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| want teamwork and empowerment but I'm the only one who seems to care...

Let’s talk about it, really talk
about it |

Michael J. Brown — Organizational Leadership Associates

Let’s talk about it, really talk about it

| can’t believe the receptionist was reading a magazine while the phones were

ringing. Doesn’t anybody but me care about this organization?
ging ybody g

-

' wish the Director wouldn’t always be second
guessing and checking up on me, making ‘improve-
ments’ in what | do. There’s no way I'm going to
work those long hours if | don’t feel some sense of
ownership in this place.

Id love to feel like this place was mine — or at
least part mine — but the way they treat me,
never letting me do anything on my own, never
asking me what | think or how things should be
run — and | have some good ideas, too! — but no
way am | going to work hard here.

What’s wrong with these people? Don’t they care
about our customers or this organization? Why is
she so lazy? | can’t stand her attitude. If this hap-
pens again, I'm going to threaten to get rid of her.
Maybe that will help...

Sound familiar? If you are like most people at
work, you'd like to work with a team that gets
the job done and makes you feel part of some-
thing meaningful. Yet you are trapped in a web
that doesn't foster teamwork. Your job may be to
motivate people to work as a team.

What follows describes in detail how |

approached a very difficult work situation where
teamwork had broken down and misunderstand-
ing, bad feelings, low morale and inefficiency had

taken over.

As a leader in an organization, you have likely
read about total quality management, continuous
improvement, teamwork, participative manage-
ment, facilitative leadership, and other concepts.
These are all fine goals. But how do you get there
when no one is talking to each other, or no one
seems to care!

The approach described here relied upon an
analysis of dialogue to help participants say what
they meant, so they could get the resuits they
wanted. The approach also included a systemic
analysis of the organization, to help people under-
stand something about the organization as a
whole.

The case:

The executive director of the organization
approached me to help them with what he
described as internal difficulties between the staff
and himself. After agreeing to work with them, |
asked to interview key staff members. The staff
were quick to describe their problems they were
experiencing at work.

The staff’s view: too much is un-discussable
— Although they seemed very dedicated to their
work, they were having trouble completing their
tasks effectively because of internal difficulties. it
was not that they could not agree on their goals,
but rather that they had ideas about each other
which they could not discuss with each other.
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Too much was un-~discussable...

It was not that they could not agree on
their goals, but rather that they had ideas
about each other which they could not
discuss with each other.

Their thoughts and feelings about each
other, as well as some specific behaviors,
which they could not discuss, were sabo-
taging their effectiveness as a team.

Their thoughts and feelings about each other, as
well as some specific behaviors, which they could
not discuss, were sabotaging their effectiveness as
a team.

In interviews, staff members reported that they
were under severe stress. They reported that the
executive director exhibited a “lack of respect”
for them. They said he showed up late for meet-
ings, and “talked down to me in front of other
people.” Staff meetings started late. The director
controlled the agenda of staff meetings, asked for
communications in writing for staff meetings, but
then did not read the communications closely and
did not have answers to their questions.

They said he “wants us to express our opinions,
but also tells us not to open our mouths and
doesn’t trust us to say anything.” He is good at
the “political big picture, good at his job, but in
three years each of us will be in little pieces.”
They reported a variety of other problems with
their work life: lack of flex time, overwork, and
no clear compensatory time guidelines. They
were frustrated, and some reported they were
close to quitting because of their treatment by
the director.

The director’s view: I'm all alone — In my
interview with the director, he said, “I'd love to
share more of the responsibility with the staff, but
| know the buck stops with me.” He also men-
tioned problems caused by the death, after a long
iliness, of a former staff member who often spent
time listening to other staff members about their
personal problems. He indicated that he thought
that the loss of this staff member might have
increased the stress level.

He also mentioned the recent loss of two impor-
tant external allies of the organization. For a num-
ber of years these two allies had buffered and
protected the organization from a variety of
externally produced pressures.

“| have high expectations,” he said. “I think we
need to hang out more. YVe don’t hang out
because | work all the time.”

“| play out that I'm the only one who knows
about money. At the meetings, | structure the
agenda. I'm looking for them to come back at me,
to give me a challenge.”

The dialogue

The organization met for one day to discuss the
problems brought up in the interviews. | began by
asking them to describe how they saw the organi-
zation as a whole, including its strengths and
weaknesses. Then | focused on some of the spe-
cific issues that concerned them. My intention
throughout was to begin to show the members of
the organization how to communicate with one
another more effectively.

