the labels that have been derived from the
assessment. This "looking for the problem" approach with a resulting label has been a
central feature of clinical psychology, a view that has been shown to decrease the
perceived range of possible behaviours (Wilder, 1984). Psychological assessments
that omit contextual information, leaving only personality to account for the cause of
behaviours, also increase the perceived degree of personal maladjustment (Snyder,
1977). A more balanced psychological assessment including the strengths of both
client and environment would serve the interests of clients better (Snyder, Ritschel,
Rand, & Berg, 2006). The added utilization of hope theory as a framework (Snyder,
1994) for identifying client goals, routes to goals (pathways thinking), and the
motivation to use those routes (agency thinking) improves the probability of
successful outcomes.

School social workers are responsible for developing psychosocial assessments that
provide multidisciplinary teams a contextual background for a student's learning
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difficulties. Often these evaluations are necessary to determine whether a student is
eligible for special education. Within this area, concepts such as resilience and
protective factors, empowerment, hope, healing, and meaning construction are
particularly cogent to a strengths perspective. There is a concern with resources,
connections, skills, and gifts (Cowger, Anderson, & Snively, 2005). Saleeby (2005)
notes that,
We want to calculate how people have managed to survive in spite of
their troubles, what they have drawn on in the face of misfortune or
their own mistakes. We want to understand what part of their struggle
has been useful to them. We want to know what they know, what they
can do, and where they now want to go. (p. 285)

Some authors argue that strength-based assessments are particularly challenging for
those in the social work profession because there is a constant pressure (due to
professional identity and legitimacy issues) to produce the deficit-based reports that
have currency in the psychiatric and clinical psychological realms (Parton & O'Bryne,
2005). A thorough exploration and delineation of the problem suggests
professionalism, thoroughness, and competence (Hall, 1998), an approach that

Bias

particularly resides in psychiatric institutions or teaching hospitals/settings.

Negativity

The bias toward the negative is well documented, a biopsychological and social
phenomenon that makes the move towards positivity more difficult than it appears on
the surface. Moving from weaknesses to strengths battles neurology to some extent.
Negative information is more noticed, and thereby carries greater influence in
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impression formation for both clinicians and clients (Kanouse & Hanson, 1971). In
effect, you find what you are looking for and then attach a greater importance to it.
The brain is built with a greater sensitivity to unpleasant news (Marano, 2003). This
bias is so automatic that it can be picked up in the earliest stages of brain information
processing. Vaish, Grossmann, and Woodward (2008) in fact conclude in their study
of infants that this bias exists at the earliest developmental levels and that it
profoundly impacts what adults attend to and learn from. Lalwani (2006) notes that
people often place more emphasis on negative versus positive information of equal
intensity. Baumeister, Bratslavsky, Finkenauer, and Vohs (2001) introduce their
article titled "Bad Is Stronger Than Good" with these definitive statements:

Psychology

The greater power of bad events over good ones is found in everyday
events, major life events (e.g., trauma), close relationship outcomes,
social network patterns, interpersonal interactions, and learning
processes. Bad emotions, bad parents, and bad feedback have more
impact than good ones, and bad information is processed more
thoroughly than good. The self is more motivated to avoid bad selfdefinitions than to pursue good ones. Bad impressions and bad
stereotypes are quicker to form and more resistant to disconfirmation
than good ones.. .Hardly any exceptions can be found, (p. 323)

Positive

Peterson and Seligman (2003) state that positive psychology is actually an attempt to
rebalance the negative bias that has formed the core of the mental health disease
model (in itself a seeming contradiction in terms). This field brings attention to the
positive as counterpoint to the negative, to strengths as a balance to weaknesses, to a
focus on what is best in life rather than what isn't working, and to improving the lives
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of the healthy in pursuit of greater life fulfillment as well as tending to the needs of
the sick. Examination of this area will proceed from the general concepts of positive
psychology to the specifics of strengths. One can envision the sequence in this
manner: Positive psychology => virtues => character strengths => situational
strengths (workplace, academic settings, etc.)

Martin Seligman's address to the American Psychological Association in 1998
(Seligman, 1998) is generally regarded as the academic invitation that opened the
door to research on that which psychology had forsaken after the Second World War
or at least brought attention and credibility to an area that had received intermittent
but scant efforts. Though periodically there were clarion calls from various sectors
such as Robert F. Kennedy in his comments in 1968 on the gross national product and
the absence of positive indicators in the most broadly used measurement of national
well-being, there continued to be an almost exclusive focus on deficiencies in the
field of psychology. Practicing theorists such as Erickson (1959), Jahoda (1958), and
Antonovsky (1987) were interested in salutogenesis, mental health, and maturity and
growth but their interests did not spark a broad effort to explore these areas. Abraham
Maslow actually first used the term "positive psychology" as a chapter heading in his
1954 book Motivation and Personality.

Seligman reminded psychologists and organizational theorists worldwide in his
address that prior to the Second World War psychology focused on three areas: the
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curing of mental illness, the enhancement of people's lives to effect fulfillment, and
the identification and nurturance of high talent. Psychology therefore had a balanced
view of humanity, striving to identify what is good in people and how we can pursue
increasing goodness as well as attempting to help those who found themselves in
difficulty.

Seligman's research into the prevalence of the deficit model in psychology and his
subsequent address to the APA restored a view of humanity that had been ignored for
the most part for several decades and resulted in incalculable harm to our societies.
The old dictum "what you focus on grows" could well represent the negative
direction that psychology had assumed. Since the latter part of the 1980s there has
been significant research into that which is good, into in the words of Seligman &
Csikszentmihalyi (2000, p. 5) "what makes life worth living." There is no suggestion
in positive psychology that deficits should be ignored, only that this view of
humankind is incomplete. One could therefore suggest that positive psychology and
negative psychology (the deficit model) comprise the totality of the study of the
individual and their interactions with others.

There are three broad areas of study in positive psychology: "positive experiences
such as happiness, pleasure, joy, and fulfillment; positive individual traits such as
character, talents, and interests; and positive institutions such as families, schools,
businesses, communities, and societies" (Cameron, Dutton, & Quinn, 2003, p. 7). An
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underlying assumption and in fact stated empirical necessity is that positive
experiences are not idealized states; they are not just moral or philosophical positions,
but actual states that can be analyzed, measured, operationally defined and attainable
(pathway determined). Menninger, Mayman, and Pruyser (1963, p. 2) suggested
something similar over four decades ago:

Strengths

Let us imagine that one could set up a kind of scale or yardstick to
measure the success of life—the satisfactoriness to the individual and
the environment in their mutual attempts to adapt themselves to each
other. Toward the end of such a yardstick, positive adjectives like
"peaceful, constructive," might appear, and at the other end such
words as "confused, destructive, chaotic." These would describe the
situation in general. For the individual himself there might be at one
end of the yardstick such terms as "healthy, happy, creative," and at
the other end "miserable, criminal, delirious."

Gallup and Organizational

The Gallup Corporation and those associated with it have carried out and published
the most research with respect to the relationship between the practice of strengths in
an organization and performance indicators. Clifton and Harter (2003) found that the
probability of success for strength-based managers is almost twice as high as that for
non-strengths-based managers. Gallup researchers also conducted pre-post studies
with control groups, looking at talent identification, feedback, and strengthsdevelopment activities. In a large auto manufacturing facility, a study group was
given the Clifton StrengthsFinder (CSF), a strengths assessment instrument, and
provided with feedback individually and in group sessions with follow-up
developmental activities while a control group received none of these (Connelly,
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2002). Six months later, employee engagement and productivity were measured, with
the study group showing significant gains on both measures. A second study
compared nine hospitals that had been assigned strength-based interventions over a
three-year period with 151 other hospitals in the control group. Employee
engagement grew significantly in comparison to the control group (d = 0.86) (Black,
2001). Accumulated multi-year studies of employee engagement in 65 companies
demonstrated effects from the first to the second year (d = 0.65) on employee
engagement and even greater effects from the first to the third year (d = 1.15). These
differences translated into productivity gains of more than $1,000 per person (Clifton
& Harter, 2003).

Employee engagement is not something that is easy to advance. It takes a dedicated,
long-term investment to create improvement, a reflection of the length of time
required for cultural shifts. Gallup differentiates among three types of employees
(Krueger, 2004). The engaged employees work with passion and feel a profound
connection to the company. These employees drive innovation and move the
organization forward. Not-engaged employees are essentially "checked-out." They
sleep walk through the day, putting in time rather than energy and passion. These
employees are often identified as "dead wood." Actively disengaged employees are
busy acting out their unhappiness, often undermining their colleagues and managers,
and working against the best interests of the organization. Employee engagement is a
core component of the Gallup Path to Business Performance, a path that begins with
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the identification of employee strengths and from there travels a path through
optimum positioning in the organization, and development with the support and
direction of a great manager to sustainable growth (Gallup, 2007). It is only through
the selection and development of great managers that an organization is able to
successfully engage talented employees.

Rick Elias, President of Transitions Optical, brought a strength-based approach to his
company in 2003. Gallup determined that the overall engagement ranking in his
company was just below the 30th percentile in comparison with similar industries.
Three years later it had grown to above the 50l percentile. (Gallup's research
indicates that the average level of employee engagement in the U.S. is 28%.) The
ratio of engaged to actively disengaged employees increased from 1.16:1 to 3.6:1.
Business results increased in sales, earnings before interest and tax, and number of
units produced (Elias, 2007).

Marriott Vacation Club International provided feedback to 75 employees on their
strengths in the second half of 2003. Engagement levels with these employees were
subsequently determined to be at the 90l percentile, while those who hadn't received
strengths feedback were below the 30l percentile. These 75 employees showed an
11% gain in their sales volumes percentages over the 55 employees who did not
receive feedback (Krueger, 2004).
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The Gallup Management Journal (Krueger & Killham, 2007) surveyed U.S.
employees to determine the relationship between individual creativity and workplace
engagement when employers emphasize developing employee talents and strengths.
Their results supported a strengths development plus (+) engagement equals (=)
innovation equation, with managers playing a significant role. Interestingly, though
Gallup had demonstrated in previous research that higher levels of engagement are
strongly related to higher levels of innovation, the combination of engagement with
focus on strengths amplified this effect. Gallup research has also shown that strong
friendships at work translate into business outcomes (Rath, 2006). Employees
working in cultures that support and nurture friendships and strengths are more likely
to share ideas (Krueger & Killham, 2007). The sincere interest and support of the
business unit manager is particularly important, leading to increased employee
encouragement of ideas, a higher likelihood of the employee staying with the
company, more engaged customers, and higher productivity (Gallup, 2006).

Gallup researchers determined that higher earnings per share among publicly traded
companies is related to higher workplace engagement (Ott, 2007). In organizations in
which there are four engaged employees for every one actively disengaged employee,
there is a 2.6 times greater increase in earnings per share than in organizations in
which the ratio of engaged to actively disengaged is slightly less than one. Alliant
Credit Union faced an extraordinary challenge six years ago. The credit union was
sponsored by United Airlines, which was facing bankruptcy in 2002. It had to leave
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the "mother ship" in order to survive. An employee engagement survey in 2003
revealed that only 21% of employees were engaged, with an engagement ratio of
0.8:1, though some work groups were functioning above the 75 th percentile. Action
plans were crafted based on The 12 Elements of Great Managing (Wagner & Harter,
2006) with a view to increasing engagement levels to 75% within two years. Alliant
achieved engagement levels over the 80th percentile within the two years, with the
ratio of engaged to actively disengaged employees increasing to 11.2:1. Membership

Behaviour

in the credit union increased by 21%, with both loans and assets increasing
dramatically (Robison, 2007).

Positive Organizational

Fred Luthans (2002) defines positive organizational behaviour (POB) as "the study
and application of positively oriented human resource strengths and psychological
capacities that can be measured, developed, and effectively managed for performance
improvement in today's workplace" (p. 59). It differs slightly from positive
psychology through its emphasis on strengths that can be developed versus a focus on
fixed, trait-like characteristics and virtues. For an attribute to be measured, developed,
and effectively managed, there needs to be consistency, a predictable part of
performance (Buckingham & Clifton, 2001, p. 26). The person must do the activity
repeatedly, happily, and successfully for the activity to be considered a strength.
Luthans, Avolio, Gardner, and Walumbwa (Avolio & Luthans, 2006; Gardner,
Avolio, & Walumbwa, 2005; Luthans & Avolio, 2003) highlight the importance of
end values in their conceptualization of authentic leadership. A central value is the
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belief that individuals have something positive to contribute to their workgroup. A
key challenge for authentic leaders is to identify these strengths, and shape and build
on them, "...when asked about their role in leading associates, they view the task
being accomplished and developing associates to lead, over time, as having equal
importance. They constantly think about developing their associates, building on each
psychological capacity and strength" (Luthans & Avolio, 2003, p. 249).

In keeping with his definition of positive organizational behaviour, Luthans (2002)
determined that the psychological capacities of confidence (self-efficacy), hope,
optimism, subjective well-being (happiness), and emotional intelligence are key
aspects. These constructs meet the criteria Luthans established of being "positive,
unique, measurable, capable of being learned and developed, and manageable for
performance" (p. 70). These performance-oriented criteria separate the field of
positive organizational behaviour from that of positive psychology and popular selfdevelopment literature. Somewhat similar constructs of self-efficacy, internal control,
personal maturity, personal commitments, and social engagement were found in a
much different research interest area to be predictive of mortality in both men and
women (Fry & Debats, 2006).

A key assertion of the strength-based movement is that positive emotions result from
the use of our strengths. Operating from your strengths increases your feelings of
competence.
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Feelings of competence encourage individuals to set more ambitious
goals for themselves, while increasing their commitment to attaining
the goals. Because competence cultivates interest and expands choice
behaviour, it is also likely to help people to think out of the box in a
way that allows them to defy norms of conventional business practice.
(Spreitzer & Sonenshein, 2003, p. 216)

Positive emotions arise from and also produce optimal individual functioning, not just
in the present but also over the long term. These positive emotions then contribute to
optimal organizational functioning. Barbara Fredrickson's (2003) broaden-and-build
theory suggests that "positive emotions appear to broaden people's momentary
thought-action repertoires and build their enduring personal resources" (p. 166).
Negative emotions narrow a person's perceived choices, processes that appear to have
survival value (e.g., flight, fight) as they present limited choices within a constrained
time period necessitating action. Negative emotions curtail the behavioural choices
that come to mind in that situation. There is a constriction of our view of the world.
Our repertoire of choices is diminished. We don't see other possibilities. Impending
threats and crises lead not only to a restriction in information processing but also to
more control, both responses possibly leading to more rigid responses (Staw,
Sandelands, & Dutton, 1981).

With positive emotions there is a freeing up of internal cognitive limits. People's
minds expand to consider new options. Free from anxiety, fear, or other negative
emotions and the perceived threat to the self that these are a reflection of, people are
able to entertain creative thoughts, new directions not previously considered, and
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novel solutions not apparent until that moment. The cognitive context appears to be
enlarged (Isen, 1987, 2002). This is true not only for the present moment but also for
future functioning. Fredrickson (2003) summarizes a number of studies suggesting
that by:
(a) broadening people's thinking, (b) undoing negative emotional
arousal, (c) improving coping strategies, (d) buffering against
depression, and (e) building enduring psychological resources, positive
emotions also increase the odds that people will feel good in the
future...(individuals) grow toward optimal functioning through
dynamic processes fuelled by positive emotions, (pp. 170-171)

Establishing optimum conditions for change would therefore appear to be a matter of
creating those conditions in which positive emotions flourish. Emotions are
contagious (Gladwell, 2002; Hatfield, Cacioppo, & Rapson, 1993), thereby setting the
stage for one person's positive emotions to "infect" others, resulting in a collective
raising of the group's positive affect and performance. The leader's positive emotions
in particular may be beneficial to the group (Quinn, 2000) as their positive emotions
may predict the performance of the entire group (J. M. George, 1995). A charismatic
leader in particular can infect others with her emotions without saying anything and
with only the briefest of exposures (Gladwell, 2002).

Positive institutions arise from the practice of positive psychology in the workplace.
Cummings and Worley (2005) state that on a broader level there are increasing calls
for OD to return to its traditional values of human potential, equality, trust, and
collaboration. The enactment of these values would humanize the workplace,
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bringing balance back into employees' lives, championing diversity and spirituality,
and promoting the self-actualization of employees. This should be carried out with
integrity, treating people with respect and dignity, and with a transparency that invites
the review of others.

Positive organizational scholarship (POS) looks at what is best in organizations, at
that which supports individuals and organizations in consistent optimum functioning.
"How can organizations foster the development of human strengths and virtues, like
resilience, integrity and compassion? How, in turn, can the enactment of these and
other strengths and virtues change the nature of organizations for the better?"
(Fredrickson, 2003, p. 164). The fundamental position of strength-based approaches
is that people, and by extension organizations, function at their very best when they
are operating from their strengths.

Positive organizational scholarship seeks to "investigate positive deviance, or the
ways in which organizations and their members flourish and prosper in especially
favourable ways [and] identify the dynamics leading to exceptional individual and
organizational performance" (Cameron & Caza, 2004, p. 731). With this approach,
focus shifts from studying those aspects of organizations that are experiencing
challenges to studies of affirmation, success, and practices that lead to more balanced
and fulfilled organizations and people. Theories of excellence, transcendence,
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resilience, and extraordinary performance and the ways these contribute to positive
institutions are being developed.
Though much of the positive organizational scholarship has been conceptual and
definitional rather than empirical (Cameron & Caza, 2004), there are studies that have
empirically linked positive phenomena to positive outcomes. Losada and Heaphy
(2004) found that the ratio of positive to negative communications was significantly
higher in high-performing teams as compared to low- and medium-performing teams.
Organizations scoring higher on virtuousness, as enacted through compassion,
integrity, forgiveness, trust, and optimism, were found to perform significantly better
on profitability, quality, and customer retention across a number of industry types
(Cameron, Bright, & Caza, 2004). Pittinsky and Shih (2004) in their study of
knowledge workers in two high-tech companies found the usually accepted
definitions of employee commitment (intent to leave the organization and longevity
on the job) inadequate because commitment was actually independent of these
factors. They argue for a new more positive definition of commitment and worker
mobility.

Kanov et al. (2004) expand our understanding of compassion in organizations from
the individual to the institutional level. In their study of Cisco, among other
organizations, they note how organizational members can collectively notice, feel,
and respond to the pain of others when the institution legitimizes this response and
supports and propagates it. Diversity has been shown to be beneficial (Ely & Thomas,
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2001; Polzer, Milton, & Swann Jr., 2002; Thomas, 2004), and organizational
processes that lead to new knowledge creation have been put forward as an example
of positive organizing (Lee, Caza, Edmondson, & Thomke, 2003). Weick (2003) in
his review of organizational tragedy notes that in organizational life a million
accidents are waiting to happen. Positive organizing prevents mistakes and errors and
brings the organization back on course when facing breakdown or when "maps" have
been lost.

Change
The change imperative becomes more pressing every day as our pace of societal
change quickens and adaptation to new circumstances becomes necessary for
survival. Craigwood's transformation is about organizational change at every possible
level to improve our capacity to deliver on our mission and better position us for the
future. The change is at the level of behaviour and operations, second order strategy,
structure and goals, and at the deepest level of Craigwood, which incorporates our
intentions, beliefs, attitudes, vision, and mental frameworks. It is micro and global,
with deeper shifts driving more superficial ones.

The topic of change has been approached from every conceivable angle, but at the
heart of these approaches there is often a Lewinian core that posits an unfreezing,
action, and refreezing process. This theoretical approach has been challenged (Lawler
& Worley, 2006) as not adequately serving the needs of organizations any longer due
to the constantly changing environment they face. Instead, what is posited is a
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perpetually changing organization that is structured to support constant change versus
resisting it. In other words, there is no refreezing. In contrast to the Lewinian model,
we have action research and the positive change model, with appreciative inquiry
being the most well known. These models operate on a more cyclical process, with
the review and conceptualization of a particular area leading to further action
planning, which in turn leads to a new experience. Both approaches are generally
more participatory in nature than other change approaches (e.g., those directed by
senior leadership).

