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Abstract

This portfolio identifies a lacuna in the ways moginstream management literature
speaks of change. This literature focuses predartiinan the activities of ‘planning’,
'implementing’ and 'evaluating' change in orgaionat while largely overlooking the
situated and embodied experience of actually bewgrhangedl propose that this
type of experience lies at the heart of organiraichange. My research focuses on
such experiences, addressing the questions ofahlaaacterizes them, what are the
conditions that enable them, and what is involved practice that attempts to

generate and sustain them.

Building on Complex Responsive Process Theory, vbiaims that all change is
constituted by shifts in the patterning of locaknactions, | am proposing that the
study of thequalitiesof ordinary, everyday 'experiences of transforordtiwhich
take place in conversational interactions betwegarazational members, is crucial

to our understanding of how change happens.

These qualities involve fleeting and elusive shiftawareness and energy. What | am
suggesting 'transforms' in such experiences isahglex interweaving of meaning,
sense of self or identity, and ways of interacting speaking. | argue that these shifts
both create, and are created by, the responsivegentent with the complex,

puzzling and ambiguous aspects of lived experieatederaction. My narratives are
concerned with the ways in which new meaning anethdirections of 'going on
together' emerge paradoxically within the very eigree of the fragmentation and
dissolving of our usual, taken for granted underditag and sense of self. This often
happens as we agree to encounter the 'othernesten$ in a conversational setting

in which all the disconcerting, troubling and mayiramifications of that encounter

are allowed to play out.

In crafting an approach to change which resonatae mvith our everyday
organizational lives, my narratives call attentiorthe details of such experiences:
their textured richness and complex multi-facetednépropose that learning to
carefully notice and engage with such experienffiessoboth deeper insights into
the nature of change, and generates more nuandste,sand ultimately effective,

ways of working with change processes.
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1. SYNOPSIS April 2007)

1.1 INTRODUCTION: BEGINNINGS AND ENDINGS

"What we call the beginning is often the end
And to make an end is to make a beginning.

The end is where we start from" T. S. Elieour Quartets

As | move towards the final stage of my DMan joytneam called upon to revisit

my 4 projects, and make yet another attempt to nsteled what it is | have been
exploring. Rereading my portfolio, | am aware o thiays in which my thinking has
progressed, not in a linear way, but in a curiogsigular — perhaps spiral — way. All
the themes | have been concerned with are theyetential: the 'end’, so to speak,
glimmers elusively right from the 'beginning'. Apek, at the same time, these themes
have been in continuous movement, taken up inréifteforms, leading me to
different, and often surprising, understandings emthections. | take up this task of
what is to become my final iteration with an awassthat the patterns that are to
emerge here will ring true and false simultanequslythey too are subject to the

ceaseless movement of experience in time, in which

"Knowledge imposes a pattern, and falsifies,
For the pattern is new in every moment
And every moment is a new and shocking

Valuation of all that we have been..." (Ibid.)

How then, do | now understand what it is that Iéndeen researching? Right from
the start, Patricia, my supervisor, recognizedabg | was drawn to a certain kind
of experience, without either of us being ableleady articulate it. "It is obvious”,
she would repeat, "that thereaigype of experience that you feel is central toryo
work, and that you keep returning to again andragmyour writing and speaking.
This is what you need to study and articulate". Andeed, this is what my research
has involved: the study of a certain type of exgreze that | value above others, and
that | have come to understand as seminal to mguttang practice. It is a particular
quality of experience that | am calling ‘agxperience of transformatiqras it occurs



in the situated moment. To return to Eliot's worts this very experience which

constitutes "a new and shocking/ Valuation of ladittwe have been".

How can | make what | am speaking of come aliveytar, my reader, at the outset
of your reading? Speaking in general or abstragikvedout ‘qualities of experience’,
or defining them, is extremely difficult. Lived expence is particular, specific and
concrete; and experiences of 'transformation’@ever new and different. Yet,
these qualities can be known and recognized, lfetieve we have all experienced
them. As Wittgenstein points out: "The aspectdofgs that are most important for
us are hidden because of their simplicity and feamiiy...we fail to be struck by
what, once seen, is most striking and powerful'li®bphical Investigations, 129;
qguoted in Genova, 1995). | will therefore attengpspark a recognition, or an
appreciation, on your part, by 'showing’, throudsriaf narrative, one such
experience. Thenwill speak about the varieties of such experienca more

generalizable way.

1.2 NARRATING AN ELUSIVE EXPERIENCE

| have begun to write my synopsis. | have spen¢isg\arduous weeks attempting to
locate and articulate my contribution. In reitengtthe themes that have arisen in my
four projects, | am re-examining my own ideas, erperimenting with different
ways in which | consider them a 'contributitmnprofessional practice’. | am
producing acceptable writing, and a synopsis iadperafted, but something is not
alive in my writing. | am not able to 'get at' aanengful formulation of what | have
been studying. | am becoming more and more awaae ahpatience and lack of
engagement in my writing, which seems forced. WWhatissing is the excitement
and vitality of new understanding that has charatd each of my projects at times.
| just want this last phase of my thesis to be over

Our learning set meeting begins, and | give voicthése feelings. One of my
colleagues has produced some writing that | apatecieeply, and it becomes
spoken of as a 'reflexive turn' in his work. | awage that nothing has 'turned' in my

own: | have a sense of repetition, rather thanenadion. We begin to discuss my



synopsis. Two of my colleagues question my chacehiaracterize the experiences |
have been exploring as 'the micro experience astoamation in the moment'. "But
is it a particular moment" asks R., "a momentinetithat has a specific beginning
and end?" "And don't like this 'micro’ thing", adds C. | am rgrizing the irritation
that arises in me as my hard work becomes chaltkragel | see my argument
beginning to dissolve under rigorous scrutiny.n éel the contraction forming in
my stomach as | automatically brace myself for deée Yes, it is a particular
moment! Yes, it is what | think of as a 'partidé&experience! How can they not see
that? "Because", counters Patricia, "this is ncatisee your work as focused on..."
Her voice resounds with its usual gentleness €lllfew | am being seduced away
from my defensiveness. | do not let it go easilye $egins to speak about the way
she understands what | am saying. Rather than dgaovi aguantitativemetaphor,

as | have been doing in trying to understand myrdmustion in terms of 'micro’ and
'macro’; she suggests that | try to exploregih@itativeaspects of the experience |

am speaking of.

| suddenly recognize something important in herdgokVithout exactly
understanding what it is, | sense the contractiomy stomach beginning to melt,
and become aware of a dawning and renewed intarestvn work. As she speaks,
| can feel myself becoming more and more excitée 160 appears animated,
searching to express something she has just seannot quite grasp what | am
beginning to understand — it is frustratingly elesibut | am experiencing a shift in
my engagement in our conversation, and the quaiigttentiveness that is being
generated. What was 'known' and 'certain’ to megjéisw minutes ago, and that |
was ready to 'fight for', is suddenly fragmentihglimpse new possibilities —
although that is all they are at the moment — ghiegpof potential. | can actually feel
my energy changing. My sense of heaviness, myngelf stuckness and repetition,
is becoming permeated with a new vitality. For ameat, | experience them both
simultaneously: an impossible intertwining of heeeds, fatigue and 'fed-upness’,

and the fragile wisps of a renewed interest andggne

The conversation gets taken up by others, and @bé@sother directions. | am
suddenly aware of the multi-leveled qualities of speakingn this group, of

different needs and desires, of shifting power dyica, of the interweaving of co-



operation and competition between us. | am lefkshaand a little angry: a new
direction glimmers, and, almost as quickly, disagpegain. But, just as complexity
writers speak of 'time irreversibility' (Thietamé Forgues, 1995), | am no longer the
same as | was when this conversation began. Samydtlas changed, although |
would be hard put to say what it is, exactly. | giimpsing new possibilities of
understanding my own work. | am sensing myselied#ntly in relation to my

writing, and in the desire to go on with my synagpsirealize uneasily that | cannot,
at the moment, 'finalize' any further what has bgsped; and need move on with

the conversation. Within moments, | do so.

1.3 THEORIZING AN ELUSIVE EXPERIENCE

It is this type of experience) which we actually sense ourselves as shifting, o
‘transforming’, as we encounter and agree to engaitje 'others and othernesses'
(Shotter, 2007), that | am writing about in thiegls. Such an ‘experience of
transformation’ involves changes in the way we @gpee and understand

ourselves, each other, and gituation. Such experiences assume many formsr occu
in differing circumstances, and lead to differeasults'. Yet, at the same time, | am
proposinghat such experiences can be recognized and igehtif not clearly

defined. My study of the experiences of transforamathat take place in our

everyday organizational life leads me to the folloyvattempt to describe the

qualities of this experience, to aid that recognitand identification. You will be

reading about experiences which:

¢ Entail a radical questioning of our usual ways ehl, thinking and
understanding

e Are suffused with a sense of felt meaningfulnegsliscovery, and the
creation of new connections

e Constitute shifts in experienced identity, in whachew sense of 'who |
am' and ‘who we are' is created in the moment

¢ Invite more complex and nuanced ways of understayitie
interconnections between us, and the ways in wihiglare forming and

being formed by the specific situation



e Often resonate with a 'taste' of paradox, as werheaware of the
contradictions that co-exist in the situation amadur responses to it

e Are themselves paradoxical experiences, in thatolften entail a sense of
meaning fragmenting and crystallizing as part efsame movement,
leaving us with a sense of clarity and ambiguitthatsame time

e Often evoke a 'fuller' participation in the momeas,intensified physical,
emotional and cognitive responses are called up

e Are created in interaction, especially as we atpesngage intensely with
‘'otherness’, with the differences between us, rdktze the 'sameness’

e Are amplified by the degree and quality of our msgpveness, and our
willingness to remain engaged in situations whiehaiten uncomfortable
and anxiety provoking

e Are self-organizing and therefore cannot be colgdobr manipulated; but
can be intended, invited or 'coaxed' in certainddoons

¢ Are fleeting and elusive; often noticed and unamdtonly in retrospect

Why are such experiences important? In my reseaiaye come to understand
them adying at the heart of organizational chandeor, as we become differently
oriented to ourselves and each other, we are aliedgine, anticipate and therefore
move into, possibilities of action and interacttbat did not exist moments ago. In
doing so, we call up different responses from @hand a 'ripple effect’ is created,
sometimes becoming amplified to the degree thatewegnize, in retrospect, that
our ways of working together have indeed changadi kuggesting that it is
precisely in this way that situated and specifip&iences of transformation’ are
related to larger changes in the patterning of mimgdional activity — what we speak

of as 'organizational change'.

My narratives are all concerned with the presemadbeence of such experiences of
transformation in the organizational conversatibparticipate in. Their presence
constitutes movement in organizational life, thedkof movement which may be
seen in terms of ‘organizational health' (Stac6932in that it enables the
emergence of novel and creative possibilities ibacTheir absence, by contrast,
often entails the experience of stuckness, in wthelrepetition of all that is already

known becomes the dominant pattern. Given the utioiggi concern with
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organizational change and transformation in managetterature, | understand the
study of the particular qualities of the experiemcehich we actuallygense
ourselves as becomimg transformbdcoming 'other' than who we were moments
ago, in situated moments in everyday interactiarsganizations, to be of crucial
importance. My portfolio is concerned with the diethexploration of such
experiences, as they occur between people in diffaonstellations, in different

departments and national sites of a global orgéinizavhich | shall call 'Kelide'.

Let me then attempt to formulate the contributioptofessional practice of the
approach to change that | am advocating. | shasladby exploring four aspects of
what might considered a contribution. These invoheeways in which my research:
e may impact the work of change practitioners (comasiis and managers), by
reorienting attention to aspects of their practie may have gone hitherto
relatively unnoticed, or not taken seriously;
o offers a different way in which we might think albdlie practice of change
within the broad sweep of organizational changediure;
o fleshes out facets of complex responsive proceskitiy, and thereby
contributes to the development of theory;
¢ has changed my own practice, in terms of the cenfid and clarity with
which | can recognize and articulate the value It do. As others
recognize themselves in my writing, noticing anticatating similar

experiences, the field of change practice may begshift.
1.4 EXPERIMENTING WITH ASPECTS OF CONTRIBUTION
1.4.1 Contributing to professional practice
My contribution to practice lies in calling attesri to these self-organizing, fleeting
and often unarticulated experiences of transfonati all their richness and multi-
facetedness; and in exploring ways of inviting tauéng and amplifying them,

within everyday conversational life in organizasohpropose that a practice which

focuses on such experiences can afford changetmmaets deeper insight into the
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nature of change; and generate more nuanced, sabtlelltimately effective, ways

of working with change processes.

In its broad and declarative sweep, this stateeawes me deeply dissatisfied.
While | recognize its 'truth’ (this is indeed whéfeel my contribution lies), | am
also aware of the 'falsity’ that lies in the 'coetphess’ of its formulation. In effect, |
feel that it is within the evocative and 'tellimigtail that | put around my broad
statements that my writing may have an impact,tarmugh which an elusive shape
may be formed for long enough to make a differdoceny reader. Let me unpack

how | understand the notion of contribution.

In a sense, this notion is a modernist one, imply@n objective, measurable and
fairly permanent 'thing' that practitioners will &ble to 'take away' from my writing,
and 'apply'. This is not different from the deméaaan usually faced with in my
organizational work: 'tell us how to work togetlreiorder to be more effective'.
Much of my practice involves engaging seriouslynitiisneedfor prescriptions
(which offer the illusion of control in face of thatractable uncertainty of human
experience), while simultaneously avoiding the cdidun of meaning and
significance that characterizes prescriptions. BBistance to prescribing comes
from the understanding that linear, abstract andeusal 'solutions’, created a priori
to action, are of very limited help if one is atfgimg to work effectively within the
complexity of human interaction, which is concrefgecific and in continuous flux.
And so, my practice — as my writing now — entdils bngoing attempts to redefine

what might, nevertheless, be considered 'a cotiibuto effective action.

In the organizational conversations | write abbattempt to ‘broaden the
bandwidth' of our mutual engagement. In invitingl @astaining a particular quality
of experience, | am continuously trying to creata@lality that is more 'poetic’, so
to speak, than literal. | do this, because | hanseustood that conditions which
enable the emergence of these experiences invdivesgning' of our tightly
focused, goal-oriented ways of engaging. | find Hswe relate to each other less
literally, or instrumentally, meaning begins to reev¥ new connections are created,
new images appear, new sparks of recognition apceajation glimmer. This

activity itself — thisquality of experience becomes my contribution; rather than the
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particular ‘take-aways'/ recipes for action we khire have been looking for. While
we often spend time formulating these ‘recipeti@end of such conversations, we
do so with a certain irony — we all know this ig mtnat has really been significant

in our time together.

It is in a similar way that | would like to speaBaat the contribution of my research.
Shotter suggests that there are two ways of readtegt: "We can readfar what is
left behind for us after having read it, or, foratltan happen to us during our
reading of it" (2007:189). My writing is orientedwards the second, for | believe
that it is only within the situated experiencebeing changed in the readintipat

‘what is left behind' becomes meaningful. And §gou, my reader, are moved in
the reading of my stories; if you appreciate thalijes of experience | am evoking,
and recognize my ways of working with them; if ybaar' the resonances with what
you yourself think of as change; if a certain egasggenerated in the reading, and
you find some of this echoing with your own praetimviting you to amplify
experiences that may have gone half-unattendedeefthis is what | will consider

a contribution.

What then, is actually involved in a practice whiakes such experiences of
transformation seriously? It entails a fine-tunofdhe quality of our awareness of
ourselves and of the world we are embedded infingeand created by. It demands
a noticing of elusive, but definite, qualities aderience; 'moments of life' in which
we actually experience ourselves as 'other' thaanmwive were just moments ago. |
believe we have all encountered such experiencgshécause they are so fleeting,
we do not give them much importance, or considemtiital. Speaking of 'qualities’
has two implications. First of all, they cannotdeparated into ingredients or
structures, and so | cannot say, a priori, "thexiactly what they will look like".

Yet, it is possible to recognize qualities, ané@Vé tried above to characterize what
might distinguish them and call them up for my ead-in both memory and
imagination. Secondly, there are no prescriptiorslable for 'producing’ or
‘guaranteeing’ these fleeting experiences of toamsdtion. However, by evoking
them again and again in my writing, | invite mydeato fine-tune his/her
awareness: to notice, along with me, the conditiorder which they might emerge;

13



what is involved in inviting or coaxing them, stagiwith them and allowing them to

flower; and what it takes to follow the differemits of theirscents.