One of the issues of concern to them was
finance. | asked them if this was something they
could talk about.

Money — is there a place to discuss money?

Director Louis: There is a place to discuss it in
the initial budget. We do complete financial
reports to the Board. We don’t normally go
through the board packets in staff meetings. But
in supervision | am always on somebody's back
about the cash flow.

(The director's statement that he is “always on
somebody's back about the cash flow,” implies
his sense of urgency about the cash flow.)

Louis: There is no question the burden of money
stops with me. | am not sure if we ran out of
money there is anyone except me who would feel
responsible for it — except maybe Dale.

About the presenta-
tion of the case: The
case here is real and |
have the permission of
the organization to
describe their experience
as long as it is not named.
To facilitate your reading
of the case, | have ran-
domly assigned names and
gender to the different
people involved.
The staff are Amy, Bert,
Carlos and Dale; the
executive director is
Louis.
When | am speaking in dia-
logue, the text will be in all
italics.

(My analysis during the

dialogue will be in

lighter text, indented

and in parentheses.)
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Let’s talk about it, really talk about it 5

1

Attributions are key indicators in dialogue...

Attributions are
opinions about oth-
ers based on some
behavior, words or
actions, we have
observed, coupled
with some inter-
pretation we make
of that behavior.

We all make attributions about others. However, we
generally don’t communicate our attributions about
others to them, or test them with others to see if they
are accurate. The director’s attribution about others in
this case is untested. He indicates how he would feel if
the organization ran out of money and offers an untest-
ed assumption or attribution about how others would
feel. He does not say on what he bases his attribution
about the others. He also does not ask those about
whom he makes the attribution if it is accurate.

If we are going to communicate with others in a way
that allows us to build an effective team, we need to
provide examples of specific behavior (words or deeds)
on which we base any attribution about others. And
we need to make clear, at least to ourselves, the attri-
butions that shape our responses to others. We need
to test our attributions, but can only do so when we
ourselves are aware of them.

In this case here, the director needs to learn to be able
to say why he thinks this way, on what he based his
attribution. If he can point to specific words or deeds
of others, then those others can see what behaviors he
observed that led him to this conclusion. Otherwise, all
they have is his opinion. Unfortunately, most of us
speak this way.

The director also said he “needs more reassurance”
from the group, but he does not indicate what behav-
iors he is actually requesting. Often our requests of
others — such as for reassurance or responsibility — are
abstractions. We fail to indicate the behaviors we want
from them. Reassurance is an abstraction. My asking
“How could you do that!” is intended to help the
director examine what he means by reassurance, to get
him to describe the specific behaviors he would like
the staff to produce to reassure him.

Louis: | need more reassurance that people will
take responsibility once money is budgeted — so
I' don’t have to continually remind people.

How could you do that?

(Here, the director makes an “attribution” about
the staff — "l am not sure if we ran out of
money there is anyone except me who would
feel responsible for it..." This is a key statement
by the director. We will examine it in some
detail.)

Louis: Make it an agenda item on the staff meet-
ing. Some time on the budget — so everyone is
up to speed on the budget,

Amy: | know it's hard when one person carries
that burden alone,

l

Louis: In the past the Board did not know about
cash flow. When cash flow was down to almost
nothing, the Board did not know it.

Bert: It gets back to my having tunnel vision, |
don't pay attention to the larger issues, like cash
flow. While your (to Louis) biggest thing may be
cash flow, my biggest thing will be my own pro-
ject.

Amy: | used to be responsible for each paycheck,
It's nice not to carry that burden.

Bert: About sharing that burden, | don’t have to
think about it as much as the director, but it’s
something | am very aware of and feel a sense of
personal responsibility about. If we have a big
event where we have to raise a lot of money, if
that doesn't happen | feel very personally respon-
sible about it, and feel very bad if that doesn'’t
happen and feel | have to compensate in some
way to make up for that. | want to share the
responsibility more.

Carlos: | am more concerned about when | goto
the office supply store, am | getting bargains.
That's the way | perceive my job.

Louis: I am hearing more willingness to commu-
nicate around money.

Dale: I'm hearing that even though people are
willing to be more involved, the buck stops there.

That’s very real.

