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Abstract

The client system for this project was FC, a small environmental consulting firm. The client group was the three owners (principals) of the company and one of them acted as the sponsor. There were three key themes present during this project: (a) founder culture and business life cycle, (b) role clarity and sponsorship, and (c) group development and maintenance. Action research {, 1981 #52} and Cohen’s and Smith’s (1976) critical incident model were the methodologies used to intervene in the system. There were three goals: (a) completing an organizational audit, (b) creating key corporate goals, and (c) defining the principals’ roles and responsibilities. The organizational audit goal was concluded at the completion of the data feedback phase. The other two goals were measured with a 12 question pre and post implementation survey. The Sign Test of Significance was used to statistically measure the results of the project. The results indicated that the client group did not believe that the project had a positive impact on the attainment of the goals. 
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CHAPTER ONE

Introduction

In this chapter, I will introduce the project by describing the client system, how I became involved, the background, themes, goals, and measures.

Client System

The client system for this project was a small environmental consulting firm located in a small town in WA. (I will refer to them as FC in order to maintain their anonymity.) FC was a four-year-old company with 30 employees. They were a typical consulting firm, billing clients for the hours and resources required to complete contracted projects. The company had grown considerably over the last four years from a start-up company with no revenue to almost $4 million in revenue in 2002. As the company had prospered, it had progressed quickly through the early stages of the business life cycle. (Flamholtz & Randle, 2000) This growth had a direct and at times painful impact on the system, which was the reason the principals were interested in doing a change project.

FC had little organizational structure beyond title designations and job functions. The owners (principals) were the only ones with real decision-making authority. Each principal was used to appropriating various human and capital resources for their projects at their discretion and with very little notice to the rest of the staff. FC did not have a formal organization chart. Therefore, I created Figure 1 to illustrate how the executive team of Peter, Cliff, and to a lesser extent, Riley actively interacted at all levels of the company rather than through a more formalized hierarchy or communication structure. 

[image: image1]
Figure 1.  Illustrative FC Organization Chart (my client system is shaded). 

This was not a culturally diverse system. The three owners were white males between the ages of 35 and 45, each with more than a decade of engineering, technical, and client experience. All employees were Caucasian Americans.  Women made up 64% of the employee base. Two women were members of the senior staff and the remainder were lower-level personnel. My difference in the client group was that I was female, a graduate student, an inexperienced consultant, and a non-engineer. 

Client Group

The client group for this project was the three principals. Peter and Cliff co-founded the company and each retained 48% ownership. Riley, the third principal, owned the remaining 4%. The ownership of the company reflected the division of power between the three principals. While they worked together to make major company decisions, it was Peter and Cliff that had access to all of the company information and the authority to make the management decisions. The majority of the principals’ time was spent generating new business, taking care of client relationships, doing technical work on their own projects, and reviewing outgoing reports created by their project managers. The principals spent the remainder of their time managing the company. 
My Involvement

I became involved with FC through my ex-husband’s life partner. Kim was a project engineer at FC and had worked there for three years. She was unhappy with the changes that growth had brought to the company and wanted to see some changes in how the company was being managed. When I told her that I needed an organizational change project to work on to earn my master’s degree, she was very enthusiastic about the opportunities of a potential match and promised to talk to the owners. In November 2002, I met with her at FC in her role of project advocate. Upon the completion of our successful meeting, she arranged a meeting between Peter and I. After the principals and I agreed to work together, I had no additional interactions with Kim in her role as the advocate. At Peter’s request, I did not share my connection to Kim with any of the staff members.

Project Background

Peter assumed the role of sponsor. In our initial meetings, Peter shared with me that FC had grown quickly in its four years of operation, more quickly than what was planned in their founding 5-year business plan. In fact, the plan was so out of date, they no longer used it. He told me that although they were doing well financially, they were having some internal problems. In summary, (a) the work required to run the company was exceeding the capacity limits of the principals, (b) there were bottlenecks in the report review process, and (c) morale was down. 

In order to address these issues, the executive staff made a joint decision to hire an office manager, Jerry, to take over the day-to-day technical operations of the local office. The principals hoped that Jerry, who had worked with the principals before and had a proven track record, would be able to remove the day-to-day management burdens of the principals. This would reduce their stress, increase the amount of time they had to work on projects, and allow them to bill more hours.  Peter expected that I would be able to work with the executive team and handle the interpersonal issues that hiring Jerry was not going to solve. He was specifically interested in working on issues of personal styles, communication barriers, and conflict resolution. With the increase in the complexity of the business, the differing personal styles that had once been a real business advantage were becoming a significant internal problem.  Peter told me that he and Cliff had gotten to the point where they were not able to admit or discuss their differences openly. Their decision-making processes were also breaking down. The three of them were used to making decisions on a consensus basis. However, as their own client and work load increased, it was more and more difficult to meet as a group in order to keep up with the day-to-day operations. Peter was regularly making unilateral decisions to run the office and was being met with resistance and resentment from the other two principals. While Peter was anxious to work through these issues, he was not sure that Cliff and Riley were as committed.   

Project Themes

There were three key themes present during this project that had a significant influence on the results. First, FC had a very strong founder culture that was resistant to any change that reprioritized the needs of the company over that of the clients. There was tension between this resistance to change and the requirements for change created by their rapid growth and stage of the business life cycle. Second, the roles and responsibilities of the principals in both the company and this project were never completely clear. Last, the group was in a chaotic stage of group development, which had a large impact on the interpersonal dynamics of the group members. I divided these themes into three categories: (a) founder culture and business life cycle, (b) role clarity and sponsorship, and (c) group development and maintenance. 

Project Goals

Goal setting with Peter was difficult and confusing. After several meetings, Peter and I decided to do the work within the principal group itself and finally agreed that the initial goal would be to complete an organizational audit. Peter was also very interested in improving communication between the principals and increasing their effectiveness as a group. After the data feedback meeting, the goals of the project were to create key corporate goals and to define their roles and responsibilities. I will discuss my challenges with the goals more in chapter three. 

Project Measures

For the goal of completing an organizational audit, Peter and I agreed to measure our success by the creation and presentation of the information collected in the data gathering and analysis steps of the action research process. We agreed that this would be valuable information and helpful in determining FC’s next steps. For the goals of creating corporate goals and defining roles and responsibilities, I used a pre and post implementation survey with 12 questions. Peter and I reviewed the questions and agreed that this would be a good way to measure the status of the group’s understanding of the current state of roles and goals. The purpose of the survey was to determine the importance and desire to complete corporate level objectives as well as motivate the principals to actually complete the roles and goals work. 

Conclusion

In this chapter, I described the client system, how I became involved in this project, the project background, themes, goals, and measures of the project.  In the next chapter, I will review the theory and literature relevant to this project. 

CHAPTER TWO
Literature Review

In this chapter, I discuss the theory that informed my work and guided my interventions.  I have divided this chapter into three sections: (a) the client system, (b) content, and (c) methodology.  In sections (a) and (c), I discuss the theory at two levels: the macro level and the micro level.  

Client System

Macro-Level: Owners of Successful Small Businesses and the Impact of Culture 

Although environmental consulting was the purpose of FC, at its most base level, it was a small business. The Small Business Administration Office of Advocacy (SBAOA) (2003) defined a small business as an independent business having less than 500 employees. According to Walters (2002), as a small business, FC had the potential to be more efficient, creative, personal, specialized, flexible, accountable, and resilient than its larger counterparts. He continued that small businesses also have less bureaucracy, hierarchy, overhead, and a “personal connection with or investment in the organization's vision and survival” (p. 22). He cautioned that there are limits in capacity and objectivity. The SBAOA (2003) indicated that a new business is concerned primarily with its own survival. In 2002, they estimated there were 22.9 million small businesses in the US and a 10% closure rate. They noted that only half of new firms survived four years. Further, small businesses created 75% of new jobs in 1999-2000, which indicated that business survival also has a significant impact on the economy.
Most of the small business literature stated that growing a small business into a thriving organization is a real challenge for the owner.  According to Flamholz and Randle (2000), typical entrepreneurs tend to be doers rather than managers and like to be free of corporate bureaucracy. They wonder why they need meetings, written plans, and organizational structure when they have been successful without them. This is a dangerous time in the life cycle when the very personality traits that made the founder-entrepreneur so successful initially can lead to organizational demise (Flamholtz & Randle, 2000; Schein, 1983). Gerber (2001) agreed that it is common for small business owners to fall into negative patterns that work against their best interest. For example, it is easy for a small business owner to fall into the trap of believing that no one cares or invests as much in the business as they do. They assume they must take sole responsibility for accurate task completion, in spite of paying people to do so. Gerber further added that the owner's comfort zone is determined by how much they can do individually. Outside of this zone, they feel insecure and out of control. These challenges were common at FC, in particular for the report writing process, which I will discuss more in chapter three.

The owners of a small business would be considered “TOPs” (Oshry, 1986, p.40). These are the people at the highest levels of an organization who have overall responsibility for its success. Their world is full of complications, responsibility, and the feeling of being overwhelmed by their burdens. My sponsor and I talked often about these burdens. A review of the industry literature for an environmental consulting company illustrated many of his business-related concerns. For example, Schreuder (1996) asserted that clients are more educated, experienced, demanding, and sophisticated. They use price to screen equally qualified consultants through endless iterations of bids, proposals, and Statement of Qualification documents. They also want qualified personnel and consistent project management.  Graubner and Richter (2003) concurred that clients demand greater industry experience, execution abilities, and implementation skills and are holding their consultants accountable for supplying them. Sobel (2003) noted that clients now have access to incredible amounts of market information, a variety of digital media and expert software, and do not have as much time to spend with outside professionals. Paradoxically, Rubin (2000) noted that personnel issues tripled as a concern of firm owners. He added that top talent is being recruited by new competitors and expanding clients, and it is difficult to find well-trained replacements. (Wei, 2002) According to Edwards and Yisa  (2002), a firm's success or failure partly relies on the rate at which management sells their employees' time and services and simultaneously maximizes their own billable productivity. On a worrisome note, Spacek (1996) acknowledged that environmental professionals are also experiencing a striking increase in legal claims, especially those associated with negligence and errors that occur during site assessments, construction, and remediation. 
One of the most challenging aspects of growing a successful company is to manage corporate culture so that it supports the achievement of the firm's long-term goals. (Flamholtz & Randle, 2000) Schein (1992) stated that a cultural paradigm will become entrenched if a new organization succeeds in fulfilling its primary task or “distinctive competence” (p. 303) and survives. Consequently, many elements of the culture have been learned as defenses against anxiety while the organization struggles to build and maintain itself. 
Schein (1983) stated that owners are uniquely qualified to absorb and contain the anxieties and risks that are inherent in creating, developing, and growing an organization. He also said that owners are in a position to insist on doing things which are reflective of their own values and biases, and which are then reflected in organizational structure and process. Schein further declared that the ultimate organizational culture will always reflect the complex interaction between the initial assumptions and theories that founders bring to the company and what the group learns subsequently from its own experiences. Cultural elements from the founders then become sacred cows and are difficult to change. (Schein, 1992) FC was an excellent example of Schein’s theory. Peter and Cliff had created a strong culture in their successful, four-year-old company. Their distinctive competence and subsequent financial achievements were predicated on providing the highest levels of service and accessibility possible to their clients, even at the cost of their own organizational well-being. When I suggested a potential shift in priorities, I was met with strong resistance. 
As I learned first hand, founding cultures have a direct impact on the implications for change. Proposals to deliberately change the culture are likely to be ignored or resisted because the culture is a reflection of the founder's beliefs and values. (Schein, 1992) According to Gerber (2001, p. 34) it is “self evident” that businesses are supposed to grow, and with such growth comes change. He further noted that businesses are not run according to this principle and are more likely to operate according to what the owner wants, as opposed to what the business needs. Conner (1998) said that a strong corporate identity can restrict the introduction of new beliefs, behaviors, and assumptions that would contribute to success in a changing environment. He continued that change initiatives typically fail because they lack the cultural support to see their relevance or sustainability. Conner further observed that without a reexamination of cultural context, important changes tend to be initiated but not sustained. Schein (1992) essentially agreed and noted that the very culture that created the success of the organization makes it difficult for members to perceive changes in the environment that require new responses, causing culture to become a constraint on strategy. He specifically stated that “the only force that might unfreeze such a situation is an external crisis of survival” (p. 305). He suggested that the very process of change may create instability, causing a fear of loss of control. This fear may then keep an owner committed to current, but not necessarily effective, cultural assumptions. The ultimate dilemma for the first-generation organization with a strong founder-generated culture is how to make the transition to subsequent generations in such a manner that the organization remains adaptive to its changing external environment without destroying its unique and fulfilling cultural elements. (Schein, 1983) Flamholz and Randle (2000) emphasized that the key task to growing an organization in size and complexity is to devote time to managing the company as a whole and learning how to guide the organization through the inevitable transitions required during its life cycle to maximize the likelihood of continuing success.

