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In this chapter, we will examine the metaphors andribedhat form the
conceptual foundation of Relationship-Centered AdministnatWe will be noticing
how we look at and think about organizations — what imagesa@mzkpts focus our
attention, shape our thinking and constrain our actioas.frém being merely of
academic interest; these theories are of profound gahetiportance.

As we are about to see, most managerial thinking andhastlmased on
engineering theories and metaphors — “design the parts atitegeworking right, and
the whole will be fine.” This approach carries witlniplicit expectations of control,
and when control proves elusive (indeed, it is impossthiere is widespread anxiety,
blame, defensive behavior and humiliation. These are aahginedients of a high-
performing organization; they are the consequences of dagqoate theory and they are
to a large degree avoidable. So our goal in this chaptedia better way to understand
organizations, one that helps us lead and manage diffeagmnt to create work
environments that bring out more of our best qualitiesless of our worst.

The new theory we will explore is founded on princigdésomplexity — the
unpredictable, self-organizing emergence of patterns ticar®throughout nature.
Shedding the burdensome yoke of design and control, waatile how organizations
are under perpetual construction in every moment and ev@mersation, no matter
how small or trivial. Serendipitous events mattemagh as our intentional actions.
Small changes can cascade and multiply to become trenadfoe.

Building up from this foundation of complexity, we will adtsights from other
theories of human interaction, behavior change and parsmaning so that our
perceptions and actions as administrators will be mealiehed to the world of human
experience rather than to the world of machines. Thistheory will show us that
creating healthy and well-functioning healthcare organizategis with each of us —
who we are as people and how much of ourselves we Birggwo bring to work. It
will lead us to be more mindful of how we relate to osheend of the patterns we are
creating or spreading in our every act. And it willshgs that our capacity to be
different and to value the differences of otherdiésultimate source of our creativity and
resourcefulness.
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Noticing theories and metaphors in action

Before we set out to build our new theory, it woulchbépful to reflect for a
moment on the nature of theories and metaphors andt i@what they exert such a
powerful influence on our day-to-day lives. A theoryas a truth; it is a story we make
up to account for how and why things happen. It may beadbor informal; expressed
in the dense language of scientific prose or the imégéand ambiguous language of
mythology. A theory may be transmitted by means adraihfolk-tradition, a scholarly
book or a set of operating instructions. It may be agsly tested and refined or
invented spontaneously as needed. A metaphor is, in esadocen of cross-
referencing that allows us to invoke our theories a bogfplenomenon to help us make
sense of another.

Theories powerfully shape the content of our consciessr what we perceive,
how we interpret those perceptions, and how we actfodles our attention on
whatever the theory tells us is relevant and igndratwsn’t. For example, imagine that
we’re sitting before a hearth enjoying a fire that has burned low and is in need of
rejuvenation. If our theory of fire is “in order tarn, a fire needs wood” we’ll pile on
lots of wood, and the fire may or may not be restoidt if our theory describes the
essential roles of fuel, oxygen and concentrated et ,pay attention not only to the
wood, but also to the space between the logs and the pipginthe coals to the new
logs we’re hoping to ignite. The second theory direatsattention to important
observations (air and heat) and potential actions (spneddds apart, pile up the coals)
that we would miss using the first theory; under its guwdame are more likely to
successfully rekindle the fire. So, theories matter.

Figure 1 illustrates in more detail the cascading consegsesf where we direct
our attention. The focus of our attention determinestwie can perceive. Our
perceptions then constitute the body of data from wiieltreate an interpretation, a
story about what’s happening around us. That story thensbapexpectations — what
we anticipate for the future — which in turn shapes aeniions and actions. Note that
every step of this cascade can operate in revershighly self-reinforcing manner. We
will return to this point later.

If theories are so limiting, why do we use them? Withbabries, we could not
function in the world. We would be overwhelmed in eament by the infinite
number of internal and external stimuli that impingeus and are available for our
attention — everything that can be seen, heard, touamedled or tasted; every physical
and emotional sensation; every memory and thought ¢hdd potentially come into
awareness. We would be equally overwhelmed and paralysatinmoment by the
infinite set of potential actions we could take. The®help us to filter our perceptions
and to reduce to a manageable number the choices of tcberconsidered. Theories
are also a form of encapsulated experience that cahdoed readily, so individuals can
benefit from and build upon each other’s learning.

Even as our metaphors and theories are enabling, thajsareonstraining —
they can get in our way or limit us. By directing oueationhere, they are drawing our
attention away fronthere. They are oversimplifications, never completehsuuseful
information and options are inevitably filtered out. Bf@tors and theories create a
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circular self-reinforcing and self-propagating dynamic — tt@stinually call attention to
evidence that confirms their correctness and conegddece that might be
disconfirming. Moreover, the downstream consequenceginascade of attention
(such as expectations and behaviors) can work in reie@edéect how attention is
focused. For instance, we know from many studies of ¢éxpeyg bias (the Hawthorne
effect) how powerfully expectations shape attenéind perception.

Another example may be helpful héreSuppose | am giving a talk and you are
in the audience. My theory about giving good talks leadsometice how the audience
is responding so | can make ongoing adjustments in myrmieg¢es. Therefore, my
attention is drawn to the fact that you are noddingm$iieéep intermittently. From that
data, | form an interpretation, a theory about you, mantieat you are not interested in
my ideas. (Note that there are many interpretatiortd twuld have formed here; if |
mistake my interpretation for an observation, I'vart&d to climb a Ladder of
Inferencé). At the end of my talk, when you ask me a questianstbry I've started to
tell myself about you leads me to expect that you wiltlsmissive of what I’'m about to
say, so | respond in a mildy hostile and arrogant fashidich elicits like behavior in
you. | see this and say, “aha, | knew you were a jerdd"feom that moment on | will be
extra vigilant for further evidence of your hostilitin fact, | may be so focused on that
that | am inattentive to other cues that you are dgtuaty interested in what I'm
saying. Now the truth might be that you were sleepinghduny talk because your 14-
month-old kept you up all night, but you were so interesteta topic that you came to
my talk anyway, and felt bad that you couldn’t stay awakeear more of it.
Unfortunately, my interpretation of you as indifferemay well set in motion an
escalating pattern of mutual hostility. This an impairdynamic that we’ll return to at
length. For now, let’s just note how my theory abgu focused my attention and
shaped my behavior in a way that was self-fulfilling eréated the expected pattern of
behavior.