Much of this 'activity' is dependent on one's &piio attend to the finest nuances of
energy that permeate conversations, its qualifiegality and weariness. This
involves a careful and vigilant listening — bothsfmoken and unspoken expression. It
often demands the ability to enable uncomfortaibdmses and conflictual
perspectives to live; and the intensely uncomfoetalfforts to stay with one's own
anxiety of not-knowing what will emerge in thesteatpts. In other words, because |
— as practitioner — am the primary 'tool' of thisdkof work, | am called upon to
continuously ‘work' on myself, enhancing my ownlitibs to become changed by the
situation at hand, for this is the crucial conditfor calling up and enabling change in
others. And so, my call to other practitioners basome far more clear and coherent:
this is what is involved in the practice of stinturg, leading and participating in
organizational change. Although it cannot be reduoea set of a priori prescriptions,
it can be carefully studied and emulated. My nareatare all concerned with the
evocative study of what i$ like to work with such experiences of transformation.

1.4.2 Locating a contribution in organizationakdourse

| am locating my thesis in the field of organizatbchange, for | am proposing that
at the heart of change in organizations lies aqudar quality of experience that
actually constitutes transformation in the everyntagractions between
organizational members, that is, in conversatigisat | am suggesting ‘transforms’
in such experiences is the complex interweavingeéning, sense of self or identity,
and ways of interacting and speaking. What is foeeeoften referred to as
‘organizational change' in macro terms — nametgrafully planned, top-down,
organizational-wide phenomenon — can be betterrstwta as the amplification of
specific, situated and emergent experiences o$foamation. | suggest that speaking
of organizational change in this way both resonatere closely with our everyday
experience, and provides practitioners with morel@sband practical ways of
promoting and participating in organizational changet me attempt to briefly sort
out the different ways of speaking about changes thuminating the 'sameness' and

'difference’ of the particular approach | am advioca
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The stream of organizational thinking that is petit to my research includes those
voices engaging with notions of change. Broadlyakpey, mainstream management
discourse posits change as large-scale, orgamaticde strategic interventions, in
which plans to induce new work practices or progluetdesign structures and change
attitudes, are intended and designed by managearahtonsequently implemented
in a more or less linear fashion. It is this typehinking about change that forms the
basis of organization development, the organizatipractice of change
management. The 'planned change' approach isuagtgilbo Lewin (Cummings &
Worley, 1993) whose formulation of a three step et@d change (‘'unfreezing,
moving, refreezing’), inspired innumerable orgatiueal writers to generate a similar
kind of linear modeling. These range from Blake &fwlton's 'six phases of grid
training’ (Luthans, 1989), through French and Belévelopment of the action
research model (1990) and Hersey et al.'s ‘cyafésarticipative’ or 'directive’
change, to Kotter's 'eight steps to transformingy yiwganization' (1998) — to name

but a few.

In the past two decades, however, the voices pmadiieing how change is to be
managed have amplified, as scholars and practiSaike have become increasingly
concerned with the high failure rate of most plahalkange initiatives, admitting that
"organizational change has proved a very elusigatare” (Burnes, 2005).
Increasingly, these voices speak of the limitatiohthe rational, strategic choice
model of human action (Stacey, 2003); notice th&inaous, non-linear, self-
organizing and emergent qualities of change; atidaramore appropriate and
effective ways of engaging with the messy and eprdrgrocesses of change. Many
are turning towards the complexity sciences asueceadomain for more resonant
ways of speaking about and engaging with changeifLand Regine, 2000;
Wheatley, 1992; Senge et al., 2005; Brown and Biseh, 1997; Macintosh and
MacLean, 2001; Morgan, 1997; Burnes, 2005; Grobra@a5; Griffin, 2002; Stacey,
2003; Shaw, 2002; Fonesca, 2002; Streatfield, 2001)

There seems, however, to be an inherent diffiankglved in forging consistent and

coherent theories which speak of change in it<edig unpredictable and

uncontrollable aspects. In my reflexive engagemséttit different scholars whom |
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feel are seeking more meaningful ways of speakirayiaorganizational reality
(Vaill, 1998; Wenger, 2004; Smith and Berg, 198&n@ge et al., 2005; Isaacs, 1999;
Lowe, 2002), | find that they too often fall shofta radical perspective. And so,
despite the declared intention of these, and n@omplexity writers', to engage with
the complex, participative and processual aspddisrman action, their writing is
laced with a more systemic, engineering perspedcind permeated with notions of
objectivity, control and individual agency (GriffiShaw and Stacey, 1998). What
often ends up happening is that the operationdli¢atpons tend to reduce the messy
and multi-facetedness of organizational life intodals of ‘'manageability’ — albeit
more sophisticated and nuanced ones. These maly@wormative prescriptions for
flatter organizational structures; simple orderagating rules; ‘embracing' a
paradoxical perspective; and a democratizatiorowfgs — all of which are seen as
creating the conditions for the emergence of sej&oizing patterns of meaningful
order (Burnes, 2005; Grobman, 2005; Wheatley, 1826®n and Regine, 2000).

What | find is largely overlooked in both theseeains, however, is the situated and
embodied experience of change: the ways we botarexze the living moments in
which we sense ourselves as actually shifting awobiming changed, and are able to
recognize and appreciate the implications of wiaat'happened to us' in terms of the
different responses that now become availableustand to those we are involved
with in the organizational web of relations in winae all partake. These experiences
are, by nature, self-organizing, fleeting and eleisand therefore exact more radical

ways of understanding ‘change in organizations'.

Since the situated experiences of transformatianhlttm suggesting constitute the
essence of organizational change emerge withinaictien — that is, in conversations;
my work also intersects with that of scholars whioserest lies in processes of
conversing. Again, broadly speaking, these voicesi@ what Alvesson and
Karreman call 'the linguistic turn in organizatibresearch' (2000), and draw on
post-modern and constructionist thinking in oraeptoblematize the notion of
language as simply representational of realitykisgeinstead to understand the
complex relations between the use of languagelanddnstruction of social reality.
While the more traditional models of organizatioclahnge were also concerned with

the links between the 'effective communicationtwdroge’ and its successful
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‘implementation’, thus generating prescriptive nwéla the former; those speaking
within constructionist discourse see conversatastonstitutiveof change, rather
than as antecedents or outcomes of change (Sha&;, 3tacey, 2003; Barge and
Little, 2002; Shotter, 2002; Shotter and Cunliz802; Ford, 1999; Durand and
Calori, 2006; Hardy et al., 2005).

But here too, | notice similar difficulties with i@ writers. In that they posit
organizations as 'networks' or 'patterns' of cosatgons, transforming conversations
becomes synonymous with transforming organizatiBaos, as the questions of what
'it" is that actually transforms, and how this gfammation is created, are addressed;
once again | find notions of control and managexgency creeping into the
discourse. Ford, for example, focuses on changiegdntent— or topic — of
conversation, using cybernetic terms to positi@rttanager as identifying the kind
of conversation that is dominant; deciding on thmellof conversation needed for
more effective action; "generating, sustaining eamchpleting” (1999:486) this new
conversation; and "deleting" the old one. Thuspanplacency conversation' can be
intentionally changed into a 'competition conversat with the a priori and fixed
purpose of generating more energetic action. Isd&93), on the other hand, like
Frahm and Brown (2003), calls for a transformatiothe processof conversing,
advocating a movement from monological to dialobgioems of conversation, under
the understanding that this will create greateepégity to change among
organizational members. 'Process’ here is understoerms of prescriptions féwow

dialogue is to be conducted.

Focusing on content entails a static perspective |@ses the processual aspects of
conversation. Focusing on a clearly intended potmeses the paradoxical dynamics
inherent in conversations: the self-organizing ameérgent dynamics which both
create and are created by those who participdteem. The approach | am offering
suggests that what shifts actually lies in theéimleeness' of content and process,
between the "verbiage" and the "phenomenology cbenter” (Gurevitch, 1998:26),
for "conversation always moves between proximitg distance, familiarity and
strangeness, sameness and difference...forever teakad breaking” (Ibid:25).
This notion of 'inbetweeness' (Clegg et al., 2006)Id approach what | am
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attempting to describe ggialities— for as quality of experience transforms, sotuo t

gualities of the conversations which spark andspegked by such experience.

And so | find myself continually turning to thosdavl feel are moving away from a
static, uninvolved perspective, which often terafotus on the 'before’ and "after' of
change; towards thinking in more dynamic and ingdlways, with a focus on the
actual movement of change. These writers speakaakigcally 'processual’
perspectives, in which social reality is understasdliving, responsive, complex,
indivisible (and) temporally unfolding" (Shottercda@unliffe, 2002), and therefore
inherently unfinished and 'unfinalizable’. Manytioém speak into an ontological
dialogism, in which reality is jointly construct@uconversational interaction
(Shotter, 2002; Holquist, 2005; Jabri, 2004; Guyi2001; Tsoukas and Chia,
2002); and in which individual and social idengyerge together, continuously
moving and changing through the same self-orgagiaid emergent processes of
interacting (Elias, 2004; Dalal, 2000; Mead, 198Hptter, 2000; Shaw, 2002; Stacey,
2003; Griffin, 2002). According to Stacey, in a pess perspective there is no
'system’ being created outside the interactionsiseé/es, and therefore one cannot
speak of any organizational member, no matter howepful, as stepping outside
these temporal processes, in order to better urasheksplan and implement change.
This would apply equally to a manager 'acting osystem from without; people
‘applying' a given model to their conversationss@ggested by Isaacs, 1993); or
people purposefully changing the 'lens' or mentadi@eis through which experience is
understood (Senge, 1990). "Managing change' themnbes a process of participating
in ordinary, everyday conversations, although, gsesearch shows, there are ways
of participating that make it more likely that cemsational themes and patterns of

speaking will change.

In theoretical terms, then, | see my work as enmgrfiom and building significantly
on Complex Responsive Process Theory (Stacey,iiGéifShaw, 2002). Like most
complexity thinkers engaging in organizational disse, Stacey and his colleagues
are concerned with change and the emergence oftpovalike many complexity
thinkers, however, who apply complexity notions egimgg from the natural sciences
in somewhat unexamined ways to social reality, #weyforging a theory of

specifically human action, one that resonates rolmgely with lived experience.
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Paradox becomes central to their thinking, and ftexi phenomena (of which
individuals and organizations are examples) ara asenherently paradoxical,
exhibiting simultaneous strains of stability andtability; predictability and
unpredictability; repetition and transformationg&ty, 2003). 'Responsive' becomes
the human equivalent of ‘adaptive’, given that hsrae not necessarily adaptive in
the sense of strategic survival, but engage inuesiae choices and acts of meaning
(Ibid.). 'Responsive’ also evokes the essentialtyas nature of humans, whereby the
individual and the social emerge as twin aspecte®@tame process: human relating;
and where 'meaning’ becomes a property of interactather than an individual
construct. 'Process' draws attention to the tenhana consequently ever-moving)
nature of human experience, in an attempt to aiflealternative to understanding
groups and organizations as ‘whole systems', degfirel attributed causality and
characteristics of their own.

1.4.3 A contribution to complex responsive pro¢essing

Complex Responsive Process Theory, then, speaks experiencen and of
organizational life. Organizational change is ustterd in terms of the link between
the local and the global. Because organizationsthesongoing, iterated processes of
...Interactions between people" (Stacey and GriZh05:1), then what we think of as
large scale change, or global patterns, emergelsssignfrom local interactions, so
that changes in the patterning of local interactiproduce further patterns of

interaction, in iterative process similar to fragatterning (Shaw, 2002).

Yet, here too, | think that what is insufficientlighlighted is the elusivguality of
experiencavhich | believe generates change. It is herelteae my contribution. | am
attempting to refocus attention on quality, ratifian scale; and speak of change as a
particular quality of experience, in the livingwhich we become — subtly and perhaps
momentarily — 'other' than who we were moments Agadopting a process perspective, we
are, by definition, speaking of change and contisumovement, as the essential
characteristic of human experience. This moventewever, is not a steady, constant and
unbroken process of incremental change (Gersick1 J19n other words, while we (in terms
of identity and experience) are continuously in groent, we are not continuously changing

in significant or meaningful ways. My research skdtat that there are lived moments in
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which change takes on a far more concentratedrdaedse quality, thus creating a sense of
'discontinuity’ in the flow of experience. It isettefore not enough to posit, as Stacey does,
that complex responsive processes exhibit simuttasmeatterns of "continual reproduction
and potential transformation” (Stacey, 2003:410ha¥\is needed in addition to this is a
detailed study of such 'potential’ transformatiomerms of the quality of experience which

generates and is generated byabwializationof such transformation.

Let me clarify how | see this omission as it masii$an Stacey's writing. Although he too
refocuses attention aquality — of managerial participation, conversational, lgaxiety and
diversity (Ibid:415-19), he uses this term in detént way. For him, 'quality’ is synonymous
to 'characteristic’. Thus, when he calls for 'facgsattention on the quality of participation’, |
believe that he is saying something along the lofélet us notice that the manager is a
participant rather than an observer', so thatriitie is then focused on the thematic
patterning of interaction, such as the patternsosier relations, the patterns of inclusion and
exclusion, the ideological themes sustaining thachthe feelings of anxiety and shame

aroused by shifts in patterns of identity" (Ibid731

While | agree completely with what he is sayinfind little in his writing that approaches
what | am calling ‘quality of experience’, for heually remains firmly at what | would term
the 'outskirts' of experience. This creates a agraissonance in his work, for although he
emphasizes the importance and value of 'takingresqpee seriously', he rarely explores his
own, or that of others, in what Shotter referss@adsufficient degree of detail required to
show worked examples” (2007) that can actually @naksense of such quality in his
readers. What do, for example, 'shifts of idenagtually feel like in their happening? Apart
from signposting 'anxiety' and 'shame' as inheetttis process, we are left to our own
imagination. He posits, for example, that "effeetmanagers are those who notice the
repetitive themes that block free-flowing convei@matand participate in such a way as to
assist in shifting those themes" (1bid:418), butew attempting to relate this more closely to
lived experience, he proposes a 'prescription’ltfextl undermines the depth of what he is
saying: "They may do this, for example, by repelgtadking why people are saying what
they are saying" (Ibid.). Despite his emphasis anrigpation — both in practice and in
research - as local and situated "communicatitexaction, in the living present, between
human bodies" (2001:163); his writing seems toimedastrong 'observational' tone,

intellectual and somewhat distant, as he eloquelidiyusses what he is thinking and
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noticing; and usually omits the detail of what Bdgeling and sensing. This seems to me a
crucial omission if one is attempting to speak wélgy in a way that remains close to

experience.

Shaw (2002) comes much closer to engaging with Whatlerstand as qualities of
experience in her exploration of conversations. iSlaeutely aware of the qualitative
nuances that signal and constitute transformasipeaking of them as the mess of
human interaction generated in movement, voicesdsydaughter, silence, bodily
gestures, breathing rhythms, sounds and looksethde contrast to other scholars |
have mentioned, she manages to forge the mostararercount ofconversing as
organizing (2002:11), in which"no single individual or group has control over the
forms that emerge, yet between us we are contityshaping and being shaped by
those forms from within the flow of our responsre¢ating” (Shaw, 2002:11). In her
rich evocation of the hues of conversations, skestguality notions such as 'free-
flowing' and 'spontaneity’ and actually exploreg/itbey manifest in living

interaction. In attempting to evoke such qualibésonversation, she is often hard put
to find words to evoke the fullness of experientés happening: this is, | believe

one of the 'signposts' of those attempting to sppéakuality’ and forge what Reason
and Goodwin (1999) call a 'Science of QualitiesthAps the most significant quality
she notices as conversation transforms is the awkness' that sometimes permeates
our speaking, as " unrehearsed expression replacgisar and polished phrases,
...glimpses, half-formed ideas, intuitions that wetlee in words for the first time"
(2002:13).

While | feel that Shaw and | are attempting tocafate similar notions, there is a
difference of focus. Shaw is mostly concerned wjitllities of conversation as they
impact and are impacted by shifting of power relagiand ways of narrative
sensemaking. In describing, for example, a contiersahifting and transforming,
she speaks about how issues are raised and reatedotiWas this a genuine move?
What exactly did opportunistic mean? What wereetiécs of opportunism?...(An)
atmosphere of liveliness, interest and tension ldeeel in which conflicts of interest,
shifting alliances and power relations reorganiteanselves live" (2005:15). My
own interest lies in thquality of experiencéhat both creates and is created within

such shifts. In this specific situation, for examglwould ask: how is it that questions
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that are usually 'invisible' because the answetisem are taken-for-granted,
suddenly become alive and vibrant? What is the lfeétd quality of the experience of
‘answers-becoming-questions' in the joint actigitgonversation? | see the "shifting
alliances and power relations" as both cause dedtedf this movement, generated as
participants allow themselves to question. My folkess in this veryexperience of
movemenitself: the minute shifts in which we become ottrem what we were;

shifts which both compeind enable a fundamental questioning of ‘what we ar
attempting to do together'. This 'moving experiéties at the heart of organizational
change, 'moving' both in the sense of 'changing)iathe sense of 'touching' — for
we are inevitably touched' by the quality of ex@ece which alters meaning,

perspective, and sense of self-in-relation-to-other

1.4.4 The contribution of the DMan program to mggpice

Finally, I would like to speak about the way bdtle theory of Complex Responsive
Processes, and the experience of the DMan prodrave, contributed to my own
practice — for the notion of contribution is itsaltomplex responsive process, in that

‘contributing’ and 'being contributed to' are atpetthe same movement.