Louis: That's what | get paid for. Or part of what
I get paid for. And | have to accept that responsi-
bility. But what | am hearing is there is more will-
ingness to share that responsibility, so | don’t
have to remind people, that it becomes second
nature, that if the money does not come in there
is a cash flow problem.

People seem to want to know how to get a sense of
the larger picture that you have to carry. It seems that
people are saying that if they felt a sense of owner-
ship they would take on greater responsibility. It
seems if they had a sense of the bigger picture, they
might have a greater sense of ownership and respon-
sibility. Is this the case? If so, what behaviors or words
very specifically would help develop a sense of owner-
ship?

Bert: My favorite word is ownership, Seeing the
big picture, for some things, the buck can stop
with us on the money and we can take some of
that burden off.
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Louis: | need more reassurance that people will
take responsibility once money is budgeted so |
don't have to continually remind people that this
is their budget and they are responsible for it.

But reassurance is an abstraction, an abstract word,
and responsibility is an abstraction. One thing I'd like
you to do, and | try to do when | communicate, is to
take abstractions like reassurance or responsibility
and bring them down to something you can actually
observe. My goal is to show you how to use these
communication skills. So you can see me use them
here, practice them yourself, and hopefully, use them
in the future. Although we know that it is not simple
or easy to change habits of communication.

So let’s use the example of reassurance. It might be
helpful for you to illustrate what you mean by “more
reassurance that once the money is budgeted | don't
have to continually remind people.” What would that
actually look like?

(My intention here is to get the director to stop
requesting an abstraction — reassurance — and
start making requests in terms of specific behav-
iors staff members can produce, using words
that will indicate exactly what the director
wants. Requests made in the abstract often
oceur in organizational communication. Lower
level staff ask for ownership. Those at the top ask
those at the bottom or middle to take on more
responsibility. However, ownership and responsi-
bility are abstractions. Neither party can effec-
tively produce them. Bert says, if he saw the
“bigger picture” he would take on more owner-
ship and hence more responsibility. But he fails
to say exactly what this bigger picture would
entail. Exactly what information would he need
to have the bigger picture? What would make it
complete enough for him to feel ownership and
exercise responsibility! He does not say.)

Louis: 1 think that would probably look like an
agenda item on the staff meeting to talk about
money, to talk about where we are with the bud-
get. | think that's the level of reassurance | would

need.
So it would be an agenda item at staff meeting?

(By repeating his statement, | hope to get him to
be more specific.)
Louis: And | think that needs to be prefaced with

“we need to spend some time on the budget so
that everyone is up to speed on the budget.”

| am not sure that | have communicated that to
everyone on how the budget does fit together.

Now one thing that is important, when you are trying
to accomplish something, when you want “more reas-
surance that people will take responsibility once the
money is budgeted,” move down from the abstract to
the observable.

How would you actually do that? You mentioned an
agenda item at the staff meeting, but that might be a
number of different things. What would it actually
look like in behavioral terms if someone “reassured

2

you.

(Again, | am trying to bring him down from the
abstraction of reassurance to something some-
body can actually accomplish — some practical
behavior a staff member can produce so there
won't be any question about what it is and its
effectiveness, that it is, in fact, the reassurance
that the director wants.)

Louis: With Bert’s case, in terms of her overall
responsibility, if we had cash flow of $2,000,000
in June and we knew the source of that money,
and we were not able to get to that source of the
money, then she would come up with plan B to
replace that source of money, to reconfigure the
cash flow to come up with that money.

So she would come up with a plan?

(By repeating what has been stated, | intend to
move the director to think more about what he
would include in a plan. My role as facilitator is
to point out abstract words to help others
develop new habits of speaking in specific,
observable terms.)

Louis: As best he could. | think it would be
something we would have to do to a certain
degree together, rather than pretending that it
doesn't exist. And | am not saying you have done
this.

You said you need more reassurance. Is that some-
thing you have told her in the past?

Louis: Usually when | talk about money it's
because the money had not come in when |
expected it to come in and | say to them: “The
money has GoT to come in. We're behind the 8
ball. We included it as income in our cash flow.
We don't have a lot of reserve. (with great
emphasis) The money has GoT to come in!
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(To Bert) So, you would track the money. And send
him (Louis) a note ahead of time to tell him the
money has come in. So the reassurance would be to
send the director a note to say that you are tracking
the cash flow? What would you do in as specific
terms as you can tell?