The list of change types and their myriad variations appears to keep growing. There is
revolutionary versus evolutionary, discontinuous versus continuous, episodic and
continuing flow, transformational and transactional, strategic and operational,
adaptive and generative, and total system versus local option (Burke, 2002). These
capture different scopes of the change, pacing, number of people involved,
methodology employed, and depth of change. In a large-scale transformational
change such as ours, at some point in the process all types of change are going on at
more micro levels. Therefore, in a larger scale change process the management
challenge is to determine what level or type of change is required at a particular point
in time. Though it requires a great deal of planning to be successful, this should not
be confused with the notion that the change process is linear. In fact, "planned change
has a more chaotic quality, often involving shifting goals, discontinuous activities,
surprising events, and unexpected combinations of changes" (Cummings & Worley,

40
2005, p. 39). As so many have noted, it's messy, confusing, energizing, frustrating,
and exhilarating at the same time.

First-, second-, and third- order change (Argyris & Schon, 1982; Bartunek & Moch,
1987; Dick & Dalmau, 2000; Torbert & Associates, 2004) represent increasingly
deeper levels of change that move from behaviour to core assumptions and belief
systems. This perspective also overlaps with the area of learning since all learning is
change at some level. Culture begins to shift with second order change (Schein, 1966,
2004) while third order change is transformational, arising from the actions of an
organization as it adapts to complex or chaotic situations (Kurtz & Snowden, 2003;
Pascale, Millemann, & Gioja, 2000; Snowden & Boone, 2007).

Kerber and Buono (2005) speak to one of the sacred cows of OD and change
theorists: the belief that involvement in the change process increases buy-in and
subsequent alignment with the desired change directions. They note that "while
participation does increase a sense of ownership in the change, in far too many
instances such participative strategies either waste critical resources by unnecessarily
involving people or take a limited view of the participation necessary for success" (p.
25). To counter this misalignment between the required need and the strategy, they
suggest a more situational approach to the change process, one that takes into account
business complexity and socio-technical uncertainty. Determinations in both of these
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areas then lead to a decision about whether to apply a directed, planned, or guided
change approach.

Directed change is position-conceptualized and driven from the top of the
organization. Various techniques are applied to cope with people's responses to the
change. Planned change may arise from anywhere in the organization, with
involvement and commitment of those affected playing a large part. However, it still
proceeds with the backing of the top and with the change strategists assuming
responsibility for initiation and implementation of the change. A key assumption is
still that leaders need to initiate change to overcome natural organizational inertia and
that resistance is expected and needs to be overcome. The Lewinian process underlies
many of these efforts. What is not recognized in this approach is that people make
continuous changes at work of their own accord based on trial and error, and the
successes sometimes "infect" other parts of the organization. In other words, as
within our bodies, change is continuously occurring, more obvious in some ways than
others, at different paces and at micro and macro levels, all proceeding at the same
time on parallel paths, some of which connect directly while others only indirectly.

Guided change arises more from a deeper commitment to organizational purpose,
building on many changes already underway and supporting new creative directions.
The process is more a freezing, rebalancing, and unfreezing approach (Weick &
Quinn, 1999), with employees being attracted to the change versus being compelled

42
to make it. Kerber (2001) has posited a guided changing spiral that begins with initial
interpretation and design, moves on to implementation and improvisation, with
employees being held accountable and learning from this process, and then spreading
the learning throughout the system and leading to a new interpretation and design.

Transformational change happens at all three levels (first, second, and third order)
and through directed, planned, and guided effort. This is recognition of the multifaceted nature of the size of the change, with different parts of an organization
requiring different approaches at various points in time. Though leadership at
different points in time arises from different parts of the organization, in order for
change of this level to succeed, it needs to be continuously fuelled, directed,
supported, facilitated, and encouraged from the top, particularly from the CEO
position. The large scale nature of the change results in a lasting shift in the character
(culture) of the organization (Mohrman, Mohrman, Ledford, Cummings, & Lawler,
1989). This lengthy process results in new mental frameworks being established,
shifts in basic beliefs and values, altered structures and processes, and new language
and stories, with shifts being experienced at individual, group, and organizational
levels (Coghlan & Rashford, 2006). Schein's (2004) four major levels of awareness—
artefacts, norms, values, and basic assumptions—are modified in substantial ways to
create a re-envisioned and reconstituted organization.

Appreciative

Inquiry
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In the preface to their book Appreciative Management and Leadership (1999), Suresh
Srivastva and David Cooperrider, the founders of appreciative inquiry, share their
initial intrigue with the theme of executive appreciation in postbureaucratic or
egalitarian organizations. What they noted in these organizations was the importance
of positive affect, cognition, and processes of affirmative interaction. At that time (the
early and mid 1980s) there was no language of the positive, no accepted lexicon that
could be used to express "high organizational morale, capacity for cooperation,
confidence in the future, interpersonal responsiveness and caring, creative
achievements, and the like" (Srivastva & Cooperrider, 1999, p. xiv). In fact, the
authors note that responses to their positive observations were often negative
questioning of their ability as scientists. At that time, perceptions of organizations,
which persist to this day and are pervasive, were that they are 'problems' to be solved
as well as being problem-solving entities, that there is a continuous need for
diagnosis, problem analysis, and determination of problem resolution. It was in this
environment that the authors organized a symposium in October 1988 at Case
Western Reserve University with the expressed purpose of beginning a scholarship of
the positive, a view that instead supported an understanding that organizations were
created to fulfill a need, that they were designed to provide a solution. At heart, this
perspective states that,
Organizations are centers of vital connections and life-giving
potentials: relationships, partnerships, alliances, and ever-expanding
webs of knowledge and action that are capable of harnessing the
power of combinations of strengths. Founded upon this life-centric
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view of organizations, AI offers a positive, strengths-based approach
to organization development and change management. (Cooperrider &
Whitney, 2005, p. 1)

Peter Drucker is often quoted in appreciative inquiry training as providing the core
rationale for the AI approach when he states that, "the task of organizational
leadership is to create an alignment of strengths in ways that make a system's
weaknesses irrelevant." The suggestion in AI is that collective strengths go beyond
performance to transformation. There is a power to radically shift a culture to an
entirely new plane of functioning. Unfortunately, organizations, like individuals in
our predominately sceptical and cynical society, tend to focus on correction of
weaknesses, believing that strengths take care of themselves.

At the heart of AI are questions. They are fateful, for the questions the organization
and its employees ask determine whether the focus is on weaknesses or strengths, on
what is going wrong or what is going right, and on what people are upset about or
what inspires them. Strengths are seen as a competitive advantage with alignment
producing organizational competencies that position the company for success. The 4D cycle of discovery, dream, design, and destiny moves from a system-wide inquiry
into the positive core of an organization, to an action plan that incorporates these
organizational strengths into a preferred future.

Five principles are key to AI:
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1. The constructionist principle, a reflection of social constructionist theory, posits
that our reality is created through our relationships and our language, that it is
continuously changing and shifting through the dynamics of these interactions,
and that this creates the possibility for collectively being engaged in a
collaborative quest for the better life versus being trapped in an absolutist and
positivist understanding of the world.
2. The simultaneity principle suggests that inquiry and change are simultaneous, that
the question is intervention, and that the seeds of change are planted with the
questions we ask. Questioning what we have done really well in the past week is
as much of an intervention as asking what problems we have. Of importance is
not if the question leads to a right or wrong answer but whether the question leads
to positive discussions that create better relationships, better futures.
3. The poetic principle underlies our capacity to continuously generate the story of
our organizations, and the stories our employees tell of our organizations reflect
organizational culture. We can choose what topics we wish to inquire into, where
we focus our attention. We are not prisoners of our past, having to endlessly
repeat the questions, the agenda items of previous meetings, and the problem
focus of our days.
4. The anticipatory principle states that present conduct of individuals and
organizations is guided by how they understand the future. Expectancy theory is
similar in emphasizing that our expectations create the outcomes we are
expecting. The placebo and Pygmalion effects also speak to the self-fulfilling
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nature of envisioned end states. Charles de Gaulle once said, "History does not
teach fatalism.. .People get the history they deserve." History is merely future
past. The future we envision becomes our history. As Kahlil Gibran noted, "We
choose our joys and sorrows long before we experience them."
5. The positive principle finds much support in the positive organizational literature.
It holds that:
Building and sustaining momentum for change requires large amounts
of positive affect and social bonding—things like hope, excitement,
inspiration, caring, camaraderie, sense of urgent purpose, and sheer joy
in creating something meaningful together. We find that the more
positive the question we ask, the more long-lasting and successful the
change effort. The major thing a change agent can do that makes a
difference is to craft and ask unconditionally positive questions.
(Cooperrider & Whitney, 2005, p. 53)
Al is about asking (inquiry) and appreciating (valuing). Deficit based dialogues
reinforce mindsets focused on negatives, both neurophysiologically and from the
perspective of Fredrickson's broaden-and-build theory. They decrease organizational
capacity.
Problem analytic methodologies are based on deficit discourse. Over
time, they fill the organization with stories, understandings, and rich
vocabularies of why things fail. Compulsive concern with what's not
working, why things go wrong, and who didn't do his or her job
demoralizes members of the organization, reduces the speed of
learning, and undermines relationships and forward movement.
(Cooperrider & Whitney, 1999, p. 11)

Appreciative inquiry instead seeks to unearth what is also there, the part of the glass
half full but chronically ignored. It uncovers and highlights existing strengths, hopes,
and dreams that when tapped have the potential for transformational change (Whitney
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& Trosten-Bloom, 2003). AI was important for the work at Craigwood because it is a
robust method for creating a strength-based learning organization. It is the change
method we used to transform the culture at Craigwood.

Introduction

Chapter 3: Methodology

In this chapter I present my research methodology. My colleagues and I used insider
action research to study the evolution of the change process that we implemented
from April 2007 to December 2008. We focused on answering these initial research

•

•

•

How do we become more proactive and a driver of change versus being reactive?

How do we live into our values more?

How do we become more flexible and responsive to our clients and funders?

How do you create a strength-based organization?

questions:

•

How do we improve our skill sets to deal with increasingly complex clients? How

What do we need to do to move beyond iterative cycles of behaviour that don't

can we be on the leading edge?

•

•
produce learning?

How do we share the learnings that are happening and how do we record them for

How do we change the organizational "story"?

•

•

How do we create an organization that is able to continuously change and adapt

ready access?

•

while maintaining stability for our clients for whom attachment disorder is often a
significant component of their present difficulties?
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Methodology
Action Research
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Action research (AR) is the development of new knowledge through a collective
process that intertwines practice and theory, action and reflection, in pursuit of realtime solutions to situations whose solutions lead to the betterment of an individual or
group of people. Practical knowledge is desired because better informed praxis will
lead to the flourishing of an organization or community (Reason & Torbert, 2001). It
is new knowledge generation that arises from collective action and sense-making.
Firmly rooted in a subjectivist epistemology, AR supports the notion of a co-created
world, a reality that researcher and participants together construct. Each person's
contribution influences the process and outcome, with neutral objectivity not possible.

As with appreciative inquiry, beginning questions have an impact on where the
process leads and what it concludes. "Action research is best seen as an emergent,
evolutionary and educational process of engaging with self, persons and communities
which needs to be sustained for a significant period of time. This leads us to ask
questions about emergence and enduring consequence" (Reason & Bradbury, 2006, p.
12). Reflexivity of self is an important component, with both participants and
researcher making decisions regarding their level of commitment to self-introspection
and learning. It is a disciplined process of standing back from action to process what
transpired, understand and elevate one's thinking on the matter, and then use these
deliberations to plan further action. There is an iterative cycle in which the outcomes
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Figure 1. The Experiential Learning Cycle in Action Research Projects

The above figure comes from Coghlan and Brannick's model integrating the
experiential learning cycle with the AR cycle. When done properly, there is an
upward iterative spiral process that leads increasingly closer to the objective.

Zuber-Skerritt and Fletcher note that following the First Symposium on Action
Research in Brisbane in 1989, though it "was impossible to arrive at a single, true
definition of action research, because it depends on many environmental, situational,
personal and organizational factors and multiple perspectives" (Zuber-Skerritt &
Fletcher, 2007, p. 415), a working definition was developed that encapsulated the
characteristics of AR. This definition suggested that AR was taking place if (a) the
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participants were reflecting and either developing or improving their own work and
situations (b) through an action/reflection cycle and (c) sharing their learnings in a
public forum (i.e., beyond the learning group). In addition, there needed to be
evidence of an increase in (a) data-gathering by the participants themselves with
respect to their research questions; (b) involvement in the problem-solving and
decision-making process; (c) empowerment of participants by the organizational
hierarchy; (d) collaboration among the group members; (e) self-reflection, selfevaluation, and self-management by the participants; (f) learning through a selfreflective cycle; and (g) reflection along the model of the self-reflective practitioner.
Of note in this definition is acknowledgement of the learning involved in learning
AR. As Greenwood and Levin state:
There seems to be a presumption that AR projects are born fully
formed in a broadly participatory and democratic way....AR is a
process that is achieved over time, one that often begins in very
conventional ways. It is a process that can begin in an unpromisingly
hierarchical way and then branch out into more experimental and risky
forms of participation. (2007, p. 213)

AR took place throughout the life of the Craigwood project. The approach fits the
organization's focus on practicality while at the same time its desire to become a
learning organization that not only learns better ways of operating but also contributes
to the knowledge residing in our organization and sector. The methodology is
particularly suited to our primary research question since our path involves a quest
more than a following of a model previously developed. There were therefore
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significant unknowns and a continuous state of emergence, requiring considerable
collective dialogue and meaning-making.

The repeated cycles offered the opportunity to act with awareness and then reflect, to
bring concepts and theory to bear on our sense-making, and from there to move to
new actions. This learning path offered structure as we embarked on an unknown
journey.
Action research is appropriate when the research topic is an unfolding
series of actions over time in a given group, community or
organization, and the members wish to study their own action in order
to change or improve the working of some aspects of the system, and
study the process in order to learn from it. (Coghlan & Brannick, 2005,
p. xii)
The quality and rigour of the AR project can be considered using a number of the
criteria Bradbury and Reason (2006) suggest:
1. How well has the project met the need for participation at all levels?
2. Has the project led to new ways of praxis?
3. Does the new knowledge lead to "seeing" the situation in a different light? Were
diverse ways of knowing drawn on and different methodologies employed?
4. Has a better life been created? Has it led to organizational flourishing?
5. Has sustainable change been created through the integration of first, second and
third person practice?

Insider Action Research
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Research may be conducted by outside consultants or persons placed within the
organization. In my case, I was the CEO of Craigwood and the lead researcher.
Coghlan and Brannick (2005) developed a four-quadrant model that specifically looks
at the commitments of the system and the inside researcher to learning in action. (See
Figure 2.) Insider action research takes place for a variety of reasons. It may be an
opportunistic situation in which an organizational member takes advantage of a
project underway or about to take place to further learning in action. There may be
insufficient funds to hire a consultant. There may be a particular desire to develop this
skill set internally or an internal person may have this skill set and the company
decides they want to optimize this competency. In my case, I became the inside action

~~

4 Large-scale transformational
change

Intended self-study
in action

2 Pragmatic action research:
internal consulting
action learning

No intended self-study
In action

RESEARCHER

researcher because I used action research to study the process that my colleagues and

No intended self-study
in action

I Traditional research approaches:
collection of survey data ethnography
case study

I launched at Craigwood.

SYSTEH

3 Individual engaged in reflective
study of professional practice

Intended self-study
in action

Figure 2. Focus of Researcher and System
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In the fourth quadrant of Coghlan and Brannick's model, both researcher and system
are involved in self-reflective study in action. Both are participating and interested in
learning and growth. Organizational transformation happens in this quadrant, with the
researcher typically in a management position in the organization and simultaneously
being a part of the change process while also studying it. Participants in action
research are also reflecting on their own practice, influencing further steps through
their reflections and abstract conceptualizations, and engaged in an upward iterative
spiral that not only improves the practice but also generates knowledge. Particularly
in larger scale transformations, AR may include outside consultants (Adler, Shani, &
Styhre, 2004).

Inherent in all action research is the need to address three constituencies: me, us, and
them (Reason & Marshall, 1987; Reason & Torbert, 2001). That is, it has to meet my
needs as both a practitioner and researcher; our needs as the collective within which
the research is taking place; and them as the broader community that will hopefully
benefit from knowledge development.

One of the significant advantages of insider AR is that a preunderstanding of
organizational history, structure, and culture exists. The researcher is familiar with
processes, relationships, and "the way things really work" versus what might be up on
the wall as idealistic statements. At the same time, this embeddedness poses
challenges, for the advantage gained in being part of and knowing the organization
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also blinds one to its functioning. It is difficult to separate oneself from what has
developed, and the longer one has been part of it and the more influential the position,
the more challenging it becomes (Coghlan & Brannick, 2005). The dual nature of the
researcher/practitioner role also presents challenges in the negotiation of
relationships, decision-making boundaries, the exercising of authority, and group
loyalties.

The management of organizational politics is an additional consideration, as
diagnosis of the situation affects participants differentially. Perspectives on a given
situation may differ dramatically and the researcher's ideas may adversely impact
some to the extent that significant resources need to be devoted to this dynamic. The
issue of power becomes particularly a concern when the researcher is the CEO. Issues
of confidentiality and anonymity arise, with informed consent posing special
challenges when the journey's evolution is unknown. For how can consent be given
when one does not know what one is consenting to?

Methods
I maintained a journal from the beginning, not only recording thoughts, deliberations,
and actions associated with our transformations, but also using it as a tool for
personal thoughts and reflections. There were days when copious amounts were
written while at other times days would pass without note. Thoughts from my
reflections would then be fed back into the group dialogue, as were those of others
who were keeping journals. In addition to approximately 500 pages of journal notes,
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most communications regarding our transformation were saved. Memos,
presentations, e-mails, surveys, meeting minutes, interview notes, workshop
materials, notes from my phone conversations with the consultant, and anything else
that was either in e-form or in hard copy was grouped into approximately 50 separate
categories, cumulatively amounting to approximately 2,000 documents. Much of the
material was interactive and used multiple times; for instance, presentations I did
were made available to others in common folders and used again. Personal and group
reflections were recorded, circulated, and reviewed. An AI site was established on our
Intranet for resource materials. Notes were taken of all retreat days with subsequent
dissemination to all participants and review of contents in the collective again.
Deeply held assumptions were constantly addressed in our personal reflections and in
group discussions. A number of others maintained journals.

In each workshop, interviews were conducted with all participants as well as in oneon-one interviews at other time periods (covering about one-third of the
organization). The interviews were carried out by others and me, with notes
forwarded to me. Surveys were conducted with results collected by me, as well as
assessment instrument results (i.e., StrengthsFinder). I also engaged in participant
observation at one point, made many presentations on the project (internally and
externally), attended staff meetings along with other senior managers over a period of
four months to explain the project and to dialogue with participants, and participated
in many planning meetings.
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Over the period of 20 months, one or more aspects of the project was discussed at
almost every senior management and management meeting. It was in these meetings
that the deeper reflection process would happen, particularly with senior
management. Some specifically focused on what our assumptions and intentions were
at that time, with open inquiry constantly encouraged and supported because the
journey was always framed as a learning process, a collective experimentation that
would move us forward. Our culture of openness, encouragement, and freedom
allowed us to hold and express diverse viewpoints and to reveal our biases and
presumptions honestly. Though we are an action-oriented agency, at the more senior
level there is a higher degree of contemplativeness, of deliberate reflection that is part
of our dialogue. The team nurtures each other in expressing diversity. Presenting
alternative approaches and understandings is the norm. Practice of the learning cycle
supported this further. The views of the outside consultant were helpful in presenting
alternatives and challenging us to move deeper.