Another important aspect of theories for us to noti¢bas they tend to operate
subliminally. We often forget that they are theones;forget that we are seeing
selectively filtered information and presume that wesamply seeing “reality.” So it's
important for us pause from time to time to think about @athink, and to pay
attention to how we pay attention. Often this waNeal limiting assumptions that we
have been making and allow new ways of thinking and attiegnerge. In this spirit,
then, let’s proceed to examine how we think about orgamimat

Modern management theory: An organization is a machine

Modern management theory (starting with Frederick Tagod, continuing on
into systems theory and statistical process conggjjounded in linear cause-and-effect
reasoning: if A causes B, then knowing A allows one to ptd&liand, better yet,
controlling A allows one to control B.This kind of thinking, with its accompanying
expectations of predictability and control, is conveyethe popular metaphor of the
organization as machine.

A machine is designed with a specific purpose or output in niiwery part is
designed to perform a precisely specified movement witisistency and precision,
without deviation or variation, and to interact witle tinput” and with the other parts of
the machine to produce exactly the “output” that the desigtends. A machine can be
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fully specified in a blueprint which is the end-producaafesign process. If a machine
does not perform as expected, the engineers try to impi®performance by studying
its activity and then literally “going back to the drawlimgard” to come up with a better
design.

The machine metaphor leads us to view a healthcare organiaata variety of
work processes to be performed on patients by workebg tarried out precisely and
without variation in order to obtain the desired clihiead financial outcomes. The
organization’s blueprints include its mission statemerigvioy, organizational chart,
budgets, strategic plan, and policy and procedure manualen ¥Whorganization is not
performing as desired, the managers typically take thees&d some far off place to
study the organization’s performance and then reworkuespints. There is an implicit
expectation that, like engineers, they can step outise&lerganization, analyze it
objectively, and create a new design that will be enmm@nted exactly to specification.

To reiterate, the machine metaphor at the heart afibadl management theory
focuses attention on intended outcomes, actual versusdlesitputs, and blueprints. It
likens the manager to an engineer, and thus fosters akipastof precise control and
responsibility. This metaphor can be very usefuiad given rise to methods such as
process mapping and statistical process control thdeadrto substantial improvements
in effectiveness, safety and efficiency in care praee$sr which standardization is
desirable. However, given the enormous amount of indivichtadn and shared
decision making needed in the activities of a healthcayanization, standardization is
neither desirable nor possible in most circumstanéesl unlike machine parts, human
beings are not amenable to having their behavior desigespaaified by others. Thus
the machine metaphor is ill-suited to the majority @hagement tasks and situations.

Relationship-centered Administration: An organization is a comersation

A very different metaphor lies at the heart of Relaghip-centered
Administration: the organization as conversation. Avapsation is a non-linear
interactive process characterized by self-organizingnpattd meaning (eg: themes and
ideas) and patterns of relating (eg: power and roles)dirkction and content emerge
spontaneously in the course of ongoing back-and-forthaeictiens between participants.
A conversation cannot be designed; its participantsntesduce themes and otherwise
act with specific intentions in mind, but the resulia be neither predicted nor
controlled. New themes and patterns of relating caatipemerge. These novel
patterns may or may not be taken up and carried forwatdegmay be transformed
into something altogether different.

We can regard an organization as a gigantic complicateeecsation involving
its staff, patients (and their families), payers, ratark, neighbors, competitors, and
anyone else who interacts with or is affected byithough intangible, the themes in
this conversation are the defining essence of the orgamzaor an organization to be
established in the first place, it must first be astia@onversational theme — an idea
about what the organization should be and do — thatdshlyednough people and with
enough conviction as to mobilize coordinated action. Arithese conversational
themes change, so will the more tangible aspects ofgamization: buildings get torn
down; organizational charts are modified; budgets aree@yvgeople are hired, fired,
promoted and so forth. The organizational conversationtisedeart of it all.
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Within this gigantic conversation, there are, of counsgjad sub-conversations.
Some are public: individuals talking with each other imagoing stream of
interactions. Others are private: the ongoing flowhotught that comprises each
individual mind. Themes can spread readily from one asawen to another, rather
like the propagation of an epidemic.

Neither metaphor — machine nor conversation — is tas ene is just a
perspective, a way of noticing. Each can focus our atem ways that are helpful in
some situations, and limiting in others. Whereas the machetaphor focuses attention
on intention, design, standardization and gaps betwéeal @nd desired results, the
conversation metaphor focuses attention on here-awdbrmcesses of human
interaction — what patterns of meaning and relationshigmexging and how. Unlike
the machine metaphor, the conversation metaphor doesaate expectations of
control. In fact, it normalizes and even values ‘kmwing,” thus lessening the
potential for uncertainty to be a source of anxiety draare for managers, emotions
which all too often spread to others in the organizatiopainng performance.

Based on our observations of how the machine and cgati@n metaphors focus
our attention, we can see that the machine metapbesissuited for highly
standardized processes in which responsiveness and viriatglundesirable, and that
the conversation metaphor is best-suited for situstibat call for creativity,
adaptability, good judgment and shared decision-making. \Wehaw from
foundational metaphors to consider several theorigstmribute to the practice of
relationship-centered administration.

The theory of Complex Responsive Processes: Self-organizingtierns

The theory of Complex Responsive Processes of Rel@@iR§) describes the
perpetual and simultaneous creating of both self (ourishai minds and identities)
and society (the constellated patterns of meaning arthgetaat constitute the various
groups to which we belong, across all levels of scald)anuhceasing flow of
communicative interaction. We can think of the themrRP as a more rigorous and
nuanced version of our conversation metaphor. It feacaiention on the capacity of
human interaction to spontaneously generate new ideasnarratives (interpretations
of personal and group histories), and new patterns oinglathile at the same time,
paradoxically, yielding continuity, order and stabilityotB novel and stable patterns
self-organize in the here-and-now processes of commungcand relating, all without
anyone’s planning, control or directidn.