When | first encountered complex responsive prottesgking, | felt exhilarated. |
sensed that | was encountering, for the first tism&ay of speaking that was
resounding very closely with my experience. Inwlltg — indeed, demanding — that
paradox and process be noticed and engaged wiitler than ‘resolved’ and
eliminated, | felt that here, finally, was a thetinat enabled a more complex
approach to the multi-facetedness of organizatioeellty. | recognized an attempt to
articulate what had often been for me merely irdgdiof unformed thoughts,
glimmers of understanding that would never stdllstig enough to formulate. Also
exciting for me was that theory and practice werelbeing spoken of as two separate
spheres of human activity, for this division thattalways felt forced to me. In a
processual perspective that posits "human intenagtjas producing) nothing but
further patterns of human interaction” (Stacey @niffin, 2005:1), organizations
cannot be understood from outside of these interagtbut rather must be explored
"Iin terms of one's own personal experience of pigdting with others in the co-

creation of the patterns of interaction that aeediganization” (Ibid., p.2). The
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methodological imperative that emerges from thispective is therefore the study of
lived experience in practice. | seized this oppatiuto combine my passion for
exploring lived experience, with my equally straattraction to academic activity. In
the first interview for the program, | knew | haalhd 'my place'.

How has my own practice been changed by this studgstrange way, | feel that it
has both remained the same, as well as changedeteitypl have always been
interested in the minute and detailed nuanceseofrtbvement of attention and energy
— perhaps as a result of years of meditation ma¢tee project 1). It is perhaps here
that my deep appreciation of ‘ordinary' experieraf@sansformation has emerged.
Over the years, my professional practice has beaoore focused on noticing and
working with the particular qualities of experienghich | have come to understand
as constituting felt, lived change. What has chdrgefoundly, however, as a result
of my participation in the DMan program, is my witiness and ability to voice and

articulate what it is | am doing.

| had always been loathe to do so, perhaps undeagsumption that language cannot
‘capture’ the delicate qualities of shifting expede, which would only dissolve under
the clumsy attempts to be 'straight-jacketed' wwods. Perhaps | feared being
dismissed in professional and academic environnugessed with ‘literal’,
measurable and instrumental ways of speaking.damamg the challenge of 'taking
my experience seriously' advocated by the DMannarag | have had to speak of,
and argue for, what constitutes the heart of mgtfa inviting and sustaining such
‘transforming experiences'. | have been 'forcetihtbways of speaking about
qualities of experience that | had been workindwntuitively and silently — almost
secretively. In attempting to articulate and theemy experience, | have been
challenged continuously. And, miraculously, ratthem collapsing under such
rigorous testing, my experience and my reflectine geflexive understanding of it,
has become more robust. Conversation has genexdtadwing' that can be shared,

robustly discussed and engaged with, if not cledelfyned.
Metaphorically, this feels like the kind of chartpat takes place when processes that

have been going on in the dark, are suddenly sedfusth light. They are not only

'seen’ more clearly, but they themselves changéhéir conditions are now different.
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The transformative clarity of consciousness, ardsthange way words both reduce
and deepen experience, are simultaneously at wayek And so, | have come to be
more courageous in my approach, more confidenttakbat | am trying to do, and
more articulate about my 'method'. | am able, ggllhaps more evocatively than
systematically, to argue for it. | am able to speakmore coherently, both with
colleagues and clients, about what is involved@kind of practice | am advocating.
However, because transformative qualities of expee are emergent, 'success' and
'results' — the basic vocabulary of organizatioase-never guaranteed. Thus while
the challenge remains, | have become far more georss in my willingness to take

it on.

Let me give an example of how all this plays itselt in my work. A few days ago, |
met with the CEO of a large, Israeli global compatg has been searching for
someone to help 'strengthen’ the top managemant teaich works "well, but not
together”. This meeting has taken months to maitezieafter a process of working
closely with the OD manager and the VP of HumamRe®s on a proposal, and
after having had my ‘credentials' and referencesety examined. | walk into the
room, and am immediately aware of all the powenalg; the huge, mahogany desk;
the carefully engineered ‘informal conversatiomheo; the numerous certificates of
excellence that adorn the walls. Eric himself, adsmme man in his fifties, has an
impressive presence: a firm handshake, a confalemieanor, penetrating eyes and a
charming smile. We sit, and he immediately demaadsear what | can do for his
management team. Not so long ago, all this wowle: fparalyzed me. Now, | take a

deep breathe (it is all still a little intimidatiygWe begin to speak.

His is the language of strategic choice; he knolWwsre he wants to go, and he knows
how to get there — the success of the companyoisf pram not well-versed in this
kind of language, and so the conversation unfadds kind of dance; | am attempting
to suit my steps to his rhythm, and he too, i®falg a little, intrigued by the rhythm

| bring — so different from his own. We speak walid our conversation meanders
into different realms: history, organizational gt areas of discomfort and personal
longings all weave together. But through thisladl keeps coming back to a powerful
concern of his. He is looking for someone who spdak language — the language of

strategy, goals, structures, plans and resulis clear that, while | can join him in this
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way of speaking, | do not initiate it, and it istmay 'home'. This worries him. How
can | facilitate a management conversation withppeewho are all used to this kind

of language, and value it?

Before my encounter with complex responsive proti@s&ing, | would have found
myself either retreating ("no, | guess | am notdhe you are looking for"), or else
defensive, proving my ability to 'speak stratedicaNow, | find myself speaking of
my understanding of this team-building procesems of the emergence of a
partnership between us all, and the value of emgaigi and exploring different ways
of interacting and speaking. | suggest that thig a@ually be the kind of changes he
is looking for in his management team. He is vdtgrdive. | sense that something is
resonating for him. There is a silence, and | kilo&t he is experiencing a conflict:
what has emerged as a possibility here betwees definitely not what he has been
expecting. | think he is waiting for me to convirtaen. | remain quiet. The silence is
quite uncomfortable for both of us, yet | feel tepeaking into it will only serve to
eliminate the tension that has formed as his cease of 'what will work' becomes a
little looser, as his certainty fragments a littledon't know", he finally says, "this is

not what | was looking for, but..."

Our time is up. We have been speaking for two heuralf an hour longer than we
had planned. | get up to leave. We have both edjtlye conversation, and say so. It
has been meaningful for me — it really has beewiragl example of how my work has
changed; and | believe it has for him too, forasmaised some important questions
about what change means, and how it can be gedeYateagree that he will get
back to me in two weeks. My sense, as | walk avgathat he will not take me for
this work. And yet, | am not left with the disapptment that usually accompanied
this dawning understanding, for | feel like 'whatd' has expressed itself in this
meeting: we have both come away a little changet.this be seen and trusted in a
way that will invite Eric to risk working with medon't know. It takes him two

months to come back to me. "I'm not sure how dnig will work", he says, "but let's

try...

Stacey emphasizes that one cannot speak of preses@r applications when one

takes up the theoretical shift suggested by comgsmonsive process thinking.
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Instead, what is at stake is the 'refocusing’ teindibn, and, "when people focus their
attention differently, they are highly likely tokidifferent kinds of action”
(2003:415). My own practice has, indeed, beconiecused': my attention is
constantly drawn towards the emergent possibilfbeshe generation of such
gualities of transformative experience. Increasinbfind myself able to invite a
similar refocusing with those | work with. Increagly, people | work with agree to
engage in such conversations. As they do, a neabwbary becomes created, and the
field of practice shifts. So too, my intention esgenerate this kind of confidence in
others who are seeking to nudge the boundariedat @an be noticed, spoken about,
and seriously engaged with, as we attempt to chamgkbe changed by, our

organizational practice.

1.5 A GLANCE AT METHODOLOGY

While | am aware that it is customary to accountnfiethodology towards the
beginning of a thesis, | would ask to do so laterhe reason for this is that a
detailed exploration of the methodology | am usingstitutes a significant part of
my third project, in which the ways | deal with ttiéficulties involved in articulating
what | am doing highlight significant aspects of practice. However, let me

mention some of the key characteristics here.

What is compelling for me about the methodologykexbby Complex Responsive
Process Theory as 'taking experience serioudliyeigterative resonances it creates
between the activities of research and practiceitipg both as "emerging
participative exploration" (Christensen, 2005)sinfar as research and practice are
concerned with the attempt to study experience-avament, they are both emergent
phenomena. Just as | do not bring a fixed sebolstto 'implement’ in my
organizational practice, but rather try to notioel anake sense of qualities of
experience and patterns of interaction that emiergee conversations | participate in;
so what | am doing in my research is recountingeéhmnversations, and noticing the
patterns of my interest and activity as they emefgamilar question drives them
both: how can | write coherently about thoughtg teanot yet cohere for me; and
how can | act coherently into a reality that is yet coherent — and that actually

becomes coherent only in the action itself (Grif2002)? And both call for action,
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each moment anew, into unknown — yet not unrecadpezor unintended — territory.
Thus, in conducting my research, | am continuousligerstanding my practice in new

and unexpected ways.

In that what | am researching is 'qualities of eigee’, | must do so participatively.

What is spoken of as ‘primary qualities' of phenomeuch as mass, position, velocity etc.
(Reason and Goodwin, 1999), are those which catstifuantifiable, measurable data in the
natural sciences; and can be accessed by observatisocial reality, what we are concerned
with is closer to what have come to be known atsgary qualities’, such as color, texture,
aesthetic experience — and these can only be actc#swugh participation, or experience.
They emerge in relationship, between us and thects) we interact with, which, again in
social reality, are other human beings. My worlesala more complex and recursive turn, for
| am not only studying the experience of the qiedibf such interaction, | am also looking at
the qualities of these experiences. This becormebliecomplicated to speak of if | attempt

to differentiate between all the aspects of this/dg. In recent philosophy, as Shoemaker
points out, "the term 'qualia’ is sometimes usedvizat (he calls) 'subjective properties'
...properties of sense-experience that somehow gunelsto secondary qualities”
(1990:110). It is the study of "what it is like'b{tl:111) to have certain experiences that is the
focus of my research. As such, my methodology wveskhe reflective exploration of my

own experience, and my intuitive sense of the agpee of others | am engaged with. The
study of qualities of experience necessitates taakbowith the positivistic tradition which
insists on separating 'facts' and 'values' (ReasdrGoodwin, 1999), for | am suggesting that
certain qualities of experience have greater valii@ve are concerned with impacting
human action, as | am. So, one way of speakingtabloat | am doing is that | am seeking
for ways to contribute to what Reason and Goodweak of as 'a science of qualities’, based

in participation and intuition.

In that | am speaking of the emergence of expeee transformation, my methodology
consists of the narration of stories in which Iseand see this happening. The connection
between the construction of meaning and the actaofting has been explored by various
writers (Bruner, 1990; Rhodes and Brown, 2005; @iaarska, 2004; Tsoukas and Hatch,
2001). I choose to tell stories about organizatienants | participate in, and to study the
stories told by organizational members | engagh.Wihis choice is guided by my sense of

narrative as enabling richer and more complex vedyshgaging with an organizational
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reality that | see as narratively constructed (Wel®95). Within this perspective, change
can be seen as the shifting and transforming gble&osubjective and inter-subjective
accounts of whom they are and what is happeniggiven situation. Thus, rather than
speaking into the 'grand narrative' of organizatiamange, as strategically planned and
implemented, | am calling for the noticing of charas it happens in lived experience, by
definition local and temporally situated. My thesishereforemy narrativeof how change is

sparked, and sometimes amplified, in organizations.

But, if this is simply my narrative, why shouldoi¢ of interest to others? Or, as Rhodes and
Brown ask, what is needed in order for 'storias¢th nuanced and detailed accounts of the
particular — to become 'science’, usually thoudlat imeless and universal 'non-narrative
narrative'. These questions address issues ofityadiald reliability that arise in narrative
methodology, in particular that which intersectémautoethnography in its use of "self as
the only data source" (Holt, 2003). Because | akirig experience seriously', and "no one
single method can grasp the subtle variations ofdruexperience” (Denzin and Lincoln,
1998), | am engaging in a variety of methods: olegéyn of and participation in 'events’,
reading, writing, introspection, reflexivity, andrestant conversation. Denzin and Lincoln
see this in itself as a kind of 'triangulation’ aihserves as an alternative to traditional
validation criteria. Of all these methods, the ngighificant is the last. | have been engaged,
over a period of three years in an ongoing seffiesftective and reflexive ‘conversations’,
with myself, with writers in different fields, amwith colleagues and supervisors in my
research and practice community. In the lattem lcantinuously challenged, and called to
account for and justify practical, philosophicabmal and ethical issues revolving around the
following questions:

e On what grounds am | arguing what | am arguing for?

e What are the constraints and the ideology thakedmy interpretations?

e What are the implications for practice — the patisés and dangers — of noticing

what | notice; thinking what I think; and doing ihalo?

And so, my writing is subject to a type of 'so@atountability’ (MacLean et al., 2002),
which involves the "intersubjective testing...to finodnsensus amongst a group of
practitioners...(in order) to evaluate the insighaghgd from use of qualities of experience"
(Reason and Goodwin, 1999:291) for the understgnofithe complexities of organizational
life. As Reason and Goodwin point out, this proaess different from that which underlies
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more traditional, quantitative research: for, "Wéhthere is no (intersubjective) consensus
there is no 'objective’ scientific truth” (Ibid:9Bach of my projects thus undergoes
numerous iterations, until there is a consensusnarariteria for the quality of my research
that will stay still long enough to enable the mav® the next project.

Such criteria form an ongoing debate in researahnconities, generated by what Denzin and
Lincoln have called the ‘crisis of representatiod kegitimation'. The "proliferation of
concepts” that has emerged from this search "tsftée difficulties that qualitative
methodologists, committed to creating some overmagchystem for specifying quality, have
had in making their ideas stick" (Seale, 2003:1%Erle explains this difficulty as inherent in
the attempt to 'regulate’ and ‘constrain’ "an evmleahose guiding philosophy often stresses
creativity, exploration, conceptual flexibility, dm freedom of spirit" (Ibid.). Among all the
possibilities, | justify my interpretive accountsterms of notions like 'verisimilitude',
‘compelling’, 'recognizable’, ‘convincing’ (Linca@nd Denzin, 2000). | speak of the
'resonance’ of my work for other practitioners; ¢hedibility of my stories as well as their
aesthetic value. Perhaps most important for mehitlher my writing will have an impact —
emotional and intellectual — on my readers, insgithem to question and explore their own
experience and practice in new ways. While inténpganethodologies are often 'accused' of
being "only exploratory” (lbid., p.7), | would makecase for ‘exploration’ as being the most
valuable contribution social science research cakento the human endeavour — generating
the ongoing probing for meaning that emerges asamstruct and are constructed by our
interactional realities. Within this continuous s#afor new and renewed meaning lies the

possibility for change.

The issue of impact intersects with that of geneadllity, which is particularly problematic
in a methodology that engages with the subjectuaities of experience. The research
guestion | am addressing: 'how do people and argdans change?' is certainly relevant to
many theoreticians and practitioners in the orgational field, and thus generalizable. But
can this study of the 'single experience’, unigquel, firmly situated in time and contextrmy

experience — be of use to others?
In Complex Responsive Process thinking, the indiaids seen as social 'through and

through' (Dalal, 2000), and the individual and $leial are posited as two aspects of

the same process: human relating (Stacey, 2008k thke this notion seriously, then
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the uncompromising exploration of my own experiebeeomes, of necessity, an
exploration of others' experience as well. Genaitality is thus less a matter of the
actualcontentof the specific, situated conclusions generatatirdther a process by
which experience may be explored (MacLean et BD22 Like many action
researchers, | aim to impact action. But while@ttiesearch tends to produce
knowledge that can then be 'implemented on' thiesyd would both question the
linearity with which this is assumed to happenwa#i as the meaning of 'action’. |
would propose that 'noticing' or 'paying attentan@ no less 'action’ than is
observable behaviour, even though they cannot fiy@aeasured. My research
consists of the attempt to reorient our attent@mparticular qualities which constitute
what | am calling the experience of transformatibnus, its purpose is not to solve a
particular problem, but to address the complexiifeshat is involved in generating
and sustaining change in organizations. What ersesgan approach that | believe is
generalizable across contexts. This approach sritalinterweaving of a myriad of
subtle activities a 'change practitioner' can motenhance and become more versed
in. Just as the people | engage with in my orgdiozal practice do not come away
from conversations knowing exactly what to do, lbeing differently orientedso too

| would like to speak of the impact and generalitdgionf my thesis.