Quality and rigour of the project was maintained at various levels, some by all of us
and some more by me. The issue of participation was immediately met through our
strategy of increasing involvement, radiating out from the management team. This
also extended to interactions with the consultant, as the initial planning that began
between Maureen and me gradually extended in concentric circles to the point where
1 was no longer involved in planning with Maureen while others were. A new way of
praxis was always the driver for this change and continues to be. Strong nuclear
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support for the new vision ensured that new "being and seeing" would remain centre
stage. An ongoing monitoring of praxis implementation served as a barometer of how
well we were doing in this area. Organizational improvement would be monitored
through annual review processes (as well as at the end of the 20 months), with the
issue of sustainable change being addressed through personal supervision review and
discussions, performance reviews, and system change indicators.

Deliberations regarding my role in this effort would be addressed through the normal
dialogue that would happen at senior management and the broader team. Some issues
were dealt with more directly (confidentiality) and through a group process, while
others such as my research-project's boundedness were sorted out by me. The
previously mentioned respect and openness of our team invited and supports dialogue
around the exercise of authority, relationships, and loyalties; therefore no specific
effort was made to address these as separate issues. As primary project driver and the
one who hired the consultant, my interaction with Maureen was both as overall
conceptualizer and primary change agent and researcher, with the two blending
imperceptibly as we spent many hours planning and reflecting on the three levels of
the change process. There was a full understanding on the part of the consultant that
this project would form the basis for my dissertation. The consultant was well
connected and known in the AI community and therefore because of her contacts,
knowledge, and experience as a consultant, and her being a natural inveterate learner
herself, we were able to engage in a joint learning process.

The Journey—What
Overview
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Happened

The following shares our journey over the past 20 months. It moves through how we
conceptualized the change process, the steps we took and why, organizational
structures and processes that were impacted, and some of the complicating
happenings forming a background to our journey. I organized the journey into phases.
Though there is a rough linear quality to this, there is overlap between the phases and
a great deal of iterative learning cycles that were transpiring. Table 1 indicates
approximate times for the events.
Table 1. Timeline of the Change Process

June 2008

February 2008

November 2007

October 2007 (end)

October 2007 (beginning)

May 2007

February-April 2007

Program retreat days

Senior staff day

Leadership development day

Human Resources day

Management retreat day

Three-day management team retreat

Discussions begin with Al facilitator

Review, planning, visioning

Activity

September-November 2008

Measurement focused two days

Date

January 2009

Phase I: Preparation
How Did We Decide To Change?
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For several months I had been mulling over Now, Discover Your Strengths by
Buckingham and Clifton (2001), a textbook we had used in our group work course in
my PhD program. Prior to entering the program I had started to gain some familiarity
with AI and had deepened my understanding over the previous year of classes. There
seemed to be a reinforcing fit between the strengths approach and AI. I felt that there
was an opportunity to move the organization forward but wanted to obtain the
thoughts of others. I provided our HR manager with a copy of the book and asked her
to read it with only one question in mind, Does this have applicability to us? Upon
her responding in the affirmative, we decided that the other five members of the
senior leadership team should read the book and we would discuss the same question
in a larger forum. The team concluded that this was an area worth exploring further,
particularly as it matched on an organizational level the therapeutic model we had
developed several years before (Foundations Model). This model has become the core
for all our therapeutic programs. A central theme is a pursuit and utilization of client
strengths as leverage points to create the desired change.

During this time, we also conducted a trends analysis at each level of government,
sectors, and in the areas of globalization, demographics, and technology, in each case
speculating on their possible as well as cumulative impact on us. We also reviewed
the therapeutic and management literature regarding high performance organizations
in our sector. Though there is a copious amount of information in the therapeutic
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literature, there is very little in the organizational literature related to organizations
such as ours, and virtually nothing specific to our sector and size.

The fourth activity we carried out during this time flowed from our beginning
knowledge of strength-based organizations and AI. A discussion on organizational
culture in our senior leadership team led us to reflect on such issues as what kind of
language we use, the data we gather and reports we generate, and who accesses this
information. Our analysis revealed two primary themes: (1) We collected copious
amounts of information that was either deficit based or, if neutral, the reports arising
out of the data were deficit based; and (2) the information contained in the reports
was for the most part shared with senior management, the board of directors, and the
government.

This analysis began to open our eyes to the extent that we are a problem-focused,
deficit-based organization. For example, while we collect copious amounts of data on
personnel, the HR-based reports being submitted to the board (in accordance with
their own accountability policies) were deficit based. Rather than reporting on
retention rates, our report covered annual turnover. Personnel disciplinary practices
were covered versus success stories. Client complaints were reported on instead of
client comments expressing their satisfaction with their care and progress. Similarly
negative reports were being sent to the government, all within the general rubric of
accountability and risk management.
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Our review of agency meetings showed overwhelmingly problem-oriented agendas.
Plan of care meetings focused too much on client difficulties. Staff meetings were
caught up in endless discussions of the challenges we face. Coffee talk was focused
too much on obstacles, work pressures, impossible demands, etc. Our performance
appraisals, though supposedly strength oriented, showed similar weakness emphases.
As a senior management team, we came to the realization that the information we
were sharing produced a decidedly jaundiced view of the organization. The success of
the organization wasn't reflected in these reports nor was the dedication and loyalty
of employees, the outcomes that clients were achieving, the leadership skills of the
management team, our ability to work successfully with some of the toughest clients
in Ontario, and so on. The deficit-based culture we were embedded in was both
eliciting and reflecting a negative picture of our organization, a picture we believed
was not only inaccurate but also very detrimental to our work and the culture in the
workplace.

Two actions arose almost immediately out of this analysis. We decided to post all
reports in the organization in a folder that the entire management team would have
access to at any time they wanted, creating a more open and involved workplace. The
second step we took was to begin planning for a funders day presentation when we
would showcase positive aspects of the organization and thereby communicate to
those procuring our services what benefits they were gaining and how our services
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looked from the broader context of agency functioning. What did the "house" look
like in which their client was receiving treatment?

An important additional insight we reached is that we had approximately seven
different, though related, undertakings going on in the organization related to
knowledge. These projects were headed by different teams, with some overlapping
membership. Though there were common threads in these projects, there was no
synergy. Activities were taking place with sometimes only vague knowledge about
the part of others in areas that paralleled or impacted them. This led us to establish a
hub called "the knowledge network," an entity in which we would coordinate our
activities to achieve the synergy that had eluded us to this point. Representatives from
the various project teams (personnel training & development; program development
& reviews; accreditation; usage of assessment & outcome instruments; continuous
quality improvement; research; and identification & utilization of best/evidence based
practice) would be on the core team to coordinate the work.

What gradually emerged from these endeavours was a discussion of the common
themes represented in our various undertakings. Did our initiatives seem to point us in
a direction or were they unconnected pieces of a complex organization? From this
discussion, the vision emerged of becoming a strength-based organization. This was
not the usual, well-rehearsed, and sequenced exercise that constitutes visioning and
direction setting, a process that was not foreign to us because we had undertaken such

64
thorough exercises in 1996, 2000, and 2003. Rather, the present initiative unfolded in
an unplanned manner. It was a natural coming together of various streams, something
that just appeared to make sense and feel right. It was something that evolved from
deep within, in a manner that seemed almost mystical. Although we had a new vision,
that was not our goal when we started out. We were more interested in establishing
the next steps, not starting a transformation.
Post-Decision Planning
Upon reviewing Lawler and Worley's Built to Change: How to Achieve
Organizational Effectiveness (2006) with the senior leadership team and providing
them with a course paper related to this book, we decided to use the "b2change"
model to organize our efforts. This led to a more systematic identification of various
projects developed in mindmap format and organized in the five elements of the
b2change model: breadth, aggressiveness, differentiation, strategic logic, and
orchestration. Each one was brought back to the team for further review and
refinement, with discussion aimed at connecting praxis and theory using the
experiential learning cycle.

Most of this work occurred at the senior leadership level. Though it is not our
preferred style of operation, there were a multitude of activities going on at the time
that we believed required the full attention of our supervisors. We did draw on
previous undertakings that had involved more people, and there was a fair amount of
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information being relayed by our program directors—boundary spanners between the
supervisory and senior leadership teams.

One final element of this phase was the selection of an AI facilitator (Maureen
McKenna) not only to educate us in this area, but also to lead and model an
appreciative perspective for us. The added benefit this had for us was creating some
distance between this undertaking and my research. By bringing in an outside expert,
we avoided having the project being identified as "my" project and the outside expert
provided the project with better balance. Because of her extensive involvement,
Maureen also provided continuity to the project from the base of an outside
collaborator. Not only did this contribute to implementation learnings, but it also
provided an important avenue for continuing exposure to the newest creative avenues
coming from appreciative inquiry, the strengths literature, and neuroscience.

There were a number of principles we employed in our transformation effort that
gradually emerged from the above discussions:
Increasing involvement and engagement. Start at the top and learn, then to the

•

•

Application. The experience needs to be applicable to their own setting.

Experiential. Have everyone experience AI (full four stage process).

Think differently. Shift mental frameworks.

•

•

Shared learning process. Learnings cannot be just individual but need to be

next level and both levels learn, and so on throughout the organization.

•

shared in a wider forum, including eventually outside the organization.

Learn by doing. There is no how-to manual for us to follow.
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•
Slowly broaden transformation effort. Gradually tackle varied aspects of the

Harness collective wisdom. Do so through the creation of synergistic structures

organization from a strength-based approach.

•

•
and processes.
Phase II: Learning
The Start—Three Days with the Management Team
From June to September we were involved with Maureen in an intensive co-creation
exercise, planning a three-day workshop for the entire management team at the
beginning of October. Several iterations of the draft agenda went back and forth
between the facilitator and mostly me, with long e-mail and phone conversations
characterizing this time period. Maureen and I moved back and forth as we tried to
develop enough focus for three days without an identified project or area to use as a
background. The objective on our part as the senior leadership was general learning
and the beginning of a cultural shift. We were not looking for a particular "product"
at the end. We wanted to start the mind-shift—the appreciatively inquiring
perspective—with increasing attention to strengths.

There was a significant amount of preparation for this three-day event. All team
members received a copy of Tom Rath's StrengthsFinder 2.0 (2007) and were asked
to complete the online instrument. Each individual's five identified talent areas of
were then forwarded to me and then shared at the retreat. Additionally, the facilitator
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prepared a manual on AI based on the four-day introductory course that is commonly
presented, and each member was given a copy of this manual and asked to read it.
Articles on AI and "strengths" were also shared in advance and members were asked
to complete the 12 questions developed by Gallup that assess level of engagement in
the organization (Buckingham & Coffman, 1999).

There were two areas requiring attention prior to these three days. First, in a previous
discussion, our board chair had indicated that he was very interested in what we were
doing, upon which I invited him to attend. This was the first in-depth involvement of
the board in what we were doing and his participation added increased depth to our
sessions. His participation did create some anxiety, which needed to be dealt with
prior to the event. Both of us were prepared to back off from his participation if the
level of concern was such that it was going to interfere with our process, but
addressing this issue beforehand quieted the concerns.

Second, 1 had requested to videotape the undertaking. 1 had no idea how useful the
information was going to be since I was not prepared to spend the funds to do this in a
high-quality manner. I also did not have any preconceptions on how I/we were going
to use the material. Though videotaping is well known in our field as a development
tool, there were concerns I addressed beforehand with the management team and for
the most part it became a non-issue. What it did bring forward again, however, was
the question of whether this was being done for my benefit or that of the organization.
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Two areas especially raised questions: how was the material going to be used (issue
of consent) and where was this project headed? A more defined project might have
raised fewer questions.
Management Reflection Day
About a month later the management team spent a morning using the experiential
learning cycle on the initial three days, strategic plans, and everything that had
happened since. Thirteen themes that spoke to the practical issues of trying to become
the organization we want to be were generated. The interest was such that this work
continued throughout the afternoon with groups further processing each theme using
the 5-D model of AI (definition, discovery, dream, design, and delivery/destiny).
Dialogue on Human Resources
We spent a full day one month later with the management team and team leaders on
human resources. Our inclusion of the team leaders was our first formal progression
of our agenda into the ranks of our unionized employees. This day was again
facilitated by Maureen, using a staffing review of the summer of 2007 as a base for
our discussion on how we might advance a strength-based approach with respect to
the realities of operating 24 hour/day services. The broad themes of development and
mentoring, appreciation and recognition, work/life balance, relationships, and
scheduling were identified and delved into more intensively with a host of
recommendations coming from each area.
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Beginning of Leadership Development Process
The decreasing number of leaders in our field at all levels led to a full day meeting,
facilitated by Maureen, in February of 2008, for a management team and team leaders
to begin our thinking about a more structured leadership development process. Up to
this point in time, we had carried out leadership training with supervisors and team
leaders on an infrequent and unstructured basis, with no overall vision or plan to
guide us. It had always been our view and continues to be that the development
investment with the highest return is with our supervisors, for they have the direct
contact with those who are really doing the work with the clients. This is the level of
the organization that has the greatest and most effective impact in shaping the culture.
Rather than a structured model for supervisors and team leaders, what emerged from
the day was a goal to develop a shared leadership model for the entire organization.

Several guidelines shaped our development of the model, with the "we" in this case

Access personal awareness resources such as EI (emotional intelligence) and

such as AI, solution-focus, and asset building

Draw the best of practices from various strength-based approaches/ franchises,

agile enough to respond to the unique requirements of each individual

essential skills in all supervisory staff (and emerging potential leaders) yet

Design a strength-based leadership model that is broad enough to develop

being the core development team and some members of the senior management team:
1.

2.

3.

StrengthsFinder

4.

5.

6.
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Use a leader-coach approach where staff can access specific support from an
identified coach in a certain skill or development area
Develop a model for individual supervision that reflects the leadership
focus on strength building and extend this to staff meetings, a problem-solving
model, etc.
Use a combination of focused training sessions and seminars along with
project-based learning and leader-coaching support

What came out of this process in practical terms was the beginning of an intensive
leadership development model exercise led by one of our senior managers but for the
most part shaped by supervisors and team leaders. Many meetings and iterations of
the model have resulted in a development program that focuses on a broad range of
leadership topics, with core components most closely reflecting the thinking of Bill
George (2003, 2007) and that of Avolio and Luthans (Avolio, 1999; Avolio &
Luthans, 2006; Gardner et al., 2005). The five dimensions of George's leadership
model are (a) pursuing purpose with passion; (b) practicing solid value; (c) leading
with the heart; (d) establishing connected relationship; and (e) demonstrating selfdiscipline.

Senior Staff AI Day
In June 2008 we brought senior staff from each program together for one day to
expose them to AI and strengths. Our concern was sustaining momentum throughout
the summer and we did not believe we had a critical mass of people in place yet who
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could experiment in this area. We believed that with senior staff, team leaders,
supervisors, and program directors involved in programs we would have enough
momentum to not have to start afresh in September, a phenomenon we had previously
experienced regularly due to the high number of people on summer vacation.
Program Days
Dedicated workshop days began in the fall of 2008 with each program and service
area to ensure that all were exposed to strengths and AI as well as the long-term
planning that was in place to create a strength-based organization. The mornings were
set aside to place the transformation process within the larger context of the
environment, and agency strategic planning, as well as to provide information on
specific projects that were underway. Maureen provided one-on-one coaching to
management team members during the morning and facilitated the afternoon events
with staff, including the supervisor and program director.
Phase III: Implementation
Arising out of our decision to become a strength-based organization, we created
multiple projects that would move us in that direction. They ranged from remaking of
our corporate image to developing evidence-based HR, property renewal, further
advancing our position as a leader in the integration of IT in our sector, and many
other initiatives. We set a three- to five-year timeframe in place to achieve our overall
transformation. Several additional projects have direct relevance to the overall goal.

Client Profiles Over the Next Decade
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An intensive analysis was conducted to determine what our clients would look like
over the next five to ten years. Our number one organizational value is responsivity.
Practical applications of our visionary thinking needed to be based on emerging
realities. The report was shared with the entire agency at different points, the board of
directors, and some funders.
Funders Presentation
We invited our funding partners to a presentation in June 2008 on what we do well as
an organization, the vision and goals we set for ourselves, the exciting projects
underway, and some of our accomplishments. This provided our funders an
appreciative view of our organization, our strengths, and the steps we were taking to
become an SBO.
Foundation Model Renewal
This renewal included an updating of our strength-based client treatment model,
utilizing the latest evidence-based practices and incorporating new knowledge based
on the learnings of positive organizational psychology, AI, and the strengths
literature. The team has now begun the third iteration with an increased emphasis on
engagement.
Weekly Client Reviews
Most of the time these were narratives of what had transpired over the past week with
almost no preparation for the review and little connection to the strengths and the
goals of clients. The management team believed this was an area that could profit

73
from and add significantly to our overall goals. The review process was revised with
specific guidelines on how to incorporate strength-based perspectives into the
discussion, utilizing the Foundation Treatment model.
Creation of Program Strengths Assessment Instrument
Up to this point, program reviews had been conducted by two members of the
management team in response to significant program challenges, with results being
selectively shared with the program supervisor and staff. The program director and
supervisor would then determine what actions to take. We needed to bring these
assessments into a strength-based framework as compared with the problem-solving
process it had been in the past. A project team of supervisors and team leaders created
a strength-based assessment that has been used in two program reviews so far. We are
now beginning another program review and taking this process further with the
inclusion of staff in the review process. The results will be shared with the program
team and they will decide what to do with the information.

We have begun development of a Balanced ScoreCard (BSC) for the organization

Before, this was a management activity.

throughout the year on our input/output data with board presentations planned.

and are now making presentations to the management and program teams

Selected staff have been further trained in our assessment/outcome instruments

Strengths and Learnings
•

•

from an AI perspective and that supports adaptation and customization of the
model to organizational circumstances.

•
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The management team and other key personnel spent two days in January of 2009
beginning to build a "measurement mindset," based on strengths, competencies,
and accomplishments, thereby hoping to change the long-held sectoral view that
what we do cannot be measured.
Phase IV: Infiltrating the DNA
In order to further inculcate the strengths and AI approaches into the organization, we

6.
Potluck lunches with various related topics of discussion were held.

Bulletin boards were created, displaying five key strengths of individuals.

carried out the following activities:

7.

AI quotes were shared on a regular basis through e-mail and posted in various

AI and strengths stories were shared on a regular basis in larger forums not

bring these to supervision sessions.

The management team was encouraged to keep an Al/strengths journal and

areas including offices.

8.

9.

10.

only to relay accounts of success but also to build awareness, educate, and
provide further fuel for the change efforts.
Organizational updates were shared on a regular basis, focusing on the

Articles and books that relate to our undertakings were shared regularly.

11.

12.

For the initial four months, senior management attended weekly staff

directions we were moving in and the activities underway.

13.

meetings on a rotation basis to provide opportunities for further dialogue, to

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.
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gain information at a direct service level on how the changes were being
perceived, and to reinforce the organization's commitment to this direction.
Program management and staff meetings began with AI moments, a time to
share AI experiences that had happened since the last meeting.
Many "learning" memos were written and shared with teams, supporting a
new way of thinking, providing new perspectives, and above all encouraging
people to consider the situation before them in a new light.
Approximately one-third of the employees participated in an AI interview in
addition to those on the program days to provide them with further skills.
Our AI facilitator became part of an ongoing dialogue with members of the
management team regarding the issues that face us as we attempted this
change. She developed solid relationships within the organization.
As externals became aware of what we were doing, a dialogue developed,
deepening our own understanding as we explained our undertaking.
Work is underway to modify our policies and procedures to reflect an AI and
strengths focus. This endeavour is bringing all kinds of new information
forward and providing a great number of opportunities to dialogue on every
aspect of the organization. These new policies and procedures will then
become the bedrock for a consolidation period of at least six months prior to
our next accreditation review in the fall of 2009.
An unexpected and disappointing program closure provided us the
opportunity to take an AI perspective in this trying situation in a much more
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positive manner than we would have otherwise. There was immediately a less
negative reception of the information and a turning fairly quickly to
considering "what are the opportunities here?"
Phase V: Review

A survey review with the management team of 14 open-ended questions at the end of
the studied time period evaluated our progress. Reviews will be held with other
participants. Results (see Appendix) will be further discussed with the management
team as part of another AR cycle, thereby contributing important data for where we
go next.