At first glance, this theory may seem abstract andrercbut self-organizing
patterns of meaning and relating are actually very comempariences. For instance,
imagine that you are talking with some friends or egllees, and someone makes a
chance remark that sparks a new thought for you, and dimeeome else takes your new
thought even further, and that stimulates a third pes@utthis fledgling new idea
together with another idea, and on it grows to becomajar new idea or plan. This
new idea represents a self-organizing new pattern of medrahgrnerges
spontaneously in the course of the back-and-forth ictierss of the conversation; it was
not the result of anyone’s intentional planning, diretto control. It just happened.
We can see similar processes of self-organizatiorogk when children spontaneously
make up a game, or when a social order starts to emettya wigroup of people who
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have never been together before. Patterns of powaekerehip, and inclusion-exclusion
inevitably and necessarily arise when new groups form, thoe® influenced by
people’s intentions but not subject to their directiocantrol®

We've also experienced self-organizing patterns of coityiraund stability.
Imagine that you are a newcomer in an existing group gflpeedrou probably will pay
close attention to how the other people were actinhatoyou can learn how to fit fh.
Before long, you begin to take on those behaviors yduysei join into the existing
pattern of interacting. At some subsequent meetingabfgifoup, another person joins
the group and that person now looks to you to see what behseixpected in order to
fit in. As people keep joining and leaving the group over these of time, the group’s
composition might change completely with none ofdhginal people still present, and
yet the patterns of behavior would persist. Once agaione directs, plans or controls
this process; the carrying forward of a pre-existing patérelating from one moment
(or one year, or century) to the next is a self-orgagiprocess. This same dynamic
can apply to a personal story, an organizational idgmttthe identity of a people or
culture — beliefs and practices passed down through manyagjens.

Having seen several examples of self-organizing pattémmeaning and
relating, we can now explore the fundamental intéaat dynamics at the heart of the
theory of Complex Responsive Processes. Ralph Stideegiuthor of CRP, noticed that
complexity dynamics were implicit in George Herbertdds classic formulation of
gesture and responseMead had astutely observed that the meaning of a geshyre
which he meant a social act, and act directed towardshan — is plastic: its ultimate
significance depends upon (and can be considerably mobif)athe response it elicits.
In his famous example, when a dog bares its teeth amts stt another dog, it's not at
all clear whether that gesture is going to be part @camal conflict, ritualized conflict
or play. The meaning of the gesture is only completedédyesponse of the other dog.
And that response itself is also the next gesturedrséquence of social interaction, the
meaning of which will be determined by the respahgécits.

This same dynamic of gestures and responses in turingliaihd completing
each other applies to human communication, both varithhon-verbal. The meanings
of participants’ gestures in a conversation simultangdasin and are formed by each
other. Over the course of many iterations of back-anthfoteraction, patterns begin to
develop — not only patterns of meaning (the themes indineecsation) but also patterns
of relating (dominance, for example, or the use — or4ackself-disclosure). We have
seen examples above of how these conversationalnst@n be self-propagating, with
the patterns of one moment calling forth the very shet®viors in the next, and how
novel patterns can arise sparked by a small bit of adieergtidifference or diversity.

This conversational dynamic of mutual and reciprocal inflagag&ing place in
the course of an iterative interaction exhibits tiy@ature characteristics of a non-linear
or complex process:

» Itis capable of self-organization — order (pattern) emengg®ut conscious
design or intent, made possible by the simultaneous preséfreedom (the
non-deterministic nature — the wide latitude of possib#iig each person’s
next conversational move) and constraint (e.g.: ttegoaizations and
relational structures embedded in a language, the obligaticsocial
convention).
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* It creates and maintains pattern in the here-and-nawg@ding interactive
process. If the interacting ceases, if there isespansive relating, then there
is no pattern. There is no “fixed structure” or storagehanism. The
pattern must be continuously reenacted and maintainather éhe public
conversation between people or the private conversafiindividual minds.

* Itis capable of amplifying small differences. The ressoto an unexpected
word, a glance, a novel association or a misundersteathing can cascade
into a whole new, transformative pattern. Without diitg and difference,
novel patterns cannot emerge; there would be nothing thtseehangé.

* Outcomes are unpredictable and uncontrollable. The paltént
infinitesimally small differences that exist at ttart of an interactive
process —differences beyond our capacity to ever know artoastascade of
amplification and transformation means that we carenknow in advance
what the outcome will be.

Pulling all these ideas together, we are now in a pwsit fully understand the
name of the theory — Complex Responsive Processeslatii®): ‘Complex’ refers to
complexity dynamics: the self-organizing and unpredictalieepamaking of
conversation. ‘Responsive Processes of Relating’ ptordasgoing communicative
interaction and the mutual influence that participants baveach other, constituting the
medium in which self-organization takes place.

Another important aspect of the theory of CRP forousansider pertains to the
concepts of “mind” and “self.” We can conceive of aunds as being private
conversations accessible only to ourselves, the self-aiggrdynamics of which are
identical in every way to those of public conversatitad take place between people
(discussed above). We constantly gesture and respanaidelves as we monitor and
react to our own thoughts and behaviors and anticipateotieaxs might respond to us.
Both novel and stable patterns emerge from the ongoiragivte interaction of our own
thinking. Our minds — our capacity for self-reflectiveupbt — are acquired socially, an
‘internalization’ of public conversation, as it weradawve likewise develop a concept of
self only by noticing the responses we elicit in othévly. identity (a set of themes
about who | am and what I'm like) is not something irgicror internal to me; rather it
is a theme in my conversation with every person wilbnv | interact (indeed, my
identity is quite different with different people; | derally a different person with each
of them). My identity is also a set of themes inomyn private conversation, drawing
upon the themes of my identity that emerge in the uarmublic conversations in which
| participate.

This free flow of themes about my identity between puohid private
conversations illustrates one last point pertaining tatb&emination of new patterns.
A pattern of meaning (an idea) that emerges in a public csaiven is simultaneously
present in the private conversations of all the paaiais (although it won't be identical
in each person; its meaning will be nuanced by each Vs own unique perspective
and history). The participants then disperse and joathar public conversations, and
introduce this new pattern of meaning into other convenssitiwhere it may or may not
be taken up. In this way, new patterns of meaning and relating Hawepportunity to
diffuse across an ever widening circle of conversations.
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Whether a newly emerging pattern will propagate and beseffeeplicating or
will die out is unpredictable. There is a principleamplexity science called the
Inverse Power Law which holds that the likelihood ehange in pattern varies
inversely with the magnitude of the change: small chafgeno change) are more
likely than large ones. A physical metaphor for the is#d>ower Law is a sand pile on
top of which we are dropping grains of sand one by one. Htasts will stick where
they land, or will tumble for a very short distancecc&sionally, a grain will knock a
few other grains loose and they will all tumble a shay@own the slope. And once in
a very great while, that one grain of sand dropped fraowealwill cause an avalanche.
This Inverse Power Law is thus a further elaboratiothefamplification of small
differences, showing us that while the potential famagformative cascade exists for
any small change or disturbance, most disturbances dopagate at all. And we can
never know ahead of time which small differences madke a difference.