Micro-Level: Business Life Cycle and Transition

It was my judgment almost immediately upon entering the FC system that the client group was dealing with issues of growth. This caused me to look through the literature to find information about the stages of organizational life cycle development. As cited in Hanks, Watson, Jansen, and Chandler (1993), most authors built upon Chandler's thesis that organizations develop patterns of organization structure in response to common growth and market challenges. Most models include start-up, expansion, maturity, revival/diversification, and decline phases. The business life cycle literature revealed the following: (a) there are critical problems that organizations typically face as they grow, (b) these stages of organizational growth are predictable, (c) each stage has its own emphasis and operating circumstances, (d) certain key developmental tasks must be performed in each stage, (e) management has a significant impact on the transition from stage to stage, (f) organizational structure problems are more critical in the later growth stages, (g) the firm's success creates its next set of problems and challenges to survival, and (h) failure to adequately adapt organizational systems and processes result in problems which can halt the growth process. (Dodge & Robbins, 1992; Flamholtz & Randle, 2000; Hanks et al., 1993) 
I pinpointed FC to be in a stage that was beyond start-up, but not quite mature. Flamholz and Randle (2000) described perfectly many of the complaints at FC that led me to this conclusion. For example, I heard complaints that there were not enough hours in the day, all their time was spent putting out fires, things had to be done by an owner in order to be done correctly, meetings were considered a waste of time, and they had no updated long-term goals or plans. Additionally, FC was experiencing typical problems of quickly increasing revenue generation: (a) stabilizing service reliability, (b) finding the resources to match demand increases, and (c) formalizing the organizational structure. (Dodge & Robbins, 1992) 

According to Flamholz and Randle (2000), FC’s 2002 revenue put them into the  “Professionalization” stage of growth (p. 30). Additionally, their description of this stage well matched my experience of FC. Since inception, FC had operated with a considerable degree of informality. It lacked well-defined goals, role responsibilities, long-term plans, or organizational controls. Flamholz and Randle strongly recommended that the size of the organization now required more (a) formalized planning, (b) regularly scheduled meetings, (c) defined organizational roles and responsibilities, (d) control systems, and (e) an explicit performance appraisal system in order to continue to be successful. They also pointed out that owners need to adopt new skills and capabilities to support these changes. 
Flamholtz and Randle (2000) stressed that in order to make the transition from an entrepreneurship to a professionally managed firm, a company must first recognize that change is needed and then design and implement a program that will facilitate the required transition. Founder-entrepreneurs typically experience great difficulty in relinquishing control of their business. The key to a successful change is for the entrepreneur to recognize that a new stage in the organization's life cycle has been reached and that the former mode of operation will no longer be effective. According to the literature, growth stage problems are often caused by the failure of the entrepreneur to conceptualize the current situation correctly, which limits their vision and strategic awareness. Their monitoring of the environment for information and opportunities is limited to situations and perspectives consistent with their experience. (Cope & Watts, 2000) Dodge and Robbins (1992) acknowledged that owners can be hesitant to accept the challenge of working under conditions of uncertainty. Cope and Watts (2000) cited Greiner’s 1972 work to point out the importance of the entrepreneur recognizing the need to learn new behaviors and think in radically different ways in order to manage developmental crises within the organization. They further confirmed that these transitions are difficult to manage and resolve on a personal level and why certain critical events tend to be both prolonged and complicated. 
The situation at FC was indicative of an adaptive challenge. Heifetz (1994) defined an adaptive challenge as a gap between shared values and reality or, in the case of FC, founding culture and stage of business life cycle. He stated that adaptive work consists of the learning required to address conflicts that either arise as a result of the gap or to diminish the gap itself.  He contended that adaptive work is difficult and there are no simple or technical fixes to be easily implemented. FC had a Type II problem, in which the problem was definable but there was “no clear cut solution” (p.74). Heifetz stressed that in these types of situations, the system itself must learn its way forward and the change needs to happen within the system itself.
Content

In this section, I describe the theory supporting the project goals of clarifying roles and goals and the dynamics that impacted the group’s ability to successfully achieve those goals. During the project, there were many Applied Behavioral Science (ABS) theories that led me to the belief that these were the correct project goals for this particular system. 

Effective Groups

Johnson and Johnson (2003) defined an effective group as a “group whose members commit themselves to a common purpose of maximizing their own and each other's success.” (p. 599) They considered a group to be effective when it (a) achieves its goals, (b) maintains good working relationships, and (c) develops and adapts to changing conditions to improve its ability to achieve (a) and (b). Schwartz (2002) elaborated on this definition by specifically stating that “an effective group requires an effective structure” (p. 27). He further characterized an effective structure as being made up of the following components: (a) clear mission and shared values; (b) effective group culture; (c) clear goals; (d) motivating task; (e) appropriate membership; (f) clearly defined roles, including leadership; (g) group norms; and (h) sufficient time. In my work with FC, it did not appear that they were meeting the definition or any of the criteria for an effective group. I will discuss this in more detail in chapter three.

Group Development and Processes

According to Cohen and Smith (1976), growth and development in a group is punctuated by a sequence of events. These events (a) represent turning points in the life of the group, (b) occur in an interrelated flow of processes, and (c) take place in an orderly fashion. A common model to describe the development of a group is Tuckman’s (1965) four-stage model, comprised of  “forming”, “storming”, “norming” and “performing” phases (p. 396). In retrospect, I realized that the three owners of FC were in the storming stage of their group development. Tuckman described the following common characteristics of this stage: (a) conflict and polarization around interpersonal issues, (b) hostile group members, (c) uneven interaction and infighting between members, and (d) emotional reactions to the task at hand. 
Cohen and Smith (1976) offered additional insight about underlying group processes that helped me to understand the reasons for the owners’ behavior. They said that anxiety and power are the main energy sources reflected in direct, observable behaviors in the initial stages of a group. There is increasing anxiety over anger, aggression, and the potential loss of ego defenses on which members' self esteem is built. Aggression is often exhibited in scapegoating, in which individual members of the group are singled out for hostility or ostracism. Typical defensive behaviors could include: (a) members alternating between sudden attacks and subsequent withdrawal or avoidance, (b) resisting or ignoring attempts by the leader to focus attention on immediate events, (c) denying any charges of misbehavior or any need for them to examine or change their behavior in any way, and (d) attempting to limit their interactions to task-related activities. Argyris (1994) gave support to the idea of defensive strategies by observing that the purposes of a defensive strategy are to avoid vulnerability, risk, embarrassment, and the appearance of incompetence. Unfortunately, the result is ineffective learning.

During the project, I observed a significant amount of interpersonal conflict. It was not until I read Oshry’s Seeing Systems (1995) after the project’s completion that I realized there were systemic issues at work. Oshry said that we do not see the larger system processes of which we are a part. Additionally, there is a very specific systemic pattern that TOP group members can become involved in. TOPs become territorial and fall into turf battles with one another. They become more concerned with what is good for their area than for the system as a whole. When relationships break down, explanations are tied to the personal characteristics of the individuals involved. Classic symptoms of such a systemic breakdown include: (a) feeling unsupported by one another, (b) status or importance differences between areas of responsibility, (c) resentment not all are carrying their fair share of the load, and (d) control battles over the direction the system as a whole should take.
Waterline Model

Harrison (1970) developed a conceptual model which differentiated intervention strategies by the level of group or individual involvement necessary for change. This model was later adapted by Scherer and Short (2001) to further define the key tasks of a group and where best to intervene to increase its effectiveness. According to the updated model, a fully functioning group will accomplish both its defined duties and focus attention on the relationship between group members (maintenance). Completion of tasks is considered above the “waterline” and maintenance is below. (Scherer & Short, 2001, p. 15) When a group is ineffective, it is typically due to a lack of maintenance. Maintenance requires keeping the group in good working order by attending to the needs and purposes of the members, how they feel towards each other, and the task itself. When a group is not fully functioning due to maintenance, there are four descending levels that the practitioner may choose for potential intervention: (a) clarifying roles and goals for the group, (b) the processes of the group in terms of the group’s dynamics and development, (c) the interpersonal dynamics between group members, and (d) the intrapersonal experience of the individual member. Harrison (1970) believed there were two factors to be taken into account before choosing the depth of intervention: to go no deeper than that “required to produce enduring solutions to the problem at hand” (p. 190) and to intervene at a level no deeper than that at which the “energy and the resources of the client can be committed to problem solving and to change.” (p. 198) He further continued that an individual or group would be more likely to invest their time, energy, and resources to change if they defined those needs themselves. 

Roles
Roles define the formal structure of the group, differentiate one position from another, and ensure that the task behaviors of group members are appropriately interrelated so that the group's goals are achieved. (Johnson & Johnson, 2003) Without clear, agreed upon roles, members are likely to experience conflict and stress. (Schwarz, 2002) Role conflict is when the demands of one role are incompatible with the roles of another. (Johnson & Johnson, 2003) Lack of role clarity arises from the discrepancy between the information available to the person and that which is needed to adequately perform the role. According to role theory, ambiguity increases the probability that a person will be dissatisfied with his role and experience both psychological and physical stress. (Ivancevich & Donnelly Jr., 1974) Certain organizational positions will be characterized by greater role ambiguity and conflict, specifically those in which the member must (a) cross boundaries, (b) produce innovative solutions to non-routine problems, and (c) be responsible for the work of others. (Pearce, 1981, p. 666)  
Orchestrating role assignments is essential to a successful change project. One key role at FC that was never successfully implemented was that of sponsor. Conner (1992) defined the sponsor role as a key role of change. A sponsor is the individual or group who has the power to sanction or legitimize change. The sponsor is responsible for (a) creating an environment that enables changes to be made, (b) deciding which changes to make, (c) communicating the new priorities, (d) providing the proper reinforcement to assure success, and (d) applying meaningful rewards and pressure to produce the desired results. My sponsor was never authorized by the group with that power. It was my experience that Peter could make no real decisions until Cliff was present. Peter had tried to sponsor other changes in the group and had been met with resentment and resistance.
According to Flamholz and Randle (2000), to be successful in a given role, a person must master the responsibilities and requirements of the role. The first challenge facing any person who is making the transition from a performing role to a managing role is a change of self-concept to reflect the new role. This requires (a) developing a clear understanding of the new role, (b) identifying what the new role's requirements mean in terms of how time should be used, and (c) creating an action plan for change.
Goals 

Schwarz (2002) said that an effective group has clear goals that are consistent with the organization's mission and vision and allows members to select the means by which they achieve those goals. Clear goals enable a group to measure its progress toward achieving them. Without clear goals, a group has a difficult time solving problems and making decisions, which often leads to conflict. According to Johnson and Johnson (2003), goals must meet a “START” criteria (p. 75). To be effective, goals need to be: (a) specific, so that it is clear what needs to be done next; (b) measurable, so progress can be tracked; (c) challenging, but achievable; (d) relevant; and (e) aimed at competencies that will be transferred to other situations. It is very important to involve group members in the process of forming the goals to ensure their commitment and ownership. When group members participate, there tends to be a better match between the group goals and the motives of members and a better understanding of the actions needed to achieve the goals. (Johnson & Johnson, 2003)
Lee, Bobko, Earley, and Locke (1991) stated that an effective goal setting intervention should include the core goal attributes of specificity and difficulty, which lead to better task performance. They also said that in order to improve employee satisfaction and productivity, such interventions should also include the support elements of (a) an explanation of the goal rationale, (b) participation in the goal setting process, (c) supervisory support and feedback so the employee can help develop action plans and strategies for goal attainment, (d) organizational support to increase employee efficacy, and (e) performance appraisal review and the provision for tangible rewards. The authors further added that intervention should also avoid the negative effects of stress, conflict, and other dysfunctions that might arise as a by-product of the goal setting process so that the goals are converted into successful action. Erez, Earley, and Hulin (1985) substantiated this strategy by adding that participative and representative goal setting significantly increased individual goal acceptance and individual goal acceptance significantly contributed to performance. They further concluded that participative goal setting may be one way to increase goal acceptance for tasks for which strong learning effects make initial goals seem unreasonable or unfamiliar. 
Sufficient Time
Scwharz (2002) said that a key component of effective groups is sufficient time. He stated that a group needs two kinds of time to complete its tasks and achieve its goals: performance time and capacity-building time. Schwartz also asserted that an effective group must think and act systemically about the relationship between these two kinds of time. In this project, FC spent the majority of its time on producing and delivering its services and very little time developing the capacity of the group to improve its performance or effectiveness. Lack of time was a constant and consistent excuse as to why the group could not meet with me (or each other) and action items were not completed as agreed.
Methodology

In this section, I describe the theory that informed my interactions with the client system or helped me to understand what happened during the project.

 Macro-Level: Action Research, Critical Incidents and Sponsorship
Action research. 
There are many descriptions and definitions of action research in the literature. Dickens and Watkins (1999) described action research as an “umbrella term for a shower of activities intended to foster change on the group, organizational, and even societal levels” (p.127). Lewin as cited in Dickens and Watkins (1999) originally developed the action research model in the mid-1940s in an attempt to achieve democratic inquiry within the social sciences. As Lewin conceived it, action research required both group decision and commitment to attain situational improvement. Reason and Bradbury (2001, p. 2) expanded Lewin’s vision by describing action research as a “participative, democratic process concerned with developing practical knowing in the pursuit of worthwhile human purposes, grounded in a participatory worldview.” Marsick and Gephart (2003) further defined action research as a cyclical inquiry process that involves diagnosing a problem situation, planning action steps, and implementing and evaluating outcomes involving key stakeholders. Action research seeks to bring together action and reflection, theory and practice resulting in practical outcomes and new forms of understanding. (Reason & Bradbury, 2001) Action and reflection are important hallmarks of action research. Their overlap changes plans for action as people learn from their own experience. (Marsick & Gephart, 2003) Dickens and Watkins (1999) noted, however, that many action research studies end after problem diagnosis or a single cycle because complex, real-time problems can change before the iterative process has achieved meaningful results.

Critical incident model. 
Cohen and Smith (1976) defined a critical incident as an observable action in the group to be of enough importance to merit an intervention by the group leader. The group leader has the opportunity to consciously and explicitly choose a variety of possible responses to have an impact on the group. If the final choice of response is appropriate and effective, individual and group growth and development are facilitated, but if the choice of response is inappropriate or ineffectual, the group may be unable to perform or may move to nonproductive areas.