Chapter 4: Experiencing Action Research
Introduction
In reflecting on our AR experience, I am going to address the issues of
preunderstanding, role duality, access to data, organizational politics and ethics,
interlevel dynamics, quality choice points, my own learnings, and whether the AR

Role Duality, and Access to Data

process achieved what we wanted it to and added knowledge.

Preunderstanding,
My long history with the organization in multiple positions gave me a decided

advantage in understanding organizational history, mission, strategy, structure,
processes, relationships, and culture, providing me access to information not broadly
shared as well as having continuous contact with the key drivers of this initiative.
Since my position also encompasses the entire organization, I was able to freely
interact with anyone and not be that concerned about stepping on someone else's turf.
In some instances, the information I asked for from the entire team was kept
confidential.

Preunderstanding is both an advantage and a "blinder" in certain aspects of the
organization. Dialogue and collaboration have been an important component of our
functioning for a long time. With very few exceptions, decisions are team-based.
Every step of this journey was reviewed and discussed at multiple levels. The CEO
position is able to obtain massive amounts of information but at the same time the
77
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positional power prevents much information from being shared. To deal with this
latter issue, the normal information forwarding dynamic present in a well functioning
organization was utilized; that is, discussions with senior managers, supervisors, and
individual staff, particularly those who continually voice other perspectives.
Confidential information-gathering through exercises and surveys was also employed.

The level of commitment required as CEO and chief change agent placed pressures
on the research role and the detachment that is necessary. To some extent this
dynamic came natural to me since an integral part of the therapeutic training process
is "going to the balcony" (Ury, 1992, 1993) and practicing Theodore Reik's "listening
with the third ear" (Reik, 1949). Therapists need to detach themselves from the
therapeutic interaction to try to make sense of the client's condition and be helpful to
them. The dynamic is similar to that of insider research, and it presented a delicate
balancing act as 1 experienced some role strain when I contemplated leading the
journey while also realizing the need to be detached (Bartunek & Louis, 1992;
Coghlan, 2004; Coghlan & Brannick, 2005; Rowan, 2006). Demonstrating the
excitement, enthusiasm, energy, commitment, passion, and investment that are
necessary when leading this kind of change while also removing oneself to the
"balcony" presents moments that feel disjointed and disingenuous.

To some extent, this is a normal part of leading as one sometimes has to appear
confident when there is considerable anxiety within, or present a picture publicly that

79
one holds reservations about privately. In this case, there was the additional demand
of thinking like a researcher, a criticality that day-to-day operations often cannot
afford. My colleagues were used to periods of silence on my part because I am
naturally a reflective person. They also were aware of the dissertation process and
therefore allowed for a more removed presence on my part. I was aware that my
organizational responsibilities in moving the change process forward took precedence
and therefore I mostly dealt with the dissonance through public affirmation of my role
and private ruminations in my journal. I would "sequester" my reflections in one part
of my mind while paying attention to the process in another part of my mind.
Bringing the dissonance into the open would have introduced more moments for
collective reflection but also would have negatively impacted the pace and the
required leadership energy in moving the process forward. This is clearly one of those
scenarios in which an outside researcher has an advantage. The insider action
researcher who in addition has the responsibility of being a change leader just has to
manage the process as best as possible, knowing that neither role can be played at the
100% level when this is transpiring.

In collecting information from multiple sources, one of the biggest management and
personal challenges for me was to reverse a management approach that I practice. I
restrict the amount of information that comes to me to allow me to function. My
position is one of needing to maintain oversight, of being able to see not just our
forest but the surrounding landscape. Becoming familiar with the "trees" of the
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organization is highly beneficial in many ways if one can continue to see the forest.
Literature supports the value of being involved in details; hence balance is necessary.
It is not a question of what is right or wrong, better or worse, but what is manageable.
I had to start pulling back over a period of time in order to continue to be able to
exercise my CEO role properly, as research requires much detail.

Although I gradually restricted myself, I gathered much more information than I
normally do, my "normal" probably being considered excessive. Trying to make
sense of too much was very demanding, as I realized again in writing this dissertation.

Politics and Ethics

Discrimination in data accumulation eventually became more important than data
gathering.

Organizational

The CEO position has power dynamics associated with it that do not reside with any
other position. Extra care needed to be taken in communicating, for words and actions
carry an inordinate weight in this position. Potential for misuse of data was greater,
requiring more effort to assuage the concerns of others. A slower pace was necessary
at the start to allow for trust to build in the collective and not to place participants at
risk.

Undertaking an organizational transformation and attempting to study this as CEO
introduced other dynamics that were emphasized by the lack of research experience in
the organization. With such a large-scale change process, I am seen overwhelmingly
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in my role as chief initiator and driver of the process, and I needed to be seen as such
for the initiative to be successful. There are simply too many points of inertia to
overcome to not employ the power and influence that reside in the position. The
research effort always had to be secondary to the role I played. Had this been strictly
a research project, there would not have been the additional emotional complexity
associated with a dissertation. Balancing the multiple nuances of researcher,
dissertation project, project manager, CEO responsibilities, and overall change driver
was trying. It required significant time spent in my journal, ongoing dialogue with
team members, conversations with the consultant and with persons outside the
organization just to keep the various responsibilities managed.

At the same time, the position provided a platform for introducing a new way of
conducting business that has had an agency-wide effect. Though there are still
members of the team that see the research as my work, there is an increasing
understanding of the benefits of the learnings and the AR cycles. Research is still
understood by some as it was by me before entering the PhD program; that is, as
based in a positivist tradition with the objective researcher conducting research on
willing subjects, with knowledge coming out at the other end that may or may not be
useful to the participants. We now have a better appreciation for the subjective and
co-created nature of knowledge and a growing understanding of how to become a
knowledge-generating organization—something that up to ten years ago we had
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purposely decided not to be. The added credibility I gained by being in a research
doctorate program provided additional "space" to introduce these ideas.

A related issue concerned the openness of the data I would uncover. In a relatively
small organization, where information can be ascribed to particular individuals even
without naming them, how much should I be sharing? This journey was so
comprehensive and so much could be addressed that it was impossible to take the
time to review all the information with participants. Doing so would also have been
seen as an imposition, an unjustified use of my position to further my dissertation
versus supporting people in carrying out their already overburdened roles. Though
much was reviewed in the AR cycles, this dissertation contains many reflections that
are mine alone, some of which have not been shared. This journey was more of an
ongoing sense-making dialogue, progressively resembling the discussions of a
learning organization, without drawing excessive attention to that. It has been a
growing into research without calling it that, a progressive bringing together of
scholarship with practice, while remaining firmly focused on what will benefit us in
the here and now.

Near the end of the 20 months, I asked the senior leadership team whether at any
point in time they had believed or felt that any activity we were undertaking was for
my benefit versus that of the organization. Were they aware of anyone else on the
management team who would have thought that? Responses suggested that there
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were more questions initially due to the undefined nature of the AR project, questions
that I myself had. Trust in the process and the researcher eventually allayed concerns,
leaving questions more related to what benefits were being gained organizationally
and what was the potential in the various activities.
If action research is a "journey" and "evolves," how can informed
consent be meaningful? Neither action researcher nor participants can
know in advance where the journey will take them and cannot know to
what they are consenting. As a change process can create its own
resistance, action researchers cannot be expected to withdraw in the
face of opposition. (Coghlan & Brannick, 2005, p. 77)

Similar to the above quote, this question could not be adequately answered initially
and I set it aside, an action that was accepted but not totally supported. I promised
participants that I would not identify anyone without their permission and that 1
would continue to act in alignment with organizational ethics policies and with my
long-held strong belief in and support of this, as it is so fundamental to a trusting
culture. The uneasiness that was part of this situation eased after some time and was

Dynamics

replaced mostly by curiosity. There have been no issues related to confidentiality.

Interlevel

The AR cycles could be thought of as phases on our journey. A common theme in the
movement from one cycle to the next was who to involve in the ever-expanding circle
of participants. Figure 3 might be best thought of as the concentric ripples that
emanate from a pebble dropped into water. The walls forming the ripples are semipermeable. The change process was hierarchically begun with my ruminations on
Buckingham's book. We purposely worked from the centre out, with each successive
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layer becoming exposed to the concepts and the learnings involved. The senior
leadership team believed there was enough ambiguity, inconsistencies, and
uncertainty in our environment without adding our own ignorance of the changes and
skills required, thereby creating overload. Over a year the ripples gradually extended
into all parts of the organization. Within each circle an entire AR cycle happened,
with each cycle including the participants in the previous cycles.

The model also represents quadrant four in action. Self-reflexivity occurred within
each circle, although it is now just beginning to touch the larger employee group.
Each team member was asked to develop a journal or some kind of learning aid that
would help in reflecting on action. Each circle might therefore also be thought of as
containing the learning cycle for each person inhabiting that circle. At group level,
discussions occurred in team meetings and between individuals on that team.
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Figure 3. Reflection/Action Cycles in Transformation Process

It is as if the learning/action cycle bounces against the ripple wall and refracts back
again on the person and on the group within that circle. At some point, and this varied
from immediate to longer-term, the dynamic crossed the ripple boundary to the next
circle and the process started all over again. This dynamic exemplifies the expanding
involvement of the transformation. At the same time, it reflects the learning dynamic
that happened between groups because now the original circle was involved with the
circle beyond as well as the circle within in the reflection/action cycle. Players from
different levels in the organization together engaged in the learning cycle. This
dynamic repeated itself many times and we encouraged it because it is one of the
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building blocks of a learning organization. It can be seen in the supervision process,
in which supervisor meets with supervisee to discuss thoughts and behaviours related
to our transformation and to goals that were established. For instance, How did you
exercise your strengths over the past week? How did you enable those you supervise
to exercise their strengths? What progress have you made on sharing appreciation on
a regular basis? How did your interactions with employee X match our previous
discussions on how to engage her in a deeper learning process? The questions and
dialogue matched the situation.

Between groups the questions became, How are we doing as a team in this area?
How come we are struggling so much with our commitments? Why do our agendas
look like the problem-solving agendas of the past? Rather than focusing on much
easier content and moving on, the learning cycle demanded reflection on process, on
looking deeper to underlying dynamics in operation. It asked for constant vigilance,
increased awareness of the myriad ways we fool ourselves into thinking progress is
being made when it is only the status quo is being maintained. Questions that invite
second- and third-order learning were essential to the transformation.

As this dynamic expanded throughout the organization, progressive levels of
engagement were realized and more momentum was added to the flywheel. Quadrant
four was practiced not only within each circle as I, as researcher/CEO, met with the
various teams, but also in the self-reflective/action cycle, which became a norm for
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the organization, inviting dialogue across boundaries that in a well-functioning
organization becomes increasingly semi-permeable versus impermeable. With each
team I had to be open and ready to not only reflect on my own interactions with them
but also to change my thoughts and behaviours as I became aware of the disconnect
between what I was professing and what I was doing.

Choice Points
Reason and Bradbury (2006) present five criteria on which an AR project may be
evaluated with respect to quality and rigour:
1. How well has the project met the need for participation at all levels?
2. Has the project led to new ways of praxis?
3. Does the new knowledge lead to seeing the situation in a different light? Were
diverse ways of knowing drawn on and different methodologies employed?
4. Has a better life been created? Has it led to organizational flourishing?
5. Has sustainable change been created through the integration of first-, second-, and
third-person practice?

We had success in all five areas, some more than in others, with a large reason simply
being the amount of time addressed in this multi-year undertaking, the present
developmental stage of the agency, and the resources available for the undertaking.

Right from the start, our research has been a process of working with people rather
than on people. Mostly this was due to my long relationship with people and the fact
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that we naturally arrive at decisions collaboratively. The senior leadership team has
participated in all undertakings and decisions with the broader management team also
having a high level of involvement. Team leaders have also had considerable
participation in retreats and planning exercises with the remainder of staff being
involved at varying levels, depending on their employment status (nights, relief, etc.)

New ways of behaving were established, particularly with respect to involvement,
taking strengths into consideration, using inquiry and appreciation in a more focused
fashion, and becoming more knowledgeable and engaged in learning processes.
Because of the action orientation of the organization, this criterion has always been
front and centre, for any approach that sooner than later does not directly impact dayto-day action has no currency in our agency.

Mental frameworks shifted at various levels. This criterion has been the least
developed since it requires a sophistication of learning that we do not yet possess.
Though we frequently draw on diverse ways of knowing, we are only at the
beginning stages of systematically tying these in with theory and thereby enriching
learning cycles that for the most part have been based on experiential knowledge.
Seeing situations in an appreciative or 'strengths-based manner is often still more a
wish than a reality, although significant progress has been made at some levels.

89
A better life has been created, with many examples of people becoming more
purposeful, invigorated, and hopeful, and with a deeper awareness of self and their
learning aspirations, as well as a more secure sense of self—their strengths and how
these can be successfully operationalized. There is a collective sense that we are on
the right path; we now have concepts and words to identify practices that were tacit
before; and we are moving toward a future that people want to help create and be a
part of.

The last criterion speaks to sustainable change. After 20 months we addressed enough
parts of the organization and have sufficient supportive critical human resources in
place to maintain the change. However, much more work is required to deeply imbed
the change in organizational structures and processes. The developing transformation
deeply resonates with organizational values and philosophy and therefore has natural,
embedded allies. Although the question has not been asked, I do not believe that
anyone would choose to go back to our previous functioning. People have
experienced the advantages of the change at the me and us levels. Many are looking at
us from outside the agency, wanting to know more and learn about our journey. There
is an internal momentum and external expectations that support and call us toward
deepening the learnings and further infiltrating the core of the organization so that its
very DNA radiates the vision.

Researcher and Organizational
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Learnings

Quadrant four of Coghlan and Brannick's model indicates a commitment to change
by both system and researcher. My position as change leader required this level of
commitment. I stated to our team that each of us had to commit to changing,
including me, and that in fact I probably had to change more than most due to my
position. The organization could not be a different entity without me being a changed
person. Particularly with the CEO position, the two are intertwined. Schein's (2004)
central thesis is that culture and leadership are the two faces of a coin. Leaders create
culture and culture creates leaders. Change in one creates change in the other.
Sometimes, believing in the new direction and actually practicing it were not in
alignment. Ideas engage me, and when digested, I move on to something new. The
following journal entry relates to the issue of needing to implant AI into the DNA of
the organization:
Excellent discussion yesterday morning in sen mgmt for about an hour
on our experiences with Al/strengths stuff. Shared some of my
struggles in bringing this to higher awareness personally. Told them of
a mtg two days before in which a manager had asked about my AI
questions (we had made a commitment to ask AI questions in our
meetings). I shared how this whole initiative feels like another burden
to me, another task to carry out that I need to pay attention to. When in
mtgs. with time pressures and # of agenda items, I feel need to get at
them and not "waste" time chatting about change processes. Feel like
it's an extra thing I have to attend to now and I don't have the time or
energy for it, despite my deep conviction and support for this direction.

I had more struggles than many in following through on some of our commitments to
build in mechanisms that create new AI habits. The action orientation is so strong—

91
the pressure to work through a list of agenda items that always appears too long for a
meeting so felt, that asking AI or "strength" questions at the start of meetings was
something I was rarely able to do. Setting aside development days or topics came
easily, but building this new way of operating into my daily routine challenged me. I
consciously resisted doing it. On another occasion I wrote "...am so focused on
getting through agenda in limited time I have no time for appreciation." Choices were
made to go with content versus process. The urgent and the pressing can be demons
that drive the best of intentions aside, leaving one often with reactivity instead of
proactivity. Fortunately, the task was easier for many others and we made headway.

Action research demands a discipline and rigour that are time consuming. Being a
CEO is demanding and particularly so when a major transformation is being planned
and executed, as it will not be successful without the CEO playing a large part. Doing
a dissertation on this is a "triple whammy" and something not for the faint of heart. It
is incredibly taxing, and it is very difficult to do all three in the manner that one
ideally wants because processes are in place in all three areas that have a life and
timing of their own. I juggled back and forth, trying to balance what felt like too
many balls. Fortunately, we have a fabulous senior leadership team who stepped up at
those times when I should have but wasn't able. Everything but these three areas
faded into the background of my life.
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It has also been the most intense and rewarding learning experience I have ever been
engaged in. The constant cycles elicit a deeper level of learning that is hard to achieve
otherwise. Constant attention is absolutely necessary or one is overwhelmed by the
amount of information and also not able to engage in the AR cycles. There were times
when in retrospect I would have benefitted more from a completion of the cycle,
when the upward spiral would have moved faster, and when I wouldn't have found
myself overwhelmed with data. Throughout the project I struggled to keep the thesis
and AR projects separate. With my leading of this change initiative, the pull toward
confusing the various elements is enormous, particularly when there is such an
emphasis on also becoming a learning organization. This was the most trying part of
the experience for me. Separating out the parts to the extent required demands outside
input. As others have noted, most of my learning in this area transpired in the
dissertation writing process. There are much easier dissertations to do, but few that
would be more rewarding.

As the next two chapters demonstrate, this project has added new knowledge. The
repeated cycles, mining of the data, as well as the dissertation writing cycles have
added to our understanding of what strength-based organizations look like and how
one can go about creating one. This knowledge development particularly meets my
own needs and that of our organization in that my PhD journey was begun for the
benefit of our sector. With the high degree of interest in employing a strengths
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approach in our interactions with clients, this project is providing solid information
on how to create an environment capable of delivering on such aspirations.

Chapter 5: Becoming a Strengths-Based
Organization
Introduction
How do you create a strengths-based organization (SBO)? Mohr, McKenna, Lee, and
Daykin (2008) ask a number of questions in their introductory article to a special AI
Practitioner issue on SBOs:
How is "strength-based" expressed in the objective elements of
organizing (e.g., structure, systems, policies, procedures and "bottom
line" measures), as well as in the subjective elements of relationships,
power dynamics, trust and morale? What do strength-based
organizations really look like and precisely how are they designed?
When and how do they create new and better value?
Does it make a difference if an organization's core work (not just how
it innovates or changes) is itself strength-based? And, paradoxically,
what if becoming a strength-based organization is not a transformation
but rather an emergence, while at the same time requiring great
innovation? (p. 1)

In this same issue, Cheri Torres (2008) shares the results of her virtual action research
project on the characteristics and behaviours of SBOs. For her dissertation she
dialogued with eight experienced AI practitioners over a period of eight months
(mostly through online conversations) in an effort to harness their collective
experiences and learnings. From this "thought" AR project, she concluded that there

Leading and operating within an integrative worldview

were five essential characteristics and behaviours of SBOs:
•
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•

•

•

Prototyping, dialogue, and reflective practice as a way of doing business (p. 18)

Learning and social construction as central to sustainability

Using multiple modalities for decision-making

Aligning transpersonal strengths
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•

Torres and her colleagues determined that these theoretical characteristics and
behaviours of SBOs led to organizations that are "organic, integral, emergent entities
that continuously evolve from the inside." Throughout her article, Torres poses
questions concerning how organizations with such characteristics might be
created.

Our action research project, anchored in praxis, answers some of these questions.
Torres' research helped answer the question of what SBOs look like. In our case,
however, we did not know when we started becoming an SBO and our understanding
continues to unfold. Thus, it was our process, and not a template of an SBO, that
helped us begin to define what the end would look like. For us, it is the journey itself
that informs our evolving understanding of Craigwood as an SBO.

Our findings overlap with some of Torres' (2008) characteristics, but with different
emphases, as well as additional characteristics. This chapter presents the seven

Metanoia

characteristics of SBOs we identified and how we created them. They are as follows:
•

•

•

•

•

•

The power of the heart

Building on the past while focusing on the future

Learning, necessary for co-creation and re-creation

Personal re-creation, necessary for sustainability

Respect for and valuation of diversity

A state of becoming
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•

These characteristics interact and build on each other. They reinforce each other,
creating synergies and a mosaic that is constantly interacting and forming new
designs, similar to a kaleidoscope, with myriad coloured plastic pieces that shift and
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form new patterns together.