The theory of Complex Responsive Process has profouratatipns for how
we think about and participate in organizations. It remusdhat an organization is not
a thing, but rather a constellation of patterns inntleelium of ongoing human
interaction. These are patterns of meaning — the orgamzaidentity: ideas about its
purpose, how it gets its work done and what kind of pilaise- and patterns of relating
— the organization’s culture: power relations, the unemitules about what kinds of
things one does or doesn't say in a staff meeting, wistgenake decisions, who sits in
what chair, and so on. Using nouns to describe orgamrdtidentity and culture is
very misleading; it creates the impression that tlaesdixed and static entities and
fosters the illusion that they can be designed andaited, like other objects (recall the
machine metaphor). If it weren’t for the awkwardnestheflanguage, we might be
better off using verbs (organizing, relating, producing) ratti@n nouns (organization,
relationship, product) to remind us that organizations aracindynamic patterns
perpetually under construction in each present moment.

This matter of perpetual ongoing construction offers ggomant insight into the
nature of organizational change work. Since pattesbeaing formed and maintained
in every moment, then every moment holds the potdotiadhange. In fact, there is no
other place to look for opportunities to instigate change ithanat is happening right
here, right now in the present processes of relafitge process of pattern formation is
so often unconscious that we seldom recognize how wepatgbuting to the very
patterns that we find problematic. So the work of orgdimnal change is to focus
attention (our own and others’) on the patterns weeaageting in each moment, helping
us to become more mindful of here-and-now relationalgg®and giving us the chance
to intentionally try out different ways of participagir- deliberately introducing
difference and disturbing existing patterns — with the hbaea different and better
pattern will take hold. Maybe we try making a personéddisclosing remark at a
leadership meeting, disrupting the pattern of impersonalezeation. Perhaps we take
the risk of naming the heretofore unmentionable elepinathieiroom — someone’s
habitually rude or disruptive behavior or an unethical poliay erder to end our
participation in a collective conspiracy of silent aegaence. Whatever the new
gesture, we are offering a small bit of difference inhibpe that someone else might
then join in, forming a slightly larger new patterntthaght then spread in a cascade of
amplification.
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In seeking to intentionally enact new patterns, we needmain mindful of our
inability to predict or control what will happen. Rememibg the sand pile metaphor
and the small chance that any one disturbance wiladasave understand that we must
be persistent in our efforts to prompt a new pattermake repeated “disturbances,”
never knowing which one (if any) might cause the avddandVe try to embody and
continually reintroduce the new pattern, or as Gandhi galthe the change you wish to
see in the world.*°

The theory of CRP releases us from unrealistic egtieas of control, and from
the shame and anxiety that we experience when we fagéd them. And if we are in
managerial or leadership positions, it helps us keep fppeading our anxiety to others
in organization, which would further compromise organizatiperformancé’ CRP
helps us recognize the virtue in not knowing, and avoidimglsb rigidly to our own
prefabricated visions of the future that we fail to recogaind make room for even
better possibilities that may be emerging spontaneo@BP refocuses our attention
from our blueprints (our hopes for what might be) to whattually happening right
here and now, and helps us in remain open to new unforpessibilities. .

It's important to understand that the theory of Comesponsive Process does
not argue against planning, it just reframes how we think abolrt more traditional
management theory, the whole point of planning is totertte best plan and then
execute it. From a CRP perspective, the main point ohplg is the conversation. If
it's a high quality process, it invites us to share our diffees and diversity and gives us
ample opportunity to respond (to have our patterns of meamingand be formed by
each other), thus allowing new patterns of meaning togameis we talk, we are
exploring and further developing our present ways of thinkibagiithe future, which
affect our present actions. New patterns are formunggh can give rise to new actions.
We are not so much anticipating or preparing for the éutisrwe are constructing it. All
that is taking place in the conversation; the plarfitsdut an artifact that will quickly
become out of date as the process of pattern making thon

It's also important to point out that, contrary to thgpression left by some
writing on complexity and organizations, that self-orgamrais no guarantee of virtue.
Self-organizing patterns have as much potential to be dég&ras constructive —
patterns of dishonesty or abuse are no less suscedptiteplification and self-
organization than are virtuous patterns. One possibleaviayver the risk that evil
patterns might propagate is a systematic process akesleltion within an
organization, articulating values and introducing a pati€honest conversations about
accountability.

We can conclude our consideration of the theory of @exResponsive
Processes of Relating by summarizing how it focuseatbemtion as leaders, managers
and agents of organizational change. It invites us to nibt&cpatterns that are being
created, maintained and changed in the here-and-now meads®lating. It draws our
attention to the dynamics of self-organization, and ¢éartiportance of diversity and
serendipity in seeding the development of novel patteAt the same time, it shows us
the importance of responsiveness — not merely listeningedng open to having our
minds changed. It reminds us to be humble about theslwhibur own capacity for
control, inviting us to let go of prefigured images of theifaf to be more fully present
in the moment, and to be more attuned to what migkpbataneously emerging. We
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can be mindful of the patterns we are creating andameinig through our behavior at
meetings, the criteria we use to select members and $eafdiére organization, the
degree to which we share information and involve othersdisida-making, and
countless other aspects of organizational life.

Self Determination Theory: Intrinsically motivated behavior change

Self Determination Theory is a theory of intrinsigathotivated behavior
change, that is, behavior change that is embraced iogl@rdual and sustained without
ongoing external reinforcement or contfolin an extensive series of studies of
behavior change in the workplace and in schools, Richgat Bnd Edward Deci
identified three factors that support intrinsically-mot@gbehavior changer:

» Competence. People adopt new behaviors more readily twbgeel that they
know how to do what is being asked of them, when thdysteked.