Cohen and Smith (1976) also stated that when making an intervention, the group leader may choose the (a) level, (b) type, and (c) intensity of the intervention response. The level of intervention is a choice between the focus being on (a) the group, (b) interpersonal, or (c) individual behavior. The type of intervention can be classified into conceptual, experiential, or structural. I used both conceptual and experiential interventions in this project. A conceptual intervention has two categories: a planned theory input, which enables the group leader to shape the action of the group by introducing and explaining a concept; and a spontaneous theory input, which is a reaction to immediate ongoing events in the group that uses a brief descriptive observation of events and a tie-in between the observation and the theory. An experiential intervention is a direct reflection of current ongoing behavior and/or a reporting of direct experience. The intensity of an intervention is predicated on whether the intervention really deals with the source of behavior or whether it is handled more diffusely. The impact is rated as low, medium, or high. An intervention is considered a “plop-flop” (p. 111) if it is responded to with non-acceptance. 

Roles of Change.

Conner (1992) created a theory of change management that defines the necessary roles for successful organizational change. He asserted that there are four roles of change: (a) sponsor, the individual or group with the power to sanction or legitimize change; (b) agent, the person or group who is responsible for making the change; (c) targets, the people or group that are the focus of the change effort and must actually make the change; and (d) advocate, the individual or group who wants the change but does not have the power to authorize it. Conner outlined three potential structures of change using these roles (a) linear, where the target reports to the agent who reports to the sponsor; (b) triangular, where the agent and target each report directly to a common sponsor; and (c) square, where the agent and target each have their own sponsor. Conner acknowledged that assignment of change roles seldom follows a simple, linear path and that working relationships are highly complex. He believed that the lack or incorrect assignment of change roles was one of the biggest reasons change projects fail. 
Micro-Level: Theories of Change Management

The consultant. 
One of the roles of any change project is that of a change agent. O’Neill (2000) posited that an agent is a “facilitator of change” (p. 85). Block (1981) concurred, stating that a consultant is a person in a position to have some influence without any direct power to make changes. He defined flawless consulting as giving equal attention to the client's problem by close adherence to each stage of the consulting process and by being genuine with the client about the feelings of the interaction as they arise. Schwarz (2002) defined a facilitative consultant as a third-party expert whose purpose is to help the client make informed decisions by applying the consultant’s area of expertise to the client's particular situation. This type of consultant uses their facilitative skills to develop effective relationships and manage processes to explore the group’s issues, while still being a participant in the content of the discussions. Heifetz (1994) noted that a person who leads must interpret people's responses to the leader’s actions as responses to the role the leader plays and the perspective they represent, rather than taking things personally. Williamson (1991) used the term personal authority to encapsulate these relational abilities and behavioral skills. He summarized personal authority as having the following: (a) knowing and directing one's own thoughts and opinions and choosing whether to express them regardless of other’s expectations; (b) valuing one's personal judgment and making decisions accordingly; (c) taking responsibility for one's self, actions, and the corresponding consequences; (d) connecting emotionally with others as one desires; and (e) relating to all others as peers. 

Block (1981), however, noted that power balance in lateral relationships is open to ambiguity and negotiation. Lee (1997) gave some insight into how balance can shift by pointing out that help seeking entails social costs. By stating that there is a gap in one's expertise and knowledge, help seekers acknowledge incompetence and dependence on others, which can effectively diminish their power. Tannen (1990) observed that men adhere to a hierarchical social order in which they are either one up or one down. She pointed out that the asymmetrical process of giving help puts the giver of help in a superior position and sends the meta message that “I am more competent than you” (p. 32). I experienced the balance of power between the client group and I as very unstable. I vacillated between feeling superior as the helper or inferior because of my inexperience as a consultant. Cliff and Peter seemed to have their own interpersonal issues with power and authorization. I will discuss these power dynamics more in chapter three.
Models of change readiness. 
Lewin (as cited in Conner, 1992), Beckhard and Harris (as cited in French and Bell, (1999) and  Bridges (2001) broke the change process into three phases: (a) the present or current state which is a status-quo state until something disrupts it (unfreezing), (b) the transition state which is the phase of disengagement or letting go of the status quo (moving), and (c) the desired state which is attaining what is desired (refreezing). Change reflects a letting go of the past to actualize a desired future. (Weisbord, 1987) Lewin (as cited in Conner, (1992)) observed that one must pass through the uncertain, uncomfortable transition phase and develop new attitudes or behaviors to attain what is wanted. Conner (1992) emphasized that change is only possible when the pain of the present state exceeds the cost of the transition state. 
Beckhard (1975) used a formula developed by David Gleicher as a way to measure an organization’s readiness for change: C = (abd) > x.  “C” is defined as change; “a” is the level of dissatisfaction with the status quo; “b” is the explicit desired state; “d” is a practical first step towards a desired state; and “x” is the perceived cost of changing. According to Beckhard, for change to be possible and for commitment to occur, there must be enough dissatisfaction with the current state to mobilize energy towards change. The client needs to have a clear understanding of both the desired state if the change were successful and some practical first steps for getting there. Beckhard further commented that an early diagnosis by the consultant of which conditions do not exist or exist in high enough strength may provide direct clues concerning where to put early intervention energy. 
Weisbord (1987) shared a useful theory of change by Claes Janssen, a Swedish social psychologist. In this theory, there are four areas an individual or organization can exist within regarding change: (a) Contentment, where one is happy that things are status quo; (b) Denial, where one is perceived as unaware, afraid of change, insensitive, and unconscious of these feelings and where one will stay until the fear or anxiety is acknowledged; (c) Confusion, where one feels different, out of touch, scattered, and unsure; and (d) Renewal, where one is perceived as and feels sincere, open, and willing to risk.  Movement between areas (a) represents cyclical phases, (b) is impacted by external events and pressures and one’s reaction to them, and (c) changes with growth. How much energy there is for support of and commitment to change depends upon which area one resides within. The ideal states for change efforts are in Confusion and Renewal, where there is a readiness to learn. People in Contentment or Denial are not yet ready for change. Weisbord opined that many action research projects were probably undertaken during the wrong stage and was the reason why they were not successful, regardless of how flawless they were in their execution.
Resistance to change. 
According to Conner (1992), resistance to change is due to an underlying, negative personal implication. From an organizational point of view, behind-the-scenes resistance is usually the result of low trust and inadequate participation. He continued that until people see a personal connection between their own behavior and resolution of the larger issue, the problem is simply an intellectual exercise and not personally relevant. Weisbord (1987) added that forces working against a given change are not always subject to rational problem solving and thinking so can actually delay movement. Heifetz (1994) observed that the ripeness of an issue is determined primarily by identifying which issues are currently generating a widespread feeling of urgency. Urgency, well framed, promotes adaptive work. Senge (1990) remarked that resistance almost always arises from threats to traditional norms and ways of doing things, which are woven into the fabric of established power relationships. He suggested that the solution is to discern the source of the resistance and focus directly on the implicit norms and power relationships within which norms are embedded.
The container. 
Heifetz  (1994) noted the need to optimize anxiety in order to move a project forward. He said that people can not learn new ways when they are overwhelmed, but need enough stress to provide the impetus for doing adaptive work. He further stated that progress is produced on adaptive problems by working the conflicts within and between parties. He affirmed that it is important to create a holding environment to contain and regulate the stress that such work generates so that it does not overwhelm the parties. A holding environment can be created by a relationship in which one party has the power to hold the attention of another party and facilitate adaptive work. This person regulates the level of stress by pacing and sequencing the flow of information so that there is equilibrium between how much pressure can be withstood and how much pressure the next piece of adaptive work will generate.

Conclusion
In this chapter, I reviewed the theory that informed my work, guided my interventions, and helped me to make sense of the events of the project. In the next chapter, I will describe the critical incidents and important events of the project.
CHAPTER THREE

Intervention
This chapter should be 15-25 pages in length. 

Project Timeline

The project time line is provided in Table 1.
Table 1

FC Project Timeline
	Action Research Phase
	Dates of Work
	Time to Complete

	Entry and contracting
	
	

	Data gathering and analysis
	
	

	Data feedback and joint
  diagnosis
	
	

	Joint goal setting and action
  planning
	
	

	Implementation
	
	

	Evaluation of goal

attainment
	
	


Project Themes
Describe themes here. 
Phases of Action Research 
Entry and Contracting; Data Gathering and Analysis 

In ct, (b) why I was the best candidate to do the work, and (c) how much it would cost them. 

Founder culture and business life cycle.

I learned all about FC’s culture, with its underlying beliefs, assumptions, and artifacts (Schein, 1992) by asking a lot of questions, listening carefully and observing the interactions and dynamics around me, in addition to my interviews during the data gathering phase.  It was clear from our very first meeting that, while the company name said FC, it was really the Peter and Cliff Company and a personal reflection of their efforts. (Gerber, 2001) They had built the company on providing highly accessible, top quality service to solve environmental problems and provide business solutions. The whole company was focused on providing such service. (Schein, 1983) There was an explicit norm that the client was always the first priority and a project manager was judged first and foremost on his/her ability to win and maintain clients. 

While this strategy had worked beautifully while they were a small company with few employees, it was becoming much more difficult to manage. They had outgrown, but not replaced, their business plan and the client base was spread among many more project managers. As the company got larger, the principals were no longer able to successfully balance both their individual projects and the requirements of running a successful business. (Flamholtz & Randle, 2000) According to my interviews in the data gathering phase, the staff needed a lot more support than Peter and Cliff were able to give them. The principals were overwhelmed with the need to review (edit) all of the project engineers’ reports prior to sending them out to clients (a quality assurance requirement) and keep up with their own work. None of them had the time to give consistent feedback to their engineers about their low quality reports, which caused a negative pattern of continuing to receive poor quality reports. Peter told me that their stress was further increased by poor relationships between the owners and the explicit expectation from their clients that they provide the same high quality of work, in spite of their growing success. Given this information and my own business background, it was apparent to me that FC was experiencing growth problems.

While Peter agreed with me that they were indeed facing problems of growth, his concerns for the future were more immediate. Upon further prompting from me, he told me he thought he could increase their business results and decrease the demands on the principals by hiring someone to run the local office. Unfortunately, I did not realize that while he was clear about the changes he wanted for the company, he was not clear about what changes would result from this project. I was so excited to have such an interesting project that at first this subtlety was lost on me. As I realized that I was not quite sure about the goals of the project, I started to become more anxious. I dealt with this anxiety by trying to pin Peter down in almost every meeting or phone call as to what he thought the goals should be. Every time we talked about the goals, he came up with something slightly different and a bit more scaled down than what we had talked about previously. I was frustrated that he would never make a solid commitment to a realistic goal. It was not until a meeting where Cliff joined us that it was determined that the first goal would be an organizational audit. Since that tied in well with the action research model and it was something I knew we could accomplish, I was content to leave it at that. Looking back, Peter’s reluctance to nail down firm project goals was an excellent indicator that he was not authorized with the sponsor role. (Conner, 1992)
Role clarity and sponsorship.

Lack of role clarity was an ongoing theme in this project. First, I was unsure of my own role. According to what I understood from the LIOS system, I needed to be a process consultant. My own natural tendency, however, was to be a business management expert. This caused some real tension in me because I did not know how I could successfully do both. My anxiety about my role did not abate the entire project, even upon finding Schwarz’s (2002) definition of a facilitative consultant. Consequently I did not lead effectively from my own role as the change agent. 
The system had its own issues with role confusion. Although Peter was the designated interface and was responsible for all of the communications between FC and me, I had almost as many interactions with Peter and Cliff jointly. In my early discussions with them, they described in detail their contributions to the firm as project managers and how their complementary skills had stood them in good stead as they grew the company.  Upon probing for more specific information as to how they managed the company itself, explanations rambled and not many specifics were mentioned. In one meeting, Peter told me that he was the most interested in running the office and was starting to adjust his schedule to give that role more time. But he was running into a lot of resistance from Cliff and Riley who were upset with many of the changes he was trying to introduce. Peter said they complained about the lack of information and notice he gave them and were resentful of having to follow new office rules which they had not sanctioned and which did not always benefit them personally. This was causing Peter a lot of frustration because he saw things that needed to be done at an organizational level, but Cliff and Riley were unwilling to support his decisions, resulting in confusion with the staff. Peter admitted that no one had specific responsibility for any particular task, although some tasks got done based on the person who was the most interested in completing them under the radar screen of the other owners. 