Metanoia:

Organizational metanoia—a change in the way an organization sees the world,
interacts with it, and aligns its structures and processes with that new vision—is
exceptionally difficult to understand, achieve, and sustain. Outside input and longterm involvement are highly recommended. Because people cannot be forced to
change their worldview, invitation rather than coercion is necessary. A shift happens
gradually. AI invites people into this change process as people are attracted by its
positive and energizing nature.

Senge (2006) uses the term metanoia to describe what happens in a learning
organization: a shift of mind that opens the door to something new. This is the
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essential first step, for without it, becoming a strength-based organization in our
deficit-based world becomes impossible to achieve. Torres (2008, p. 18) notes that
"the challenge we face in designing for SBOs is that the practices we know to be
effective and relevant for strength-based organizing are emergent practices arising
from a worldview that an organization is not yet likely to have." Worldviews and
mental maps operate below our level of awareness, influencing everything we
interpret from our senses. In the well-known eye-deceiving picture commonly used in
psychology textbooks, one cannot see the unattractive old woman or the beautiful
young woman without allowing the eyes to dissociate from the one image and
foreground the other image through fresh eyes. Similarly, "seeing" strengths and
opportunities versus weaknesses and problems requires using different mental maps.

In order to make our transformational versus incremental move toward excellence, we
believed that our mental frameworks had to change. Remaining with the same
perceptions was resulting in improvements, but there were decreasing returns for
efforts invested. We knew that we would have to see the organization differently. Our
senses would have to pick up other behaviours, detect new patterns, and recognize
assumptions and thoughts that hadn't been noticed before. Introducing AI supported
this visual and cognitive shift. It directed our eyes from the familiar to the unnoticed,
from our espoused theories to our theories-in-use. Changing our collective "seeing"
and the internal world we had created from these visualizations opened up new
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worlds, inviting us to see ourselves in a more complete manner. Seeing differently
and acting on this altered perception of the world would lead to a new being.
New insights fail to get put into practice because they conflict with
deeply held internal images of how the world works, images that limit
us to familiar ways of thinking and acting. That is why the discipline
of managing mental models - surfacing, testing, and improving our
internal pictures of how the world works - promises to be a major
breakthrough for building learning organizations. (Senge, 2006, p.
163)

The shift to a new mental framework is far harder than it seems, for the challenge is
not to replace one framework with another but to be able to have bifocal vision: to see
both parts of the glass at the same time and to determine which view is most useful in
the particular situation. It is retaining the old, applying it more judiciously, and at the
same time learning a whole new way of seeing and thinking. The mind tends to be
able to see one way only. Seeing both and then determining where to focus more
sharply takes repeated efforts.

Because of the nature of our work, such a mindshift was even more challenging.
Deficiencies attract our attention, particularly in the helping professions. We did not
get into this line of work to help the healthy become healthier. Rather, our motivation
lies in aiding the ill. Where are you hurting? How can 1 help? The situation is very
different from that of the Olympic coach who comes alongside athletes to help them
improve in their areas of excellence. In fact, our organizational philosophy and our
differentiation strategy is to find those young people with the most problems, the
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most complex cases, and attempt to aid them. That is our brand. That is the aspect of
our organization for which we have been the most well known for over the last 30
years: We deal with the most difficult-to-serve clients. In fact, our organizational
survival depends on our ability to attract this clientele. When your livelihood depends
on being successful at finding the "worst," it presents some significant challenges to
focus on the best, on what is right, and on areas of competency. Incredibly powerful
forces focus our attention on weaknesses and problems.

Furthermore, mandated assessment instruments are overwhelmingly deficit based,
particularly with youth justice clients. That we are supposed to practice strength but
with deficit-based information reflects the ambiguous notions many of us hold in this
sector—an ambiguity that provides further support to some of the research findings
on strength-based treatment (Sousa et a l , 2006, 2007). Philosophically we believe in
the positive approach but at a gut level we do not practice it. It's a nice thing to say
and it's in vogue now, and certainly politically correct in our sector, but when
pressed, we believe people are really coming to us for help because they cannot help
themselves.

Findings in neuroscience speak to the difficulty of change, particularly when mental
frameworks have to shift. People need time to rewire their minds (Rock, 2006; Rock
& Schwartz, 2006) to make their own connections and create sense in their world.
The process needs to unfold at its own pace, a pace that frequently lags behind the
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external environment. People tend to fight to hold onto views of the world that have
been functional for them. Their fear of changing their thinking and shifting their
mental frameworks can be so great that they feel their world might collapse, that they
might become aliens in their own skin and have to become some unknown entity.

Mental frameworks are hardwired and exceedingly difficult to change. Over time
connections have become so strong that for all intents and purposes they are
permanent parts of our neural circuitry (Schwartz & Begley, 2002). Changing deeply
ingrained habitual thoughts, feelings, or behaviours is like trying to reroute the
Colorado River in the Grand Canyon. Preferably, one needs to develop an alternate
path before entering the canyon—a side-cut that over time re-establishes the flow of
the water in another direction. The previous channel will remain there, unused, and
over a long period of time gradually become something else. Efforts need to go into
establishment of the new watercourse versus trying to destroy the old one.

To overcome the tremendous forces against change, and particularly shifting
worldviews, "burning platforms" are created to supply sufficient pain to change. Our
journey was one of building a fire within, of igniting a new way of seeing our world.
Kindling this burning passion for a new organizational vision would attract people so
powerfully that they would want to shift their mental maps. AI supplied this
energizing and positive draw, serving as an avenue to enlarging the organizational
first quadrant of the Johari Window. Al helped us create a more accurate mental
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model of our organization, realigning our understanding of Craigwood's culture with
a possibility versus a problem orientation. Culture guides perception and action. An
appreciative system "resides not in a particular set of images, but in a readiness to see
and value and respond to its situation in a certain way" (Barrett, 1995, p. 37). Without
this shift, AI and strengths-practices would become merely another thing to do, one
more thing to add to the to-do list versus becoming a way of being (Torres, 2008).

The inclusion of an AI facilitator in our process was invaluable. Insider-outsider
collaboration has been regarded as highly beneficial in large-scale transformation
efforts (Adler et a l , 2004; Bartunek & Louis, 1996; Greenwood & Levin, 2007).
Maureen's significant involvement with us during this time period established
trusting relationships that, combined with her outsider status, privileged her to
information that would not normally come forward. She was able to bring these
different perspectives to the discussion, broadening our understanding as well as
continuously challenging us with what is the most difficult to do: shift our mental
frameworks and align our behaviours with our new perspectives. As someone who
has practiced AI and lives it, Maureen was able to push into those areas below our
awareness, bringing discrepancies forward, and particularly encouraging and
supporting us in trying out a new way of being and doing.

I note three challenges in particular here: (1) the power of self-delusion; (2) the
application of a bi-focal worldview; and (3) process (versus ends) planned retreats.
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The biggest challenge by far in this project was obtaining the buy-in of people, a
requirement for metanoia. The consensus throughout the organization at all levels was
that we were already practicing strength-based approaches and that therefore all that
was required was improvements—do more of it and do it better. Repeatedly I brought
information forward in every possible manner to expose this self-deception. A few
caught on quickly, but with most it took repeated instances over a long period of time
coming face-to-face with the misalignment between our espoused theories and our
action-in-use theories. With some, it still hasn't happened. Our mental maps may
illuminate the territory but at the same time limit our vision.

Second, with strengths and AI becoming "the new way," many felt that they needed
to apply the new approach to everything. Many times feedback identified this struggle
of trying to apply AI when it was inappropriate, for example in disciplinary
processes. Inadvertently, people felt a sense of failure when they were unable to apply
AI. Some of this is clearly part of the learning curve, but some was definitely tied into
the inappropriate use of AI. I have been unable to find this issue adequately addressed
in the literature. Tangential comments indicate that AI is not always the best
approach, but there is little research or direction on when that is the case.

Third, we used our retreats primarily as a vehicle for creating metanoia, rather than,
as in the past, for discussing changes in such things as production processes, human
resource approaches, and product design. Afterward, however, we wondered whether
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we had made headway in learning a new worldview. Did we gain an experiential
understanding of the power of appreciation, of asking good questions (an especially
powerful tool in moving from problem-based discourse), of recognizing the energy in
practicing strengths? Through the experience we hadjust shared, were we able to
make inroads into determining what a strengths-based organization might be like?
This desire primarily on my part to focus so much on the need to shift our
frameworks led to extended dialogue with the consultant as she tried to come to grips
with such an elusive objective. This also led to internal confusion as we wrestled with

Learnings

the implications of using our experience as a means toward a goal, while some
thought the goal was content.

A State of Becoming:

The pursuit of excellence demands a constant attitude of "becoming." There is no end
point. This requires comfort with ambiguity and uncertainty. AI and a strengths-focus
supports emergence as a central operating principle.

A strength-based organization is characterized by a state of emergence. Robert Quinn
wrote a great guide for leading change called Building the Bridge as You Walk on It
(2004). His point is that when one commits to a vision to do something that hasn't
been done before, there is no way of knowing how to do it. You simply have to build
the bridge from the present to the future as you walk on it. Progressively more people
become involved until the "flywheel" gains a momentum of its own, a social
movement is begun, a "tipping point" is reached. He notes that:
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...in a transformation you never know exactly how to get where you
want to go...During a transformation we cannot be in control...
An organizational transformation never follows a clean, top-down
process. It is instead a social movement in which commitment
spreads...at some point it reaches a state of "irreversible momentum."
Since they are taking the organization where no one has been before,
no one can know how to get there. No one has the necessary expertise.
Furthermore, without the normal assumptions of equilibrium and
expertise, the traditional principles of good management no longer
work. Since there is no safe path, no way to be in control, they are
forced to move forward one blind step at a time. They are forced to
build the bridge as they walk on it. They then experience exponential
learning about self, others, and the organization, (pp. 8-10)

An appreciative process opens doors to deeper change and transformations that are
multi-dimensional and complex. I shared the following in an e-mail dialogue on our
leadership development process, but it could just as well have been shared in the
context of the larger change:
I don't think any of us are clearer on this than you. I'm taking it step
by step and will see where it goes. Our dialogue is very much an
essential part of the process. It will take some time for us to get a
handle on exactly where we are going and how best to do it. At this
point there is no right or wrong, no lesser or better way to go on this.
We'll continue to thrash this stuff around and push this way and that
until some common ground emerges that we can comfortably stand on.
I hope we're not heading towards a complex model as that will be
unworkable. We are in the land of complexity immediately though as
soon as we start talking about total org culture change. Many questions
immediately come to mind on how we might do something like this.
For instance, who decides what the strength-based leader
characteristics are? I don't believe the exercise we went through last
week as a group was particularly helpful in this respect.
I continue to see this initiative as a long-term change process and one
that will certainly require phasing and sequencing. In your first
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paragraph you state the person centred approach you envisioned in this
exercise. You also refer to it later as a simpler approach. You raise
critical questions on how we do something like this with limited
resources. These are the important questions and I don't believe there
are easy simple answers to this. With everyone's plate full, how do we
make the time investment you are talking about? If we can't or won't,
then what? Exactly how much time is required and what are we
supposed to be doing to optimize the limited time we have?
Dozens of questions and no answers. I don't for a minute want to
insinuate that this process will provide the answers to all these
questions or maybe even most of them. I am convinced that when one
talks about people starting to act like leaders instead of followers we
are into some very heavy going with nothing easy about it or
straightforward.

Change at this level is a difficult, complex undertaking at the best of times. The
possibility exists that orientation of AI increases the ambiguity because by its nature
so many more doors are opened. Questions are a central aspect of AI. A dynamic that
has not been fully explored is the nature of an inquiry approach that raises even more
questions. Corralling these many possibilities into the manageable is a critical issue,
for not doing so leads into the hinterland of ideas without action. An additional
dynamic this raises in a pressured action-oriented environment relates to the lessdefined nature of getting this kind of activity going. The contrast between the AI
process and "work that is calling" becomes even more apparent. Engaging in an
emerging process that will take considerable time to flush out more and to then to
determine its impact in real time requires significant faith and trust while work
demands keep accumulating. Whether people would willingly engage in this and how
far is an open question when non-involvement is not an option. Even at that, there is
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only so much goodwill before the demand for on-the-ground results becomes
overwhelming.

In addition to managing the pressure to return to an action/production orientation
versus the time allowance that emergence demands, there was a need to manage the
heightened anxiety of an approach that required "feeling your way forward." More
than once, people requested that, "We would like a plan." Previously, there had been
no situation in which we proceeded without first having a plan in place. The request
was really for stability, security, predictability, and certainty. It was a request
reflecting an illusory condition incompatible with the type of journey we were on. It
was a risk-management question, while appreciative inquiry leads to the
entertainment of possibilities and options not previously explored or even in
awareness.

Appreciative inquiry, by its nature, demands risk-taking, a courageous stepping out
into the unknown, confident that the undertaking will result in outcomes in line with
the aspirations and values of employees and the organization. For those who were
involved in the transformation at a deeper level (management team and team leaders),
there was a growing acceptance of the uncertainty that comes with this kind of
journey and an increasing appreciation that the emotional discomfort associated with
something so emergent was more than balanced by the positive opportunities that
arose from remaining open to the future and ready to embrace the potential that lies in
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the pursuit of that which can be co-created. The requests for "a plan" gradually
declined and were replaced with a desire to experiment on their own and to bring
their own creativity into the venture, thereby participating in the building of a new
organization.

Paradoxically, an SBO regards itself as a way-station. It is not the final word on an
optimum organization approach or design. There needs to be humility, a recognition
that dedication to excellence means continuous evolution and learning. The becoming
of a SBO is a step toward becoming something else. Constructionist theory demands
an ongoing openness to different ways of seeing the world and operating.

Action research is ideally suited both to study an emergent process and to support
such a culture. "Action research is best seen as an emergent, evolutionary and
educational process of engaging with self, persons and communities which needs to
be sustained for a significant period of time. This leads us to ask questions about
emergence and enduring consequence" (Reason & Bradbury, 2006, p. 12). Building a
culture of repeated cycles carried with it an implicit message: there was more to come
and we were going to figure it out. The spiral nature of AR and learning cycles
provides a different message than problem solving where a solution is reached and we
move on to the next problem. Our use of AR reinforced that our current dialogue was
a way-station, and the use of the learning cycles and AR also provided a "security
blanket." There was a methodology, a means to move forward. We might not know
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exactly where we were going or how to get there, but following a specific process
would help answer those questions for us.

Emergence requires some handholding. It cannot be the blind leading the blind.
Despite the desire for involvement and participation, followers also demand
leadership. That is why we chose to begin our learning process with the senior
leadership team and from there gradually increase involvement. Beginning skills had
to be learned that at least placed us one step beyond the next group. Many times
throughout our journey participants expressed frustration with "not knowing."
Building the bridge as you walk on it requires courage and perseverance, a capacity to
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rest in the ambiguity, and not to let the urgency motivated by fear of the uncertainty
railroad the process.

Respect for and Valuation of Diversity:

Contextual and situational approaches are key. The more "avenues" that are created
for attaining the vision, the more "hooks" that are available to engage people with
different learning styles, levels of comfort with change, relationship skills, trust
levels, and so on. Because of these differences, there is no "one" understanding or
way that is better than another. Whatever works is key.

Torres (2008) notes that although the concept of aligning strengths is well
documented, strengths are contextual.
".. .effective assessment of strengths includes not only looking at
strengths in relationship to the individual and the work they are to
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accomplish but also in relationship to others with whom they must
work or serve, the environment in which they will work, the resources
they will have available, and the structures, rules and systems with
which they must comply..." (p. 19)
What works in one situation does not work in another. In her third characteristic of
SBOs regarding multiple modalities for decision-making, Torres again makes the
point that leadership approaches are contextual. Thus, for example, hierarchy is not
automatically "out" and democratic structures "in."

Our experience with strengths supports Torres' concepts. Buckingham (2007) states
that the amount of time people spend in a given day playing to their strengths is only
17% according to his latest research. He notes that that this number hasn't improved
in the seven years since his first book came out, despite countless seminars,
workshops, conferences, and training forums. The question is why? When we
introduced the Clifton StrengthsFinder (CSF) to our management team, they wanted
to put the results to work as soon as possible, assuming that the CSF's five strengths
could be directly applied. Similarly, after taking the VIA Signature Strengths Survey,
many tried to "apply" the results immediately. Many considered the information to be
simple and straightforward enough to be translated into improved productivity.
But the desired results were not obtained. For one, understanding what the CSF's
possible 34 strengths actually mean is far more difficult and nuanced than it seems.
People have all kinds of reactions to the results. What happens when you don't like
what the instrument tells you? How do you work with the information? How do you
reconcile your understanding of self with what it says? The research related to the
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reliability of this instrument (Asplund, Lopez, Hodges, & Harter, 2007; Buckingham
& Clifton, 2001) states that upon retests, three of the five characteristics can change
by as much as 60%. However, most of the time, at least three or four of the five will
remain consistent. What such research indicates is that the findings of the survey
instrument need to be treated with care and discussed in detail to interpret their
meaning. There is no direct transference of labels to people, and labels don't
necessarily help.

In addition, there is considerable information associated with each strength. It is
challenging enough to remember the details of one's own strengths, let alone those of
others. We did not take the time to explore the information related to strengths nor the
individual themes of people. There was just a rush to apply. As a result, we need to go
back and spend time exploring this area, examining our various responses.

Perhaps a key point has been ignored by Buckingham and others. A focus on
strengths and the use of instruments such as the CSF supports diversity. Each
individual has a unique combination of five strengths. With 34 possible strengths, the
number of permutations is almost limitless. And yet we need to understand and play
to these strengths. Because each person is unique, providing an environment that
supports each person's best contribution requires individual attention and
customization.

Ill
Our approach toward building an SBO was to use as many as possible paths to
attaining our vision as possible. For some, the learning cycle resonated more, while
for others the concepts of AI resonated more. The closer one moved toward direct
service, the more that the strengths approach appeared to have support. Many who
already felt they were practicing strengths approaches were able to move forward,
while for a few the message of metanoia offered more appeal. We wrote, talked,
posted, shared stories—anything that worked. Multiple modalities of communication
were used and multiple methodologies as well as ways of knowing. Some were most
engaged by ideas, while others wanted only to partake in some immediate action.
Addressing their various preferences was not just a strategy in which we blindly
threw anything out hoping something would stick. Rather, it was a purposeful
response to our belief that people are different and that we value those differences.
They change at different rates, and we honour that, just as an SBO values and
respects the individual.

Torres stresses that in her understanding of SBOs, nothing is to be considered "out."
Even the assumption that participation is best is unwarranted. Although we probably
made our greatest gains through the extensive involvement of others in our processes,
there were also qualms about the efficiency, authenticity, and effectiveness of this
approach. An SBO recognizes that differential leadership has its place. While we
determined in our initial leadership-model development discussions that we would
move to an organizational leadership model (i.e., all would be expected to play some
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role), there was a recognition that a participative model is no more "right" than is a
hierarchical model.

Situational leadership (Hersey & Blanchard, 1993) states that both have their place.
Hierarchy simply differentiates levels of responsibilities and tasks. How it is practiced
depends on the values and philosophies of the organization and whether these are
adhered to. Hierarchy can be very inclusive, though the literature often presents it as
exclusive. Even in a people-respecting entity such as ours, some individuals clearly
indicated that involvement and engagement of people in all kinds of forums were not
always appreciated. And this was not just with respect to others but to themselves as
well. Participants sometimes said in effect, Just make a decision and tell me what it
is. They wanted to follow a direction that had been set and didn't feel the need to be
involved, even though the decision affected them. What this SBO characteristic says,
therefore, is that, provided appropriate interpersonal behaviour is maintained, nothing
is considered inappropriate. Both hierarchical and participative management can be

Sustainability:

practiced in the same organization, and done well. Organizational trust allows both
approaches to work to their optimum.

Personal Re-creation Is Necessary for
Learnings

Organizational change requires personal change. Bringing integrity gaps to awareness
is helpful. Al deeply involves people, enhancing the probability of change and
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leading to personal responsibility for sustainability. A commitment to self-study by
system and researcher in an AR project amplifies this.