Bert: | would probably spit out the bills and cc
(copy) you (to Louis) so you would see that the
bills have been sent.

(To Louis) Would that be the reassurance you were
looking for?

Louis: Yeah. Well the final reassurance is getting
the money. (faughs)

Yes, but | am asking you, what is enough reassur-
ance? You said you needed more reassurance. Would

that be enough?

Louis: The bottom line is clearly getting the
money. The next layer of reassurance is that peo-
ple are taking responsibility to make sure the
money comes in, and that if it doesn’t come in,
there is a plan in place to replace that money, or |
have the knowledge there is a problem of that
money coming and together we can work out

Plan B.

What | am trying to show here is when we have a
need, you have an opinion, that you need “more reas-
surance,” what we fail to do is take that abstraction
and use words that indicate specific action so some-
one else can produce what you need.

(Here | am trying to understand the meaning
and measure of "enough reassurance.”)

Louis: | don't think I failed to communicate it. |
think it’s out of frustration about money. Which
is why the deeper the reassurance, the more
observable the reassurance | have that in fact the
money is coming in, that there is a Plan B in
action, the level of frustration that | communicate
to staff is reduced. | think | ask for the observable
behavior, but | ask for it in a context of frustra-

tion.

(This statement is important. The director rec-
ognizes that “the more observable the reassur-
ance... (the more) the level of... frustration is
reduced.” When communication is more effec-
tive, the level of negative emotions is lower.
When communication is less abstract and more
observable, it is less likely that emotions will
destroy effective communication.)

And what happens when he asks for it in a context of
frustration?

Bert: Well, my idea of reassurance may be far dif-
ferent than his idea of reassurance, so even
though | think the bill was sent, don’t worry
about it, that’s not enough to reassure him. So it
comes back to what is it that | can do to make
sure he is reassured about the cash flow? And |
think when it's asked in frustration, he is not even
sure that | can do anything at that point — with-
out getting the check within the next four hours
on his desk. (speaking now to Louis) You're at a
point where you can’t be reassured.

What | am trying to show here is when we are frus-
trated, we can still communicate effectively. It will not
be effective to ask for things in the abstract, like “/
need more reassurance.” So when someone says “|
need more reassurance that the money is coming in!”
Your response would be what? ... If you say, “I gave
you those reports.” And he says, “Well that’s not
enough!” You need to ask, “Specifically what would
be enough?” You need to ask him to show you in
observable terms exactly what he is asking for.

It will often be difficult to say “OK, what specifically
do you need?” — particularly when you are upset. If
someone says, “I need a report!” what words do you
say in reply? “A report” is abstract. You need to ask
— calmly, if possible — “What does the report have
to include?” You have to bring it down to the concrete
level. For example, | can’t “reassure” you. | don’t
know what reassure means to You.

(Here, to demonstrate how reassurance can
mean several different behaviors, | put my hand
on the shoulder of Carlos, and role playing said
“Oh, Carlos, you are doing a great job.” But that
may be the worst thing in the world. You hate it
when people touch you.)

Carlos: What are you doing in my personal
space!!

Right! That can be terrible. Or for some people that
can be the nicest thing in the world. What you may
want to do is to say, “I need you to reassure me, and
that means | need you to come over to me, put your
hands on my shoulder and say, ‘Everything will be
OK.” Or, “I need you to reassure me, and that means
I need you to stand 20 feet away from me and say
“You are doing a great job.”” Those are different
behaviors.

Carlos: Or a thank you note in the mail box, or
whatever the reinforcer is.
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If you don't illustrate, or say exactly, what you want in
concrete, specific, observable terms, you can’t get
what you want. Because then you are dealing on this
high abstract level, like “I need you to reassure me.”
What you were hoping for was a thank you note in
the mailbox, but what | thought you wanted was a
tap on the shoulder. And that’s actually the worst
thing for you, right?

Carlos: Right.

Analyzing the first dialogue — In the above
dialogue, | was trying to show that appropriate
reassurance consists of different behaviors in the
eyes of different people. Reassurance can entail a
note in the mailbox to one person, or a touch on
the shoulder to another. But for someone who
doesn’t like to be touched, the hand on the shoul-
der is the opposite of reassurance. My demon-
stration of the touch on the shoulder, the “you
are doing a great job” statement from 20 feet
away, and the thank you note in the mail box was
to show that all three could be reassurances. But
only one is right for the colleague. The others
may be counterproductive. To discover which
behaviors would be the right ones, one needs to
ask the person just what “reassurance” would
entail.