From the very beginning, the project was not well sponsored to Cliff and Riley. During this initial phase, I asked Peter specifically to sponsor me and described what a collaborative project looked like. He agreed, but the speed of his agreement did not give me confidence that he knew what he was agreeing to. I tried to overcome any potential lack of commitment to the role by educating Peter about the sponsor role and why it was so important in a change project. In addition to explaining this in our conversations, I was even more specific in an e-mail I sent him. What I took to be his lack of understanding and commitment to this role was demonstrated by his return reply saying that I needed to “come in and convince the others of the advantages of this process” under the guise that I needed the work experience. The sense I make of this now is that their established norms were such that they made corporate decisions as a group. It was against their culture to authorize one with more power than another. (Senge, 1990)
I knew there was confusion in sponsorship and role clarity when another student and I kept going around in circles about who owned what change role in a coaching session during the first session of our second year curriculum. When I tried to explain the three principals and assign them change roles, I could never quite make sense of the situation. This confusion continued to be a problem throughout the entire project. 
My first inkling of a sponsorship problem was the decision to work with just the principal group. Peter and I had agreed this was the right thing to do because the interviews would generate the highest impact on the owners and have the lowest distraction for the staff. It was not until the data gathering phase that I realized that Peter had not sponsored this decision with Cliff and Riley. I was surprised to get a phone call from Cliff asking me why I was not interviewing anyone else besides the principals and office manager. Cliff had heard from Riley that Peter had told him that the scope of the project had changed. He was calling to tell me that I should talk to more people in the organization. I was resistant to handling this issue directly with Cliff because I realized that it would further support the lack of sponsorship in the group. I used immediacy (O'Neill, 2000) and told him so. I suggested that he talk with Peter about who else they thought I should interview and then have Peter call me back. In my confusion and annoyance with Peter, I did not explain to Cliff why the focus had changed. He then told me that Peter was gone until Monday and he wanted to know what was going on. I asked him if it was something he needed to know right now (Friday) or could it wait until Monday. I thought the whole thing was relatively well handled in that I had used both immediacy and my personal authority to call out a pattern that I was noticing. I was surprised again when Cliff called me about two hours later saying that he had talked to Peter and that I was to interview three others. I brought this up to Peter later as an example of sponsorship not working and he told me that he told Cliff to just call me directly since it was so important to him. I was so angry at his lack of project ownership/sponsorship after we had talked about it so many times before that I was speechless. I chose to remain mute rather than bring my anger into our conversation.

Group development and maintenance. 
Another theme that revealed itself in the entry and contracting phase was the lack of group cohesion. At no time during this phase was Riley, the third owner, ever invited or included as a part of the negotiation or approval process. When I brought this up, Peter explained that he was busy with other things.  Given what Peter had explained about the division of ownership I could understand their rationale, but it raised questions in my mind about their effectiveness as a team. During my interviews, I realized that while Riley had not been part of the approval process, they did work together as a group to handle their corporate business and Riley did have a place and a voice in that group.  Looking back, Riley’s inclusion and the acrimony of their interpersonal communication led me to the conclusion that they were in the storming phase of group development. (Tuckman, 1965)
According to all the principals in the data gathering phase, the relationships between the three principals were highly stressed and had been getting worse for some time. The typical interpersonal dynamics were such that (a) Peter would get angry and confront; (b) Cliff would get very quiet and withdraw, refusing to engage in an argument during heated emotional times; and (c) Riley would tend to side with Cliff because of Peter’s inability to be reasonable or responsive when angry. It became clear in the interview process that each had unresolved issues with the other. Peter thought Cliff was punishing him by not speaking to him when he was angry. Cliff was afraid that Peter’s confrontational, casual, and inappropriate style in the office was going to trigger a lawsuit from an unhappy employee and/or prevent potential candidates from wanting to work there. Riley considered himself to be less than a full partner in information access and power. 
These dynamics were well highlighted by their explanations to me of the difficulty they were having working together on a project for Company X. I had been using these explanations as examples of both their working and interpersonal styles as a way to highlight some of the patterns that I was noticing. Without exception, each principal responded to my comments with a “yeah, but…” followed by a number of what I perceived to be as excuses or they would deny the meaning I was making. Many of my interventions were plop-flops. (Cohen & Smith, 1976) I felt frustrated that while they were happy to complain, they would not understand or acknowledge their responsibility in co-creating the very situations they were unhappy with. It occurred to me that I was feeling the very same frustration about them as they were feeling about each other. So while I was aware of these “rough water” cues (Scherer & Short, 2001, p. 15), I did not share how I was feeling about their excuses and denial. There was a very strong, explicitly stated norm not to discuss underlying emotional issues. They told me repeatedly that any discussion needed to be constructive. This mirrored a theme in my family of origin where underlying currents were best left undiscussed and unexplored because the results of such a discussion could be unpredictable and explosive.
I realized almost immediately that there were family of origin (FOO) issues for me in this project. During the first two phases of the project, I noticed this in particular with my reactions to Cliff.  I felt very uncomfortable around Cliff and found it difficult to join with him. He brought out feelings of guilt and shame in me, similar to how I had often felt with my mother. I was aware enough to note those feelings, and as a result I tried very hard to exercise my personal authority in our discussions. My experience of Cliff was that he had a flat affect, a very interrogative style and his own personal agenda. In spite of my attempts at personal authority, I still reacted by being defensive when he challenged me. I was also intimidated by Cliff because many times I had unsuccessfully tried to use immediacy with him to point out what I was noticing about his behavior and checking it out. He would deny the meaning I would make of my observations, but I did not believe him. It was typical for Peter to stand by and make no contribution to these interactions. The pattern of saying one thing but having an opposite meaning hiding under the surface while the other parent was silent was a very strong FOO pattern, and it was triggered many times in our initial interactions. The fact was I just did not like him. In my interview with him, I found him to have an active personal agenda for the project. Specifically, he wanted to use the project (and therefore me) to force Peter to change his behavior. I was really turned off by that. It caused me to question him closely about what changes he could personally make to have a positive impact on the situation. He did not seem to have any insight or understanding about his own impact on the staff. I was further repelled when he told me that he was the one with the real power in the organization. It caused me to immediately feel protective of both Peter and Riley.

Data Feedback; Action Planning
The data feedback phase was the watershed event of the whole project. A crucial decision about the initial data feedback meeting qualified as a critical incident. (Cohen & Smith, 1976) As the consultant, I had a choice to make as to my response to Cliff’s unscheduled lateness to the meeting and the open question of the group about what we should do. Unfortunately, my induction into the system blinded me to the choice that would have had the greatest impact on the dynamics of the group. It was my job to provide the container to allow the tension in the group to be dealt with safely. (Heifetz, 1994) By allowing the group to disperse with a new date for the data feedback meeting, the tension was dissipated and the momentum to do the real work of the group was lost. I realized later that my negative feelings about Cliff caused me to make a decision which alleviated my own anxiety rather than holding the anxiety of the group. 
Founder culture and business life cycle.

At this stage of the project, I was still somewhat naïve as to the norms/patterns of the founders but was highly reactive to what I did notice. Peter had been designated the sponsor, but Cliff seemed to be present in most of our meetings. I found myself reacting emotionally to what I perceived as a lack of boundaries between Peter and Cliff. My expectations were such that if Peter was going to be the interface, he was the sponsor, not he and Cliff. (Block, 1981) I experienced a lot of frustration because while Peter and I talked at length about many things, decisions were not made until Cliff joined us. I was annoyed at Peter’s seeming powerlessness, which allowed Cliff to join us even though he told me that it irritated him too. (Ivancevich & Donnelly Jr., 1974) I perceived them to have issues with boundaries because of their inability to separate or their constant cutting off in anger. They had set my expectations as to how things were going to be and I was irritated when they did not act the way they said they would. I was even angrier at myself that I did not have the guts to call this out. I took this as a failing on my part and not a reality of the system, so I stuffed my anger and worked harder. 

Role clarity and sponsorship.  
The ongoing role confusion showed up in our pre-meeting to review the slides before the official data feedback meeting. As usual, Cliff noticed I was there and decided to join us. Peter did not challenge his presence. I was in a quandary. I was very aware that here was another example of role conflict (Johnson & Johnson, 2003; Schwarz, 2002) playing out right in front of me. This was supposed to be a casual meeting where we would review and discuss my rough draft presentation. I had not prepared to officially present my data and yet by having Cliff in the meeting, I was being forced to present it. Riley was notably absent and neither Cliff nor Peter seemed inclined to have him join us. Although I mentioned his absence, I did not insist on his presence because I did not feel prepared to jump into the official meeting. The data feedback meeting had already been scheduled for the next week at Peter’s home as a way to take everyone out of the office and away from the constant interruptions that plagued our meetings. Even though I was feeling nervous, unprepared, and annoyed at Cliff, I went through each of the slides reviewing the results of my interviews.

Group development and maintenance.

Our official data feedback meeting was scheduled for March 3, 2003 at 3:00pm. Peter showed up at about 2:50 and Riley shortly thereafter. At 3:10 we started wondering where Cliff was. Peter tried to call him on his cell phone and at the office. By the time he called back at 3:20, he had just left a meeting located 45 minutes away. After a short discussion, we decided not to wait and to reschedule the meeting for the next week. This was a big surprise to Cliff. Peter was really angry and had a whole story about Cliff being late as a way to show the rest of us how important he was. Riley was angry that Cliff was so rude and did not call us before everyone left the office. I was also angry and believed Cliff to be showing yet another sign of resistance to the project, in particular since he already had the data.

This critical incident was a ripe opportunity to release the energy that had been generated by their frustration, anger, disappointment, and resentment and which usually festered under the surface of their relationships. (Cohen & Smith, 1976) Unfortunately, I was completely inducted into what we all perceived as Cliff’s arrogance and power play. We were just as determined to show Cliff he could not control us like that. (Argyris, 1994) When we met again a week later, all of that energy had dissipated. Peter and Riley had both talked to Cliff and shared their feelings about him being late. Additionally, the Company X project had completed and Jerry was now fully managing the local office. They agreed that the resolution of these things had substantially reduced their overall stress. 

At some level, I realized that I had missed an opportunity. I was determined that I would exert myself differently for the health of the group when we met again. This time I used my early arrival to make a structural intervention and set up the room the way I wanted in order to best facilitate the interaction between the three of them. Everyone was on time, but the initial energy level was pretty low. Unaware that they had done so much work together during the week, I wanted to demonstrate direct address by telling Cliff the impact that his being late had on me. I shared my perception that he might be resistant to doing the work since he already had the information. He denied it and said that his meeting had run late, he had not had a chance to call and there was no ulterior motive. I quickly moved on to presenting the data because I felt foolish at his denial. The presentation is attached as Appendix B.
The data clearly showed strong evidence of role ambiguity and conflict. (Pearce, 1981) After I presented the data, they chose to go back to the areas that were of the most interest, specifically (a) satisfaction with employee performance, (b) satisfaction with decision making and division of labor, (c) satisfaction with work/life balance, and (d) communication and conflict. The data presented were all areas that FC had control over changing, commitment to work on, and were clearly important to the organization.  (Block, 1981)
Riley’s answers about his satisfaction were considerably different from Peter’s and Cliff’s answers. A typical pattern that I had noticed at FC then emerged: Riley shared his dissatisfaction and he was very congruent; he got more animated, his voice got louder, and he sat up straight looking directly at Peter and Cliff. Riley then shared much of what we had talked about in our interview. It was my judgment that Peter and Cliff became defensive. I came to this conclusion because they would accept no responsibility for the situation Riley described. They repeatedly said that all Riley had to do was ask to have the situations changed. Riley denied that any change had been forthcoming. I understood and agreed with Riley’s point of view because of what the staff had told me during my interviews.  Block (1981) stated that the consultant’s role is to help the client “move toward the tension and face the difficult reality that has been skirted” (p. 220). We were right in the midst of the tension, I was in my role as the consultant, but I was at a loss as what to do to shift the pattern. I had already had experience calling out patterns based on their behavior which they denied or justified. As I saw the pattern unfolding again, I became anxious and tried to support Riley in his communication through active facilitation of the discussion. I tried to slow things down and asked Peter and Cliff directly what they had heard Riley say. Even upon direct intervention they could not stop and repeat back what they had heard. I did not know what else to do.
A positive outcome of this part of the discussion was their realization that there were no clear roles and responsibilities for each of the principals, no authorized sponsorship for corporate activities or clarity about what firm-related projects needed to be completed. The other issue discussed at length was communication between the three. They agreed that their relationships with each other were already better as a result of the completion of the Company X project and the blow up they had had the previous week when Cliff was late.  They blamed stress for the problems in their relationship and the fact that they no longer had the time to discuss the business with each other like they used to. They all agreed they were not talking to each other enough, that there was no one owner for a decision, and that they were being played by their own system.  They ended up agreeing to meet weekly to start a disciplined communication process to review projects and corporate business issues and to reduce their crisis mode of operation. 
 I was aware during the meeting that I was not satisfied. Although there was some real progress in identifying the task issues to be addressed, I believed they were avoiding the maintenance issues; those things that were really causing them to be upset with each other and which had not changed from what I could tell. I thought that I should be doing more. This caused me to feel anxious and in response to that anxiety, I found myself doing less facilitating and more commenting about the content of what they were discussing. My own pattern of over-functioning as an expert to minimize my anxiety kicked in. I realized relatively quickly that this was not a good strategy and retreated back to my facilitative role. (Schwarz, 2002) My expert opinion was not germane to the discussion they were having and was in fact a distraction.

At the conclusion of the data feedback meeting, there was agreement that they wanted to share the data with the senior staff. Cliff asked my advice on how best to cover what had happened in the meeting. I had taken notes and promised to send them and a few recommendations about how they could go about reviewing the results of the meeting. As had happened in the past and would again in the future, although Cliff had specifically asked for my help, he did not take any action upon receiving the information I sent him. I interpreted this lack of action as time constraint issues (Schwarz, 2002) and his difficulty in accepting help. (Lee, 1997; Tannen, 1990)  It was two months before I engaged them again on the project. In the meantime, they had done nothing with the data or my recommendations.
Action Planning; Implementation Meeting 1

As a way of re-igniting project momentum, I agreed to come in and present the results of the data feedback meeting at the May senior staff and all-hands meetings.  I had been worried about their desire to move forward with the project. We had scheduled and Peter had cancelled four meetings in the previous two months. Looking back, this is where I should have re-contracted for the implementation phase (Block, 1981) as a way to bring out how they were really feeling about the rest of the project. I made up a story that because I could not get them to engage, they were no longer interested. During this fallow time, I also felt stymied because I did not know what to do to guide them through the implementation phase. It occurred to me that Peter may not know either and our mutual confusion was preventing us from moving forward. I had a call with my adjunct after I realized this and got some good ideas about how to move the process forward. With renewed enthusiasm and my new awareness, I re-engaged with Peter. 