They need to change. This thinking goes far beyond being client-centred in our case.
Direct-care staff thought that supervisors needed to change. Supervisors indicated that
senior management needs reworking. Management believes those most needing
change is the Union. It is a circular process that continues to lead away from self,
similar to Senge's (2006) organizational learning disability of "the enemy is out
there." Pogo's realization that "the enemy is us" needs to become everyone's mantra.
Senge's "personal mastery" cannot be realized without acknowledgement that change
begins with me, and that if I change, the systems I am part of will change. Without
the taking of this personal responsibility nothing changes.

This realization can come only through increased self awareness, something that
Action Science stresses (Argyris, Putnam, & Smith, 1985). The concept of
mindfulness is useful for indicating the level of awareness that needs to be created to
"catch" ourselves in our habitual ways of thinking and behaving and thereby
becoming more cognizant of the gap between our espoused theories and our actions.
Such awareness is very difficult to achieve in "real time." After-the-fact reflection,
particularly if one is journaling, is not that difficult, but living the learning cycle in
real time is a different matter.
Action inquiry is also the hardest thing in the world to do on a
continuing basis....The difficulty arises partly because of the unusual
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degree of awareness of the present situation that high quality action
inquiry requires. The difficulty arises partly because of the many
different and potentially conflicting political pressures and standards
of timeliness that may be at play in a given situation. And the
difficulty arises partly because of how hard it is to develop a taste for
making ourselves vulnerable to change at the very moment when we
are also trying to get something done. (Torbert & Associates, 2004, p.
13)
Integrity is built through constant attention to our lack of integrity (Quinn, 1996;
Torbert, 1987; Torbert & Associates, 2004). Quinn uses the more provocative term
hypocrisy to denote the disparity between our intentions and behaviour. Repeatedly in
therapeutic training the message is brought to stark reality of the difference between
what was said and what we heard, what we think we saw and what actually was
happening, what we assume of the client's motivations and what they actually are,
and what we believe are our motivations for our interventions when in reality our
actions are arising from quite different sources. Increased effectiveness is directly
related to increasing awareness of the multiple dissonances we continually
experience. One of the three primary aims of action inquiry addresses this issue:
On a subjective, personal level, the value-explicit aims of action
inquiry are to generate effectiveness and integrity in ourselves.
Integrity is generated, not by unvarying behaviour, nor by espousing
the same principles consistently, but rather through a more and more
dynamic and continual inquiry into the gaps in ourselves. Such gaps
may appear between the results we intended and the results our
performance generates, or between our original intentions and our low
state of awareness (not quite awake) at the moment of action causing
us to miss an opportunity. (Torbert & Associates, 2004, p. 7)
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This message that there is as much dissonance in us, the caregivers, as in our clients,
was trying. Determining how much we operated from a deficits- versus strengthsbased culture was perhaps the greatest challenge and continues to be, for it addresses
something very dear and fundamental to social service professionals: our motivations,
our values, our beliefs about ourselves as caring, compassionate, "looking-for-thegood-in-others" people. This is our self-image, for most the strongest reason for
engaging in this underpaid, underappreciated, and stressful work. We do it for the
mission and the mission requires a certain kind of person to carry out the tasks.
Coming to grips with our espoused theories versus our actions was demanding. Each
dialogue planted new seeds and the awareness became a little deeper. More internal
dissonance was created, providing energy for personal change.

AI's free choice principle (Whitney & Trosten-Bloom, 2003) needs to be employed,
for transformation does not lend itself to coercive power. Positions cannot demand
the kind of internal, deep change required to become successful in this undertaking.
Crafting an invitation that requires others to become different persons is difficult
because changing requires stepping outside of known boundaries and surrendering
control—taking risks that few of us readily want to. Participation was always
voluntary although attendance at events was not. Even in participation, people had the
choice as to how much they wanted to reveal, how much they would entertain, and
what avenues they were prepared to consider travelling along.
Most of us build our identity around our knowledge and competence in
employing certain known techniques or abilities. Making a deep
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change involves abandoning both and "walking naked into the land of
uncertainty." This is usually a terrifying choice, often involving a
"dark night of the soul." It is therefore natural for each of us to deny
that there is any need for a deep change. (Quinn, 1996, p. 3)

My discussions with Maureen in planning our first retreat brought to the foreground
how involving AI is and how much it demands. My experience with other consultants
to that point in time had been quite different. Invariably, I outlined my objectives and
after some interaction, the agenda was established and the event proceeded. The
amount of back-and-forth dialogue in this case was surprising to me. I recall some
feelings of annoyance at the amount of work it was causing me, my expectation being
that I was hiring someone else for their expertise and their job was to deliver the
product. Co-creation, as I discovered, costs. Handing off is cheaper and simpler, at
least in the short term. Taking responsibility for your own future and playing an
appropriate role in that takes dedicated time and effort. It is interactive, and it requires
activity versus passivity. Appreciative inquiry engages. It does not allow you to sit
back and have someone else do the work. It calls forth personal responsibility for
your life and your context.

Over and over the question arose as to how we would sustain our various initiatives.
Our history had been one of engaging in many different activities with varying levels
of ongoing success. The issue of sustainability is highly individual and therefore it
was difficult to determine what a common understanding of sustainability was,
particularly while we were still engaged in the process of becoming. This issue is
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particularly related to AI and its social constructionism roots. I share the following
thoughts from a journal entry:
People believe that the reality of Craigwood is to some extent
independent from them. They give it a persona, seeing it as this
objective reality while refusing to acknowledge that it is a social
construction to which they contribute as much as anyone else. They
can make it different. Makes we wonder if the issue of "otherresponsibility" is a positivist viewpoint, a viewpoint that conveniently
sees reality as an objective construct independent of self which one
can't affect. Certainly seems to be an element of victim philosophies.
When we put it out there, we distance it from self. If we are a victim
we picture this entity as powerful, therefore we can't or won't do what
is required to change the picture. To the extent that one can convince
people of a constructionist perspective, to that extent one
empowers people. If we co-create the world and our context, we
have both a responsibility and an opportunity to change our
circumstances. Involvement leads to responsibility, for I played a
part in creating the reality.

Covey and his colleagues (Covey, 1989; Covey, Merrill, & Merrill, 1994) emphasize
that we need to be engaged in an inside-out process, that sustainability can be attained
if we as individuals display sustainable actions. The first habit—Be Proactive—
signifies the need to accept responsibility for our circumstances, even if all we can
affect is our state of mind. This is not a straight-forward issue for within it are the
complexities and contradictions we all live with. In our case, others often wanted to
be more involved, to be engaged in critical undertakings, to take responsibility for our
own futures. Interestingly, these are the same people who claim to be powerless when
it comes to the issue of sustainability. We want the results, but are often not prepared
to engage in the hard personal work required to attain them. The introduction of AI
into our organization brought this reality of our human frailty more to the forefront
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and opened up dialogue. Sustainability is in fact taking root as participants step up to
the plate and increasingly incorporate perspectives and actions that support our longterm objective into their daily work and personal lives. One of our managers
commented in the summary review that,
my biggest learning has been that we can learn as an organization and
that the responsibility falls on me for sustainability. It has been too
easy in the past to see things falter off and not blame myself for
that... .If I can continue to be responsible for us as a learning
organization, then it can't fail.

One of the principles that we have tried practicing to varying degrees has been
Gandhi's dictum, Be the change you want to see. Dramatically increasing the
involvement of our employees in our co-creative process supported this principle, as
did supporting the specific goal we had for this initiative: to move toward greater
optimization of our human resources. Using AI and AR processes to ignite personal
change also helped us discover ways to become more proactive and begin to build a
b2change organization that meets the needs of our clients. We need to be an
organization that is continuously emerging, changing, and growing, and our
employees need to be personally involved in that process. We believe that this will

Re-creation:

generate better outcomes in our work, as we identify more fully with our clients.

Learning Is Necessary for Co-creation and
Learnings

Creating a learning culture in an under-resourced organization that places a premium
on action is a slow process. Reflection needs organizational support. An AR project is
effective at modeling and at beginning to institutionalize learning cycles. Developing
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proficiency in this area supports further organizational empowerment. Al's promotion
of "great" questions is particularly effective in shifting from a problem-based culture.
Building a learning culture supports and surfaces dialogue about other areas of the
organization that are not the object of the current process.

Utilizing AI as a medium is supported by Schein's (2004) concepts about how to
create a learning culture. Of his ten characteristics, several are directly related to AI.
First, leaders need to believe that people are basically good, malleable, and desirous
of learning and change. They want to do their best. Provided there is psychological
safety, they are willing to step forth and risk for the benefit of the organization, their
colleagues, and themselves. Second, the proactivity assumption posits that passivity is
not the answer; that engaging people in collective dialogue will lead to new solutions.
Third, Schein suggests there be a commitment to seeking the truth through
pragmatism and inquiry. No one way will lead to the truth nor will there exist only
one truth. Questions will develop a co-created reality. Fourth is Schein's advice that
there needs to be a future orientation, a perspective that is a central component of AI.
And last, there needs to be a deep commitment to involvement, engagement, and full
communication. Senge (2006) notes that dialogue is one of the five core learning
capabilities for teams. We need to talk together if we are going to build a learning
organization.
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For an organization that depends on asking questions for much of its business, this
area of inquiry proved to present one of the biggest learnings. The repeated focus on
the development of generative questions in our AI workshops reinforced, in iterative
cycles, the power of the fateful question. Our questions for the most part had been in
the nature of What's wrong? What is the problem? AFs question formulation led us
into different territory. I noted the following about a year ago in my journal on the
challenges we face on this issue:
There needs to be just as much focus on inquiry, on asking questions.
The question is, What questions do we need to be asking? How do we
create a culture of asking questions? What questions are they asking
themselves, their peers, their managers, their clients? How do we
improve the quality of these questions?

An unexpected benefit of asking more generative questions was that people seemed
freer to ask other questions that apparently had been taboo before. Asking questions
of clients was a far different matter than asking organizational questions about
authority, hierarchy, and positional power. Enhanced question-formulation skills
generated confidence, and the more open, participative environment that was
developing encouraged others to also start asking these questions.

Asking the right questions carries enormous power, for as AI states, questions are
fateful. The right question can create significant shifts in understanding, emotion, and
behaviour. "Questions are intrinsically co-created since they require both asker and
listener to construct meaning" (Adams, Schiller, & Cooperrider, 2004, p. 106). The
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meaning we create together from the right questions leads us into a different space.
One of the discussions we had early on tried to answer this question among many:
What three questions, if thoughtfully posed, fully considered, and acted on, would
have the greatest effect on moving us towards becoming a strength-based
appreciative learning organization? This question presented us with a significant
challenge. Though it provoked much dialogue, we were unable to answer it.
However, the question did help us move to a much deeper, rather than superficial,
level of behaviour. We touched on assumptions, beliefs, awareness, intentions, and
vision— the areas that Torbert (2004) indicates speak to double- and triple-loop
learning.

Fran Peavey remarks on the power of questions to leverage change:
Questions can be like a lever you use to pry open the stuck lid on a
paint can....If we have a short lever, we can only just crack open the
lid on the can. But if we have a longer lever, or a more dynamic
question, we can open that can up much wider and really stir things
up... .If the right question is applied, and it digs deep enough, then we
can stir up all the creative solutions. (Vogt, Brown, & Isaacs, 2003, p.
3)
It was this kind of question that was a catalyst to our journey: How do you practice
strength-based treatment in a deficit-based culture? This question created a paradigm
shift because the question could be answered from only outside the framework within
which we were operating (Marilee Goldberg Adams, 1998).
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Focused attention on learning invited deeper introspection. The unanticipated benefit
of this process was that we began to develop a broader comprehension of who we
really are, a more thorough understanding of our individual connections and
commitments, and at the corporate level a growing shared vision. One of Senge's
(2006) five learning practices, this growing shared vision is further energizing our
process.

Two of Senge's five practices are represented by the broader notion of reflective
conversations. The opportunities arising from engaging in our appreciative dialogues
are inviting us to deeper levels of understanding, levels beyond surface discussions of
single-loop learning to those addressing the deeper assumptions, belief systems, and
mental frameworks from which we operate. The discussions are opening doors to
gaining insights into why we do what we do and to the mechanics and drivers of our
habitual responses. As we get closer to the heart of the organization, which is really
the inner workings of all of us that work there, it becomes more possible to change
those aspects that have appeared to be highly resistant in the past. It is as if we are
increasingly exploring the panes in the Johari Window that hold the unknown of the
organization. Bringing the deep to the light allows dialogue and change to happen. It
is moving us to Torbert's (1987) "unconditional confidence," which is born by
discarding inaccurate assumptions and unsuccessful strategies, and establishing new
understandings and a deeper comprehension that undergirds our functioning and
supports real-time change. Or, more in line with the kind of confidence required in a
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built2change organization, we are developing "adaptive confidence" (Quinn, 2004), a
willingness to move forward, confident in our understanding of our higher purpose
and our ability to be flexible in the pursuit of our higher purpose in an environment of
ambiguity and uncertainty, and to pursue our objectives to learn and change to meet
the needs of tomorrow.

This increased confidence encouraged some of our managers to move from a
"teaching" to an empowering approach, and from there, to a mentoring and coaching
style. Empowerment is flowing down through the organization, with an increasing
collective responsibility being taken for the future. This dynamic is also supplying the
energy to move beyond recursive negative cycles of behaviour that have been in place
for a long time. The experiential learning cycle is providing an exit to some of these
self-defeating behavioural cycles that have plagued us in the past.

Self-reflection is a critical component of becoming more aware of the mental models
we hold and the way they influence our actions (Peter M. Senge, 2006). Reflective
conversation, one of the key pillars of a learning organization, is also a vital
component of the AR cycle. Perhaps one of the strongest findings after 20 months of
our journey was how much more aware team members became of what they were
thinking and saying. The attention paid to increasing self-awareness as a means of
becoming more knowledgeable about present assumptions and leaps of inference was
instrumental in helping us see that our espoused theory regarding practicing
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strengths-based approaches and our theory-in-use were not in alignment. The
previously mentioned concept of mindfulness and Scharmer's "presencing"
(Scharmer, 2007; Peter M Senge, Scharmer, Jaworski, & Flowers, 2004) are helpful
practices that increase our attention to what is going on. Scharmer's invitation to
"open our minds in order to listen without judgement, open our hearts to listen
without criticism and open our will in order to listen without cynicism" (Torres, 2008,
p. 21) reinforces the characteristic of valuation of person, which was mentioned
previously.

One of the oft-mentioned learnings in our journey was the difference between the
judger and learner mindset. Some of our team laminated the Choice Map (Marilee
Goldberg Adams, 2007) and tacked it to their desk or wall, while others (including
me) kept a copy with them. This simple tool reinforces a basic activity of reflective
practice: stop and think. One of the most common comments made in the review
summary was that there was more deliberate dialogue; that is, a more focused
attention on what was said and how to respond less reactively in conversations and
with more thoughtfulness. This attentiveness to conversational content opened the
door for questioning personal assumptions, attributions, and deeper values. Maureen
McKenna repeatedly made the observation, "Isn't that interesting!" as a simple
technique to suspend judgement and consider more deeply what was being said. A
common theme in my review of the future-oriented questions (e.g., Where do you
want to invest your energies now?) was the expressed desire that such attentiveness
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would not be a conscious effort but would become so automatic and deeply
understood that a new habit had formed.

Nashman (2008) comments that "Al/strength-based approaches are better discovered
than sold." Discovery arises from curiosity and having the time and support to
explore. The process cannot be rushed. One of our managers commented that, "Ideas
like this can catch on at some levels.. .let it unfold. Don't rush it." Nonetheless, there
needs to be a decision that is supported by the hierarchy that in order for this change
to really "catch" versus being a passing phenomenon, significant resources need to be
devoted to the effort. Unfortunately, these resources do not equate in a linear track
with performance improvements. Time spent just learning skills or new behaviours
will not be sufficient. People need to be supported in spending time reflecting, in
learning how to learn.

In our organization there was increasing pressure to "get on with it." Natural
personality differences in every organization help explain why some people would be
more supportive of this process and others would want more focus on practicalities,
outcomes, and demonstrated value for time spent on the process. Accordingly, there
needs to be a deliberate decision to "rest in the learning space," to support what looks
like non-productive time, as people struggle with deeper assumptions and attitudes
that they bring to the situation and that require shifting. At the same time, there needs
to be evidence of movement. Sharing success stories has energized people.
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Conveying personal struggles has created community in our organization, a sense that
we were in this together and that all of us, despite some accompanying frustrations
and disappointments, are expanding our comfort zones. Though many of us have
struggled to find the right balance, many have conveyed their appreciation for the
time that has been devoted to this effort and the support they have received in
growing at their own pace.

One of our goals for this initiative was to become a learning organization that would
generate new knowledge. Our progress toward this is helping us move away from a
focus on pure practice to one of scholar-practitioner. Sorensen (2004) speaks to the
respective tasks of the scholar and the practitioner. The scholar is able to integrate
organizational data into new ways of conceptualization and understanding, whereas
the practitioner operationalizes the new knowledge. The scholar-practitioner brings
these two worlds together, thereby becoming the bridge. In doing this, a more useful,
applied type of knowledge is created, while practice becomes more informed by
theory rather than being just experientially based. The scholar-practitioner translates
between the two worlds, supporting an organizational dialogue that moves back and
forth in an iterative meaning-making loop. How what we are doing relates to the
literature and how further knowledge development is informed by our practice
become defining questions that form part of the background of a learning
organization. The learnings and AR cycles have been instrumental in beginning to
bring these worlds together.
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Building on the Past While Focusing on the Future:

Learnings

An SBO values the past while positioning itself to meet the future. AI supports the
natural need people have for stability and predictability. This continuity feature of AI
brings the past into the future, providing a connection important to the emotional and
psychological well-being of people, especially when it may seem they are in an
environment focused almost exclusively on change, without acknowledging the
importance of anchor points in their lives.

The importance of the connection with the past cannot be understated. With the ever
increasing pace and scope of change, anchor points are critical. Continuity and
stability are necessary human experiences. Srivastva, Fry, and Associates note that:
...as we and our organizations change we preserve the best of what has
preceded us, so that the future we create is life giving: proactive, not
reactive; developmental, not merely instrumental; holistic, not
segmented; appreciative, not evaluative; and hopeful, not despairing.
(1992, p. xi)

For an organization that is well versed in the damage resulting from ruptured
relationships, from breaks from the past, this element of AI validated and affirmed so
much of what we have accomplished so far. Looking back into organizational history
to determine the "best of the past" provided an important link, a connector.
Repeatedly people were able to identify with the initiative because they were able to
say, I'm already doing that. The initiative was less foreign, less anxiety provoking,
due to this connection with the past. It did not carry with it the "flavour of the month"
stigma that often accompanies new approaches. More than anything else we did, this
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reflection on the past also provided people with a sense of accomplishment and pride,
a feeling that we were good. The resulting increase in energy and optimism helped
drive us forward (Anderson et a l , 2008; Cooperrider & Whitney, 2005). The repeated
looking at where we had excelled as individuals and teams, and the warmth and pride
that arose from sharing of our success stories, reinforced for everyone that this was
not about fixing something that was broken. Rather, this was about moving from
being good to becoming great.

One of the pleasant, serendipitous findings that emerged out of this initiative was how
our organizational values supported us in this area. One of the questions we hoped to
answer through this process was, How can we live into our values more? How can we
make them come alive, to increase their relevance, and practice them more? What we
found was that our values supported learning and change as well as stability. They
reflected the past, present, and future. Though they have been more than wall
ornaments for us and we frequently have brought them into our dialogue, the present
journey invited us to a deeper understanding of these values. In the process we gained
a deeper appreciation of our history as well as the power of our values in the present
in aiding us in our transformation. Figure 4 represents how our values are related to
the states of stability and change.