Likewise with a report. The words a report do not
indicate exactly what needs to be included in the
report. Only by communicating the specifics of
the report one is requesting, can the other per-
son effectively comply with a request.

Effective communication... Effective commu-
nication, that is, producing requests that are spe-
cific and unambiguous, is particularly important in
areas that are likely to evoke emotion — as cash
flow does here. The director said he “gets on
people’s backs” in such situations and “asks out of
frustration.” In such cases it is especially impor-
tant to communicate in non—abstract language to
avoid misinterpretations of the meaning of a
request. '

Another dialogue

The importance of another aspect of communica-
tion is demonstrated during a second dialogue.
This one involves responsibility for a task. Amy
brought up his responsibility for a specific project
she was assigned to complete. Here the failure of
the director and Amy to negotiate a clear con-
tract about the terms that would allow ownership
and shared responsibility caused problems. The rea-
sons surfaced for the first time in the dialogue.

Amy: In terms of responsibility, when | think
about ownership, | think responsibility and own-
ership go hand in hand. In terms of the budget
issues | feel that | haven't really had responsibility
for the budget issues because | haven't really felt
that | had full ownership of them. There is kind of
a bigger picture that | don’t have access to, and so
that has been my difficulty. | don’t really feel the
responsibility.

With one project, you (to Louis) came in and
purchased items for the project, but we really did
not discuss it much, so | didn’t feel responsible,
because | didn’t really feel like | owned the pro-
ject... | couldn’t really control the budget so
much because | didn't necessarily have full
responsibility for it.

(Here Amy is trying to show what he means by
lack of ownership. Louis bought something for
her project without consulting her. She says this
led her to feel like she did not own it Since Amy
shares the observable behavior, (Louis buying
something for her project without consulting
her), she allows Louis and others to better
understand what it means to her to own some-
thing, She says if the director had discussed the
purchase for her project with her before he
bought it, she could have retained her sense of
ownership of this project.)

Louis: We don’t have a shared vision of control.
It's a power struggle that goes on and has gone
on and that’s what it was. The issue is responsibil-
ity and control.

Amy: | don’t see it as a power struggle, but as a
struggle to share that vision and more as a strug-
gle to communicate.

Louis: It's not just that | see it, | feel it.

This is good you bring this up. Can you try to be spe-
cific about what you just said?

Louis: | think it involves power, control, respon-
sibility and trust. The issue between Amy and |
has always been an issue of responsibility.

You don'’t have a shared vision of control at least part-
ly because you have not taken the time to specify
exactly what that would mean. Amy had a different
vision of control. She wanted you to discuss with her
any spending on his project. To paraphrase what you
said, you (to Amy) did not feel ownership because
Louis did not discuss with you what he bought for your
project, that you were not aware of the spending on
your project.
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If we can learn to how to illustrate abstractions like
taking responsibility, we can be more effective as a
team. It is often our failure to communicate in a
mode that helps people understand what we mean by
abstractions like responsibility that disables the team
from completing the task. Shared vision grows from
communication that is behavioral, not abstract.

Analysis of the second dialogue — In this
project, the intention of the director, Louis, was
to transfer to Amy increased responsibility.
However, both failed to communicate the behav-
iors Louis and Amy would need to engage in to
lead Amy to feel ownership. [n the above dia-
logue, for the first time, Amy shares one barrier
to her sense of ownership. (“You came in and
bought things and we really did not discuss it
much...”) She indicated that a discussion about
potential spending on the project would have cre-
ated in her a sense of ownership and responsibili-
ty.

For example, Louis and Amy might have agreed to
discuss any spending she may do independently
over $10,000. But because no such agreement
took place, Amy ended up not taking on the
responsibility and ownership that both she and
Louis wished her to take. Alternatively, Louis
could have requested of Amy that the project
come in under a budget of X dollars and agree to
discuss with Louis any specific spending she does
above Y dollars. The point is not to problem solve
in retrospect, but to demonstrate the need for
each person to specify the behaviors he/she
expect of the other to facilitate a sense of “own-
ership” and shared responsibility.