Founder culture and business life cycle.

 I was heartened to sit in at the senior staff meeting and see some of the changes take place that had been discussed in the data feedback meeting. Peter was proclaiming to the senior staff how well the principals were using sponsorship individually now that they understood the benefits. And indeed, as they went through the meeting, they identified who was going to be the sponsor on several of the projects they discussed, what the support roles would be, and the corresponding action item the sponsor was responsible for monitoring or providing. They agreed that they would meet in three weeks to follow up as a group. The office manager asked who was going to keep the group accountable for completing what they said they were going to do. This was a great question because so many of the stories I had been told were that they had a very difficult time holding each other accountable. I pounced on her asking if she had reason to believe they would not hold each other accountable. She very deftly avoided answering the question directly. As I realized she was not going to answer directly, my heart was pounding because I felt exposed and vulnerable to censure by calling the issue out so bluntly. I would characterize this now as a plop (Cohen & Smith, 1976) because no one else said anything about the difficulty the system had in holding itself accountable. The office manager’s question was addressed by a general agreement that the next meeting would be a way to keep each other in check. Peter then jumped in and said that he was tired of being the traffic cop and always having to chase Riley and Cliff down to get agreed-upon deliverables. He suggested that I take over that role for this project. I felt uncomfortable being put on the spot, but very clear I was not going to take on the responsibility for holding them accountable. I told him that it did not make sense for me to take on this role, and that it was something that needed to be worked out internally so that after I left they were capable of holding each other accountable. I could tell by the look on Peter’s face that he was not happy with that. He told me later that Cliff and Riley rarely followed up on corporate action items and he did not think anything would change. 

I had not been idle during the spring. I had done quite a bit of reading about the business life cycle. In fact, I had recommended Flamholtz’s and Randle’s book to Peter, which he read as well. My knowledge of the Waterline model (Scherer & Short, 2001), Schwarz’s group effectiveness model (2002), the life cycle literature and the results of the data feedback meeting caused me to purposefully steer them towards roles and goals as goals for the implementation phase. Although they were missing a mission and vision, something critical for both increasing change readiness and organizational alignment, I did not believe that that they would be willing to try some vision/mission/value exercises based on their previous comments and resistance to what they perceived to be soft activities. Roles and goals, on the other hand, could give immediate benefits. It was the least invasive intervention (Harrison, 1970), could be focused on their corporate activities, and the work required to define them could be a way to improve their interpersonal dynamics. 

It was my opinion that they lacked an understanding of what a shift in the business life cycle meant for their business. Their actions and their culture were stuck in the early stages of the model where they were the doers of the organization, when the current situation called for them to do more managing of corporate activities. Based on my research, I knew and wanted them to understand that a stronger organizational structure was necessary for their continued growth. (Flamholtz & Randle, 2000; Hanks et al., 1993)  I realized while researching this thesis that this was my unstated personal goal for them. To start to increase their understanding, I structured the questions on the pre/post implementation survey to delineate the difference between roles and goals as individual project managers and as owners of the company. I used a formal planned theory input (Cohen & Smith, 1976) to educate them as to the typical problems of the emerging growth phase of the business life cycle model. (Dodge & Robbins, 1992) I then used that as the basis for explaining why roles and goals were the best goals for this project. 
As a result of the previous action research phases, I hypothesized that each owner had their own problem they wanted me to fix. Peter wanted me to fix his problem of removing the resistance for his need to run the corporate components of the business, Cliff wanted me to fix Peter’s risky behavior, and Riley wanted me to fix the problem of him not getting access to information soon enough to be involved in major decisions. I thought that work with roles and goals could get each of them closer to their own personal agendas without having any of the conversations get too emotional. 

Role clarity and sponsorship.

Role clarity and sponsorship continued to be fluid. At this point in the project, I was working with all three of them to define roles and goals. At the time, there were no roles of change being identified or fulfilled and yet all three were in positions to be both sponsors and targets of change. During our first implementation meeting, I had them take the pre-implementation questionnaire and then we focused on discussing what would be the most important goals. As a result of the data feedback meeting, they decided they wanted to focus on improving the report writing of their project managers. Because they had defined higher level goals, like the development of their 5-year business plan in their earlier senior staff meeting, I decided it was a good place to start in order to address the largest source of work-related frustration for all three owners. Using my understanding of goal setting (Johnson & Johnson, 2003; Lee et al., 1991; Schwarz, 2002), we developed two very specific, measurable goals. I purposefully used the opportunity of setting these goals to teach them how to set START goals, prompting them often to make sure that their goals met the START criteria. It was very clear that Cliff was going to be the sponsor of the first goal because the problem impacted him the most. He had very specific action items he was to complete in the next several weeks. I felt very satisfied with the work we had done together because there were clear action items that would result in positive change.

Group development and maintenance. 
The very last goal that Cliff was interested in discussing was the chaos that unplanned resource re-allocation was having on the staff. Peter had to leave the meeting as we discussed this goal in order to meet with a potential employee. At first, the discussion was in general terms about how angry some of the staff was that resources that had been pledged to their projects were being re-prioritized and siphoned off to the owners’ last minute project needs. With Peter out of the room, Cliff started talking about what a liability Peter was in this area because his style still had not changed. There were two women he had gotten into arguments with that Cliff was concerned would either quit or sue. I tried to lead the conversation away from the scapegoating and blaming that Cliff was doing (Block, 1981; Cohen & Smith, 1976; Tannen, 1990) in order to determine if it was a goal that was an issue for all owners or if it was just about Peter. Cliff insisted that the only owner that had problems in this area (working with employees) was Peter. He did not address the overall issue of preemptive allocation even when I brought it back to the conversation several times. I offered to act as a third-party facilitator between Peter and the upset women as a way to offset the litany of complaints. Cliff did not take me up on my offer, which made me wonder how the status quo of always being able to paint Peter as the bad guy was working for him. I felt very disloyal to Peter to be caught up in what I perceived to be Peter-bashing. I said so in the meeting and sent an email later telling Cliff and Riley again. I wanted to be able to send accurate notes of the meeting with a clear conscience that I was reporting important details that Peter had missed, without inappropriately exposing Cliff and Riley. 

Implementation Meeting 2

Founder culture and business life cycle.

Prior to the final meeting with FC, I had been puzzling how to translate my sense making skills into useful interventions. I felt depressed and frustrated that in almost seven months of work I had not been able to help them change anything or build their capacity in any meaningful way. Although Peter had some understanding of the business life cycle, he was as unsuccessful as I in getting Cliff and Riley to understand the need to make organizational changes. The things that they had talked about and agreed to in March and May were not being sustained (Conner, 1998) and they were not holding each other accountable. Cliff had done nothing on what he characterized as one of the company’s biggest problems, in spite of (a) his agreement to sponsor it, (b) a very detailed plan on what to do, and (c) being an active participant in the goal setting process. (Erez et al., 1985; Lee et al., 1991) All three claimed that they did not have time to follow through on the tasks and maintenance activities we had talked about and that they had said were important. (Schwarz, 2002) I noticed, however, they had plenty of time to take fishing trips and socialize with clients. As I read through Schein’s (1992, 1983) work after the project, I realized what an impact founder cultures really do have on change projects. The fact was, even though they were interested in hearing from their system, their behavior indicated they were not ready to do anything to change it. (Conner, 1998; Weisbord, 1987)
Role clarity and sponsorship.  
Riley chose not to be at the final meeting, instead opting for a vacation that took advantage of a last-minute postponement of an important project. Cliff had taken pain killers for his shoulder and was quite a bit mellower than I was used to seeing him. Prior to the meeting, I had given up on the idea of sponsorship. Working with the FC system was working with both Peter and Cliff, regardless of what they told me differently. 
The meeting was more relaxed in general and Peter and Cliff seemed to be actively working together for the benefit of the organization, rather than against each other. The focus of this last meeting was on (a) identifying a clearer organizational structure, (b) defining what functions needed to happen, and (c) who should take on the responsibilities for those functions. At the end of this meeting, there were no big changes proposed, but there was a lot of interest and energy about the potential. 
Group development and maintenance.

By the final meeting, I had given up any ideas of making a difference. In the intervening two months between the first implementation meeting and the second, I had also realized the FC system was a recreation of my family of origin. Peter was my father, Cliff was my mother, and Riley was my sister. I was able to see the whole system much more clearly once I realized that and most of my emotional reactivity seemed to disappear. Peter was just as much a co-creator of the situation at FC as Cliff, which allowed me to stop demonizing Cliff and assign more responsibility to Peter. At the beginning of the project, I had been disarmed by Peter’s open sharing of the issues and his part in creating them. As time went on, I saw how the choices he continued to make, in spite of my coaching (without a contract), supported the comfortable pattern he and Cliff had settled in. I had a final insight into Peter’s culpability when I realized in July that he had not even talked to Cliff or Riley about our scheduled meetings until the day they were scheduled. It was not surprising then that there was always some conflict in someone’s schedule causing the meetings to be cancelled.
The only thing that got me to that last meeting was my desire to finish the project so that I could put the whole debacle behind me. Perhaps as a result of Cliff’s pain killers and my surrender, it seemed that there was more space for real discussion during this last meeting. Peter and Cliff had a lot of fun talking through what their organization could look like and what they would need to do. Unsurprisingly, I was unable to pin them down to specifics. But in the openness of their discussion, there was a much higher level of frankness between the two of them as to the reality of who they were in their own system. Peter was able to bring to Cliff that his style had just as much impact on the staff as Peter’s did. I experienced Peter as much more candid and direct in his conversation with Cliff about the impact Cliff’s comments and behavior had on him during the project. He was sharing things that he had told me in confidence. I can only speculate as to why Cliff was able to hear Peter for this first time during my observation of the two. Perhaps it was because Peter was not angry or accusatory, just shared his feelings calmly. Other than ask questions to generate direction and specificity about the structure of the organization, I did little more than bear witness to the exchange between the two of them. Ironically, it was only when I stopped trying so hard to help and recognized my own collusion with and co-creation of the system that I was the most effective. Although it was far below what I had expected of myself or them, it must have been useful to the system. I was pleased to get an e-mail from Peter six weeks later telling me about the new organization chart that they were introducing to the staff. 
Evaluation

For the evaluation phase, I had Peter and Cliff fill out the post-implementation questionnaire at the end of the second implementation meeting. As they filled out the questionnaire, Peter and Cliff were surprised by the questions. They did not remember that the questions were the same ones they had answered in May. Peter commented that his answers were probably a lot lower than what they had been the first time and Cliff agreed. I was gratified to hear that and interpreted their comments to mean that they were finally realizing that there was a real difference between their roles and goals as project managers versus as owners of the company. Perhaps they were unlearning and unfreezing in their thinking. It was not until the August meeting of the second year curriculum that I speculated that perhaps they had moved from Denial to Confusion (Weisbord, 1987) and that they were further along towards being ready to change. (Conner, 1992) Riley did not complete the questionnaire until the next week when he got back from vacation. As he had missed the meeting, I did not expect his scores to be significantly different from his pre-implementation questionnaire. 

After they completed the survey, I asked them what they had found useful or would have liked to see different about the project. I was shocked to hear them say that they did find the project helpful and that it was a worthwhile process. They had really liked the presentation with the colored bar charts showing the differences in their perspectives for their satisfaction scores. They liked doing the interviews. They did not think I was very effective in the presentation at their all-hands meeting and that the results of data feedback were not really germane to that audience. Peter told me that he would have liked to see me be more directorial, keeping him focused on the big picture rather than leading him into the details. They thought that I had recreated a dialogue between them that had been missing and forced them to look at some uncomfortable elements of their relationship. 

The last piece of business to handle was the issue of payment. Because I had not had a chance to really absorb their comments about the project, I was still sitting with my own disappointment and feelings of failure. It was very difficult for me to bring up compensation, but I did remind them that the proposal included a financial evaluation to determine whether or not they thought the work had been worth $2,000. After I mentioned this, there was some uncomfortable hemming and hawing. In my anxiety about having to be so tangibly judged, I jumped in and said that they did not have to pay me for the work, but that I would expect to be paid for any future work together. In retrospect, it was an unsatisfying end to a difficult project.
Conclusion

In this chapter, I discussed the critical incidents and the important events that occurred in each stage of the project. I organized the chapter thematically and by phase of action research in order to best highlight the events of the project. In the next chapter, I will describe the goals and the quantitative and qualitative measurements that I used to determine the success of this project.
CHAPTER FOUR

Results

In this chapter, I describe the goals and the quantitative and qualitative measurements that I used to determine the success of this project. 

The Business Goals

There were three goals in this project: (a) completing an organizational audit, (b) creating key corporate goals, and (c) defining the principals’ roles and responsibilities. The organizational audit goal was completed with the conclusion of the data gathering and data feedback phases of the project. The information from the organizational audit (data feedback meeting) was subsequently used to create a presentation that was delivered at a senior staff and all-hands meeting in May. As a result, I did not quantitatively measure this goal during the implementation phase. The other two goals were measured by using a pre and post implementation survey.
Methodology
The Survey

I administered the survey to the principals at the beginning of the first implementation meeting in May and to Peter and Cliff at the end of the second implementation meeting in July. Riley completed the post implementation survey a week later. Each principal put their name on both questionnaires, so I knew who had answered each questionnaire. As a result of their interest in seeing their earlier differences, I chose a similar, open approach to measuring the results. The pre and post questionnaires and the answers of each principal are attached as Appendix C.