Both responsivity and excellence are rooted in our pasts, having been established
approximately 30 years ago. At that time, my predecessor introduced differential
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treatment to the organization, a concept that basically states you need to match the
therapist with the client and the situation for optimum results. Flexibility, adaptivity,
and optimum fit are to be strived for. "Excellence is about change" (Lawler &
Worley, 2006, p. xiii). One cannot pursue excellence without a commitment to
learning and change. Excellence is always in the future, an improved state to strive
for. This value, along with our desire to be continuously responding to customer and
client needs, pulls us into the future. The actions arising from the practice of the latter
value are also the major ingredient in our present success and reputation. Our two
operating philosophies—take all and keep all—require creativity, innovation,
determination, and persistence to meet the various needs of very difficult clients.

Responsivity

Excellence

Accountability

Stewardship

Trustworthiness

Figure 4. Relevance of our Organizational Values—Stability and Change
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A refusal on our part to "fit" the client into our service "boxes" and instead be
responsive to their needs and build a support structure around them has gained us
significant endorsement. The values of accountability, stewardship, and
trustworthiness go back to our genesis 55 years ago with the Mennonite Central
Committee of Ontario. These values in particular provide organizational stability.
Accountability for past and present behaviour, stewardship of past and present
resources, and trust gained through trustworthy actions in the past and in the present
create stability. We do not divorce ourselves from past organizational actions but
accept responsibility for failures and successes.

The value of excellence requires a few more comments as our understanding has
deepened considerably. Our transformation effort highlighted growing differences
with colleague organizations. At the same time, enormous pressures are being exerted
to conform, particularly those exercised by the government. Sameness is seen as
something to strive for, since it can most easily be controlled. Quinn (1996) speaks to
the significant pressures that are exercised to move a group toward behaviours that
fall within the "box." "Excellence, by definition, requires continued deviance from
the norm. When an individual or organization excels, it will encounter pressure to
conform to conventional behaviour" (p. 174).

This is no small matter, for it means that the practice of one of our governing values
perpetually sets us up for countervailing pressures. These are not just outside the
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organization, for unions also struggle in this area. The "extra" that is required to
achieve excellence is not always supported. Instead, "singing to the same tune" is
encouraged, and there is significant pressure to move toward the mean. Standing out
and thinking different are not actions that will keep us in the "in" group. One of our
challenges therefore is how to move others' thinking so it becomes more embracing
of positive deviance, of individuality. How does one support movement beyond
powerful group pressure? Quinn speaks eloquently to this issue:
Excellence is a form of deviance. If you perform beyond the norms,
you disrupt all the existing control systems. Those systems will then
alter and begin to work to routinize your efforts. That is, the systems
will adjust and try to make you normal. The way to achieve and
maintain excellence is to deviate from the norm. You become
excellent because you are doing things normal people do not want to
do. You become excellent by choosing a path that is risky and painful,
a path that is not appealing to others. (1996, p. 176)

What can be stated then is that our learning how to become an SBO revealed to us in
a way that we did not fully understand before that our core purpose and guiding
principles support a balanced position between stability and change. Our mission
statement—"Creating opportunities for positive change in individuals, families, and
communities"—indicates that our entire purpose as an organization is to look for and
provide environments that support change in others. As change needs to begin with
the self, it is incumbent upon us organizationally to create opportunities in our own
organization for change. Our mission statement needs to be in vivo. This is a dramatic
shift since we always believed we were there to support change in others.

The Power of the Heart:
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Learnings

Transformations require a huge energy investment to be successful. Metanoia
requires even more. AI engages the heart. Emotions need to be both harnessed and
managed.

Kotter and Cohen (2002) state that the core problem people face in leading change is
"never strategy, structure, culture, or systems.. .the core of the matter is always about
changing the behaviour of people, and behaviour change happens in highly successful
situations mostly by speaking to people's feelings" (p. x). Their central thesis is that
attempts to change people through analysis that shifts their thinking are less
successful than being shown a truth that influences their feelings. This was our initial
response as a senior leadership team when we established the vision of becoming a
strength-based organization. What began as a systematic analysis at some point
mysteriously shifted into a matter of the heart.

We had not started out with this objective in mind. The board of directors was not
part of this. However, at some point the process just appeared to take on a life of its
own and we followed where it led. All the various pieces appeared to line up in the
same direction and we identified words that represented a coming together of these
various initiatives. I can only say that when we recognized the themes that tied our
various actions together and we used the words strengths-based organization, we had
the sensation one has when trying on a tailor made dress or suit. It fit so well that
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there was no debate afterwards about the vision. It was something that had evolved
from deep within in a manner that seemed almost mystical. We had a new vision,
even though that is not what we had started out desiring. We were more interested in
establishing the next steps, not starting a transformation. None of us could really
describe what had happened, but all of us expressed unconditional support for where
we had arrived and shared the feeling that this vision expressed our deepest unspoken
desires. What this also demonstrates is that support of an emergent philosophy is
necessary for us to access some of the best our "heart" has to offer. In Kotter's
schema, we "saw" or "caught" a new vision, we deeply and intuitively felt its "fit"
and "rightness," and we acted with conviction and no hesitation.

Luthans (2002) states that confidence, hope, optimism, a sense of subjective wellbeing, and emotional intelligence are key aspects of positive organizational
behaviour. Positive affective states need to be part of an SBO. They create the energy
required for an ongoing investment in an evolving entity. By definition, an SBO is
constantly emerging and being re-created. There is no stasis but only ongoing
movement. It is a commitment to permanent change. It is like the sun that requires
continuous fuel to exist. The positive affective states supply this fuel. They are also
the very personal rewards that refract on the person's life and environment in many
ways, further fueling the investment in the organization. They are driven by a sense of
purpose that goes beyond narrow job responsibilities and the financial bottom line.
Repeatedly we heard that this was the first time in many years, for some two decades,
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that they had real hope that we would be able to escape the iterative improvement
cycles that we had been in that only led to the next "fad." Our journey opened a door
out of the closed circle we had been in. Participants just "felt" this at a deep level,
without having any objective evidence, and on that basis they invested themselves in
the effort.

AI generates copious amounts of emotion. Hope, enthusiasm, exhilaration,
exasperation, frustration—the process taps the gamut of human emotions as the
methodology specifically attempts to harness the generative powers that reside in our
heart, our soul, as fuel for the change process. It invites dreaming—thinking big.
Destiny is one of the steps. It conjures up images of significance, lasting value,
contribution, and legacy. It is not a focused, goal-oriented problem-solving process
that ends with the solution. The power to "grab" people's hearts makes AI a change
methodology to be used with care. Sharing what means most to you and what deeply
motivates you in a cynicism-based world produces a vulnerability that easily leads to
disappointment. It is a two-edged sword.

The determination to move toward a shared organizational leadership model versus a
more defined development model for our supervisors and team leaders elicited
anxiety on all our parts. Though I was part of the discussion and very much supported
our thinking, our decision nevertheless left me a bit overcome by the size of the jump
we had taken. We had moved from a development of a training module to a
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significant cultural shift. The energy of the AI process opened our minds to
possibilities that we might not have otherwise entertained. A communication from
one of our highly experienced managers in response to my using the adjective
"massive" to describe the breadth of this undertaking was: "It makes me worried
when you use words like 'massive' to describe this project. Also it seems a bit
ethereal to me, more like a mental exercise. I lean towards leadership with heart and
worry we can intellectualize our efforts too much. I am less and less comfortable."
My response to the concern was this:
It's starting to look more and more like a BHAG—a big, hairy,
audacious goal. By definition, this kind of stretch goal gives one the
willies. We started out with wanting to put something structured in
place for our sups and team leaders. That was focused, manageable,
doable, well within our range of capabilities and resources. We've now
moved to a concept of shared leadership agency-wide, something I
hadn't anticipated. We're into something that is beyond the way we
presently function. We need to harness our resources differently to
meet this goal. It's way beyond the comfort zone. Committing to
something like this is truly a step of faith for there is so much we can't
see or control in this exercise. I am confident that we can do it and am
just as eager to figure it out as everyone else.
I think the concerns and discomfort you are raising will be felt by all
of us at some point in this process. If we don't, we really don't
understand what is required of us. I think it's important that we create
the kind of environment where all of us feel the freedom to raise these
kinds of concerns and deal with them. That is going to be a key part of
this process—creating the 'safe container' as we individually and
collectively face challenges that are really going to push us; making
sure that we provide enough time to process these responses as well as
maintaining a pace that gets us to the goal.
This dialogue illustrates issues that have not only come forward in this particular
exercise but also in the broader effort. There were many times when we individually
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or collectively wondered whether or not we were capable of the goals we set for
ourselves. // is getting a bit beyond my grasp is a comment that was shared by more
than one person. There is no doubt that our desire to move from good to excellent
introduced dynamics considerably different from that of a "stretch" goal or that of
correcting situations (Barrett & Fry, 2005).

AI invites hope, taps into passion, and helps people focus on the best. Where does one
go at the end of the day when these vibrant life forces are left with the same realities
that were there before: For example, young parents need to spend more time than
desirable away from their children, people can't receive more training and
development because the organization is already committing a fairly high level of
funding to this, and the mentoring and coaching requirements associated with new
and relief staff can't be met. We work in a 24-hour environment with high-risk youth.
Evenings, nights, and weekends need to be worked. People don't get paid enough and
there are not enough resources to do our work in the way we want. These are realities
that can't be wished away. Appreciative inquiry is very adept at raising expectations.
It not only engages the mind in doing this but also the heart. What happens when the
expectations cannot be met, when the flame that has been kindled is doused with cold
reality? Introducing this reality into the AI process appears to undermine it. How do
you put parameters around something that by its nature is designed to break the mold?

The Challenge
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Diana Whitney titles her article in the November AI Practitioner journal
"Appreciative Inquiry: A Process for Designing Life-Affirming Organizations"
(2008). In our sector one now could substitute the word accountable for life-affirming
and this appears to be spreading from the non-profit sector into the private sector. We
are increasingly being required to account for our conduct, to report on how we
measure up on the escalating compliance measures that are directed at us. As the
government is increasingly pushed on accountability, their response is control. Their
rationale is that they are being held responsible for activities beyond their control and
therefore they have to gain or re-gain position power. Control is exercised through the
development of policies and procedures. "Best Practices" are issued as a guise for
exercising authority. Creativity is squashed as analysis and reductionism come more
into play.

The government exercises enormous power, a power that is increasing every month.
They now exercise almost all the powers of an employer. They are our quality control
inspector and our customers. They purchase services from us yet define almost every
dimension of those services and tell us how much we can charge. They employ a
management style in doing this that can only be compared to Taylorism. The
seemingly unstoppable and bottomless need and desire for more regulation and
control has become the greatest threat to our journey, for our path requires uncertainty
and ambiguity, space and time, creativity and innovation, support of and patience
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with unfolding and undefined ideas. A transformation is not possible unless one is
prepared to dwell in the land of unknowables, to deal with the questions,
contradictions, and seeming irreconcilable differences that are part of complex and
chaotic domains. Standard operating procedures stop a transformation dead in its
tracks. They kill excellence for excellence is a journey of learning the unknown
better.

Whitney states that, "It is not possible to enhance vitality using processes that oppress
and/or disempower people. It is not possible to design life-affirming organizations
using processes that are top down, authoritarian or exclusionary" (2008, p. 15). The
government's intention is not to squash creativity, dampen excellence, or prevent
positive change. They want system improvement, yet their very actions discourage it.
They would claim that their directives improve the system, but they only attempt to
reduce risk by preventing problems, especially those the government feels may
present challenges for them. One suspects that at some level they understand the
destructive effects of micromanagement. However, their need to respond to the
Auditor General and to risk management issues outweighs their concern for true
system improvement. Thus, while we are attempting to establish a strength-based
organization, the government attempts to create a deficit-based, compliant, ruleoriented entity highly responsive to their demands.
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There is a deeper, more destructive dynamic operating that needs surfacing. This is
not just a matter of not wanting to follow rules, of taking direction from someone.
This dynamic runs counter to a core operating necessity of strength-based
organizations and a core value of our organization: trustworthiness. Trust is also one
of the four primary elements of our therapeutic model, for without a trusting
relationship, few if any gains are possible. When I don't trust, I control. The model in
Figure 5, adapted from Stephen Covey's Principle-Centered Leadership (1991),
contains my added fifth level—system with synergy—arising when all principles are
followed. This level of interdependence is essential for achieving great outcomes and
requires deeper levels of trust.
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Figure 5. Levels of Principle-Centered Leadership and the Importance of Trust
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Trust has two aspects: character and competence. When I trust you in both these
regards, I expect you to do the right thing morally and ethically and to have the
required skills and knowledge to carry out the activity properly. The more I trust
these two aspects of you, the more latitude you gain in doing your work. The less you
are restricted by rules, whether they be verbal or written, the more opportunity and
invitation there is for you to exercise your creativity, to bring your very best to bear
on the situation to develop new solutions, to explore new avenues, and to create
promising paths that may become roads to greater success.

Command and control, requiring compliance, achieves the opposite. Hersey and
Blanchard's situational leadership (1993) illustrates this dynamic so well. Quadrant
SI leadership is directed at those who are unable or unwilling to follow. Because the
followers in this domain are beginners or those experiencing work difficulties,
specific instructions and close supervision is required. I, as leader, direct and tell you
what to do, and then follow up to ensure that my directions are carried out. This is
because I do not trust you. You either do not have the desired character attributes
(e.g., you may be lazy) or you do not have the skills to do your job. Competence is
absent; therefore I control your activities.

Complex systems demand interdependency to work. The issues are beyond any one
party in the system to solve. Trust is imperative, as so much is unknowable and
beyond anyone's control. To achieve desired outcomes, 1 need to trust other players
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in the system and other systems to not only work toward the same goals that are
before the multi-dysfunctional family but also to do this with competence. You need
to do your part well for the systems to achieve the holistic ends. From a leadership
perspective, we have to operate in quadrants S3 and S4 of situational leadership. A
high degree of participation and involvement in decisions affecting multi-problem
families is necessary, as well as delegation because I cannot manage or control what
happens elsewhere. I need to trust you to do the right thing in the right way.

From this it is apparent that we are facing increasing systemic dysfunction. The above
style of leadership is necessary for a transformation effort. One cannot tell or direct
what one does not know. One cannot determine by oneself what needs to be known
and ascertain that known. It requires the participation of many. I need to trust your
integrity in bringing forward what needs to be part of discussions as well as your
competence to identify and bring forward the right issues. Emergent transformations
require a walking together in which all are learners and everyone brings something
useful to the table. There is a joint responsibility-taking that naturally develops as we
become more informed and determine where our best contribution lies.

A compliance-orientation communicates the opposite. I do not trust you; therefore I
will direct you. You may do something wrong. If you do it intentionally, there is a
character issue; if unintentionally, it is a mistake and there is a competence problem.
Either way, I need to direct you in your activities. Complexity management requires
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engagement, not control (McCandless, 2000). Difference is valued. With compliance,
sameness is called for. Procedurization produces predictability whereas complexity
management invites uncertainty as that is the realm of new discoveries, fresh ways of
being. Complexity transformation pulls people forward as they engage in the exciting
challenges of fashioning a new tomorrow. Command and control projects the known
of the past and pushes people into the future with policies and procedures as the reins.
They are the bit in the mouth of the horse. They serve to extend the control of the
giver when they are not in the situation. They drain energy, creativity, and passion,
while one of our original overall objectives was to create a life-affirming culture.

I have explored this in some depth because it is posing a real challenge to where we
want to go. Not only does this orientation distance people versus involving them, but
it insults them at the same time. It sucks the life out of people. My intelligence is not
valued, my judgement not required. It undermines the board of directors and
management as they have less and less to say about how the work is done. One is
forced to apply a management style—to ensure the rules are observed—which is
contrary to what one knows is required to achieve the vision. Failure to comply
results in increasing penalties to the organization. How do you live your value of
trustworthiness and increase this among employees when the entity that dictates your
existence increasingly communicates that you aren 't trustworthy? How do you
increase involvement in decision-making when decisions are increasingly being made
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for you? How do you enhance engagement when the message becomes stronger and
stronger that your input is not required?

These questions are similar to the original question that began our quest: How do you
practice strength-based treatment in a deficit-based culture? The evidence showed
that it is very difficult to do. We see the increasing micromanagement of government
as the most serious threat we face in achieving the vision we have set for ourselves.
Francis Fukuyama comments that "Widespread distrust in a society.. .imposes a kind
of tax on all forms of economic activity, a tax that high-trust societies do not have to
pay" (1995, pp. 27-28). Covey and Merrill state that "compliance regulations have
become a prosthesis for the lack of trust—and a slow-moving and costly prosthesis at
that" (2006, p. 14). We have no answers at this time on how to deal with this threat
other than to keep doing what we are doing and trust that somehow a more positive
relationship and future will emerge.

Chapter 6: Thoughts About the Change
Process
Introduction
This final chapter builds on Kerber and Buono's conceptualization of change in light
of our experience. I share my thoughts keeping David Nadler's comments in mind,
ideas which mirror my experience. In his fabulous book titled Champions of Change,
Nadler cautions regarding change and academic models:
The truth is that change is inherently messy. It is always complicated.
It invariably involves a massive array of sharply conflicting demands.
Despite the best-laid plans, things never happen in exactly the right
order—and in fact, few things rarely turn out exactly right the first
time around. Most important, the reality of change in the
organizational trenches defies rigid academic models as well as
superficial management fads. (1998, p. 3) [Emphasis added]

Change Mastery
Ken Kerber and Tony Buono (Buono & Kerber, 2008; Kerber & Buono, 2005, 2008)
state something that I have repeatedly emphasized: "Building true organizational
change capacity involves leading change in ways that are appropriate to the situation"
(2005, p. 24). They state that there is a normative basis in the organization change
literature towards participation, increasing involvement, and engagement. Though
situational and contingency models of management and organizational behaviour are
commonplace, with respect to change management this is not the case. The

144

145
assumption is that more participation and involvement are always preferred. As
indicated in chapter 1, this is what we were striving for as a general goal.
However, as these authors go on to say, in far too many situations, this involvement is
not appropriate. Collective decision-making wastes valuable resources,
underestimates the amount of involvement required to truly make a difference, or
distributes decisions among others as a way of shirking responsibilities. Again, I
would concur. Engagement is no more a universal answer to all things than any other
management approach. I mentioned earlier some of the decisions I reached on my
own, despite the literature suggesting others should have been part of the process. I
also explained some of the concerns expressed by some of our management team
regarding the extent of involvement going on, including their own.

Kerber and Buono state that there are three general approaches to organizational
change today: directed, planned, and guided change. Directed change is
hierarchically orchestrated. Compliance is elicited. The leadership decides on the
change, shares the information, and seeks to engage the followers so that there is buyin. Planned change invites more involvement and may arise anywhere in the
organization, though sponsorship from higher up is required for success. The
Lewinian three-stage process of unfreezing, transitioning to the new, and refreezing
characterizes this kind of change effort. For instance, employee suggestion programs
seek to engage the productive capacities of employees towards organizational
improvements. These are a natural part of healthy organizations, leading to
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continuous incremental adjustments. Guided change is more emergent, seeking to
harness the existing capacities of the organization, building on change efforts
underway, and connecting more to underlying values, passions, commitments, and the
purpose of the organization. The logic of attraction is operative as people are pulled
forward by ideals, by vision, by what can be. Learning spirals take hold that
progressively affect more of the organization. The authors go on to plot these types of
change efforts on the basis of business complexity and socio-technical uncertainty
axes, and they discuss what approach is most appropriate as these axes interact on
low to high dimensions.

I'd like to suggest a fourth type of change. There are elements of our transformation
that do not fit totally within the model that Kerber and Buono have proposed. Table 2
is their model (Buono & Kerber, 2008, p. 4) with a fourth type of change added,
which I call a co-created change. This change process more closely fits with our
transformation and probably aligns itself more closely with AI than is already the
case in the guided changing column. The kind of change that I am suggesting is
probably a shift in emphases rather than something entirely different from guided
change. An important distinction is that the leadership is learning along with
everyone else. It is difficult to guide a ship when you don't know where you are
going. Not having a clearly defined port makes planning difficult. It is more like
explorers who set out to find a new world, having heard rumours that there was new
land, but only knowing that it couldn't be where there were already maps. On such a
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journey, you see the North Star sometimes at night and you have faith in its reliability
as an unchanging navigational aid, but it is often obscured by clouds, as is the sun by
day. Some of the time it feels like drifting in a fog bank. One can only pay attention
to ship maintenance, trusting that the ship is in the best possible condition for
whatever comes.