Conversely, when people feel incompetent they feel Bcstisceptible to

humiliation and rejection. They are strongly motivhte avoid this unpleasant

experience, which means avoiding new behaviors and sis&tio which they
do not feel adequately prepared.

» Autonomy support. People are more amenable to changimd#evior when
that change is being fostered in a way that supportsatnomy and respects
their ability to determine for themselves how they Wwdhave. The opposite of
autonomy support is coercion and manipulation — the ugeosigsincentives
(positive or negative) to influence behavior. Theseisitr motivations can be
very effective in changing behavior, but only for agjlas the incentives are in
place.

* Relatedness. People are more likely to make a chartbeir behavior when
they feel personally known and cared for by the adwegspbf that change, when
they feel that someone takes a personal interelsem.t Indifference on the part
of the change advocate, or bureaucratic approachearéhdevoid of human
contact altogether, hinder adoption of the new behavior.

Many behavior change initiatives seem to be guided by alrcibtpheory that
calls attention to setting expectations, giving feedbaakpiah incentives and managing
“resistance.” Self Determination Theory offers arensophisticated view, calling
attention to aspects of behavior change that are natwdand are often overlooked
(like our fire-building model that highlights not only e, but also air and heat). Itis a
practical, actionable theory that has been applied ssftdly in organizational,
educational and clinical settings.

Self-Determination Theory resonates strongly whgh principles of relationship-
centered care and administration, adding both an explartheory of and a body of
experimental support for relational process, partnershiglaaed decision-making. It
adds the important theme of competence, which wasmeleaent in RCC. Itis
interesting to note, though, the relational significamiceompetence as a means to
maintain interpersonal connection and avoid anticipatedtien by an imagined other,
as discussed above.

© 2004 Anthony L. Suchman



-11 -

Appreciative Inquiry: Discovering and enhancing the root cause of success

We turn next to Appreciative Inquiry, which can be regam@edoth a theory and
a methodology of organizational change. Al is based deceptively simple premise,
namely, that people are more motivated to change wWisgtréflect on what they are
doing well and how to do more of it than when they aokihg at what's not working
and how to do less of it. Al is the converse of probdeiwing; it focuses attention on
capacity and competence rather than on deficiency.

As an example, suppose the Chief Operating Officer ofaital launches an
initiative to improve the working relationships betweérygicians and managers. A
common approach would be to identify what’'s wrong in otdéix it. Talking with a
variety of individuals, she is likely to hear both grotiyso fix the blame on the other —
physicians’ arrogance and financial irresponsibility oa band and the “bean
counters™ insensitivity to patients’ needs on the otH&uch attributions and blame
quite predictably evoke defensiveness and thwart consteumiversation. We've all
experienced conversations like this; they rarely get amgvhe

Al takes an opposite approach by exploring instances, howdwequent, when
physicians and managers worked well together. So the C@Qkt mvite a group of
physicians and managers to tell each other stories aboegssful collaborations.
Typically, the participants interview each other in pé#ach taking a turn as storyteller
and interviewer) and then reflect on their stories toadier the factors that made these
successes possible. Perhaps it was having a strong stso@dovigoal, or facing an
external threat, or making an extra effort to fulhderstand each other’s needs and
perspectives. Having discovered in this fashion the sutaetsss in their own stories —
the best of whaits — the group might then envision a future in which thesefaare
present in abundance, articulating a vivid and compellisgrgeion of whatmight be,
and begin to plan specific steps to get there — whhbe.

Al is a richly nuanced approach that we cannot adequatstyide here. For our
present purposes, we need only notice how Al focusestiatieand with what
consequences. Recall the cascade of attention thewns@lered earlier: from attention
to perception to interpretation to expectations and behafdg focusing attention on
stories of success, Al sets us up to perceive our owotaeds’ best qualities and to see
ourselves as capable, already possessed of the sKilesxparience we need to make the
desired change. These expectations lead us to regard drehtiie@ther as competent
people, evoking more competent behavior. In contrastself-fulfilling expectations in
problem solving are negative, expectations of incompetenceudpability, not qualities
we would seek to amplify or propagate.

Al is commonly misunderstood as only talking about thetpesiand never
talking about the negative, an approach that could ondiytteauperficial and ineffective
conversation. Al doesn’t seek to restrict conveosatiather, it begins the conversation
at a favorable starting point and approaches change faiffegent direction. By
beginning with success stories and examining the supportitaydaand specific action
steps, Al addresses the very same behavior changesaiiat emerge from a problem
solving approach, but with an opposite emotional valerzapability rather than blame,
and hope grounded in actual experience rather than feappetebsness. Inthe
example of physicians and administrators, the contiersabout action steps might
focus on “strengthening people’s ability to understand edwr'stneeds and
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perspectives” rather than “not interrupting and arguing angrhd3oth phrases point to
exactly the same desired behavior, better listening, khtwery different implications
for actual behavior change. To see why, let’s retuithé theories of organizational
change that we’ve just considered.

From the perspective of complex responsive processastrdtduces into the
group’s conversation the themes of capability, hope, pecif&c success factors,
creating an opportunity for these themes to become fiedpéind to spread. Al also
reduces the introduction of themes about deficiency andeshiaat elicit defensiveness,
inhibit responsiveness and the expression of divewsity,thus limit the capacity of the
conversation to give rise to creative new patterns.

From the perspective of Self Determination Theory, Alspmes and strengthens
the participants’ competence. It respects their autorfmmgntrusting to them the
responsibility for identifying success factors, articalgta vision for the future, and
planning subsequent action steps towards that future. Aowdgihthe community-
weaving dynamics of sharing stories, Al creates a strelagjonal environment. In
contrast, problem solving approaches can easily threattnge of competence, reduce
perceptions of autonomy and foster antagonism, thus redinaridkelihood of
intrinsically motivated behavior change.