The questionnaire was a series of 12 questions designed to reveal: (a) the distinction and time allocated between corporate goals and activities and project goals and activities (questions 1 and 3), (b) the level of understanding and clarity of roles and goals as a group and as individuals (questions 2, 4, 5, 7, 8 and 9 ), (c) the satisfaction with and the effectiveness of role definition at FC (questions 10 and 11), and (d) the principals’ valuation of roles and goals (questions 6 and 12). 

I collected the responses of the principals using a Likert rating scale. There were four categories on a continuum from 1 to 4 in order to show an increasing intensity of response. Each number had a corresponding label: (a) 1 - Not at all, (b) 2 - Somewhat, (c) 3 – Reasonably, and (d) 4 – Very. I chose to use an even number of measurement categories in order to ensure that the participants would not be able to choose a neutral middle. 

Quantitative Measurement

My null hypothesis was that there was no change in the system as a result of the work done in the project. My research hypothesis was that the project did make a difference in the results. I used the Sign Test of Significance to statistically measure the results of the project. I chose the sign test because I had matched sets of before and after ordinal data for each of the three principals. The sign test is a non-parametric test that requires: (a) ordinal data, (b) a two-group test, and (c) related groups. A non-parametric test is based solely on probability relationships with no knowledge of underlying population distributions. (Swanson, 2001)
The sign test works by comparing the before and after results and evaluating the direction of change in the matched pair of data for all questions in the survey. The degree of statistical significance between the before and after state is calculated using these results. This ensuing probability is then compared with a level of significance. Five percent is the typical level of significance used to decide whether to accept or reject the null hypothesis in the social sciences. (Sharp, 1979) With a 0.05 level of significance, there is only a five percent chance that a mistake will be made in determining whether or not the hypothesis should be accepted or rejected. If the probability from the sign test is greater than the level of significance selected (0.05), the null hypothesis is accepted and the research hypothesis is rejected. If the probability is less than or equal to the level of significance, one must reject the null hypothesis and accept the research hypothesis.

Results

Quantitative Results

According to the sign test, the client group did not believe the project had a positive impact on goal attainment and so the research hypothesis was rejected and the null hypothesis accepted (see Appendix D for the group results of the Sign Test). When calculating the sign test for each individual, only Riley’s results showed a positive result. Both Peter’s and Cliff’s scores, however, indicated that the work done did not have a significant effect on the goal. The individual results of the sign test are attached as Appendix E.

Qualitative Results
I measured all three goals of the project qualitatively.

Completing an organizational audit.

The organizational audit goal was accomplished after I presented the themes and data from the data gathering phase to the principals at the data feedback meeting. This was the most successful goal of the project. The principals were present at the data feedback meeting, they actively listened to and questioned the data, and they had a lively and productive discussion. The meeting was held off-site so that there were no interruptions. Although there were difficult moments in the conversation, each member was fully present and participative. After the meeting, each principal told me how useful they thought it had been. Riley, in particular, made a point to tell me that after our earlier interview he had had a chance to think about his own behavior and showed up differently in the meeting as a result. I was pleased he attributed his more assertive presence in the meeting to our discussion. Both Peter and Cliff told me that the colored graphs were useful to them and that while much of the data from the staff was not a surprise, it was helpful to get the big picture of what was and was not working. They all said that the discussion was productive and there were specific action items they could begin to work on immediately. I thought the group made excellent contact with one another as they discussed the issues, even though there was some defensive behavior. I was also pleased to hear their exploration of their corporate obligations and where they felt they were falling short.
Creating key corporate goals.
The results of this goal were disappointing to me. We had done some excellent technical work in the actual goal setting process. The actions, measurements, and time frames could not have been clearer. Additionally, the goals themselves had come as a result of the data feedback meeting and addressed major problems in the company. At the end of the meeting, the principals all agreed that they were useful goals and they were committed to making sure action was taken. There was a two month time lag between the goal setting meeting and the next implementation meeting. I had called Peter several times to ask about their progress. He told me he was disappointed and frustrated that they had made no movement towards attaining the goals. Cliff, in particular, had done nothing and he was tired of chasing him to complete it. I felt frustrated that I had no control in holding them accountable and realized after my discussion with Peter that accountability was an ongoing issue between the principals that had not been resolved. Because it was so difficult to get access to the system, I felt discouraged that there was nothing I could do to help hold them accountable except follow up with them about their progress in the second implementation meeting. I did ask Cliff later why no progress had been made. He said with a strong degree of finality that that they just did not have the time. 
Defining the principals’ roles and responsibilities.

The results of this goal were also disappointing. I was distressed that Riley had chosen to go on vacation rather than attend such an important meeting, a meeting that could address some core issues at the company. Peter and Cliff did not seem to miss him and enjoyed the discussion. They seemed resistant, however, to do anything more than brainstorm about the possibilities and potential of the organization. They used Riley’s absence as a reason why they could not get more specific. Riley’s absence and their enjoyment of the brainstorm portion of the meeting indicated to me that they were not ready to get more explicit about their roles and responsibilities, regardless of the benefits that had been discussed.
Discussion

I was in agreement with the results of both the group and Peter’s and Cliff’s individual statistical analyses and accepted the null hypothesis. I did not believe that our work together helped the client group to create corporate goals or clarify their roles and responsibilities substantially. The goals that the client group created to improve the writing effectiveness of their project managers and creating a plan to better manage their resources were not acted upon. The roles and responsibilities of the principals did not increase in clarity or effectiveness. However, through our work together, I believed they increased their awareness of the importance of roles and goals in their work environment and their readiness to do additional work on their own. As I mentioned in chapter three, this was confirmed by Peter’s email letting me know they had developed and were introducing an organizational chart to the staff, something they had never had before. 

It was my judgment at the end of the project that the real issue within the system was about change readiness. The change I was looking for was a shift in thought and action from three individual project managers to a cohesive group running the company as their first priority. While their participation in the data feedback meeting was active and energetic, they did not seem engaged in the implementation phase. The results of the questionnaire and the corresponding comments by Peter and Cliff as discussed in chapter three did show movement in change readiness using Jansen’s readiness model as cited in Weisbord, 1987. However, while Peter and Cliff might have had the beginnings of an understanding of the organizational ramifications of a business life cycle transition, there did not seem to be any recognition that there was any urgency to change their situation. 

Conclusion

In this chapter, I described the goals and the qualitative and quantitative measurements that I used to determine goal accomplishment and the outcome of the project. In the next chapter, I will describe my family and culture of origin, as well as how my interpersonal needs, behavior, and personality type influenced my work as a practitioner within the client system.
CHAPTER FIVE
Personal Impact

In this chapter, I describe my family and culture of origin, as well as how my interpersonal needs, behavior, and personality type influenced my work as a practitioner within the client system. In this analysis, I utilize scores from Fundamental Interpersonal Relations Orientation-Behavior (FIRO-B) (Consulting Psychologists Press, 1996) and the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI) (Briggs & Myers, 1998) instruments. I also discuss the feedback I received from the sponsor.
Family of Origin

O’Neill (2000) stated that a practitioner will take the interactional field from their family with them when they step inside an organization. She cautioned that to hold a systems view, the practitioner must develop emotional neutrality toward the clients. She further contended that everyone is a co-creator in the system and there are no good guys or bad guys. If her observations are the ‘what to do right’ in a project, then I learned by doing many things wrong. My family’s interactional field was highly present during this project. I did not develop emotional neutrality with the principals until the very end and I was as big a co-creator of and colluder to the interpersonal dynamics in the group as any of the principals. My unrecognized and unresolved family of origin issues were the biggest stumbling blocks I had in this project. O’Neill further declared that it is not a matter of if you get inducted, but when. I was inducted early and my induction continued and deepened throughout the project as I was governed by my automatic patterns of response. It was not until the end of the project when I acknowledged the familiar feelings of anxiety, frustration, powerlessness, and disconnection that I recognized the depth of my induction and its cause. 

I did not realize how reactive I was during this project while I was doing the work. In retrospect, however, all the clues were there. One sign was the recreation of my FOO system. My FOO was comprised of my gregarious father, my emotionally reticent and covertly powerful mother, and my more vulnerable younger sister. I was the highly responsible elder child. The system created by my joining the client group at FC reprised similar roles: (a) Peter, the open and outgoing one; (b) Cliff, the emotionally shut down, dominant decision maker; (c) Riley, the more vulnerable, less empowered one; and (d) Debbie, the practitioner responsible for ‘fixing’ the system. 

In my family, it was risky to inquire about or expose the underlying interpersonal dynamics of the system. We were not a family that identified, verbalized, or addressed negative feelings openly. I was always afraid that the underlying issues were so explosive that the very fabric of our family would be ripped apart if these feelings were given name or expression. I felt similar tension in my work with Peter and Cliff. Peter was open about the issues and his part in them, but Cliff would not own his responsibility or admit his feelings about the situation. Peter told me that he was afraid that their relationship was in real trouble and gave examples of their breakdown. His concerns triggered my fear that the issues were so deep that they could potentially destroy their relationship and therefore their business. This fear was reinforced by their stage in the business life cycle. The literature was very clear that they were in a stage where their business was at stake if they did not make some significant changes. Instead of creating a safe container (Heifetz, 1994) and exploring these emotional issues openly, I reduced my own anxiety by focusing above the waterline (Scherer & Short, 2001) or pronouncing my own interpretation of what I thought their actions meant. By making such pronouncements, I created a familiar FOO response of rationalization and denial. 

As I wrote chapter three, I realized how often I was anxious or frustrated and felt powerless to effect any change in this project. I was often frustrated and powerless in my family of origin when I could not change those things that caused me tremendous anxiety. During this project, I followed a FOO pattern of vacillating between fused and over-functioning or disconnected and absent. In order to relieve my own anxiety and discomfort, I made myself responsible for the changes that I felt needed to be made. When the changes were not made and I realized that I was working harder than the system to solve the client group’s problems, I would disconnect. I cycled through this fusion/disconnection pattern several times.  

Both Block (1981) and O’Neill (2000) suggested that being authentic about one’s experience in the moment is a very important component of a successful relationship between the client and the practitioner. O’Neill called this skill immediacy, which she defined as noticing both the outside event and the feelings that such an event generates internally. The object is to use those feelings that are generated and report them out as a way to positively impact the dialogue and get to a more authentic level of communication. While I had no trouble reporting my observations and the meaning I attributed to them, I never revealed how those observations were impacting me emotionally. Such revelations felt incredibly risky and unprofessional. I attribute this communication difficulty to another FOO pattern. My father had a very authoritarian style and strong opinions about things. It was difficult to express differing opinions or unwelcome feelings without being met with ridicule, shame, or intolerance. I learned early to keep my personal feelings and opinions to myself. Using immediacy was one of my most difficult personal authority challenges. (Williamson, 1991) 
Culture of Origin

I grew up in the state of Montana which had very little ethnic variety and had a considerable amount of socioeconomic diversity. Mirroring a legacy of the old west, the most prized values in my family were self-sufficiency and strong ethics. I grew up with the explicit understanding that I had the power to be as successful as I wanted and all it would take was hard work, applied brain power, and business savvy. These familial lessons were amplified and strengthened by my experience in traditional education and a career in the high-technology field. The ideas of shared leadership and equally distributed responsibility were foreign to an individualist like myself steeped in meritocracy. As I found to my chagrin, my origins and experience did not prove to be a successful combination to elicit change. No matter how hard I worked or how creative I was, I still could not fix the problems at FC. At the time, I believed it was because I did not have the power or control to make the things happen that I thought should happen. That was a significant source of frustration to me. 

Interpersonal Needs and Behaviors
It is not surprising that I should be frustrated by a feeling that I lacked control in the project. According to the FIRO-B (Consulting Psychologists Press, 1996) instrument, I have a very high need for control. The FIRO-B was created by Schutz (Schnell & Hammer, 1993) and developed on the theory that beyond the basic survival needs, there are unique interpersonal needs that strongly motivate a person. (Waterman & Rogers, 1996) These needs are (a) inclusion, how one is in relation to groups, how much one likes to include others, and how much attention, contact and recognition one wants from others; (b) control, how much influence and responsibility one wants and how much one wants others to lead and influence them; and (c) affection, how close and warm one is with others and how close and warm one wants others to be with them. The FIRO-B measures two dimensions for each need. Expressed need is how much one prefers to initiate the behavior and a wanted need indicates how much one prefers others to initiate the behavior towards them. 

The FIRO-B is a complex measurement tool and generates a large amount of information. In general, my scores for inclusion and affection were in the middle ranges of this instrument. According to Waterman and Rogers (1996), this meant that I tend to take a balanced, realistic approach to both initiating and wanting these needs. The control scores, however, were much more illuminating. I have a very high expressed need to control and a very low wanted need to be controlled. This means that I strongly prefer to lead, influence, or have responsibility and am very reluctant to take direction from others. Someone with a high expressed need for control needs to believe that they are excelling and has an intense need to be recognized as competent. This was very true for me. Control was the most frustrated need I had in the whole project. I did not think I had any real influence and certainly did not feel competent or successful. 