Clear goal,
with some
modification as
needed

Planned
Change

Point the
way, watch
over, instruct

Experimental

Loosely
defined
direction

Guided
Change

Co-learner; modeler of
change process

Provider of energy,
hope & faith;
cheerleader/encourager;
change champion;

Exploratory
collaboration &
improvisation

Unfolding collective
understanding of
shimmering vision

Co-Created Change

Table 2. Types of Change

Flexible,
participative

Collaboration

Directed
Change

Influence

Slow. Going deep and
being thorough is most
important to the change
becoming sustainable

Dimensions

Persuasion

Act quickly,
improvise,
learn and act
again

Change
Leadership
(Role)

Change
Process
(Means)
Tell, order,
command

Tightly
constrained

Tightly
Change Goals
defined,
(Ends)
unchanging
goal

Changemaker
Relationships

Go slow during
planning to go
fast during
implementation

Devise a plan
to accomplish
the goal

Pace of
Change

Urgent,
fast, "just
do it"
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Vigilance is necessary for whatever might suddenly appear in the fog. Collectively
you agree to the voyage and share in charting the course. This is particularly the case
in the terrain that non-profits occupy—complexity. Systems thinking is essential,
requiring as much input as possible, for most situations are far beyond the capacity of
one person to grasp. An emergent way of operating is necessary.

This kind of change requires a high degree of involvement and collaboration—and
yet there are limits. Participation needs to be balanced with efficiency, dialogue, and
real action. Before the journey can begin, enough people need to support the process
so that they feel comfortable losing sight of land. The improvisation of jazz describes
this dynamic, with new variations and combinations continuously unfolding in
response to shifts in tempo, notes, rhythm and melody. Many authors (Barrett, 1998;
Barrett & Peplowski, 1998; Crossan, 1998; De Pree, 1992; Hatch, 1998; Mirvis,
1998; Pasmore, 1998; Weick, 1998) have used this metaphor to describe organizing
and leadership. Adaptivity, flexibility, creativity, innovation, and empowerment are
all by-products of this approach. Our primary organizational value of responsivity is
best characterized as constant improvisation to meet the needs of our clients and
customers. When one is continually being exposed to the new and unknown, as in
complex undertakings, one needs to build on what comes before, to quickly realize
the possibilities and the springboard that might be there to create new tunes. Cocreation and re-creation are required.
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Acceptance of the need for more ideas is required. Support for multiple roads is
necessary versus finding a "right" answer. The journey is long and arduous. It
requires courage and perseverance. Leadership demands unwavering faith in the
principles and values that guide the journey, and commitment to attain that which
cannot be seen. It necessitates an acceptance and patience with "resting" in the
ambiguity and uncertainty and being bed-fellows with discomfort, and thereby not
pushing for premature solutions, supporting "hanging in the moment, and not racing
to action. It calls for leadership that is able to light a fire within, not underneath, and
that is able to supply the fuel for a long night. This highlights the importance of heart.

Though leadership participates equally in the learning and co-creation process, there
is one area where in particular the CEO role stands out with respect to organizational
transformation. This person needs to be the change champion, the one that
continuously injects energy and faith into the process. The pull toward re-freezing at
the present level, whatever that might be, is continuously very strong; without the
clarion call to return to the long-term change process, a way-station becomes a
permanent resting spot (Burke, 2002). This person keeps "the push" on. "The CEO
personally has to take the lead.. ..You've absolutely got to be the point person.. .at the
end of the day, you've got to own it" (Nadler, 1998, p. 7). Additionally, for the
particular type of transformation that we were involved in, that of wanting to become
a learning organization, either the CEO or another very key senior person needs to be
a scholar-practitioner. Without this orientation and drive, the probability of the
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organization developing structured learning processes that continuously incorporate
praxis and theory and that deeply embed themselves is fairly low. Learning is key.
The relationships that arise between leaders and followers need to be complimentary,
setting aside some of the usual understandings of leader/follower roles. Leaders need
to collaborate from the humility of knowing they don't know the answers, just as
much followers need to take this burden off the leaders' backs and support them in a
co-created process. Cutting leaders' slack and stepping up to the plate are necessary
when the invitation is extended to become part of the co-creation. In this kind of
change, authenticity in leadership is non-negotiable. All the aspects of struggling with
undefined futures and poorly understood means need to be communicated openly and
modeled as leaders attempt to make the changes themselves. Leading one's self
becomes paramount as that is one of the few areas in this kind of process where you
have more understanding and more ability to have an impact. Leaders need to become
the change they want to see. Lastly, deep change requires time. Transformation is not
a fast process. In fog, you move slowly. Lasting weight loss requires core lifestyle
changes to be sustainable; it requires grappling with what moves us inside. The inside
needs to come to the light of day and receive sustained attention to shift.

There is the notion in the OD literature that these four types of approaches (or any
other categorization) are operative at any point in time, that one can point and say
"change type x is going on here." I question this notion and wonder if it contributes to
the abysmal failure rate of change processes, with authors placing these as high as
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70% and more (Beer & Nohria, 2000; Smith, 2002). Smith in fact found in his review
of case study literature that there was little evidence of any sustainable change related
to organizational culture change initiatives. Is it possible that our understanding of
organizational change is to some extent operating from a faulty framework? Might it
be that static explanations of change continuously miss the mark, that change is such
a moving target, such a polymorphous entity that it is difficult and perhaps beyond
our present abilities to represent in models? I'd like to suggest a fifth option: that all
four approaches are in play at the same time in a transformation such as ours. It can
be anything from a straight-forward directed change to a situation in which all four
approaches are operative in some unrecognizable parallel process that fluctuates
depending on when and where one is looking.

De Caluwe and Vermaak (2004) present five different ways of thinking about change
through various colours, each speaking to a different belief system. They also explain
other related matters such as how change happens, which interventions are effective,
how people change, and the role of change agent. They ask the question of whether a
meta-paradigm is possible; that is, whether there is a "super model" out there that can
explain it all. I recall this comment being made in one of our early classes in OD by
one of our professor: that there was this search for the holy grail of theories that could
capture all the nuances and paradoxes of change management. The authors arrive at
several conclusions that resonate with my own thinking:

•

•

•
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The predominance of any one colour is undesirable. Organizations need all
perspectives and approaches represented in these colours. The colours represent
conflicting principles. An organization needs to not only know how to manage
these paradoxes but also to be able to properly ascertain when each approach is
best.
Each colour has its strengths and weaknesses at any point in time. For instance,
though there may be a belief that change is best represented through a learning
perspective (green colour), a failure to pay attention to power games (yellow) or
minimization of outcome predictability (blue) may well lead to superficial
learning. Change therefore might best move forward through the use of multiple
colours and different people.
Multi-perspectives on change enhance organizational vitality, particularly when
the current situation and outcomes are ambiguous, when the change is large-scale,
and when many people of varied backgrounds are affected. In such instances,
embracing diverse perspectives is advisable.

In another article the authors conclude that "eclecticism appears to be taking firm
root" (de Caluwe, Que, & Vermaak, 2004) in both therapeutic approaches and
organizational change understandings. This eclecticism perfectly mirrors the
differential treatment philosophy we have had in place for three decades: match the
approach to the client and context with the therapist. There are many types of change:
for example, planned and unplanned change, evolutionary and revolutionary,
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punctuated equilibrium and constant change, episodic and permanent, white-water,
and first, second, and third order. The list of types of changes appears to be endless,
with each model purporting to represent the change process. Each model is like a
picture, a static cognitive attempt to represent something that is more like a movie,
which at times is not just a representation of constant change but more like a collage
of movies placed together. Models are about logic, about understandable
representations of something that has a certain stability and predictability to it.
Change is represented through a continuum, stages, phases or a dichotomy. Yet it
does not happen in this manner. With a larger group and particularly in a large-scale
transformation, it does not even happen this way at one particular point in time. It is
not linear and most times change does not happen in ways that we totally understand.
We think we know, based on our own responses to change and our own projections of
what is going on with others, but that is rarely accurate. Change happens at the
individual level, for a multitude of reasons, in a myriad of ways, and at a pace that
makes sense for the individual. We can develop concepts in the aggregate but they are
our attempts to make sense of something because that makes the world more
predictable for us, more manageable, safer.

Beer and Nohria (2000) suggest that there are two archetypical theories of change.
While Theory E is based on economic value, Theory O focuses on organizational
change. Theory E is the "hard" approach that uses the "bottom line" as its guide to all
change. Theory O is more concerned with employee well-being in the belief that a
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focus on the creation of the best possible work environment has the greatest impact
on the bottom line. The authors cite the early years of Jack Welch's reign as CEO of
GE as an example of Theory E approach to change. It was during the 1980s that GE
went through a drastic downsizing and restructuring, resulting in enormously
improved performance. The 1990s signified a shift to Theory O. Yet Welch, in his
first statement before Wall Street analysts after becoming CEO, stated that he wanted
to create a company "where people dare to try new things—where people feel assured
in knowing that only the limits of their creativity and drive, their own standards of
personal excellence, will be the ceiling on how far and how fast they move" (Welch,
2001, p. xv). Even during the 1980s, Welch's concern was also for employee and
organizational well-being. Real change is always more nuanced. The authors go on to
state in their conclusion that somehow these two seemingly paradoxical approaches to
change must be combined for sustainable successful change to happen.

The critical point 1 am making is that an understanding of change and application of
change management practices can best be arrived at through an integrative model.
This model is the full "toolkit" of perspectives on change and what approach works
best. All these perspectives support valuable insights. The key question that is not
sufficiently addressed in the literature is when to apply what perspective. Kerber and
Buono attempt to address this by placing their three types of change on business
complexity and socio-technical uncertainty axes. The closer one is to the nexus point,
the more directed the change can be. Complex undertakings (like transformations) are
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best dealt with through guided changes because they also provide two moderating
factors: the change capacity of the unit or organization and the urgency of the
situation to engage in change. At the aggregate level this appears to make sense.
This aggregate approach needs to work in tandem with a contingency model, one that
looks at every situation and assesses the context, who one is interacting with, what the
relationships are, etc. to make the appropriate choice as to what perspective holds in
this particular situation and from there what approach is best as a leader. Believing
we are in a transformational shift that would best move forward, though a co-created
approach provides no guidelines for how to deal with any particular individual or for
that matter any team. Diagnosis of where that person or team is presently at is critical
to appropriate leadership behaviour. Former Lucent Technologies & Cummins Diesel
CEO Henry Schacht, who orchestrated massive changes at both companies,
comments that, "The most fundamental issue about managing change, or creating
change.. .is an assessment of where you are.. .Understanding the topology of where
you start is absolutely critical..." (Nadler, 1998, p. 21). That means with every
individual and unit. Kerber and Buono (2005) contend that many organizational
change efforts fail due to the misdiagnosis of the situation and the accompanying
inappropriate application of change methods.

Our co-created approach can be seen at the macro level over a period of time.
It speaks to broad dimensions or themes that played themselves out. If one were to
take 20 different slices of the organization at one particular point in time, aimed at
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various individuals, units, or processes going on, one would find in our
transformation that all four types of change were likely operative at the same time.
Understanding change as a theoretical construct is singularly unhelpful to the
practitioner in a particular situation. Adding new insights and models into what kind
of change might be going on has the same effect as adding more tools into the
plumber's kit. If the plumber is unfamiliar with the tool, he not only carries around
extra useless baggage but is also encumbered by more choices without accompanying
knowledge.

I have spoken about the reductionism involved in theorizing and its application, and 1
have no intention of doing something similar. The additional approach I have
suggested above applies in some situations, some of the time, and in varying degrees.
It connects some knowledge to what we are doing but makes no presumptions of
moving beyond. I reflect on Sumantra Ghoshal's comments on the influence of bad
theories on good management practices (2005).
We have adopted the "scientific" approach of trying to discover
patterns and laws, and have replaced all notions of human
intentionality with a firm belief in causal determinism for explaining
all aspects of corporate performance. In effect, we have professed that
business is reducible to a kind of physics in which even if individual
managers do play a role, it can safely be taken as determined by the
economic, social, and psychological laws that invariably shape
peoples' actions. (2005, p. 77)
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Furthermore, Ghoshal cautions that social science theories "are all by definition,
partial" and that as such none explain "phenomenon of organized complexity fully,
and many different and mutually inconsistent theories explain the same phenomenon,
often to very similar extents" (2005, p. 86). His article speaks directly to the theme of
the 2008 AOM Conference on why organizational theories appear to have so little
currency in the world of practice. Perhaps it is because the desire for the simplicity on
the other side of complexity underestimates the complexity on the far side of
complexity when one speaks of changing people and organizations. My thoughts
offer plausible interpretations of phenomena that have taken place, but I make no
claim to presenting these as reality any more than other perspectives. Reality is best
understood through the acceptance of multiple interpretations versus the presentation
of false dichotomies.

Chapter 7: Looking Forward
As a result of our findings to date (summarized in the Appendix), two major efforts
are now underway at Craigwood that will be the focus of the next six months:
developing measures that really move us forward and developing coaching skills for
the management team and team leaders. We are also going to be using this six months
to consolidate gains that have been made, further deepen the practices, and
particularly work more on introducing the learning cycle as a core practice of the
organization. This time period will also serve as an evaluation phase, with collective
review and planning (a three-day retreat has been planned for June 2009) that will
project us into the third full year of this process. Although the pace has been
exhausting and I am tempted at this point to take a break, 1 will continue to collect
data and be involved in further action research. There is a longer-term process in
place that will bear rich data. With the low success rate that characterizes change
processes, no doubt additional learnings will arise from our journey that I intend to
share on a broader level.

My intention in going into the PhD program was to contribute to our organization and
our sector in a manner that I had not previously engaged in. Feedback to me has
indicated that we as an agency have profited from my involvement in this program.
Rather than a removed academic exercise, it has been a constant interactive process
for me in which I have brought materials from the program back into the work setting
158
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for us as a management team, team leaders, and particularly senior management to
wrestle with and collectively determine what applicability it might have for us. The
sector is only slightly further along in terms of its organizational knowledge than it
was when I started. Beyond the work regarding knowledge transfer that I mentioned
previously, there are still no scholarly articles that I am aware of regarding OD in our
sector nor are there scholar/practitioner articles. It is really a wide-open field that begs
for knowledge and contributions in every possible area.

Throughout this dissertation I have shared some of the questions arising from our
experience, but there have probably been a dozen more. Upon looking back, one
important question becomes, What learning might be the most fruitful? I believe the
issue regarding the balance between involvement and efficiency of process is critical.
The trite advice commonly given when it comes to people change— effectiveness
really counts and not efficiency—is not sufficient. Although I fully understand what
is being communicated, reality dictates that change has to happen with limited
resources. A second key issue regards the diverse nature of people, with some
wanting more involvement than others. How much involvement is best and how to
determine this in a large-scale transformation also require further research.

A third fruitful area for exploration is the interaction between a strengths-, AI-, and
learning-organization focus. People are impacted differentially. They learn
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differently, hear different things, and are motivated by their own needs and desires.
Unipolar approaches will "capture" some and "miss" others.

The three above areas have much in common but each comes at change and growth
from a slightly different perspective. Which works best with what kind of people in
what situations?

Associated with these issues of effectiveness/efficiency, level of commitment, and
different personalities and personalities is the issue of synergy. What processes and
approaches can an organization put in place that provides this kind of extra "bang for
the buck?" What perspectives best lend themselves to synergy? Which ones are
distinct enough that they tap the individuality of people yet are similar enough that
people can make connections with one another, expanding and piggybacking their
learnings? We might be able to produce some provisional thoughts with respect to
these in the future.

There is much to learn in the area of strengths and its application at an organizational
level, particularly in small settings where, because of lack of resources, the advice of
Buckingham and others—to develop individualized position-strengths profiles—
can't be followed. The appeal of his message, which generates considerable
enthusiasm, runs up against the hard realities of everyday organizational life. This
also affects AI in some ways. There is little written on when Al is not a good
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approach to use. It is easy to find oneself in a situation where people feel like failures
if they are not able to apply AI. Limitations need to be addressed, especially with
more recognition that this approach, like any other, has its downsides.

Appendix: Summary of Findings
Themes that arose out of this process follow:
1. The "feel" of the organization changed. There is a renewed sense of hope and
optimism, of re-invigoration in what people came into this field for in the first
place. Those who were feeling burnt-out are reenergized, with a new sense of
purpose and well-being in place.
2. The focus on strengths decreased competition and realigned perspectives towards
improved teamwork.
3. With increased focus on strengths came extra work. Those recognized for
particular strengths were placed on more committees and project teams with a
request that sometimes felt manipulative (though intended to come from a
strengths perspective).
4. The journey made us more aware of organizational strengths and focused our
efforts here more to recognize and capitalize on these. With this has come
increased confidence and pride in who we are, what we are doing, and how our
leading-edge work is being recognized outside the organization.
5. Clients benefitted from the increased focus on strengths, as has staff. Appreciation
and affirmation is expressed more regularly, resulting in gains that were not
previously being realized.
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6. Transformational change takes lots of time. This is tough for practical- minded
people with a focus on day-to-day results. It requires faith, determination and
perseverance to persist.
7. Results matter. They provide energy for #6. People were encouraged and
reinvigorated by the multiple evidences of positive change happening.
8. Those who invest the most, grow the most. You reap what you sow.
9. There has been an increased self-awareness, a mindfulness of perspectives being
employed, language being used, and assumptions in play.
10. There are now common concepts and language for some of what we were doing
in the past.
11. Language can become jargon that turns people off. With each new approach there
are new words brought into play. A steady reliance on these alienates some. For
example, one person commented, "Whatever happened to just talking (versus
dialoguingYC This issue especially touched off an emotional hot "button," as
some insinuated that our use of language was moving us away from authenticity
towards artificiality.
12. There is an increased sense of personal responsibility for outcomes, change, and
sustainability of the change.
13. There is an increased understanding and support of personal learning needs, with
the process having encouraged people to pursue these more.
14. Learning is being recognized as a deeper, more involved, and effort-requiring
process than attending training events. There is a recognition that with disciplined
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application of the learning and AR cycles, significant progress can be made,
particularly on issues that have remained "stuck" for long periods of time.
15. Shifting mindsets and aligning actions with new thinking require a disciplined and
purposeful plan. Constant awareness is called for.
16. Increasing involvement has had tremendously positive effects as well as some
downsides. It has created energy, buy-in, controversy, and waste. Many are
struggling with determining what the right balance is among engaging people,
financial and HR costs, and what some see as needless implementation delays.
17. Participants are feeling more confident with their leadership skills, showing more
ability to lessen control and support others in stepping forward to exercise
leadership. There is an increasing ability to step back and coach others with
general support for learning more coaching skills.
18. There is more use of inquiry, with questions being more generative, focused, and
less provocation of defensive responses.
19. There is more deliberate dialogue, increased reflection, and less judgement.
20. There has been a real shift in focus from problems to possibilities. People are not
only heartened by seeing greater potential but also feeling more empowered to
contribute, particularly in their chosen areas. Participants feel greater latitude and
invitation to share thoughts and feelings they might have previously squelched.
There is a broader acceptance of and attempt to understand diverse perspectives as
people increasingly practice the learning cycle of stopping and reflecting.
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21. Participants feel more a part of creating a future together. It is more of a we
undertaking. There are more connections in place across the organization and
between levels.
22. There is an increased appreciation for collective meaning-making: taking the
time to reflect on a situation, bringing our perspectives together, and making
sense of a situation as a group rather than as individuals, recognizing that
individual sense-making is not conducive to exposing our assumptions and biases
as well.
23. Though there is still a desire for more certainty and for a more linear and planned
journey, people are beginning to appreciate and accept the emergent nature of an
AR and AI approach, an approach that supports ongoing input and modifications
versus following predetermined paths.
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