The systemic analysis

Besides trying to help the organization develop
communication skills to improve team work, | did
a systemic analysis of the organization which pro-
vided an organizational context for some of their
seemingly personal problems.

In this case, a number of events impacted the sys-
tem as a whole. These system—wide events in
turn affected the participants’ ability to communi-
cate well and develop the team work they sought.
A simplified systemic analysis illustrates how the
system in which an individual works affects an
individual’s thoughts, feeling and effectiveness. (2]

In this session, the participants drew their organi-
zation as a system, including the various parts and
players in the organization.

They also identified external players that affected
the organization. The exercise allowed members
of the group to see how their situation was deeply
affected by events and dynamics outside their
immediate sphere.

Changes in the internal and external envi-
ronments... In this case, the death of one par-
ticularly nurturing staff member (after a long ill-
ness) meant that the organization as a whole had
lost its relief valve. Additionally, the organization
had also recently lost two important allies outside
the organization that had buffered the organiza-
tion from external problems. These two events
increased the stress upon the organization and its
staff. However, without looking at the system, the
staff would not be aware of these events’ impact
on the system's health, and, in turn, on them per-
sonally.

The safety valve — Regarding the deceased
employee, Carlos said: Jane was also a nurturer.
No matter what was going on, if you had a prob-
lem, Jane would spend however long you needed
to talk about whatever it was, no matter what it
was, Jane would be totally sympathetic, would try
to understand. We never took the time to mourn
her,

From their descriptions, we depicted the organi-
zation as a system with a drawing:

Jane was a pressure relief valve. When people
were steamed up, her “totally sympathetic listen-
ing — no matter how long it took,” relieved pres-
sure on the organization. After her death, with no
replacement for this function, the pressure within
the organization built up. The loss of the external
allies and resulting increased pressure also caused
increased stress.

This type of systemic analysis allows people to
step outside the psychological or interpersonal
frame they often make when they confront what
seem to be personal or emotional problems. The
systemic frame leads them to see how the entire
system, including its history and external environ-
ment, affects them in a very direct and powerful
way. It allows them to look at the organization
from a more distant perspective — from the bal-
cony as opposed to being on the dance floor.

Sometimes, this perspective allows participants
not to be sucked into the whirlwind of daily orga-
nizational pressures. With this perspective, they
can sometimes take steps to alleviate the pres-
sure caused by the systemic changes.
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Drawing the organizational system can help de-personalize overly-personalized
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discussions...
A graphic portrayal of
the systems helps staff e T
understanding and
awareness of the organi-
zational world in which
they live. It shows that
their problems are not
entirely interpersonal,
but part of a system.

Pointing this out can
help relieve some of the
tension within the orga-
nization. When the

Opposing forces o
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whole system is drawn
graphically, the team
may sense, “Ah—hah! So
maybe that's why we're
at each others’ throats
lately.”

( “_m‘
\' Staff ) Director

=

2]

It often helps to have the organization’s partici-
pants draw their own system, discuss their differ-
ent drawings and come up with a common pic-
ture.

Final thoughts

Helping organizations help themselves will always
retain elements of art — the mix of experience,
intuition, reasoning and theory, but to develop
the ability of the client organization to learn and
continually improve on its own, it helps to make
the reasoning and theory behind the approach
taken explicit. This facilitates the organization’s
ability to reproduce what was learned during the
session(s) — after the consultant is gone. It
lessens the likelihood that the organization will
use automatic or knee jerk responses to organiza-
tional difficulties at inappropriate times.

Showing organizations the reasoning behind a
proposed approach also helps it to evaluate the
usefuiness and value of the approach working in
their setting. For example, an organization can
estimate the current losses from the lack of team
work, judge whether a proposed method or
process would work in their organization, and
what likely improvements would be worth.

In this case, the process used resulted in better
relationships between the parties involved. They
began to develop clearer guidelines and expecta-
tions and use words that described specific

behaviors rather than abstractions. This has
reduced the levels of stress and misunderstanding
within the organization.

Although no single approach leads to eternal
organizational harmony, describing the reasoning
underlying it helps the organization to help itself.
Examining the reasoning behind the practitioner’s
intervention also invites constructive criticism
which, hopefully, will in turn lead to more effec-
tive practice.

Note: The author gratefully acknowledges the work of
Chris Argyris, Ronald Heifetz and Peter Martynowych in
the development of the ideas expressed in this article.
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