Formation Work

The theories we've been considering thus far are cnedgsrimarily with
patterns of meaning and relating at the level of organizatconversations. In contrast,
formation work is very personal; it focuses attentiartftemes of individual identity and
meaning as they influence and are expressed through our Wirn.we are and how
we show up in each moment has a major effect onaheent and process of the
organizational conversations in which we participatkis dea is reflected in Parker
Palmer’s assertion that “...good teaching cannot be redug¢edhnique; good teaching
comes from the identity and integrity of the teacheahd in the Pew-Fetzer Task
Force’s claim that “who practitioners are as persemsast relevant to the quality of
care that they give'®

Formation is a perspective and an approach that helpsepdegpen their self-
awareness as a means to greater individual well-beingpdre them give more to
others through their work:

“Formation assumes that every person has accessnaarsource of truth,

named in various wisdom traditions as soul, spirit @rtiea source of strength

and guidance that is the place of truth telling withinvhere we know the
difference between reality and illusion. The workarmation involves creating

a quiet, focused, and disciplined space in which the mgibén us and around

us can subside and we can begin to hear our own inre. vai personal and

communal process, formation invites persons to reclagn bwn wholeness and
vocational clarity and recognizes the vital relationshipvben inner work and
life-giving outer work.™®
This connection between the personal and the organiaatimay seem self-evident, but
it is actually a radical challenge to prevailing medarad management cultures, which
hold that these two domains should be strictly sepédratel to the classical scientific
attitude of objectivity and detached observation on whieké cultures are based.
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Drawing upon methods used by the clergy to deepen and rbagwgense of
spirituality and personal presence to a transcendentdéegperience, Parker Palmer
has developed an approach called Teacher Formation thgiaeteg journaling, silent
reflection and dialog to help teachers continue alonig pla¢hs of personal growth and
bring more of themselves to their relationships with stiedeRenny Williamson has
adapted this format for clinicians and healthcare ledders.

Many other theories, traditions and practices also stigpdrilluminate
capacities for personal reflection, self-awarenagheaticity and empathy. For
example, Howard Gardner introduced the concept of “@matiintelligence” — the
capacity to be aware of and respond to emotions (onaisama others)® Carl Rogers
used the phrase “becoming a person” to describe the profoessiing to know oneself
and learning to act in each moment with greater auttignti Gestalt therapy,
championed by Fritz Perls, pursued a similar goal witleidiht methods — redirecting
attention from the spoken word to immediate sensqgpgm@eance and non-verbal
behavior®®

The common theme across all these different petigpsas that the
organizational should be personal. There need be noasepaand in fact, separation
is harmful?* We risk our own well-being and we limit the potentiabaf organizations
when we withhold our full presence and when we participabeganizational
conversations in a way that is at odds with who weoarghat we believe. And
conversely, our most effective means (actually our amans) for changing
organizations is to change the way we ourselves pargcigatrmation work supports
our ongoing growth, and continually opens new possibilitiesidav we can be present.

The Healthy Healthcare Organization “molecule”

The last perspective that we will consider is an irgge model of successful
organizational function that presents communicationratadionship skills in a wider
context. Through their years of consulting with heztlk organizations to help them
become “the best places to work and the best placesaoe care,” Bonnie Wesorick
and her colleagues at the CPM Resource Center haudiebseveral core success
factors which they summarize in the form of a “maleé (Figure 2)?*> We can best
appreciate the elements of this molecule by retracegtiry of its development.

In the course of her work as an intensive care nurgsp¥i¢k observed
considerable duplication of effort across disciplinEsr example, both nurses and
respiratory therapists would undertake complete docutmemtaf respirator settings,
each in their own separate section of the chart. Amat was worse, important clinical
observations recorded by one group often went unread byrlée &She observed
similar duplication and discontinuity in the dischardgnping process and elsewhere.
So she set out to develop an integrated interdiscipliciaayting system that would
allow for data to be entered only once and then to dodilyeaccessible to everyone.
Staff members from each discipline could thus contribmtnd benefit from a single,
shared body of information about each patient.

After working for weeks on her own time to develop thesvrcharting system,
Wesorick was surprised and dismayed when her colleaguesddtusse it. She
discovered that each discipline felt a professionabahbibn to undertake its own
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documentation and, more important, lacked confidenceeiwtter disciplines’ ability to
do the same work (“they don’t do it as well as we d&he thus discovered how
completely unfamiliar each discipline was with theesth scope of practice — their
training, competencies and clinical privileges. And of seuthere were also themes of
identity — of both individuals and disciplines — and unspdians of being displaced.

To address and resolve these issues of scope of praddicksaiplinary identity
that stood in the way of effective collaboration Wbrequire an extended dialogue
across disciplines. But there was no forum for sudrmizbntal integration.” So
Wesorick and her colleagues invented one: the Partnershipcl. On each inpatient
unit, individuals were identified by peer-nomination to &eresentatives to a council,
with participation by all disciplines and job descriptiam the unit (including all
clinical disciplines, housekeeping, unit secretaries, artdnamagers). Each Council
member served as a personal liaison to 4-5 other indivithoatsthe same discipline
who were not on the Council. Thus every person onitiitevas either a Council
member or had a personal representative.

No sooner did the Councils start to meet than anotbstaole presented itself:
Council members would immediately get stuck in argumaintsit disciplinary identity
and competencies. Wesorick soon discovered that thec@oworked better if they
began with initial teambuilding activities, learning dialégls and developing a sense
of common purpose. They were then able to learn alamiit @her and to appreciate
(without a sense of threat) each other’s unique perspscaind skills. And only then
were the Partnership Councils in a position to addressaplement new approaches to
interdisciplinary documentation, interdisciplinarynatial pathways and order sets, and
other new work processes to improve the effectiversdisiency and safety of inpatient
care. The Partnership Council model has now been aggdiat more than 100
hospitals, and in many other kinds of departments anttaliservice areas.

All the wisdom that was gathered over the course o€l Resource Center’s
story is summarized in the “healthy healthcare orgditin” molecule (Figure 2). At the
center of the molecule, we see the relationship aadglie skills, which must be
present before any other aspect of the work can prod&teithe top of the molecule, we
see “shared purpose” and “scope of practice,” the lagiegtamplified by
distinguishing between basic competency in one’s own diiseipnd “integrated
competency” — the capacity to join one’s own competéoggther with those of others,
the specific skills of teamwork. The lower third bétHealthy Healthcare Organization
molecule addresses the infrastructure — both technicadcamal — that supports effective
communication, relationship and teamwork. The techmdedstructure is now
evolving from paper to electronic media, enabling unprecedesxetslof information
sharing and decision support, provided that it is designhed whthneed collaboration in
mind, and not merely the automation of existing work preees The social
infrastructure consists of Partnership Councils or ddrenalized approaches to helping
workgroups talk with each other about how they do theikwor

At the heart of Wesorick’s model are the same priasipf relationship and
dialogue that are at the core of relationship centergdnéstration. Her model calls
attention to additional elements — notably shared purtese, role definition and
infrastructure — that promote relationship and effeato#aboration on interdisciplinary
healthcare teams. With further emphasis on thesiaiuof patients and families, and
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with the integration of the additional theoreticalgpectives we have outlined above,
the “molecule” model offers a very comprehensive andfakframework for healthcare
administrators.