Finally, I would like to address the issue of voiBecause | am writing about
qualities of experience, | find myself continuadjsoping to find words to evoke
their elusive nature. There is an unrelenting comaeall my projects with the
guestion of how to write in a way that remainstfait to the essential quality of
experience: ceaseless movement. | keep struggiihgtee complex relationship
between language and reality, continuously notitiath the formative and
representational aspects of language. | am acatedye of the ways language both
enables and constrains my search for ways to expier unfinalizable qualities of

experience.
The experience of writing is indeed one of contimifrustration, for:
"Words strain,

Crack and sometimes break, under the burden,

Under the tension, slip, slide, perish,
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Decay with imprecision, will not stay in place,
Will not stay still" (T. S. Eliot.)

Each time | reread what | have written, there sgiase of not really having
expressed what | wanted to, the shock of how imgeddhave been. This frustration
is compounded by the sense that, in effect, wordig'stay still', for what | have
wanted to express is continuously changing evdmaasit it, and the words do not

move together with the experience.

From the start, | have been called upon to justifiat my colleagues and supervisors
have noticed as the particular ‘voice’ that emeigasy writing, describing it as
‘poetic’, ‘suffused with adjectives and metapheépetitive', more ‘oral’ than
‘literary’, and often more ‘evocative’ than ‘acadieiml! find myself caught between
the desire to conform to what | think would be arefacademic’ voice, which
would be more distanced and precise; and the desgeund ‘my own voice’, which
| experience as more personal, hesitant and adamastesistance to closure, to
collapsing words to maximum precision. Because pintense awareness that
"what needs to be put into words is indefinite,mpgacomplete, still unfolding, still
developing" (Shotter, 2007:79), the 'decision’ #raerges — shifting in its strength
and steadfastness, as can be seen in differestgfarty thesis — is to remain as
close as possible to this type of evocative writohgspite the anxiety it provokes
around issues of ‘inclusion’ in the academic disseuln a paradoxical way, as | do
my best to reach precision, it is often in theirwienprecision that words come
closer to actually conveying and conversing with iessiness of experienced
reality. | concur with Levine (1985), who argues that ibrdy through the use of
ambiguity that we can actually find a more inclesand resonant (ironically, a more
‘accurate’) way of speaking of our experience alitse "complex, full of overtones
and cross-currents which razor-sharp unequivoesistents do not capture”
(1985:30). In that my research is narrative, sutleéyconcealment of my own voice
would not be authentic. In that it is emergent padicipative, surely voicing my
understanding in a distanced and authoritativelglfway would undermine my
endeavor, one which partakes in what Najmano\0@T) speaks of as "a new
adventure of knowledge: the navigation of the s¢a®mplexity and the

exploration of their strange and changing terr@sriThis journey is a dynamic one,
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one that always implies fluid territories, uncemtgiand creativity. The price we
have to pay for this trip is to forgo the illusiohan absolute and guaranteed

knowledge." (p.97-8). How then, can one speakvniee that is certain?
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2. THE MOVEMENT OF MY THOUGHT
(Project 1, February 2005)

2.1 INTRODUCTION: AN EXPERIENCE OF TRANSFORMATION

| choose to pick up the ever-evolving thread ofthmught in a moment that occurred
many years agderhaps this is my first recollection of what | baome to call 'an
experience of transformatiomwas a lonely child, constantly moved around tludbe,
never and completely at home anywhere. My innetdweas my anchor, nourished and
created through reading. At the age of about 1@ hd myself reading John Fowleehe
Magus, a bizarre work of literature, of which one passegmains with me till today. It
is a quote by T.S. Eliot:

We shall noase from exploration
And the endatifour exploring
Will be to e where we first started
And know thiage for the first time
(Eliot, “Little Gidding”, 198 222)

| distinctly remember a kind of silence suddenlyadaping me as | read these words. A
sense of excitement permeated the moment, risimg fhe stomach, generating a giddy
sensation of the boundaries of my world suddemggforming, expanding to infinity. |

felt, without knowing why, that | had encounterdauth’.

As | reflect on that moment now, | am aware ofribbness of the experience as memory
savors it, a richness that cannot be understoarbgre deconstruction of the words. It is
rather a result of the lived experience, compogeadyophysical, emotional and spiritual
state at that moment, my own history as it hadwato that moment, and the words
T.S. Eliot had chosen to describe his own expee@amzl understanding — all these

coming together in an inexplicable way to createcament of profound meaning.
Having brought this experience as that which laesdhis exploration of the movement

of my thought, | would like to ‘unpack’ the texsdlf, for it contains a fusion of the

elements which | sense as moving my thought ingesfrboth energy and direction. First
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and foremost, is the idea of journey. | experiemgdife as a journey, not merely a
movement through space and time, but rather arideaqon’, embodying an attitude of
search and discovery; of observing, probing, arestioning the processes within me,
around me, and the interaction between the twe.dh engagement with mystery and the
unknown. This journey is not time-bound: the exatmm is “unceasing”. It is not driven
by answers, but rather by questions that are @theferential and self-generating. The
movement is not a linear one, in which one patddeanto another, but a circular one, in
which one continually returns to the point of deépee, 'knowing' it afresh, "for the first
time”. This recursive dynamic, embodying simultamemovements of progression and
circularity, has always resonated with the fe€troth’ for me: the familiar (“where we

started”) is forever permeated by the unfamilidor(the first time”).

The movement of my thought has been a resonantesé themes as they meet, blend
with, separate from and illuminate my experiencéfef As experience moves through
time, | have encountered different voices that Hasté seemed to originate from my
very soul and speak my experience through somdeats evords, and have profoundly
impacted and helped create my own voice. | usevtird ‘voice’ here as the embodied
expression of my experience as it is made senbg thfought and ‘risked’ in contact with
others, changing and being changed by this vertactn would like to tell the story of

three such encounters.

2.2 THREE TRANSFORMING ENCOUNTERS

2.2.1 Participation in the 'Gurdjieff Work'

By far the most significant in its impact on theywanake meaning of my being-in-the-
world is the voice of G. |. Gurdjieff, a Georgianfh philosopher/ teacher, who made his
way from Russia to France towards the end of th&t World War, where hfounded the
“Institute for the Harmonious Development of MaHiis teachings wove together strains
of esoteric Christianity and Sufism, as well asotltess well-known, traditions. My
involvement with these teachings started almoste#ds ago, and has evolved through
my participation in groups led by students of filse work in these groups invites an

ongoing exploration of life, as embodied in inténpiecesses of consciousness and their
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interaction with external manifestations of selflarthers. It takes place in different
places around the world, where groups meet togéthstudy, through conversation,

meditative exercises, dance movements, music ansttialy of texts.

So far, so good: | have described, somewhat fdgiuhe ‘activities’ that give shape to
the experience that has so profoundly influencedtbvement of my thought. How can |
now go about making sense of this experience iaathat will both remain faithful to

its depth and ‘multi-facetedness’, and make semseréader? The task seems almost
daunting, as | become aware of the power and pesstess of words to form and

express living experience.

In 1976, | came acrods Search of the Miraculous: Fragments of an Unkndweaching
by P.D. Ouspensky (1949) which was, at that tifle,mhost accessible route to the ideas
of Gurdjieff. The only way | can relate that exgerce to the movement of my thought is
to say, quite unequivocally, that the way | haattght about’ the world and myself in it,
seemed to disintegrate, resonate and crystallitethat reading. Let me give a specific
example, one that touched me deeply. Quite earin time book, Gurdjieff relates to the
idea of agency: man’s ability to decide, and mdweedecision to action. | remember
distinctly the description of the way someone ‘n&kedecision, which, at the moment
of the ‘making’, is infused with a sense of utmsiginificance and importance, and
involves the utter conviction that it will be imphented in exactly the way it was
planned. And, come time for action, nothing happ@rsperhaps a very watered-down
version of the original decision takes place. Qorse still, one finds oneself involved in

an action that is almost the opposite of the oabdecision. How can this be?!

The coming together of the text with my practicgberience of myself ‘shook the

ground under my (conceptual) feet’. What | had gsvidnought about as a unified ‘Self’,
suddenly became a multiplicity, a collection, asétre, of “I's”, each of which could be
lord of the moment, with very little or even noaraction between them. The absence of
a unified, stable and continuous Self resonateld miy lived experience. As did the
understanding that, at the very same time as tweable to will and to act in an
autonomous way, man is obliged to both, and isaresiple for the outcomes of his
action. | found myself reading small sections & blook at a time, with a growing sense

of dread and excitement, as my whole life seemdxbtcalled into question. What is the
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meaning of agency? What is the essence of inteéhtféhat is the connection between
intention and action? What, for that matter, isthé&ure of this phenomenon called ‘man’
which up to now had seemed relatively clear? | beginning to understand it as
essentially paradoxical: a ‘double’ nature that wasnce material, and subject to all the
laws of material existence; and, at the same titweas also ‘non-material’, or at least
participated in a different kind of ‘materialityishich we could call spiritual, and which
was subject to different ‘laws’. It was a natureiethcould expand endlessly, reaching
out in longing to a reality beyond the five senses], at the same time, be reduced to
fretting for hours about a leaky tap, the colosofa, a misunderstood intention... It
embodied an ability and an inability to do at taeng time, a ‘remembering’ that was
inextricably interwoven with a ‘forgetting’, a de&mging to touch the reality of itself
together with a deep fear of touching that veryilyea What suddenly permeated my
world was a sense of wonder, of the immensity wigs, of the endless realms to be

explored, understood, and left mysterious.

In his writings, Gurdjieff expounds a perspectivalb creation as arising from one
source, and evolving into different levels of earste or ‘worlds’, which are
characterized by differing qualities of what herier‘materiality” (Ouspensky, 1949).
While clearly thinking in systemic terms, he ingit@ view of the basic unity of all

phenomena by destroying the duality between ‘meadtet ‘movement’ or energy:

Matter or substance necessarily presupposes isteroce of force
or energy. This does not mean that a dualistic eptien of the
world is necessary. The concepts of matter ancefare also one.
But in this connection matter and force are noétaés real
principles of the world in itself, but as propestigr characteristics
of the phenomenal world observed by us... The ‘cot’simtaken
as material, as matter, and ‘changes’ in the sifatee
‘constant’...are called manifestations of force oergy. All these
changes can be regarded as the result of vibradionsdulatory
motions which begin in the center...and go in alédiions,
crossing one another, colliding, and merging togettiFrom this
point of view, then, the world consists of...matteai state of

vibrations, or vibrating matter... (194%-88)
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Man and the universe are not two systems, ratharispédin the full sense of the word, a
‘miniature universe’: "in him are all the mattefswhich the universe consists; the same
forces, the same laws that govern the life of thigarse, operate” (Ibid: 88). These
‘laws’, which he spoke of in the early 20’s, suahtlae “discontinuity of vibrations”

(Ibid: 123) and the “deviation of forces” (lbid: QR recall the discoveries of quantum
mechanics regarding the place of the observertanthextricability of matter and
energy; as well as with the concept of non-lingaaken up in the complexity sciences.
The ‘Gurdjieff Work’ is an invitation to study thedaws’ in a direct, experiential way
through the study of the movement of consciousrgssause consciousness exists
directly only in the present — in the lived momerthis ‘Work’ is carried out, for the

most part, in the oral tradition.

As the years have passed, my participation in@wdjieff Work’ has evolved. At times
| have been more actively involved, participatisgaell as leading. At times | have
found myself intensely engaged in the politicstofteig power relations. The very idea
of a ‘spiritual practice’ is a paradox. At timekdve retreated from active participation,
unable to ‘hold’ and move within the simultaneousnifestations of human frailty and
human potential. These shifts in my own participathave created an intense awareness
that it is only through a full engagement in ttparadoxicality’ — understanding living
side by side with puzzlement; hope with disappoeritnanger with gratitude — that
experience can be lived in the richest, fullest wizhe ‘Gurdjieff Work’ has introduced
me to many of the ideas that have come to fun@stampposts’ in the path of my
experience, illuminating the way, calling attenttordifferent phenomena, providing
islands of light in the dark and unknown territafysearch.

2.2.2 Teaching and learning

The second 'voice' that has influenced the movewfemty thought is not an individual
voice; it is rather an encounter between many #iae ongoing conversation between
me and my students over a ten-year period in whvedis a high school teacher. In
reflecting on those years, | see their significamcée ways they evoked questions
regarding the meaning of ‘teaching’ and ‘learninyhat began as a clear

‘sender/receiver’ model of communication (StacéyQD), in which | ‘had’ a certain
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knowledge that | needed to ‘transfer’ to the stustewas transformed into an
understanding of the ways knowledge and meaningdtelly created within
conversation, as my students and | explored ancreanise of works of literature
together in the moment. What | understood theanlmerhaps ‘name’ today: that
learning is indeed a “complex responsive processg, which is “an activity of
interdependent people and (which) can only be whded in terms of self organizing
communicative interaction and power relating in ebhidentities are potentially
transformed” (Stacey, 2003). How did | come to ustind this?

| began teaching when | was 21, inexperienced aathty frightened of what | saw as
my ‘task’: to maintain discipline and control ovebunch of rowdy teenagers in order to
teach them English literature — which really didinterest them at all. From the first, the
ruling paradigm seemed to be one of ‘war’: whenlésson moved through its
preplanned design in a relatively smooth flow, d h&on’; when it was disrupted by all
sort of ‘disturbances’ (students being rowdy, tisedlssion being ‘highjacked’), they had
‘won’. Very quickly it became clear that | couldtmaaintain discipline in the classroom
through rules and the direct use of power. | wasaribelievable’ authority figure, and |
was uncomfortable with the creation of fear, thend@nt tool of discipline in this

school.

As | searched for an alternative, | began to ndtie¢ there were different ‘qualities’ in
different lessons, sometimes, in fact, within teeywsame lesson. What defined these
differences was the quality of our engagementegam times it seemed as though we
were all participating with attention, exploringraxperience of a text together. | became
aware of the fact that when my own attention wasmeprisoned by my fear of losing
control of the class, but was free to engage withtever was happening in the moment;
the attention of my students seemed to move togetitle mine, rather than what |
experienced as ‘against’ mine. Paradoxically, tloeem was ready to ‘lose control’, the
more ‘control’ there seemed to be. | began to wtdad that it was this very engagement
that lay at the heart of what we call disciplined any thought shifted completely. What
had been an experience of failure — the inabititintiplement and enforce rules —
suddenly became an exciting field for a new kinaxjbloration. As | look back on it
today, | am aware that both experiences involvedesyn The first involved the anxiety

of not living up to expectations — the studentsy,awn, the system’s — and the
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humiliation of being discounted as | stood befdsesBidents who wished | were not
there. The new field of exploration brought witlaitlifferent kind of anxiety: the acute
fear of moving into unknown territory, of riskinghat | 'know', and my sense of control
and competence, for the chance of something noneftgng.

In the classroom, this discovery was the beginoing new dynamic, a new relationship
between me and (most of) my students. The beteoies became a joint search for
meaning, with the text serving as an attractoefaergent conversations around the
meaning of the writer's experience as it resonatild our own These became an
exploration of the essence and nuance of experevyaleed by a text; and the thoughts,
feelings, memories, sensations and insights tipemence called forth in us. My
challenge became a constant attempt to invitedhegearsation to a deeper level, where it
seemed to generate an energy that was qualitativéyent from that we usually

experienced.

How did | do this? | cannot say with any certaindyhat | can say is that it involved an
inner gesture of letting go — even of the intenssré to achieve depth of conversation! —
and becoming more attuned to the movement of thisugmotions, associations,
interactions (silent or otherwise), attention, pbgksensations and a myriad tiny details |
cannot even specify. At times like these, the pawkations between us seemed to be
transformed completely. While | clearly always leastatus different to everyone else’s
in the classroom, the power relations were nohéfbrefront of the interaction, not

being constantly challenged/asserted. Instead, pseamed to move around,
manifesting itself in our ability to stay with tineoment, to keep the conversation

meaningful.