Personality Type

An additional instrument that I used to help me better understand myself was the MBTI (Briggs & Myers, 1998) instrument. The MBTI was created to describe personality preferences for the purpose of promoting a more constructive use of differences between people. (Kroeger & Thuesen, 1988) The MBTI identifies four preferences in one of two opposite ways: (a) gaining energy (Introversion or Extroversion), (b) gathering information (Sensing or iNtuition), (c) making decisions (Thinking or Feeling), and (d) relating to the outside world (Judging or Perceiving). (Kummerow & Quenk, 2003) My scores revealed that I was an INTJ. According to Kroeger and Thuesen (1988), my type can be characterized by the label “everything has room for improvement” (p.227). According to the INTJ literature, INTJs (a) are perfectionists and individualists; (b) possess a unique combination of imagination and reliability; (c) take in information primarily through intuition; and (d) have high standards when it comes to intelligence, knowledge, and competence. They are very insightful and quick to understand new ideas. INTJs are pragmatic and have a need for systems and organization. They are natural leaders who are able to objectively see the reality of a situation and adaptable enough to change things which are not working well. However, INTJs can have a difficult time communicating ideas because their thinking is non-linear. When not improving, INTJs can become self-critical, frustrated, and depressed over the lack of results. 
I was very true to type in this project. I was intellectually stimulated by all of the opportunities for problem solving within FC and took a very systemic, unemotional view on how to approach them. Based on my intuition and business experience, I thought I had an excellent understanding of what the issues were that needed to be fixed. I offered many different ideas to be helpful, but nothing seemed to be useful or elicited sustained change. I became very impatient with what I perceived to be their stubborn resistance to change when it seemed so obvious to me what needed to be done. As I realized they were not going to change, I became frustrated and depressed. 

Sponsor Feedback

I did receive some feedback from my sponsor as part of our ongoing discussions and the ending project feedback process. In addition to the feedback discussed in chapter three, Peter told me that he thought I asked excellent questions that helped him to think about his business in new ways. He also thought that it was difficult to follow my train of thought at times because of the speed at which I processed information out loud. He thought this would be confusing and ineffective when meeting with Cliff and Riley. 

I did not specifically ask the client group for feedback about me as the practitioner, nor did I design any specific feedback mechanism. I was shocked to realize that I had completely overlooked the self-assessment requirements for this project. But I was also aware of how uncomfortable I am asking for direct personal feedback. When this oversight was made known to me by my adjunct, I chose not to go back to the client system at such a late date, even though I knew there was the potential to gain some additional information.  

Conclusion

In this chapter, I described my experience in this project by using the lenses of my family and culture of origin and information from the FIRO-B (Consulting Psychologists Press, 1996) and MBTI (Briggs & Myers, 1998) to help me understand my behavior as a practitioner within the client system. I also discussed feedback from my sponsor. In the next chapter, I will summarize the project and conclude this thesis.
CHAPTER SIX
Summary and Conclusions
In this chapter, I summarize the project and conclude this thesis by discussing what I learned about the application of theory and myself as a practitioner. 

Summary

Client System

The client system for this project was FC, a small environmental consulting firm located in a small town in WA. The client group was the three owners of the company. Peter and Cliff co-founded the company and each retained 48% ownership. Riley, the third principal, owned the remaining 4%. The ownership of the company reflected the division of power between the three principals. While they worked together to make major company decisions, in general, it was Peter and Cliff that had access to all company information and the authority to make the majority of the management decisions. Peter was the sponsor for the project.

Themes

There were three key themes present during this project that had a significant influence on the results: (a) founder culture and business life cycle, (b) role clarity and sponsorship, and (c) group development and maintenance. 

Methodology 

I used action research (Block, 1981) as the methodology to guide my actions during the project, following each phase through to completion. In retrospect, I realized that I applied Cohen and Smith’s (1976) critical incident model as a method of intervention. I used both conceptual and experiential interventions with limited success. During the project, there were three noteworthy events that had an impact on the success of the project. The first was the decision to work with just the principal group. The second was to postpone the data feedback meeting. The last was my reluctance to re-contract during the action planning phase.

Project Goals

There were three goals in this project: (a) completing an organizational audit, (b) creating key corporate goals, and (c) defining the principals’ roles and responsibilities. 
Goal Measurement and Results

The organizational audit goal was concluded with the completion of the data feedback phase of the project and the subsequent creation and delivery of a presentation. The other two goals were measured with a 12 question, pre and post implementation survey. The Sign Test of Significance was used to statistically measure the results of the project. According to the sign test, the client group did not believe that the project had a positive impact on the attainment of the goals. 

Conclusions

My Learning: Application of Theory

Expanding my knowledge of theory and its application was the most enjoyable part of this project. I was captivated by the synergy of seeing what was described in the literature revealed in the project. In particular, I saw first hand (a) the issues of growth and how they related to stages of the business life cycle (Flamholtz & Randle, 2000), (b) the problems of owners who were used to performing themselves rather than managing others to perform (Gerber, 2001), and (c) the difficulties of making adaptive changes and holding an emotional container to support that work. (Heifetz, 1994) Upon completion of chapter two, I thought I had the beginnings of my own practitioner theory of organizational health for founder-owned businesses in the midst of growth.

For an anxious INTJ like me, however, theory was a dangerous tool in several ways. First, I used the theory to insulate myself from many of the overwhelming emotional behaviors of the group and to soothe my own anxiety. I had a very difficult time leading from the member role and being authentic about my feelings. Second, I used theory to inform myself about the client system without checking my story with appropriate inquiry. Theory made it very easy to make judgments and pronounce opinions. I used theory as a way to bolster my self-esteem, make sense of what I did not understand and was afraid to ask about, and exert control when I felt powerless. I believe this caused a large part of the defensiveness and resistance of the client group. Third, I had a hard time articulating my knowledge of theory in such a way as to build their capacity and facilitate my interventions. Last, my knowledge of theory caused me to generate expectations about what should be happening in the project. When the reality of the project differed from my expectations, I became reactive, judgmental, and frustrated. This project helped me to learn that I use theory as a mechanism to prevent real contact and that I should not hide behind theory or use it for power when I am feeling anxious.

As a result of this project, I was able to learn how the stage of group development (Tuckman, 1965) and systemic patterns (Oshry, 1986, 1995) can work within a system. Things that I had personalized became less sensitive and anxiety producing when I widened my perspective. (Heifetz, 1994) I realized how my own need for reduced anxiety superceded the needs of the group. 

After I completed the project, I had my own theory about action research, which was later validated by the research of Dickens and Watkins (1999). Essentially I believed that the client was really only interested in the first three phases of the process. It was energizing for my client group to agree to engage in the work of a corporate audit, vent their feelings about each other, and then come together to discuss their issues and brainstorm solutions. However, when it came time for real change, change that they had said was important to them, there was no forward moment. Dickens’ and Watkins’ research confirmed that many action research projects do not move beyond the problem diagnosis stage. My experience mirrored Weisbord’s (1987) claim that readiness may have a material impact on the success of action research projects.  

As I thought about the project in retrospect, I acknowledged the wisdom of so many change theorists in their guidance to allow the client to direct their own path to health. The analogy I have internalized is that the practitioner is a mid-wife and witness to the process of change rather than its owner. The practitioner is responsible for a safe, but not necessarily painless delivery of change. Readiness for change is an essential ingredient in any change process, but the process of increasing readiness is a joint effort.
I also learned how important clearly identified and accurate change roles are to a project. The FC situation was confusing in that there were two sponsors and three targets who did not realize they were targets. I floundered in using the ambiguity and conflict of their roles as a way to assist their learning and facilitate their understanding. 
My Learning: Myself as Practitioner

I believe that I did two projects in one. I did an incredible amount of family of origin work while I worked with FC. My brain was focused on solving seemingly straight forward, unemotional business issues, which I had plenty of information and help to offer. On the other hand, my reactivity, induction, and denial caused me to miss critical opportunities for more emotionally authentic interventions. My awareness of my subsequent ineffectiveness forced me to do some in-depth family of origin work. I believe I uncovered a large blind spot through this project and I am pleased that my FOO work helped to increase both my self-awareness and capacity for change.  

I also experienced my reactivity to resistance and lack of readiness for change. True to my origins and personality type, I thought that people decided they wanted a change and then it was just a matter of deciding what to do. I was also ignorant of the emotional attachment that founders have for every aspect of their business and the degree to which they take many suggestions as a reflection of a personal shortcoming rather than as a way to serve the needs of their business. It was only toward the end of the project that I realized that the changes that FC needed to make were adaptive (Heifetz, 1994) and there was no simple blueprint to follow. This project was a wake-up call for me in understanding how difficult change can be, in particular for those who feel the burdens of the whole organization. (Oshry, 1995) I believe I have a much higher level of compassion for the personal impact of change after this project.

I also noticed as I wrote chapter three that I spent a lot of time in this project feeling angry, frustrated, and powerless. In retrospect, I see how little resiliency and capacity I had to engage the system on an emotional level. I was surprised that there was so much emotional work required on my part for what I considered to be straight forward business problems. Conner (1992) observed that people lack resiliency when they are surprised that they are surprised. I felt constantly surprised and off balance when things did not go as I expected and I could not control a different outcome. I learned how often I try and control things to reduce my own anxiety. Schwarz’s (2002) Universal Control Model gave me specific examples of controlling behavior that I found very useful in decoding both my intent and actions as I tried to reduce my anxiety.  
And finally, the most surprising lesson I received in this project was the power of being the witness. So much of this project was about me (a) attempting to single-handedly fix the problems, (b) acquiring more information, and (c) avoiding my own anxiety. It was only when I suspended my own agenda and feelings of responsibility that I was able to become present, make contact with the system, and be useful. 
Final Comments
I felt humbled by this project. The depth of my learning both of theory and about myself in the application of theory has deepened my level of self-awareness and my confidence in my resiliency and ability to change. This kind of learning laboratory can not be replicated in a classroom and I am very grateful to have had this real-life experience. I am also honored by and appreciative of the support of so many. Thank you to Peter, Cliff, Riley, Kim, Pro Consult, the CCO track, my SC friends and most of all my family of origin. I could not have had this experience without you. 
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Appendix A

Proposal to FC

December 1, 2002

Mr. Peter XX

Principal

FC

Small Town, WA 99999
Dear Mr. XX,

Wellspring Consulting has prepared this proposal to provide a scope of work and cost estimate for an organizational analysis (change management) project for FC. Based on the discussions to date, FC is a successful, well run company that gives quality service and environmental business solutions to its growing client base. FC was founded on a strong financially savvy, client-focused approach to environmental problems. The company has grown quickly and has an excellent reputation. At the same time, there have been some growing pains as a result of the speed of this growth. This has impacted the company in the following ways: the capacity limits of the principals, non-optimal internal processes and a lessening of organizational cohesiveness. At this point in time, these issues are not having a significant impact on the company. However if not addressed soon, they could inhibit the long-term growth and health of FC. 

The purpose of the proposed scope of work is to analyze the organization to uncover ways to streamline and improve processes to optimally serve both the needs of clients and the staff and principals, to improve the organizational cohesiveness and satisfaction of FC personnel and to increase the capacity of the principals by improving the efficiency and effectiveness of the principal group as a team. The major potential benefit to successfully completing this work would be the freeing up of the time of the principals to focus more on client concerns and revenue generation rather than the time consuming day-to-day operations and project/report reviews. The principal team would be able to trust the organization to perform at higher standards, allowing FC to continue its growth on a solid foundation of high quality, committed personnel.

The process and results of this project will be the basis of a Masters Thesis Project for the Leadership Institute of Seattle (LIOS). As a result, this project will need to be approved by LIOS before the project can commence (within 2-3 weeks of this proposal approval). Once approved, this project includes a total of 40 hours of client contact for the above-mentioned work. In order to generate successful results, this project must be a collaborative process between FC and Wellspring Consulting. Upon approval of this proposal, a statement of sponsorship will need to be disseminated to all staff members to ensure their full cooperation and support of this project. 

This proposal includes a scope of work, cost estimate, proposed schedule and confidentiality statement for this project. A summary of the president’s credentials has also been included.

SCOPE OF WORK

 The tasks for the proposed scope of work include:

· Task 1:
  Creation of initial goals 

· Task 2:  Data gathering and analysis

· Task 3:  Data feedback meeting and joint diagnosis

· Task 4:  Joint goal setting and action planning

· Task 5:  Implementation 

· Task 6:  Evaluation of goal attainment 

TASK 1: CREATION OF INITIAL GOALS 

Wellspring Consulting will coordinate and manage the project in collaboration with Peter XX of FC. Jointly, initial goals will be created to address the areas of internal process changes, removing the barriers that inhibit the capacity of the principals and improving the cohesiveness of the organization. Additionally, ways to measure achievement of those goals will be explored. 

TASK 2: DATA GATHERING AND ANALYSIS 

Wellspring Consulting and FC will jointly establish a method of data collection. This tool will be used to explore areas where the organization is feeling the pinch of growth and how these areas are impacting performance, quality, effectiveness and satisfaction. Wellspring Consulting will gather data from each principal individually and the staff (individually or in groups as necessary) with the agreed upon data collection tool. 

TASK 3:  DATA FEEDBACK MEETING AND JOINT DIAGNOSIS

Wellspring Consulting will meet with the principals of FC and present all of the data gathered. In this meeting, the principals will have a chance to react to and interpret the data and discuss the implications. 

TASK 4: JOINT GOAL SETTING AND ACTION PLANNING

Wellspring Consulting will meet with the principals of FC to create an implementation plan to prioritize and address the issues that have been identified as impacting the health and growth potential of the company. Specific change goals will be created and the approach used to meet the established goals will be reviewed. Specific measurements will be determined in order to evaluate the results of the project at its completion. 