Summary and implications for organizational change

Let’s now try to pull together all the perspectives wagviewed to see what
they tell us about the work of leadership, managemenbagahizational change (see
the Table). We began by noticing how theories have themovairect our attention,
revealing some possibilities for action while simultarsg concealing others.

We then examined the idea that an organization is a satien involving
everyone who participates in or is affected by the orgaorza any capacity. In the
ongoing flow of this conversation, patterns of meaning atteéqs of relating arise,
spread, are maintained, evolve or disappear, all in-@sghizing fashion that is
subject to intentional influence, although often in unptedie ways, but is not subject
to control. Themes in the conversation (patternsednmg) that pertain to the
organization itself — e.g.: what it does and how, or Wivad of place it is — constitute
the organization’s identity. Patterns of relating — evpo has power, how it is
exercised and constrained, how people talk with each etbenstitute the
organization’s culture. Organizational change consiststhiimy other than changes in
these patterns of meaning and relating. And becausepateens exist only by virtue
of their continuous recreation and re-enactment irhéne-and-now interactional
processes of the organizational conversation, every mdmédg the possibility of
change.

We considered a number of perspectives that shed lighbwrpatterns change.
Self determination theory highlights three factors tep individuals become more
receptive to the change in their personal identityheatessarily accompanies
organizational change. These factors are: a serg®gdetence regarding the new
behavior; support for the individual’'s sense of autonomyaking the change; and a
relational context — a sense of being cared-for.

Appreciative Inquiry focuses attention on existing suseesnd capacities and
how to enhance and expand them. It influences the orgamabtonversation by
reinforcing themes of positive personal and organizatimieaitity — skill, knowledge,
and virtue. Such favorable changes in identity tend te pasticipants’ expectations of
the organization and of one another, calling forth behaaasistent with these higher
expectations. Al also amplifies relational pattevhstorytelling, self-disclosure,
thoughtful listening and dialogue, thus supporting a culturesgfansiveness, creativity,
adaptability and solidarity.

With all the activity and processes of organizationalkvwand organizational
change taking place here in the living present (and raawavhere else), the manner in
which we are present to others in the organizational ceatien has a profound effect
on the patterns of relating that arise in each momeence the relevance of Formation
work and other approaches to self-awareness and peadhahticity. After we peel
away all our fantasies of design and control (as eiedad the machine metaphor), we
discover that all we ever really have at our dispssaurselves. The more we can know
ourselves, be aware of what we are experiencing and gogarh moment, and act with
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mindfulness and authenticity, the more the diversity i@sponsiveness we can
contribute, enhancing the creative potential of thevemation.

And finally, the healthy healthcare organization molecelminds us that good
communication and relationship process is but one eleofiesniccessful organizational
function. A shared sense of purpose, individual and intedj@ampetence (skill in our
own discipline and in working with others) and an infrasture for collaboration - both
technical and social — are also necessary.

We turn at last to the practical implications thesespectives have for how to go
about the work of healthcare administration and orgaioizal change. And here we
discover that we've already examined them in detdiky tare the four principles of
Relationship Centered Care that were described in thedangoehapter:

* being personally present and inviting others to do likewise

» speaking your truths, and listening to understand the triitbthers
» valuing (or harnessing) difference and diversity, and

» letting go of control and trusting the process.

Seeing organizations as self-organizing conversations patthorganizational
identity and culture being continuously created in the onggmteractions of the living
present, we can readily appreciate the value of firgetprinciples as guides to effective
conversation. They help us foster an environment inlwpgople can contribute the
full measure of their diversity and maintain a high degreresponsiveness, the
conditions that favor creativity and adaptability (tineeegence of novel patterns) in the
conversation.

But it is the fourth principle that represents the megtortant change in the
practice of management, and it is also the hardest {@t.attadelves deeply into our way
of being in the world, the means by which we seek exislenbunding and security.
This principle challenges us to embrace paradox and notikgewo know that we are
perpetually in the midst of messiness and to regard theownkmore as a rich source of
potential and less as a source of peril. It calls upoa tedihquish the false god of
control (it never really existed anyway), and to libemieselves from its impossible
expectations and its attendant fears of being found inadeqlib&se emotions are toxic
and contagious. They constrict our field of vision dmel/tinhibit honest conversation.

The fourth principle suggests that if we stop focusingismtly on the outcomes
we desire and the deficiencies of present circumstan@san notice emerging
potential that we would otherwise have missed. If themanication and relational
process is good, its capacity for self-organization wéld/ioutcomes we could never
have been smart or prescient enough to design oursédgesur fear of failure lessens,
we will find ourselves having more room to be curious, olzsgrand creative; such a
change in our attitude will enable a similar change foersth Shifting our focus from
control to relation also helps us see other people ableapalaborators rather than
objects to be manipulated, thus inviting more trust and calive behavior from
them. We are more likely to treat them in a way thgtports their autonomy, helps
them feel competent and builds relationship — a climatesrconducive to intrinsically
motivated behavior change.

And so we have arrived at the very essence of Rakttip Centered
Administration. It is about how we show up and whatbnieg to each moment: it is
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very personal. It is about openness and humility: tetdeding how much we depend
upon the serendipity of self-organizing process thatriggteally outside our control. It
is about paradox: to get the best outcomes, we haveget flabout outcomes and focus
instead on the quality of relational process. It is al@pectations: transforming
individuals and organizations by focusing attention on thesit tpealities, not their
worst. The ultimate message of this chapter is just brganizational change begins
and ends with changing ourselves, how we think and act,wéhaay attention to, what
we expect of each other, and how we talk and relatadlo ether in every moment of
every day. Gandhi said it best: “Be the change you teasee in the world.”