And, inevitably, there were those times in whiek,as | might, nothing of this sort was
created. | will forever remember the angry, frustdeoutburst of a dearly loved student
of mine: “What is it youwvantfrom us? We walk around here all day, doing owt be
survive in this jungle of demands, rules and exqtemts, and then — you come along,
with completely different demands. You want usxpexience things differently in your
class, to think differently, to speak differently,be different! It's not fair, and it won’t
work!!” He was, of course, right. The experiencenstimes embodied in our

conversations was not present in most of the atbeversations students were having in
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school. Eventually, the pattern that seemed to hake was the dissonance of this
experience, rather than the hope it offered. |¢owl longer bear it. | moved to an
‘experimental’ school where | hoped the converseticould sustain a different quality.
Three years later, | left teaching altogether.

What is it that remains alive in the fabric of nmptight, and that | can locate as coming
into being simultaneously with my teaching yearsthBps most salient is my direct
understanding of what | can name today as the dyisaoh non-linearity and the concept
of emergence (Goldstein, 1999). My teaching expeaeshowed me that | could never
truly understand the causality of, and therefoem@dbr, human processes such as
learning. | could, as a participant in the conviosa recognize moments of the creation
of new meaning, of what | considered ‘learningéolld identify some of the different
elements present: focused attention, both psyctdgaysical; a sense of ‘togetherness’
in the activity of exploring a text-in-experieneelistening to spoken and unspoken
meaning; an engaged participation in somethingviaat unfolding as we participated in
it, without really knowing where it was leadingcduld appreciate and orientate myself to
these — but | could not recreate them at will! Teegmed more like a dance of virtual
threads, weaving themselves together into somethetigat a certain moment, could be
recognized as a coherent pattern. It was obviousetthat | could contribute to both the
creation and the destruction of this dance, butitlveas never completely, unequivocally
clear which action would lead to what.

2.2.3 A supervisory conversation

The third encounter | would like to speak of cotssidf a conversation | have been
engaged in with Isaac, who has been my supenoscand off, for over 12 years. Isaac is
a social psychologist, one of the founders of thlel fof organizational consulting in
Israel, and one of the leading voices in its acade@mmunity, sounding a
psychoanalytic approach to organizations. Isaae'sgmce in my life has been both
extremely constraining and extremely enabling. Hgto find and differentiate my own
voice from within a conversation with a man whos&e is one of the most profound,
incisive and intelligent | know, has been no easktand is still in progress. Being aided
and supported in this search by the same voicehdws a gift that | am deeply grateful

for.
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When | was in the throes of career change, in mly #arties, a close friend of mine

who was an organizational consultant, suggested jbi her supervision group, run by
Isaac. | had met him before, and had found hisgmes quite daunting. A well-known
figure, he was either profoundly appreciated, gregdenced as incomprehensible and
unapproachable. The intense insecurity | was fgelnound my own competence in my
new profession made me balk at the idea of exposygglf, especially before Isaac. |
struggled between desire and fear for a year, @néd the group. It then took me

another whole year to dare to bring my experientethe conversation, partly due to my
complete awe at Isaac’s understanding and insighith | experienced as a direct threat
to my own; and partly because | felt like an ousith a practice everyone else seemed to

be so at home in.

The trigger that eventually forced me to speak thasntense confusion | was
experiencing in a leadership development trainiragegat | was involved in with a local
fire department. While | do not remember the dstailthe story, I distinctly remember
the feeling that all of us were partners in an nigational ritual that had absolutely no
meaning for anyone. The firemen were finding theveosation irrelevant to their
experience and were brutally expressive of thigolfelt that nothing meaningful was
happening, no matter what | tried. My experienceath meaninglessness and
helplessness was acute: not only was my self-waatled into question, but also the

enormous effort | had invested over the previousyears in career change!

Through a couple of conversations with Isaac aeddit of the group, my experience
was transformed. While | never managed to feeyfudleful and impactful with the
firemen, this experience became extremely valuiabierms of my emerging
understanding: of my own ability and inability; thie firemen in the context of their
organizational lives; and of the complex interacto@tween us. It was with Isaac's help
that | first learned to explicitly use the resorainé my own experience — physical,
emotional and intellectual — in order to understdraexperience of people living in
organizations. As | reflected on the subtleties/bét | was experiencing, | learned more
and more about the firemen, and as my understafgiogme more complex, my

discomfort became permeated with compassion.
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What had seemed to me a simple power struggle @egtwme and the firemen — no
different from me and my students!), began to @kenultiple layers of meaning. |
became aware of the impact of the military struetmd power relations in the absence
of a clear enemy; the social expectations and $aggrojected onto the firemen; the
taste of intense life/death activity interspersgaveeks of empty, useless waiting time;
the desire for action and the guilt interwoven witts desireantinga fire to
happen!)...And, through all this, my role as consuftaainer in this specific situation
seemed to change, and become far less clear amabsliian | had thought. | became
aware of the complex ways (political and psychataiin which the organization was
‘using’ me and the leadership training program. 8bow, Isaac always seemed to invite
the unknown into the conversation, generating tia¢hexcitement of exploration and the
fear and uncertainty that comes with the realizatiat there was not, and could never
really be, a clear and predictable model for action

How then, do | understand some of the ways in whighinteraction with Isaac has
impacted the movement of my thought? A startingnpaould be to examine what | see
as a ‘psychoanalytic approach’' to organizationsstMalient is the deep conviction that
there are forces at work in any kind of human extéon that are not completely
conscious to those involved, but which, nevertlglaspact those interactions in a
significant way. These dynamics need to be notaetitaken account of in working with
people in organizations. As consultant, | too amig@pating in these unconscious
dynamics in different ways, and therefore am calipdn to constantly be aware of and
reflect on my own experience. It is this call tseumy own experience as a source of
data for what is happening with others (typicakfided as noticing the processes of
transference and countertransference) that is anatiderlying characteristic of the

psychoanalytic approach.

Menzies-Lyth (1989) calls attention to two moreraaderistics. The first is the
abandonment of the 'expert’/solution focused staarod an engagement in a kind of
listening that is not ‘focused’ on finding somethispecific, “not making a premature
selection or prejudgment about what is significar{so that) consultant and client can
work towards the emergence of new meanings andppate action” (1989: 31). The
second involves a particular understanding of tresaltant’s responsibility, which is not

to provide a solution or blueprint for action, loather “lies in helping insights to
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develop, freeing thinking about problems, helpimng tlient to get away from unhelpful
methods of thinking and behaving, facilitating gwolution of ideas for change, and then
helping him to bear the anxiety and uncertaintthefchange process” (Ibid: 33). | am
aware of all these as they express themselve®iagproach Isaac embodies in our
conversations. He has deeply impacted the proce$seg noticing, questioning and
speaking about organizational life. With his helglve come to understand that, as a
consultant, | can bring no ready-made solutionghWis support, | have come to be
more comfortable moving within the uncertainty loé tmerging reality of my
participation in organizations. Here, each answealways partial, and there is never a
sense of complete closure, only a deepening urashelisty and appreciation of the

moment as it is lived, and the different directiahshought and action it affords.

2.2.4 Reflections on three conversations

What then are the threads that have emerged teniftto follow and make sense of the
movement of my thought, and how do they inform myfg@ssional practice? In rereading
what | have written, | become aware of the imparéaof experiences in which meaning
becomes transformed, and new directions of undeistg and action emerge. These
experiences are often generated within a more prnaf@robing and exploration of
everyday situations, through the medium of contamsaAnd | see that the more one
probes, the more complex, rich and paradoxical batsituation, and our understanding

of it, becomes.

| find that | am intensely interested in the parathat emerge as one probes. | see
them reflected with a fractal quality in all field§ human interaction. In our relationships
we can see the simultaneous forces of cohesiosegpatation, the intense desire to be
close to our loved ones and the intense fear aigosurselves in that closeness. In our
organizations we experience and observe simultanemcesses of the centralization and
decentralization of power, of order and stabilggd of flexibility and change (Stacey,
2003). Our technology creates unprecedented camitgdtetween people all over the
globe, even intimacy — and, at the very same timprecedented alienation and
estrangement (Handy, 1995; Black et al., 1999¢lieke that it is the ability to
experience, explore and work within the simultarsepresence of contradictory forces

which can create the movement that transforms #nimg of the lived situation, and
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opens up possibilities for new action. It is in theitation to do so, and in the support

along this tenuous path, that | see my value aactiponer.

| am usually called into organizations when questiarise, to give ‘useful’ and
‘actionable’ answers. | am acutely aware that, &/hihswers are what is usually
perceived as the platform for effective actiongliéve that it is the power of questions
and the ability to hold the paradoxes inherentniy given situation that actually
generates the energy necessary for the transfanmatione’s understanding of, and
relationship with, the lived situation, in the mid$ which action emerges in a
meaningful way. What eventually happens is thahlable to invite conversations in
which these gquestions emerge, are explored, ararambt answered, as participants
move in action with a deepened sense of the contplefthe reality that generated the
guestions in the first place, a renewed recogniiotmeir own competence and

limitations, and a new set of questions to explore.

2.3 AN ACCOUNT OF PRACTICE: TWO WORKSHOPS

| would like to give an example of the way this W®(and sometimes doesn’t!), by
telling about two workshops | facilitated in thedsli subsidiary of Kelide, a global,
high-technology organization. As corporate glokatian intensifies, and local
management is increasingly aware of a perceiveghttio its sustainability, | have been
called in to design a program to address what wealling “Global Effectiveness”. It
constitutes an invitation for people from differ@mtisions, who lead and participate in
culturally diverse and geographically disperseantgao explore their managerial and
collegial interactions. It is run over three daysd consists of an exploration of different
models of cultural preferences, case studies dépsmnal interactions, and research
findings, all in relation to participants’ own expnces, dilemmas and questions. It is
facilitated together with a senior manager (‘co@clwho is responsible for sounding a

more formal ‘organizational voice’, as well as st own experience.
The program is conversational in nature, and it€ass is directly connected with the

quality of conversation created. This is not a $empatter, for, at Kelide, unequivocal

answers are highly valued; and success is usuallyed by the ability to generate a clear
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set of action items. And yet, the field in questisnn my experience, fraught with
uncertainty, ambiguity, messiness and, inevitgmdyadox. While participants begin the
program with the powerful desire to simplify allgtand create clear answers (“tips for
effectiveness” in ‘organization-speak’), | beliewat what actually enhances their
effectiveness is their ability to encounter andlesgthis very messiness, to understand
the paradoxes inherent in this reality; and to bezomore comfortable in moving in
action with a heightened awareness of these paeadoather than the illusion of having
resolved them. All of this creates its own paradoyorder to act effectively in the global
environment, people need to let go of, and be réadyestion, their ideas of what it

means to act effectively.

The first workshop consists of a group of expergshElR people, and is ‘coached’ by
Nancy, VP of Human Resources; and the secondguodup of Finance people, and
coached by Joan, a senior Finance manager. k iditterent qualities of conversation
generated in these two workshops that | wouldtikkepeak about, qualities impacted by
the coaches’ own ability and willingness to enceutite paradoxes inherent in the
messy reality of their globalization processes welk as my own ability to encourage

and support this encounter.

The workshop is always launched by the coach, wkealss of his/her understanding of,
and vision for, the globalization process, its dyies and its challenges. Nancy begins
with incredible energy. It is clear from the stidwat she is extremely high powered,
energetic, charismatic — in short, quite an orgational heroine. She is fairly new to this
most senior HR position, and obviously concerneth Wie power dynamics of
positioning, both of herself within the HR orgarnipa, and of the Israeli HR
organization within Corporate HR. Her opening prnéggon is what is usually
considered ‘motivational’: she speaks (much) ofdpportunities and (briefly) of the
challenges posed by globalization processes; ahdragupreme confidence in the ability
of the HR organization to function as ‘strategictper’ in leading the Israeli subsidiary
forward to take a new position in the global aré@@mewhere in the middle of her talk
she stops to ask how participants see the dynashgisbalization. | am struck by two
things: very few people speak up (an extremely ualushenomenon in an Israeli
setting!), and, those who do, speak mostly of tlwvn’ sides — crazy working hours, an

inability to influence and move projects alongtlie desired direction at the desired
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speed, feelings of frustration and helplessneaacidiscounts these immediately, in an

enthusiastic ‘we shall overcome' way.

Shortly after, | invite participants to discussitlexpectations of the course. What is
usually a one-hour conversation which begins tehawpon the complexity of the issues
involved, shrinks into a hesitant fifteen minutstigenerating’ activity. This unusual
silence is echoed in another activity that takesglon the first day, in which people are
invited to experiment with cultural parameters, paming their own cultural preferences
to those of another culture. In a room full of Higaxperienced people, suddenly no one
had enough experience to make intelligent guessesnoparisons. This has not
happened before — usually people are ready toataassessment, to be playful, to
exaggerate and joke about the differences, to exgghpersonal anecdotes. There seems
to be no playfulness here — | feel an unspokenetypiermeating the atmosphere. People
(myself included as the day goes on) are very ghref what is becoming a forced
conversation, things are quickly polarized: theweeitheropportunitiesor challenges,

you eitherrise to the challenger are defeated by it, and no one seems ready t&hisk

wrong answer’.

| walk away from the first day with great uneasbe Tonversation has not ‘taken off’; it
has limped its way through the day. It is cleam@that the ‘flat’ quality | am sensing
has something to do with the dynamic generatednardlancy. She is very powerful in
this configuration, and her ‘model’ has becomertban. Because she is so biased
towards answers, only the questions which can éealglanswered are allowed into the
conversation. As such, the conversation self-omgminto securely rational patterns.
Emotions are kept at bay, and my attempts to irtkigen back in to conversation only
seems to aggravate the anxiety. Paradox, withvigation to explore the puzzling, the
illogical and the ambiguous — the very essencdaifay work — is firmly locked out of

the room, and | do not know how to invite it in.

The next two days play themselves out in the saeledy, and there is a feeling of
repetition, of stuckness, which | am not able tpaet. The conversation is tight and
action-focused, and, as far as | am concernec tkero learning going on. We are all
involved in exchanging knowledge, not creating meganing. | find myself in a painful

situation. Nancy’s own anxiety in face of the unikmoand the ambiguous is clearly
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amplifying. | am experiencing a paradox: on the baed, | am drawn to become more
and more passive, as the course seems to take @nntdynamic, and its ‘failure’ is
clearly not my ‘fault’. At the same time, | am mav® be more and more active, my
activity generated by an intense unease, as | aponsible for generating learning. | feel
that, in some way, my struggle is everyone’s. &y to stay with it, | can feel us all

collapsing this struggle into its passivity pole.

On two occasions, | speak with her about my expegeShe has a vague idea of what |
am talking about — she seems to recognize hersellyiwords, and is troubled, but
immediately moves onto “what to about it”. | suggest she try to keep more of the
guestions open, and let participants explore their perspectives; but, while she is
willing to try, she very quickly falls back into heery decisive, binary perspective. The
workshop itself is given good feedback — | believare from the wish to ingratiate
Nancy than anything else. | myself see it as afaill have not found a way, within the
constraints, to deepen the dialogue, to inviter@ssformation, to help generate
meaningfulness. | do not feel that participantseheame away with a heightened ability
to interact within the complexity of their glob&alities.

The second workshop is identical in design anccire, and completely different in
guality of conversation. It is coached by Joangtjuntelligent and uncolorful. From the
start, her lack of charisma paradoxically enabldgfarent interaction with the
participants. She launches the program with a gqurestWhere and how do our
globalization processes find you?” and proceedgue each participant a chance to
answer, without interrupting — only writing downipts on a flip chart. The process is
long and arduous. | can feel the energy droppimgorider whether | should intervene to
keep the energy ‘up’, and decide not to — if | anaerned with paradox, | need to
legitimize boredom and sluggishness as a partanhieg, as well as engagement and
excitement. My decision pays off: by the end ofitwend, a rich and paradoxical picture,
jointly created, stares back at us from the fliprthPeople speak of the conflicts and
connections created, of their world seeming batheiaand smaller, of the excitement
and frustration generated by the sameness andaetiffe they are discovering in global
colleagues, of the need for their organizationgodme more assimilated and more
independent, of the twin pressures to customizestartiardize their own internal
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processes. By the end of the first hour, the loergy had been transformed into a quiet

thoughtfulness. The course has ‘taken off’.

The three days hold us engaged in intense conuars#Ye all look forward to our
meetings. We know, at every given point, where weg laut not where we will be in
another hour. People bring their experiences -ujoyhd painful, their interactions, their
conflicts, their questions, their answers, thesecurity and their confidence. In my
experience of this kind of work over the yearsavén come to understand that ‘global
effectiveness’ is a question that touches uponsonery identity and sense of self, which
can become quite shaky as we move beyond the &amiitural boundaries. It involves
a paradoxical call to be oneself and ‘other’ atdhme time. It touches on profound
guestions of personal, cultural, organizational prafessional identity. When the
paradoxes often inherent in these issues are gpvace in the conversation, and when
‘not knowing’ how to make sense of this complex#yllowed, the field of action
becomes much wider — more scary and more excMifegall leave the course with a
sense of energy and motivation, knowing that, wivéecan never be in complete control
or ‘manage’ this reality, we can engage with itMeaningful ways, and experiment with

some of the new ideas generated.