TASK 5: IMPLEMENTATION 

FC will be responsible for executing the implementation plan. Wellspring will participate in the process, offering services in the areas of executive coaching, process consultation, conflict resolution and/or organizational transformation (e.g. mission/value/goals, vision etc). Wellspring Consulting will be available as necessary to support the individual action items from the plan.

TASK 6: EVALUATION OF GOAL ATTAINMENT

Using the measuring scheme agreed upon earlier, FC and Wellspring Consulting will meet to assess the changes accomplished or not accomplished during the project. FC will review the results of the project, evaluating both Wellspring Consulting and the process as to the effectiveness and impact of the change efforts on the organization as outlined in the agreed upon goals.

COST ESTIMATE 

The cost for conducting the work described above is $5000 (40 hours @ $125.00). However, as this work is being used as the basis of a master’s thesis project, Wellspring Consulting is willing to offer a student discount of 60%, which would make the project expense $2000. During the evaluation phase of the project (Task 6), part of the objective will be to evaluate whether or not this work was worth the $2000 fee. If so, $2000 will be due to Wellspring Consulting within 30 days of completing the project. If the principals decide that results of the project and the impact on the organization were not worth $2000, then no fee will be due. 

SCHEDULE

This proposal is based on 40 hours of client-contact work. It is possible that additional non-client contact work will need to be completed individually by each company (e.g. creation of data gathering tool, sponsorship statement). Each company will complete this work as necessary and agreed upon in order to meet the estimated dates of completion. This additional work has not been included in the 40-hour budget. The client-contact hours have been allocated as follows:

	
	Hours
	Estimated Date of Completion

	Task 1: Creation of initial goals
	3
	Mid to late December

	Task 2: Data gathering and analysis
	15
	Late December to mid January

	Task 3:  Data feedback meeting and joint diagnosis
	6
	Mid January

	Task 4: Joint goal setting and action planning
	4
	Mid January

	Task 5: Implementation
	10
	Mid-January through February

	Task 6: Evaluation of goal attainment
	2
	End of February

	
	40
	


The hours and completion dates outlined above are an estimate. The timing of the tasks is dependent on the amount of time allocated by FC and the timing requirements of the LIOS Masters Program. Project start is dependent upon approval by LIOS. 

CREDENTIALS & INFORMATION

Wellspring Consulting is the right company to be offering such an organizational analysis project and supporting activities at this time. As president of Wellspring Consulting, I possess both the business experience and acumen and a base of knowledge specifically in the organization health and development field. Following are some highlights of my experience to date:

Highlights

· 11 year Microsoft veteran; senior executive in the OEM Sales division

· 16+ years experience in sales, marketing, business management

· Award winning account manager, sales manager

· Areas of expertise: 
· Team building and group dynamics 
· Coaching/mentoring 
· Situational leadership and influence 
· Creative problem solving 
· Process improvements 
· Goal creation and attainment 
· Budget creation and resource allocation 
· Relationship development 
· Conflict resolution 
· Bottom-line results
Latest Job Experience
Last full time position at Microsoft-June 1996 to February 2000

Reported to Sr. Vice President and was responsible for worldwide marketing, anti-piracy, business and reporting systems, pricing, licensing and product management for the distribution channel being serviced by the OEM sales division. Directly managed team of 15 people with dotted line responsibility for 50 international marketing people in 4 regions and 45 subsidiaries. Highlights: my team created a system of developing and disseminating international marketing campaigns that have been adopted by other marketing groups and continue to be in existence today. My team created a flexible international pricing system managed out of corporate headquarters, the only pricing system of it’s kind at Microsoft. The international relationship management model created by my team was the most successful model in the company as evidenced by the high usage rate of our materials, the relationships between the corporate team and the international marketing teams and the measured, overall satisfaction of the participants in the process. 

Last part time position at Microsoft-February 2000 through April 2001

Created and implemented credit card program for OEM distribution customers. Teamed with Microsoft Finance to evaluate and select vendor, created product offering and internal systems to support revolutionary new Microsoft product. Surveyed target customer base and assisted in developing marketing for US launch. Highlights: resulting financial product launched a new financial subsidiary for Microsoft and was replicated throughout company by different sales organizations.

CONFIDENTIALITY STATEMENT

Any work undertaken with the principals and staff of FC will be held in confidence amongst the principals and myself unless otherwise specifically authorized by the principals. The personal relationship with Kim will be separate from any work undertaken by Wellspring Consulting. All work done with FC will be the subject of a written master’s thesis. Any information provided about FC and the work done with the principals and staff shall be presented anonymously.  

CLOSING

I am pleased to be able to offer this project opportunity to FC. I am happy to visit FC and present my proposal personally if necessary. I look forward to hearing from you soon and working together on this project. 

Sincerely,

Deborah Kennedy

President

Wellspring Consulting

.

Appendix B

FC Data Feedback Presentation 
Attached as 85a-n

Appendix C
FC Pre and Post Implementation Questionnaire Results

Date: May, 2003

FC Pre Implementation Survey

1. I understand the distinction between corporate goals and activities and project goals and activities.

	Not at all
	Somewhat
	Reasonably
	Very

	1
	2
	3
	4

	
	Riley
	
	Peter, Cliff  


2. I am clear about the corporate goals of FC for the next year and the priority of each.

	Not at all
	Somewhat
	Reasonably
	Very

	1
	2
	3
	4

	Riley
	Peter
	Cliff
	


3. I manage my time so that meeting corporate goals is a top priority.

	Not at all
	Somewhat
	Reasonably
	Very

	1
	2
	3
	4

	
	Riley, Cliff
	Peter
	


4. I am clear about what I am specifically responsible for in accomplishing those goals.

	Not at all
	Somewhat
	Reasonably
	Very

	1        1.5
	2
	3
	4

	Riley       Peter
	Cliff
	
	


5. I am clear about who is primarily responsible for the decisions necessary to achieve the corporate goals.

	Not at all
	Somewhat
	Reasonably
	Very

	1
	2
	3
	4

	Riley
	Peter, Cliff  
	
	


6. Goal setting is an important part of successfully running this company.

	Not at all
	Somewhat
	Reasonably
	Very

	1
	2
	3
	4

	
	
	
	Peter, Cliff, Riley


7. I understand the purpose and function of my role as a partner at FC.

	Not at all
	Somewhat
	Reasonably
	Very

	1
	2
	3
	4

	
	Riley
	Peter, Cliff
	


8. I am clear about my duties and responsibilities as a partner at FC.

	Not at all
	Somewhat
	Reasonably
	Very

	1
	2
	3
	4

	
	Riley
	Peter, Cliff
	


9. I am clear about the duties and responsibilities of the other partners at FC.

	Not at all
	Somewhat
	Reasonably
	Very

	1
	2        2.5
	3
	4

	
	Riley   Peter                         
	Cliff
	


10. I am satisfied that the key roles of the company are clearly defined.

	Not at all
	Somewhat
	Reasonably
	Very

	1              1.5
	2
	3
	4

	Riley           Peter
	Cliff
	
	


11. I am satisfied that the current organizational structure most effectively supports the corporate goals.

	Not at all
	Somewhat
	Reasonably
	Very

	1
	2
	3
	4

	
	Riley, Peter, Cliff
	
	


12. I believe that a clearly defined organizational structure is an important part of achieving the corporate goals. 

	Not at all
	Somewhat
	Reasonably
	Very

	1
	2
	3
	4

	
	
	Cliff
	Riley, Peter


Date: July, 2003

FC Post Implementation Survey

1. I understand the distinction between corporate goals and activities and project goals and activities.

	Not at all
	Somewhat
	Reasonably
	Very

	1
	2
	3
	4

	
	
	
	Riley, Peter, Cliff


2. I am clear about the corporate goals of FC for the next year and the priority of each.

	Not at all
	Somewhat
	Reasonably
	Very

	1
	2
	3
	4

	
	Cliff
	Riley, Peter
	


3. I manage my time so that meeting corporate goals is a top priority.

	Not at all
	Somewhat
	Reasonably
	Very

	1
	2
	3
	4

	
	Peter, Cliff
	Riley
	


4. I am clear about what I am specifically responsible for in accomplishing those goals.

	Not at all
	Somewhat
	Reasonably
	Very

	1
	2
	3
	4

	Peter
	Riley, Cliff
	
	


5. I am clear about who is primarily responsible for the decisions necessary to achieve the corporate goals.

	Not at all
	Somewhat
	Reasonably
	Very

	1
	2
	3
	4

	Peter, Cliff
	Riley
	
	


6. Goal setting is an important part of successfully running this company.

	Not at all
	Somewhat
	Reasonably
	Very

	1
	2
	3
	4

	
	Peter
	
	Riley, Cliff


7. I understand the purpose and function of my role as a partner at FC.

	Not at all
	Somewhat
	Reasonably
	Very

	1
	2
	3
	4

	
	Peter, Cliff
	Riley
	


8. I am clear about my duties and responsibilities as a partner at FC.

	Not at all
	Somewhat
	Reasonably
	Very

	1
	2                  2.5
	3
	4

	
	Peter, Cliff     Riley            
	
	


9. I am clear about the duties and responsibilities of the other partners at FC.

	Not at all
	Somewhat
	Reasonably
	Very

	1
	2
	3
	4

	
	Riley, Peter, Cliff
	
	


10. I am satisfied that the key roles of the company are clearly defined.

	Not at all
	Somewhat
	Reasonably
	Very

	1
	2
	3
	4

	Cliff
	Riley, Peter
	
	


11. I am satisfied that the current organizational structure most effectively supports the corporate goals.

	Not at all
	Somewhat
	Reasonably
	Very

	1
	2
	3
	4

	
	Peter, Cliff
	Riley
	


12. I believe that a clearly defined organizational structure is an important part of achieving the corporate goals. 

	Not at all
	Somewhat
	Reasonably
	Very

	1
	2
	3
	4

	
	
	
	Riley, Peter, Cliff


Appendix D
Sign Test Summary Results

The null hypothesis in this project was that there would be no change in the results due to the project. The research hypothesis was that there would be a positive change as a result of the project. A level of significance of 0.05 or 5% was selected.

If the probability from the table is greater than the level of significance selected (0.05), accept the null hypothesis and reject the research hypothesis. If the probability is less than or equal to the level of significance, reject the null hypothesis and accept the research hypothesis.

Summary Data

	Question
	Pre Test Score
	Post Test Score
	Sign Difference

	1
	10
	12
	+

	2
	6
	8
	+

	3
	7
	7
	0

	4
	4.5
	5
	+

	5
	5
	4
	-

	6
	12
	10
	-

	7
	8
	7
	-

	8
	8
	6.5
	-

	9
	7.5
	6
	-

	10
	4.5
	5
	+

	11
	6
	7
	+

	12
	11
	12
	+

	Sign Totals
	
	
	6 plus                      1 zero                        5 minus


Sign Test

 
N = the number of paired questions minus the number of zero change


x = the lesser of the number of pluses and the number of minuses


p = the probability of this response according to the Sign Test Table (Swanson, 


       2001, p.133)

Results


N = 11


x = 5


p = 0.5


0.5 > 0.05 level of significance


Accept research hypothesis

According to the Sign Test, the client group believed that the project did not make a positive difference to the goal. 
Appendix E
Sign Test Individual Results
The null hypothesis in this project was that there would be no change in the results due to the project. The research hypothesis was that there would be a positive change as a result of the project. A level of significance of 0.05 or 5% was selected.

If the probability from the table is greater than the level of significance selected (0.05), accept the null hypothesis and reject the research hypothesis. If the probability is less than or equal to the level of significance, reject the null hypothesis and accept the research hypothesis.

Individual Data

	Question
	Peter Pre
	Peter Post
	Sign     Difference
	Cliff Pre
	Cliff Post
	Sign     Difference
	Riley Pre
	Riley Post
	Sign     Difference

	1
	4
	4
	0
	4
	4
	0
	2
	4
	+

	2
	2
	3
	+
	3
	2
	-
	1
	3
	+

	3
	3
	2
	-
	2
	2
	0
	2
	3
	+

	4
	1.5
	1
	-
	2
	2
	0
	1
	2
	+

	5
	2
	1
	-
	2
	1
	-
	1
	2
	+

	6
	4
	2
	-
	4
	4
	0
	4
	4
	0

	7
	3
	2
	-
	3
	2
	-
	2
	3
	+

	8
	3
	2
	-
	3
	2
	-
	2
	2.5
	+

	9
	2.5
	2
	-
	3
	2
	-
	2
	2
	0

	10
	1.5
	2
	+
	2
	1
	-
	1
	2
	+

	11
	2
	2
	0
	2
	2
	0
	2
	3
	+

	12
	4
	4
	0
	3
	4
	+
	4
	4
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Sign Totals
	
	2 plus     3 zeroes    7 minus  
	
	
	1 plus     5 zeroes  6 minus
	
	
	9 plus     3 zeroes    0 minus


Sign Test

 
N = the number of paired questions minus the number of zero change


x = the lesser of the number of pluses and the number of minuses


p = the probability of this response according to the Sign Test Table (Swanson, 


       2001, p.133)

Results

	Peter
	Cliff
	Riley

	N = 9
	N = 7
	N = 12

	x = 2
	x = 1
	x = 0

	p = 0.0898
	p = 0.0625
	p = 0.0002

	0.0898 > .05
	0.0625 > .05
	0.0002 < .05

	Accept null hypothesis
	Accept null hypothesis
	Reject null hypothesis


According to the Sign Test, both Peter and Cliff did not believe the project made a positive difference to the goal, but Riley did.
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