Mindful of our inability to predict or control what wilappen, we can seek to
enact in each moment the values and visions that \dedeeply, to continuously
introduce into the organizational conversation thoseepattof thinking and relating that
we desire. Nothing may come of it — we can't help that, the knowledge that we tried
our best may have to be our sole source of satisfa@ir we may recognize that we
need to look for a more suitable organization in whicpucsue our aspirations). But
it's also possible that the little disturbances weaseawill spread, invisibly at first,
unpredictably, only to show up in ways and at timeswabhever could have imagined.
As the pattern spreads, we may find ourselves in commwithyother kindred spirits.
And at some point, the new patterns might becomegiad widespread enough that
they become the new mainstream — they become theetitat people see and emulate
when they first join the organization, when theytayag to figure out how to fit in.

The new patterns come to shape the criteria that ¢ugdselection of the organization’s
new members and leaders. They shape the organizatientty which then shapes the
perceptions, expectations and behaviors of its memPerd.at that point, the new
identity and culture — the new patterns of thinking andingja- have become self-
sustaining. In the chapters that follow, we will ses thynamic played out repeatedly.
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Figure 1 : The cascade of attention (from Broekstr&}
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Figure 2: “Molecule” model of health healthcare organizations
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H = Healthy Healthcare Organization (H20)
P = Shared purpose

S = Scope of practice

C = Competency (individual)

G = Integrated competency

D = Dialogue

R = Healthy relationships

| = Infrastructure

N = Networking (Partnership Councils)

T = Technology, tools and resources

© CPM Resource Center (used with permission)
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Table: A summary of the theoretical foundation of Relationsip-centered

Administration

Metaphor/theory

Key insights or principles

Conversation vs machine
metaphor

Uncontrollable; ongoing emergence of meaning in each

moment; we can never stand outside of it — we areyalwa

in it and part of it

Complex Responsive
Processes of Relating

Patterns of meaning and relating self-organize in the eo
of conversation; small differences can become araglio
form transformational patterns This theory focuses

attention on the living present; emphasizing diversity and

responsiveness as the foundation of novelty; embracing
not-knowing and the lack of control.

urs

Self-Determination
Theory

Factors that favor intrinsically-motivated changeisgeof
competence, autonomy support, and relational context

Appreciative Inquiry

Focusing attention on what works &aaiing how to do

more of it; changing expectations by raising and presgnt

themes of capacity; social dynamics of storytelling

n

Formation

Being authentically present; awarenesslbésd others

Healthy Healthcare
Organization Molecule

Bringing individual and integrative competence to the

conversation; shared purpose as a unifying theme; technical

and social infrastructures to support conversation
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Notes:

! Thanks to my colleague Penny Williamson for this example

2 A “ladder of inference” begins with an observationwdrich we all would agree, but then we begin to
make up our own interpretations as to the meaningifisignce or cause of what we have just observed,
and we begin to act upon that assumption. When we areefticto distinguish between the observation
and the assumption we get caught in a self-fulfilling dyicashexpectations, behaviors and responses.
From (Senge, P., 1994), p 242.

% A detailed critique of classical management theoriededound in (Stacey, R., 2000). Predictability
and control were the aspirations of classical physied,while they have now been supplanted in physics
by the unpredictable world of relativity and quantum matdsa they continue to hold sway in modern
management, and in most social sciences, for thaemelee (Flyvbjerg B, 2001)

* What is most radical about CRP, and distinguishesrit fother complexity theories (and more
traditional linear causal theories of society and rommication) is this notion that it is the patterns of
meaning and relating that self-organize, not people @b®mtomous agents of Complex Adaptive
Systems). “Selves” — our identities, and our ways t&rpreting what we experience in our bodies — are
patterns that exist within this medium of communicativermétion. We do not — can not — exist outside
of that medium. And at the very same time, we (our Isogliel their various capacities) are the medium in
which this conversation takes place.

®> See the groundbreaking work of Thomas S. Smith andagplies on the self-organization of social
patterns, for instance: (Smith, T. S., Stevens, (X Taldwell, S., 1999).

® This powerful, highly developed social dynamic is rootedtiachment behavior, and has had
considerable survival value for our species. Attachrbehavior is rooted in brain chemistry and is a
powerful constraint on self-organizing patterns of retati (Suchman A. Complexity and Personal
Transformation: Learning to Hold Space for Emergencasti&ts Thesis, Business School, Complexity
and Management Centre, University of Hertfordshire, 20@&2acgy, R., 2003).

" (Mead, G. H., 1962)

8 This principle of complexity science, called Criti€dpendence on Initial Conditions, is often referred
to as the “butterfly effect.” According to this popueralogy, the minute aerodynamic disturbances
caused by the beating of a butterfly’s wings can altexcadit air currents, resulting in a larger disturbance
which then alters other larger currents, leading to anabfgdiropagation and amplification that ultimately
affects major weather patterns halfway around thedwvdri a conversation, the equivalent process is the
chance remark that ultimately cascades into a tranafbre new idea, as we considered above.

° Note that written and electronic documents are alsorgssitu conversations. See (Donaldson A. An
inquiry into the part played by writing in the organisatiar@iversation. Doctor of Management thesis,
Business School, Complexity and Management Centre, Uitivefddertfordshire, 2003).

1 This is a radically different approach to organizatiomgesthan the grand plan with strategies, events
and benchmarks mapped out for the next 3 years. Such grasdspldom achieve their goals, and when
they do, it's probably because they cause they serémalihi provoked disturbances in the organizational
conversation that propagated. So the grand plan soesetuorks, but for different reasons than the
planners think!

1 (Palmer, P., 2000)

2 (Ryan, R. M. & Deci, E. L., 2000)

13 (Williams, G. C., Freedman, Z. R., & Deci, E. L., 1998jliams, G. C., Rodin, G. C., Ryan, R. M.,
Grolnick, W. S., & Deci, E. L., 1998; Deci, E. L., 1995)

4 (Palmer, P., 1998), p 10.

15 (Tresolini CP and the Pew-Fetzer Task Force, 1994), p 28.

16 Center for Teacher Formation, http://www.teacherfaiomeorg/html/ctf/courses-f.cfm

7 (williamson, P. R., 2002)

18 (Goleman, D., 1995)

9 (Rogers, C., 1961)

20 (Perls, F., 1976), (Mackewn, J., 1997)

2L (Palmer, 2000)
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22 (Wesorick, B., Shiparski, L., Troseth, M., & Wyngardin, 1997)
% (Suchman, A. L., 1998)
4 (Broekstra, G., 1998)
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