2.4 CONCLUSION: A'HESITANTLY POWERFUL' COMMITMEN T TO
STUDY PARADOX

In my first learning set meeting of the DMan pragrd speak of my interest in the
exploration of paradox. | find myself becoming higssly confused and increasingly
inarticulate in face of my colleagues' challengihggether, we try to tease out of my
first draft other issues which could invite directs of research. “The nature of insight” is
one, “the connection between insight and actiorstiaer. These questions interest me
deeply, and, for a while, | become increasinglyarao abandon a topic which our
conversation had shaped into a sea of inchoateialaiehere is a growing dread that |
may not find an appropriate way of investigatingh@nomenon as puzzling and
intangible as paradox — one that seems to defy il elude rational analysis (Lewis,
2000). Late that same night, unable to sleep, tanght and tossed within the intense

contradictory feelings of desire and fear. Suddeindxperience, in a direct way, the
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‘transformation’ that only an engagement in thisckof paradoxical dynamic can create.
In a moment, | understand thtats ismy challenge — this was where my passion lies! In
an instant, | realize that what | need to seekvisg of formulating this very experience
of transformation | have just lived. This would éactly what it means to 'take my
experience seriously'! Can | do so? | am not d8uel am sure that | can not give up the
attempt without a far more rigourous attempt. bhes, somewhat uneasly, that my
research will take on what Lewis speaks of as tfaifiting task of conveying the

intricate and seemingly absurd nature of parad2R0Q: 773).

In this endeavor, | am drawn to exploring the cosaton of others on the subject in four

fields: psychology, organizational behavior or ngeraent studies, ‘esoteric’ literature

(traditional and modern) and complexity studieghbscientific’ complexity and ‘social

scientific’ complexity. And, while | still struggle create some kind of clarity in my

approach, the following questions emerge as arsjgobint:

o Why is the question of paradox important in thédfief organizational dynamics;
where and how is it spoken about?

. How can one understand the nature of paradoxeagpresses itself in the dynamics
of identity, interaction and organizational pat&tn

e What is the kind of meaning that can emerge froenetkperience of paradox?

e  What happens when paradox is not enabled? Whandides’ it?

o What does ‘working with paradox’ actually look likend what kind of movement

does it create?

As | come to the end of this paper, | am awardefdpiral movement the writing has
taken, the type of movement Stacey, Griffin andvtascribe in terms of
“transformative teleology” (Stacey et al., 2000belcome aware of how powerfully the
dynamic of paradox as an expression of the unknewd perhaps the ‘unknowable!’)
has permeated my experience and my way of thinddooyt it. | have understood how
this dynamic informs my professional practice, #meldifferent qualities of experience,
understanding and conversation it enables. | halt¢hle excitement and the anxiety
involved in trying to make the exploration of pasactentral to my research. | am aware
of how these patterns have emerged as | have d@tdrtgpfollow the movement of my
own thought through conversation with my colleagaled supervisor, surprising and
obvious at once. This attempt at describing whais*vinas created a new ‘is’: | have a
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sense of revisiting where | “first started”, andhtiwing it”, in T.S. Eliot’s words, for
what feels like "the first time". Within this 'knamg’, the next step emerges — together
with the understanding that this knowing will shdhd yet remain, endless times to

come.
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3. THE EXPERIENCE OF PARADOX: AN

INVITATION TO TRANSFORMATION  (Project 2,
September 2005)

3.1 INTRODUCTION: AN UNFAMILIAR GLIMPSE OF THE FA MILIAR

A few weeks ago, my daughter, Meshi, had her faxamination in theatre. She
directed and starred in a play, and the performaraseremarkable. Meshi was very
disappointed that her brothers, both of whom werdadia at the time, had not
called to wish her luck. That evening, a good fdief her brothers emailed them,

describing the performance.

The following night, both brothers called. Meshisaet at home, so | told them
about the play, and they were delighted. They nmae@romise to tell her how
proud they were of her, and how sorry they weretmbdtave been around to see it.
The next day, | passed on their message. She wanmessed. "Nah", she said,
"they're just saying that. They don't really caf&Vhy do you say that?" | asked.
"Because", she said, in a matter-of-fact tonetHdfy did, they would have either

come back, or at least have called before to wishutk".

| realized we were 'caught’ in a paradox that didmake easy sense. There were
two sets of behaviours that could be noticed, lobtuhich were 'real’, and
embodied a different meaning or narrative. The firas "the boys didn't call/didn't
come, therefore they don't care about/love me" thadecond was "the boys
called, therefore they love and care". The twoataures presented a choice: their
contradictory nature prevented their co-existehchose to see one, Meshi the

other.
The conversation continued. | said "Meshi, yousehearing me. They were both

really excited, and kept saying how proud they wdrgou”. "Yeah", she answered,

"and if youhearonly that, you live in a made up world that's all gad@'tue”, |
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heard myself say, "andybu hearonly whatyou do, you live in a made up world
that's all bad".

There was a silence. "Well", said Meshi, "So how chear both at the same time?"

| had no good answer. | had no answer at all. Buas clear to me that that very
momentwe were suddenly both 'hearing' both. And thee'twe were hearing was
very different from what either of us had heard@mant before. It was more
complex. It was richer. It was more confusing. Amdmy experience of it, it was

more 'real'.

Several months later, my sons returned. The old®T, had been away for a year
and a half, and the younger, Eden, for nine morithsir homecoming was laced
with much emotion: anticipation, nervousness, gmnfusion, and moments of
almost unbearable excitement. At one point, | wemhake tea, and Tori came to
help me. On the way, we hugged. Tori said: "Thishine a day you've been
waiting for a long time!". The remark surprised vl surprise surprised me even
more. | had not actually beevaitingfor this day. Which was also not true, because
| had been. Tori noticed my surprise. "No?" he dskince again, | found myself
‘caught’ in a moment of paradox. Yes and no. Tagettsaid "l don't really know. |
haven't actually beemaiting, but, as you say it now, | see that | have beenlBut
haven't. Have 1?" Tori laughed. "And here | am kinig that | am the center of your
universe!" he said. We both smiled in recognitioof the understanding that he

indeedwasandwas notthe center of my universe.

The moment passed. The conversation continued iheag, precisely because it
was not resolvable in the moment. Once more, tivere two sets of behaviors that
were contradictory: waiting/not waiting. | found sgjf mulling it over as | went to
bed: whatvas| doing — waiting or not waiting? The easy solatiwas a temporal
separation of the two activities: sometimes | wagting (imagining their
homecoming, speaking of it) and sometimes | wasBwit this description did not
capture the essence of what | had discovered 4 tzat actually been 'waiting-not-

waiting'.
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3.1.1 Reflections: a tentative move to clarity

What is it about these two experiences that leagl$onchoose them the opening for
my second project? In a direct and situated wagy #mbody the concept of
paradox: the co-existence, in time and space, ofcntradictory directions,
thoughts or ideas, as it appears in our ordinamgryelay life. And why — as my
learning set colleagues demand to know again aaith ags it important? Because
it puzzles and confronts us with the illogical, demding a questioning of what we
usually take for granted. Can 'brotherly' or 'mdiiéove be paradoxical? Can one
experience a 'caring' and 'not caring'/ a 'waitamgl 'not waiting' at the very same
time? If so, what kind of sense does that makefidse two stories, the encounter
with paradox arrested the flow of experience fon@ment, as we all suddenly
found ourselves questioning the very nature of Ié\sreexperience that is fairly
taken-for-granted in family life (either in its m@nce or its absence) suddenly takes
on a quality of 'strangeness’, and opens up iitsatbmplexity, depth and
multifacetness. In this moment, all participantshie experience are ‘transformed’,
in a small and significant way. The way we weresMeTori and I, in our thinking
and speaking about ourselves and each other, glagta result of this shared
moment of surprise, confusion and discovery. We edaway from these
encounters with a heightened sense of the mystewyrcsshared love, and with a
guality of openness to each other that had not besre before. And this shift was
somehow connected to the kaleidoscopic qualityliadtpermeated our perspective

through the encounter with what | am calling pasado

From this intimate realm of family life, | wouldkk to zoom out to the realm of
organizations, which is permeated by moments ofteless intimate, albeit of
different forms and textures. How is this relevianiny practice as consultant? |
believe that perhaps the only real value | bringhiopractice is the invitation to 'see
anew' what is taken for-granted, under the assampshare with social
constructionists that our joint ways of seeing apdaking of our reality is
simultaneously created by and creates the situmati@nact into (Gergen, 2002;
Shotter, 2002). In encountering paradoxes, weddied] (often quite violently) out

of our 'ordinary' perspective, and are called ufgomake fresh sense of what is
'real’ or 'true’ in a particular situation, andagreeing to stay with the paradox (as

opposed to collapsing it into one of its poles} thiuth' becomes far richer and
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more complex. In this process, new and often ssirgyipossibilities are created. As
we act into a reality permeated by a sense otiffamiliar familiar’, creative action

may be generated (Stacey, Griffin and Shaw, 2000).

In thinking this way about ourselves and our orgations, we move away from the
reductionism found in so much management thinkivtgch seems to work under
the Tayloristic assumptions that the messy humalityen organizations may be
simplified into clear, linear processes and effithedirected by a manager making
rational decisions from 'outside’ this system tovenib in the desired direction. This
is a paradigm that leaves little room for creatiedon, which is, by definition,
action into the unknown (Ibid, 2000). In the pasb decades, however, in the face
of the turbulence, uncertainty, and complexityre brganizational environment,
there has been a growing dissatisfaction withdbiminant management paradigm
of 'predict and control’ (Block 1996, Farson 1986nesca 2002, Griffin 2002,
Handy 1994, Johnson 1992, Lewin and Birute 2000rgdio 1986, Quinn 1998,
Senge 1990, Shaw 2002, Streatfield 2001, Stacey, 204l 1998, Wheatley 1992,
Weick 1995, Wenger 2004, Weisbrod 198%3 | proceed with my own enquiry, |
would like to engage reflexively with four of theiges sounding this
dissatisfaction, and seeking different, and mosemant, ways of speaking about
lived experience in organizations. | choose thesees in particular because they
engage with the contradictions we encounter inraegadions, taking up or avoiding

the notion of paradox, which | see as central i®¢hdeavor.

3.2 RESONANCE IN THE MANAGEMENT FIELD: FOUR VOICE S

3.2.1 A 'reflexive conversation' with Peter Vaill

The first voice | would like to examine has alwdgen one of my favorites: Peter
Vaill's (1988). Vaill's argument revolves aroundiad metaphor: "permanent
whitewater”, through which he attempts to evokettibulent reality of our
organizational environment, characterized by "dektad contexts", "great
ambiguity and fluidity”, and in which things arenlg very partially under control"
(1988:28). Under these conditions, what is usuailysidered 'effective action' in
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organizations, i.e. "the process of rationally figg out what needs to be done and
rationally doing it" (Ibid:14) is no longer viablé. great portion of Vaill's endeavor
is to expose and debunk what he calls the 'mythmamagement, most of which
tend to fragmentize, reduce and abstract the hdroanthe manager, turning him
into "superficial man...whose behavior is predictabhameable and explicable...
(and who) does not do anything utterly novel” (1b2B-30). Itis in the
incongruence between the actual experience of neasiamd the way management
is spoken about, that Vaill locates what he tefmesdrand paradox of
management': "(while) there has been more ratianalysis, design and control of
human systems in the last 50 years in America pleasibly all of the rest of human
history...(nonetheless) those living in the midsthefse systems continue to find
them mysterious, recalcitrant, intractable, unprtadile, paradoxical, absurd”
(Ibid:77). The dissonance generated by this expeeienust be taken into account
in any theory which can help us understand and mathen our organizations. He
himself, however, is deeply ambiguous about thésalance, vacillating between
the desire to find a way of resolving paradox, endsidering it as a fact of life to
be accepted, even ‘embraced’.

The theory Vaill claims as "the nearest thing weehia the management field to a
direct embrace and confrontation of paradox" (lt#8J:is systems thinking. He is,
however, is not completely satisfied with systemsking. This dissatisfaction
stems from two inconsistencies he notices (and paltadox). The first is that white
water conditions seems to defy all models, thuaterg a paradoxical loop in which
"the more comprehensive we attempt to make oummzgaonal models, the more
we can detect phenomeaatside the modehat are influencing the organization”
(Ibid:79). The second stems from the lack of sigfit accounting for the action-
taker's presence within the system, where his/a@leatour is not more stable than
any of the other constantly moving elements, aedeflore "just how the
consciousness of this person is going to 'dandk'tve events of the system cannot

be known...by an external observer in any very cotephay” (Ibid.)
Vaill's is a passionate battle against the rampathictionism of mainstream

management thinking. In the complexity of orgahaeal life, he invites us to

"knowthat one is in a situation that will seem to Wledi with paradoxes...(and)

55



resist the seductive idea that the concrete wartthimes more rational as we invent
more and more rational ideas about it" (Ibid:848t,Yhe himself is occasionally
seduced, for, while "we can't do away with (para)>completely... perhaps we
can 'outframe’ our thinking about comprehensionamdrol in such a way that
some of the more common paradoxes will diminisimiansity” (1bid:83). In other
words, paradoxes are inherent both in our permawleié water reality and in our
experience of it — but only because we have notogetd a "mentality friendly to
paradox", which would — if not remove them — astaaake this experience less
confusing and frightening. The purpose then becamesake them 'go away', as

far as possible.

What then is Vaill saying about paradox? His udeh@term are revealing. On the
one hand, he uses it to connote an inconsistertbyagetical or epistemological
problem that needs to be resolved. On the othat,htis a fact of life', which most
models of organizational life ignore. He waversnmsn the desire to create a
theoretical model that would include the notiorpafadox; and a deep
dissatisfaction with the operational implicationgls a model would offer, because,
in order to act, we may need the kind of clarigttharadox destroys by its very
presence. Here, he falls into the same trap hesasanthers of: splitting human

consciousness and knowing from action.

Ironically, while Vaill seeks for an 'antidote'ttee confusing and painful experience
of paradox; it is in his vivid evocation of thisryeexperience that I find the unique
richness of his voice. Notwithstanding his own aml@nce towards the notion of
paradox, | find that he makes a significant comnititin to our understanding of it.
This lies in his attempts to forge what he calfsentality ‘friendly to paradox’,

which would involve two things. The first is theaatlonment of the observer stance
for a more participatory way of thinking. This wdwntail the manager, for
example, understanding himself not as "operatimthe organization from a
detached, omniscient perspective (but rather) asigg from within the
organization and influencing it as an expressioappersonal growth process”
(Ibid:81). The second lies in the attempt to spaabut organizational experience in
a way that is less static, for if we are able toklof situation as ceaselessly moving

and evolving, rather than ‘fixed' realities, thatcadictions and tensions are
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somehow ‘resolved' in their movement. Both theggeastions seem crucial to our
ability to engage with the paradoxes of organaral life — where | would disagree
with Vaill is that in partaking of them, we can ue@ the confusion and pain
involved, which | see as integral to the experienicearadox.

3.2.2 A 'reflexive conversation' with Etiennengkr

Like Vaill, Wenger (2004) too is dissatisfied witle way life in organizations is
spoken about, and attempts to formulate a way dérgtanding the processes of
learning, meaning and identity creation groundeth@everyday practice in
organizations. Like Vaill, his voice resonates wathch understanding of the
complexity of these processes, and yet remaink®edge of a radical perspective,
never quite actualizing it. | will attempt to shokws through his powerful

evocation, coupled with his careful avoidance hef toncept of paradox.

On the one hand, he is acutely aware of the contpleseated by the contradictory
dynamics of organizational life. His writing abowndith the seeds of a paradoxical
perspective: communities of practice entail “poaed dependence, pleasure and
pain, expertise and helplessness, success ancefail004:77); they are “both
enabling and limiting of identity” (Ibid:207); arahy practice “must constantly be
reinvented, even as it remains the same” (lbid:194)the other hand, he
consistently and assiduously avoids a radicallagaxical perspective. How and

why does he do this?

From the start, Wenger sets up his opposing fasesomplex dualities” rather
than paradoxes, juxtaposing them to "mere dichasniA dichotomy refers to a
polarized opposition which demands an ‘eitherfooiae because its poles are
mutually exclusive classifications, whereas a 'clexpluality’ is " a single
conceptual unit that is formed by two inseparabi@ mutually constitutive

elements whose inherent tension and complementivigythe concept richness and
dynamism” (lbid:66). So, for example, more "tragital dichotomies”, like tacit
versus explicit, individual versus collective, coiosis versus unconscious, present
us with a continuum along which these polarities'aanslational’: an increase in

one immediately implies a decrease in the otheis iBot true, however, of
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‘participation’ and ‘reification’, the duality semal to his thinking. Participation
refers to the direct, embodied and living procdgseople engaging together in their
practice; while reification is the process by whditrect experience is given lasting
form in the production of artifacts (minutes of aeting, role definitions,
procedures etc.), which are then often taken a%hhng itself’ According to

Wenger, the relationship between these two cortstisidtransformational': their

meaning is transformed in their interaction.

While dichotomies have the potential for becomiagagloxes, dualities do not.
Although the latter embody opposing characterigiesticipation implying
movement and fluidity in relation to the fixed ainozen nature of reification), and
there is definitely a potential explosiveness ®ittinherent tension” (Ibid:66),
Wenger never explores this. He carefully sepamcdtesties into two 'distinct’
processes (as opposed to the poles of one contjnamch makes their interplay
inherently “complementary” (Ibid:62), thereby renmay any potential for conflict.
They never clash in time or compete for the sanaeespRather, they work together
to create a ‘whole’ outside of themselves, thap@sticipation and reification
become constituent aspects of the construct ofrimga Here Wenger finally
collapses the paradoxical potential of their int@ypsubscribing firmly to the
“both...and” structure of dualistic thinking (Stac&iffin and Shaw, 2000).

By insisting on the 'harmonious’ quality of theeiqlay between these two forces of
dualities, Wenger circumvents the potential fonsfarmation implicated in
paradox. Although he speaks of their inseparalslitg power to transform meaning
in interaction, this is not the kind of insepardapiand transformation implied in
paradox. Mathematical chaos can be taken as anpdeainthe latter, in that it
presents a dynamic which is both stable and urestttihe same time, thereby
transforming the very constructs of stability ostability into ‘stable instability’ or
‘unstable stability’ (Stacey 2003:5). Stability aingdtability have all the makings of
Wenger's dichotomies (they are apparently mutwadblusive; they are
classificatory categories; they can substituteteauuslate into each other). What
makes them paradoxical is that they are both thittee same time in unresolvable
form, and therefore their interaction creates the foamsation into ‘stable

instability’. Wenger’s dualities never exhibit shtiype of transformation. They
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remain a “mixture” of their separate elements (Wang004:153), they “come into
contact and affect each other”, they “converge” ‘&tdpe” each other — but they
are never “essentially coupled” (Ibid:87). The irmAyenger uses to describe this
interplay is telling: participation and reificati@me like a mountain and a river,
which “shape each other but have their own shagred;which “cannot be
transformed into each other, yet they transfornhexdler” (Ibid:71). My argument
would be that the latter is exactly what tlteynot do the mountain and river may
do all sorts of things to each other, but theyer'transform' each other. The
mountain is forever rock and the river is forevetev. They never become a

‘riverous mountain’ or a ‘mountainy river’.

The question therefore becomes: why does Wengestbparadoxical thinking

from a text so rich in paradoxical potential, arftatvdoes he gain and lose by this
adamant avoidance of paradox? What | believe hesgaian approach to the
complex issues he grapples with that is more haimosrand gentle than the
inherently conflictual approach suggested by thraghaxical perspective that Stacey
and his colleagues adopt (2000). It is easier terstand and accept; it is more
‘user-friendly’. What | feel he loses is depth this, | find that Wenger’s text, with
its wealth of material for thought, falls shortresonating more fully with what is
the complex 'truth’ of the lived experience of inecesses of meaning, identity and
learning, which inevitably contain the intense diehbf paradox.

3.2.3 A 'reflexive conversation' with Ralph Syaaed Douglas Griffin

| would like to turn now to the ways Stacey anddulleagues (2000) speak of
paradox. Like Vaill and Wenger, they too are atténgpto forge a theory of human
action that is 'truer' to lived experience in olgations. Unlike them, Stacey (2001;
2003) places the concept of paradox firmly in teeter of his thinking, reviewing
organizational theories in relation to the way tdegl with or ignore paradox. He
moves away from the rational, strategic choice rhotleuman action, with its
emphasis on the goal-directed individual actingrugh@ organization from without,
and impacting it in a linear fashion. One of hisuamptions is, therefore, that the
kind of 'messy’ reality evoked by paradox is atédsetvay ofunderstandingvhat is

'out there'. He sees organizations as essent@ldpxical, embodying — at the very
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same time — both order and disorder, stabilityiasthbility, predictability and
unpredictability. In doing so, Stacey then, unhkall and Wenger, agrees to see

tension and conflict as inherent to the ways weegepce life in organizations.

Stacey defines paradox as "the genuine, simultaneoexistence of two
contradictory movements" (2003:4). 'Genuine' ingtieat the presence of these
contradictory movements is ‘real’ rather than 'egmaor 'seeming’, as paradox is
often referred to in management literature (Smitth Berg, 1987; Farson, 1996;
Lewis, 2000; Poole and Van de Ven, 1989). Whaasuine' and how can we tell if
something is 'genuine’ or not? In the spirit ofifpasm, reality is an objective
phenomenon to which we can relate in different wasescan perceive, interpret,
understand and act 'upon’ it. In the spirit of puxternism, reality becomes
dependent on the beholder, enabling the generatiendless narratives, each as
valuable as any other (Kilduff and Mehra, 1997)tHe spirit of social construction,
which makes a major contribution to Stacey's tmgkreality is constructed within
our conversations with each other, constantly retigigzd and changing within the
constraints of our histories, relations and expegs (Shotter, 2002; Gergen, 1999;
Wenger, 2004). Complex Responsive Process Theeakspof reality as
constructed in the emerging patterns of communieatiteraction between people
who are simultaneously forming and being formedh®ge interactions (Stacey,
2003, Stacey, 2001; Stacey, Griffin and Shaw, 2@ftifin, 2002). 'Genuine' thus
becomes a far more complex construct, a propentgadity which itself is situated
within the paradoxical movement between ‘outsidd mside’ — the phenomenon |

am encountering as it forms and is formed by myeerpce of it.

The second point Stacey emphasizes is that theseada@tory movements are
simultaneously presertthey do not merely closely follow each other
chronologically, within the ceaseless movementxplegience in time. They are
inextricably connected — the moment one diministhvesno longer have paradox.
Despite this intense awareness of movement, anddigence on temporal
thinking, Stacey occasionally falls into the trdfspeaking about paradox in terms
of stasis: he speaks of it as a 'state’ (ratherdharocess), which "careverbe
resolved" (2003:12), the very use of the word 'natself connoting lack of

movement. Is this an internal contradiction in 8té&thinking? | believe it is not.
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But | do believe that it reveals the immense dififig of finding an accurate way of
speaking about simultaneity and ceaseless moveméstent in any attempt to
approach experience through a fundamentally tenhpatteer than spacial
perspective — exactly what Stacey is attempting.

Finally, the third point Stacey emphasizes is thase forces/ideas/movements are
"contradictory” or "diametrically opposed"” (Ibid:)l Because there is no way of
uncoupling them, they defy logic and thus shatteri@bitual processes of sense-
making. As such, the encounter with paradox isratty conflictual, for it does
not enable our longing for a kind of Aristoteliargic, which would eliminate
contradiction (Ibid.). It therefore involves a sdafor new ways of understanding
and speaking that holds contradictions in a panadbiension, rather than the
attempt to 'resolve’ them . Thus Stacey and hisaglies seek a new vocabulary,
speaking in terms of the "known-unknown", "stabistability”, "enabling
constraints" (Stacey et al., 2000), of simultanemrginuity and transformation
(Stacey, 2003), of the individual as forming antchdormed by group (Stacey,
2001), of the manager being simultaneously "in @h&and "not in control”
(Streatfield, 2001).

To understand how this perspective is 'operatiagdlj | would like briefly to turn

to Griffin (2002). Griffin attempts to "recover...veay of thinking based on living

in the movement of paradox” (2002:9), and illugtsahis with an example of the
way people ifThe Body Shomanage to hold a paradoxical perspective. Hedscat
paradox in the continuous conflict between twohaf tompany's "cult values”
(Mead, in Griffin, 2002): the company's businessiootment to making a profit in
a competitive market and its equally powerful connmeint to ecological ideals.
According to Griffin, "this paradox is never reseti/— but it generates problems
again and again at all levels and in all the ati¢isiof the company, which are
analyzed and fixed as dilemmas that are resolMed!:13). What Griffin is

pointing to is how the company "functionalizes"sberalues in the ongoing,
everyday conversations in which ethical actionsrgeand are enacted, through
"participative self-organization” which itself ia ‘paradoxical process of interactive
participation between self-conscious embodied sibpho are observers and

participants, subjects and objects at the samé {iilmiel:14). It is in Griffin's
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‘anthropomorphizing' of the organization (‘hdtve Body Shogeals with...") that |
find the key to differentiating and elucidating mmomn interest in paradox, and to

which | will now turn.

3.2.4 Reflections: a tentative move to focus

In ‘conversing' with these four writers, | beginutaderstand the focus my research
is taking. | share with Stacey and Griffin the ursti@nding that the concept of
paradox is seminal to our understanding and spgalbout experience in
organizations. Their writing is permeated by a tamisand direct confrontation
with the messiness and conflict inherent in a paxexdl perspective, and, as such,
comes closer to what | am calling paradox than eédteer Wenger's or Vaill's. Both
acknowledge their debt to Hegel's dialectical timgk(Stacey 2003, Griffin 2001).
Hegel speaks of a logic in which thought moves diadectical dynamic, in which
any phenomenon (which is not separate from thea@ounsness interacting with it)
can only be understood in relation to its oppositehis interplay between
opposites, a transformation of meaning occurseatera third concept, in which the
original opposites keep their meaning and yethairtinseparable tension, create
new meaning. Meaning is thus in constant movemeahti@nsformation through
paradox. Hegel speaks of this process as ‘aufhéburngh captures the activities
of ‘cancelling’ (the irreconcilability of the oppitss), ‘raising’ (the opposites
forming a different meaning in their unity), anceperving (their tensions never
being resolved) (Ameriks, 2005).

Thus paradox becomes a source of new meaning. Bil¢ Wsubscribe
wholeheartedly to the use of thenceptof paradox in describing and engaging with
the complexity of organizational life, what | seae¥ging as my own particular
interest is thectual, lived experience of paradox in the mom@fitat does this
paradoxical perspective actually feel like in themediate experiencing of it? Thus,
in returning to Griffin’s example, my focus wouldtrlie directly on the ways in
which members ofhe Body Shomanage to work through these constantly
emerging paradoxical situations but ratheindanv they actually experience these
contradictory values in the living moment, and ltbis experience generates

action What does iteel liketo experience the intense desire to make monag in
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amazing business opportunity when that desiremsilsaneously coupled with the
equally intense desire to save the environmenttladnequivocal understanding
that the two are mutually exclusive? What happerikeé moment of that
experience, cognitively, emotionally and physicalAnd what kind of engagement
and action does this kind of experience lead ta@fabt that the company is
constantly juggling these two cult values is cafiaan organizational paradox (of
which there are many!) — but that does not meatnpibaple are actually constantly
experiencing the two together simultaneously inltheg present! How is this
experience different from a cognitive understandifithe dilemma, and a rational

attempt to ‘work out a solution'?

Coming back to my experience with my children, tic®that it entails an intense
intellectual confusion and emotional unease. Imtloenent, | am suddenly aware
that my usual mode of understanding of what 'lesjddecomes directly challenged,
and | am shocked out of complacency into a cogai@émotional state in which

there is the potential for the emergence of newrnimga This 'newness' involves a
complexity that has suddenly permeated the expegjareating the potential for a
transformation of who 'I' and 'wate in that very moment. In this sense, the
experience of paradox is a 'transformational eventalling into question whas,

it calls myselfinto question. What is equally important in sucbments is that they
are not grandiose, once-in-a-lifetime events, bthar everyday events, occurring in
everyday circumstances, in our personal and psafieal experience. They create a
kind of 'space’ in the flow of ordinary life, in wh we actually experience
ourselves and the world around us in their 'sansaes 'difference’
simultaneously. This is what | would like to exm@or

3.3 A LIVED MOMENT OF TRANSFORMATION: AT A CROSSR OADS

The time May 17, 2005, two hours after the end of thedtidMan residential.

The placeMain entrance of Victoria station, London

The charactersl am the main character in this 'drama’, butdteee other

characters who participate, some in the form ofe®in my inner conversation, and

some in the form of passengers rushing around me
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The action There is no 'action’ that can be physically obseér The action takes
place within the main character: an intense flafrthoughts, emotions and

sensations

| would like to speak about an experience of ‘ti@msation’ in my thought on
paradox. Why have | chosen to frame it in this weasgking the medium of theatre?
| did not plan to — it somehow emerged as | begating, and, as it did, | am

suddenly made aware of the drama present in tmgtordinary moment in life.

| stand at the station thinking about the learrsagmeeting at the residential. It is a
confusing and anxiety provoking experience for Mg.attempts to speak about
paradox are, yet again, being seriously challenGedoices his deep dissatisfaction
with the word 'paradox’, and, while he proceedsisrown words to beautifully
describe what | thought | had been saying, he doegecognize it in my writing. R.
confesses to not quite understanding what thisdoarthing is really about — is it
what he is calling in his own writing ‘contradiaticor ‘tension'? M., who has an
immediate sense of what | am trying to speak aldeats | am doing it totpatly' —

"you are already 'there™ he says. In a researc¢hadelogy which values the
emergent study of emergent phenomena, this is tiiragscriticism. And P., with
what | feel is both a sense of what | am groping s well as an understanding of
what isnot being understood, is suggesting that | substthédentativeness of "an
experience | will call paradox for the moment" foy unequivocal "paradox”. As
we speak, | feel my anxiety rising, laced with toes of anger and frustration. Am |
once more being nudged, in a gentle and supposiaye to leave the subject of
paradox? That | am not really managing to make loedail of it in a
communicative and convincing manner? This expeées@ll too familiar. | had
been at this juncture, and had agreed to takeskénvolved this line of inquiry

(see project 1).

And, here | am, at Victoria station, at this vergssroads yet again. After five
months of trying. The experience is recognizabde dyfferent. Have | failed? Is it
time to abandon this effort? The possibility fdée a betrayal. Of what? Of
whom? | am not sure. | question my own motives: amst being obstinate? Am |

stuck and refusing to see it? | have a vivid flaElAhab, in Melville'sMoby Dick
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The tragic greatness is obviously not there, bthiesstuckness? These questions
combine in a dissonant melody of turbulence. Tieeeesense of unreality about the
scene as | perceive it: the purposeful movemettt@twarms of people rushing to
their clear destinations seems like a parody optiaful lack of clarity | am
experiencing in relation to my own 'destinatiortieffe is a heightened awareness of
movement and non-movement, both in terms of spaddime. At this ‘crossroads’

| can see two paths, ostaying withand the otheleavingthe exploration of
paradox, but the 'destination’ of both is blurrfedl | must make a decision, and |
can't. Or rather, | have 'made' and 'unmade' thasthn a myriad times over the

past months. So, now what?

Suddenly, for a short moment, the two paths bedodistinct. There is an
immediate and 'uncapturable' flavor of a path inciwh can paradoxicallyemain

with, and leavethe question of paradoxat the very same time!

| remember something C. said — about a 'third dsizen involved in paradox. |
don't quite understand what he means, but it echdbhsa sense of possibility. |
remember something P. says about the temporaljlidated in the experience. |
remember P.'s voice, as she says "an experieni;éathtne time beingl shallcall
paradox". Quite unexpectedly, | find myself thindirwell, the truth is it doesn't
matter what kall it — what is thenatureof this experienceAnd suddenly | realize

that | am in the midst of some form of it!

No wonder | frame the experience 'theatrically"!

So, what is the nature of this experience, aselilivn this specific situation?
Because of its temporal nature, | cannot speaktabimua complete or finalized
way. What | am doing now therefore, as | chose wavllich will reveal and clarify
it for myself and my reader, is 'setting’' somethivpse essence is movement. |

have a heightened sense of Wittgenstein's obsenvtitat:
Mere description is so difficult because one b&gthat one

needs to fill out the facts in order to understdran. It is as if

one saw a screen with scattered color-patchessaiddthe
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way they are here, they are unintelligible: thelyonake sense
when one completes them into a shape. — Whereaatltow
say: Heras the whole. (If you complete it, you falsify it).
(Quoted in Shotter 2002, p.104)

That said, what do | notice? Primarily, | notice gignificance of the experience. It
is a moment of profound meaning for me, far moreaimngful' than the moments
that precede or that follow it. The way | am expecding myself is different. | am
more present to my thoughts and emotions, as wetl eny surroundings. It is as
though, for a few moments, | am participating mioity and intensely in my own

life. There is an intensified sense of my self &gncing my experience'.

| notice the presence of a struggle. It manifesta eonflict between two
irreconcilable alternatives: should I stick to nmel of research or should | move to
another? There is an intense desire to resolvedhifict. Seeped in anguish and
ambiguity, | long for a clear sense of directioheTintensity of the desire for
clarity, coupled with the pain of its absence, seéwmifix' this struggle in time. 'I'
ammy lack of clarity, and will always be so. And thén an instant, there is the

overwhelming sense of movement.

| notice the profound temporality of the experieitself — there is an unusual sense
of myselfas actually transformingit is a direct experience of what Stacey etall. ¢
the 'living present' (2000). It entails the pasting into the present through an
awareness of memory (of the learning set sessathe same time as the present is
flowing back into and patterning the past, (my atxis patterning what |

remember of the meeting). In this circular movemeatn suddenly remembering
things | did not notice before, and the memoryhein is giving them a new
meaning. As this is all happening, the present sanlydoecomes connected to the
future in a different way — | find that | have I#fie struggle and become really
interested in the experience itself. New possibgiare opening up. What seemed to
me two separate, irreconcilable directions of actitat demanded an ‘either...or'
choice, have suddenly changed into something €lsey are somehow both present
simultaneously in the felt transformation thatmsleling me to move into an

unknown and familiar future with a curiosity anceegy that was not there before.
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All this does not actually ‘make sense’ in a raibway. | am not sure | understand
it myself. | have a sense, as yet unnamable, akatibn. What has emerged is a
new way of thinking about what | am doing — a kofdmoving' away from, and
'staying’ withthe topic of paradox. This exactly to quote P., "what | am calling,

for the moment, the experience of paradox”!

3.4 RESONANCE FROM AFAR: TWO EASTERN TEXTS

| therefore begin to locate my interest in the e of transformation as it
impacts and is impacted by paradox. In so doitiggnl to engage with a different
body of literature. While much Western thought {@ely most management
literature!), deals with paradox as a 'problemeablved’, and shies away from
speaking in terms of ‘transformation’, traditionsing from the East see both
paradox and transformation as far more organibecekperience of life. | would
like to look at two texts that resonate with sorhéhe themes emerging from my
own guestioning. | am aware of the criticism botiiffid and Stacey have
expressed regarding the way writers have appealBddtern thought, taking "a
number of deep insights completely out of theitunall context and easily
(assuming) that they can somehow be transplantediinompletely different
culture" (Griffin 2002:86). Despite what may, imnse cases, be seen as an abuse of
Eastern thought; many of the insights coming framplexity research, and
certainly within the perspective of complex respeagprocesses, while clearly
emerging from a Western tradition, echo and pléyb€ertain notions and
experiences spoken about in the Eastern hemisgi@recan these perspectives

converse in a serious and responsible way?

The first text isThe Gateless Gata thirteenth century volume of Zen teachings.
The text is a compilation of koans, with commemsuldy several Zen masters from
different centuries. The koan is a question, sagingtory, used by the master as a
'technique’ to help the student reach enlightennikrior the sake of exploration,
we remove the dramatic connotations of 'mastangiént’ and 'enlightenment’, we
get the koan as an invitation to transformationwHimes it work? Each koan

presents us with a question that cannot be solyexddnary thought, logic, or
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reasoning. In this sense, koans are often spokaut als quintessential paradoxes,
of which perhaps the best known are: "what is thend of one hand clapping?", or
"what was your primal face before your parents viene?"(Yamada 2004:115).
The student receives the koan especially chosdmoby the master, and
‘contemplates’ it. This may take minutes or yearsny rate, the ‘understanding’ or
‘cracking’ of a koan is the experience of enlightent, in which one understands
and participates in the ‘essential nature' othatigss, which, in Buddhism, is spoken

of as 'emptiness'.

The Zen cosmology differentiates between the woflphenomena, which is in
constant movement and subject to the laws of candeffect (karma), and the
essential world, which is unchangeable and 'emiptgffect, however, these two
worlds are not really two at all; they are "two @sfs of one substance" (lbid:14),
which is, paradoxically, 'emptiness'. This notidrnemptiness' involves the
immediate understanding of the illusoriness of nequivocal belief in the fixed
reality of the phenomenal world. So, "to ordinaoyrenon sense, subject and object
oppose each other... For the truly enlightened eyeghier, this dualistic contrast

is nothing but an illusion produced by one's thau@in42). The koan works as a
potential trigger for this experience of understaga- it is a way of breaking

through our own conceptual constructs.

Thus, there is a 'reality’ that is 'more real’ ttreat which we encounter in our
ordinary lives, in whose making we ourselves arglicated. As opposed to the
social constructionist perspective, however, waaolbconstruct this reality in
conversation with each other, but within oursehaggin a concept of limited
accuracy, because the distinction of 'within/withaialready a false distinction of
our own making. Thus, any attempt to move beyomdghenomenal world must
leave language behind. It is only direct experiencemediated by language or
thought — that can create an immediate understgrafireality.

And so the koan is a paradoxical attempt to uselsvtw cut through the
phenomenological reality created by words. Becauseking' with a koan can only
happen in direct experience, perhaps the best wagpoaching this experience is

by looking at a koan:
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"A monk asked Joshu in all earnestness, 'Does dawg a Buddha nature or not?’
Joshu said 'Mu™ (Yamada, p.10-12).

'Mu' is apparently beyond translation, but comeses$t to mean 'nothingness', or
'nonbeing'. So, in a literal sense, the koan ceungply mean 'no, a dog does not
have a Buddha nature'. But the Buddha said thévalty beings have a Buddha
nature. So the dog must have one too. But then,damwa dog be the same as the
Buddha? This is completely illogical, and so, ifeef, a dog can't have a Buddha
nature. But it must, because Buddha said that...Anties argument goes on, in a
paradoxical loop. This is the point: arguments daselogical cause and effect

thinking cannot break through this loop, and soitiéation is to:

concentrate your whole self into this Mu, makinguyevhole
body with its 360 bones and joints and 84,000 panés a
solid lump of doubt. Day and night, without ceasikgep
digging into it... It must be like a red-hot iron balhich you
have gulped down and which you try to vomit up bamnot.
You must extinguish all delusive thoughts and lielwhich

you have cherished up to the present. (Ibid:11-2)

What becomes clear here (if anything!) is that etithere is no way to cognitively
understand this, and the practitioner is callestitoggle with theexperiencef Mu.
The imagery is violent in its immediacy and passis such, the experience is
certainly not an 'everyday' one. On the other h@ed,sees ordinary, everyday
experience as both the path to, and the expres§i@emlightenment. In other words,
‘enlightenment’ does not entail anything other tvhat we would ordinarily 'do’
(sweeping, walking, eating etc.). But tipgality of the experience is different — in
the doing, doer and 'done’ are no longer dual; lizeye become "two aspects of the
same substance”, which is 'emptiness’. It is atyu@innected to the fullness with
which one experiences the experience, or, as Zeldlsts say, the 'suchness’ of

the experience.

69



What is it about the Zen koan that has drawn @ my search? The koan uses
paradox to fragment thought and assault taken+fantgd meaning. In the struggle
to resolve the tension created, coupled with theility to do so, the potential for
transformation is created. This transformatiorg wery simple and direct sense, is
indeed a transformation of 'self* in the sense lthat no longer the same as | was
the previous moment — something has moved in myaf&yeing in the world'.
With this new sense of myself, | experience thiagjtle differently — and often
this is expressed in the way | see what was parealdxefore. In Zen, one speaks
of 'emptiness’ and the 'oneness' of what was pueljidhought of as duality. In my
own language, | would say that perhaps wraatttially experiences the
paradoxical perspective in the lived momg@he possibility that the boys care/don't
care; that | have/haven't been waiting; that | stay with/move away from my
topic — at the very same time). | think it is thesgibility ofdirectly experiencing
what Stacey et al. speak of as the paradoxicalrdynaf ‘forming and being
formed by', or the simultaneity of sameness an@mihce, stability and instability.
And so paradox becomes bothauseand areffectof the lived experience of
transformation. This experience entails struggleamflict, and its ‘'medium' is
regular, everyday life. For me, koans evoke theetathe wonder of 'ordinary

transformation'.

The second text | would like to explore is tbao De Jing an ancient Chinese text,
attributed to Lao Tsu, and translated and commeumtday Ames and Hall (2003).
The latter see it as a quest to optimize humamiifein "the reality of time, novelty
and change; the persistence of particularity; myénisic, constitutive nature of
relationships; and the perspectival nature of aepee” (2003:22). In more modern,
Western terms, it could be seen as addressinguibgtign: how can we live our
lives in a meaningful way? Its answer lies in th#ication of a certain disposition
and character which would enable one to act updrshape one's world at the very
same time as one is acted upon and being shapéedrogur ordinary, everyday
lives, a notion surprisingly similar to that spolahin the perspective of complex

responsive processes.

The worldview expressed here, in contrast to thdthe Gateless Gatés

‘acosmotic’ in that there is no presumed existefeeunitary or permanent reality
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behind appearances. Instead, there is a constanbflexperience, in which cause
and effect are circular rather than linear: "Theakess is the fetal beginnings of
everything that is happening,/ While that whiclmaned is their mother" (p.77). In
this unceasing movement, everything is in the geaé continuous transformation.
In a sense, it is a treatise on the kind of crégtistacey et al. speak of as
"transformative teleology" (Stacey, Griffin and 8h2000). In that there is no God
as maker or creator, the kind of creativity evolgedot generated by a power that is
prior to or behind the flow of existence. For Anagsl Hall, "creativity can make
sense only in a processual world that admits aflogtcal parity among its
constituent elements and (therefore) of the sp@uiasm emergence of novelty"
(2003:17).

What are these 'elements'? If everything is in @orisflux, there can be no real
distinction between things, for any boundaries walso be constantly moving,
thus things cannot be 'defined’ in the sense alénfiaite’. These 'elements’, of
which human beings are the supreme example, areftihe more accurately spoken
of as 'events'. This has two implications. The fgsghat identity, or self, is also
constantly changing, and can be seen as "our inateedkperience...composed of
fluid, porous events that entail both persistemmbthe spontaneous emergence of
novelty" (Ibid:16). The second is that 'self', asevent in movement', cannot be
individual, but is rather communal — in ongoingenaction with its environment,
that is, other people. Thus 'integrity of selff, &xample, does not mearingor
stayingwhole, or even actualizing its own internal poi@nRather, integrity is the
process of 'becoming' in relation with 'otherisita co-creative process in which
one shapes and is shaped by one's environing cstances" (Ibid.).

What then is the 'Dao’ and how is it expressedef? Usually translated as 'the
Way', Ames and Hall suggest that "way-making" mayriore accurate, for it
avoids the 'nominalization' of the word, which tls®e as "decidedly verbal”
(Ibid:58)), In order to 'realize' it - in the senseboth understanding it and
actualizing it - the text calls for an appreciatafnand participation in, the
movement of life. This is a circular movement iniethopposite forces inherently
imply each other exactly because they are notndiséind can only exist in relation

to each other. "In the process of all things enmgygogether/ We can witness their
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reversion” (Ibid:99) and so: "Determinacy and irdetinacy give rise to each
other/ Difficult and easy complement each other..if&f notes and raw sounds
harmonize with each other (Ibid:80). All phenomeaatake of this movement; so,
for example, 'young' can only be truly understaods 'young-becoming-old'
aspect, or 'dark’ as 'dark-becoming-light'. Onhptigh this understanding that we

can actually respond to and participate in thén&dgs' of life

In this responsive participation, what is calledifoa kind of 'non-coercive action'
(wu-wei) and an 'unprincipled knowing' (wu-zhi) baif which entail acting
spontaneously into the moment without preconcenatbns or principles. This has
implications for moral and ethical action, in whittforeknowledge is tinsel
decorating the way/ And is the first sign of traelb{lbid:136), strongly evoking
Griffin's notion of ethics emerging in everydayiantwithin the framework of
"participative self-organization” (Griffin, 2002A\nd so, ‘way-making' involves a
continuous search for what is 'right action' in th@ement, with all the ambiguity
that entails:

Looking and yet not seeing it

We thus call it "elusive”.

Listening and yet not hearing it

We thus call it "inaudible”.

Groping and yet not getting it

We thus call it "intangible”...

Hold tightly onto way-making in the present

To manage what is happening right now

And to understand where it began in the distant @eses and Hall,

2003:95)

It is this ability to act spontaneously into themrent, coupled with a sense of
continuity, which constitutes the lived experieé¢¢ransformation. It is also the
condition within which creativity and potential relty can emerge, and in which
the future is a constant becoming of the "knownaavin” (Griffin 2002). And, as
the Dao emphasizes, it can only happen in direct expegiethe nature of which,

must remain forever 'incomplete’ and 'ungraspable’.
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3.4.1 Reflections: a move to differentiation

| leave these texts as such (fully aware that eh@vy scratched the surface of their
wisdom), and return to the ways they illumine sarhthe questions | am exploring,
specifically in connection with complex responsprecess thinking. Several
similarities have been examined above: our impbeein the construction of

reality, the importance of ordinary, everyday exgare; the embeddedness of
human experience in the flow of time, and its coneat movement of ceaseless
repetition and transformation. There are, howetven,differences that | feel are of
major importance. The first has to do with the dyies of power relating, and the

second to the way paradox and conflict are (onatgdealt with.

Complex responsive process theory, drawing onhtbeght of Elias (2004), places
power at the center of human interaction, throdghiterated patterning of themes
such as inclusion and exclusion or cooperationcamapetition, with ideologies
either sustaining or questioning the existing poreations (Stacey, 2001). The
power figuration at the basis of both these textsiquestionable: it is the rigid
hierarchy of Eastern society (whether it be 'méastad 'student’, or 'ruler’ and
‘common people’). In as much as this hierarchgesn @s both ‘natural’ (i.e.
mirroring and mirrored by nature) and ‘good’, itrfts an ideology, in which the
value of harmony serves to make invisible the pawkations. The Dao, for
example, can thus also be seen as a treatisecfoultr to effectively sustain his
status in very manipulative way: through ‘wu-wei’'r@n-coercive power.
Harmony, as a crucial part of this ideology, semwesiake invisible notions seminal

to complex responsive process thinking, such aggke and conflict.

The second difference leads on from this. In itscation of the vivid sense of
movement as the essence of all 'things'[xaeis remarkably similar to Elias's
notions both of human beings as 'processes’ (rttharfixed entities) as well as the
inseparability of the individual and the sociali@s| 2004), both of which lie at the
heart of complex responsive process theory. Buettiee similarity ends. In the
Dao, movement becomes patternedtastendency of all 'things' to become their
opposites, as is beautifully expressed in the Garsymbol of yin/yang, which
visually illustrates the mutual implication of ogii@s. The overwhelming
insistence is on the harmony in this movement,rst@mt pull to theeconciliation

of opposites, because 'tian' ("the way of the wohishes & Hall, 2003:65) is
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sustainecequilibriumwithin movement. Thus, at any given 'point’ ingjmve will
encounter the ‘intersection’ of opposing movemaitsecessity, we will
see/feel/sense that stability and instability,é@ample, are simultaneously present.
But we will never experience them as paradoxicabhbse they will never be
simultaneously present in equal 'volume', for anen the wax while the other is on
the wane. In other words — despite its constantaian of opposing forces,
paradox, as Stacey speaks of it, cannot exist éwerthan a split second, as forces
meet and move. Equilibrium, not upheaval, is the@af the game. How different
from the emphasis Complex Responsive Process Theamny all theories engaged
with complexity thinking — places on disequililom and the immense potential for
creativity and transformation found at 'the edgelaos' (Stacey, 2003). And, as |
have been seeing through the iteration of my erped in writing, this perspective

resonates more ‘'truthfully’ with my lived experienc

3.5 PULLING THE THREADS TOGETHER: EXPERIENCES OF
PARADOXES IN A CROSS-CULTURAL WORKSHOP

Having examined texts both from Western managemnadition and from Eastern
traditions, and noticed how different writers takethe themes | am concerned
with, 1 would now like to explore how these thenmapact and are impacted by my
practice as consultant. In writing about the follegvproject, this exploration
remains open, for the experience of paradox, anidvitation to transformation,
refuse to be squeezed into tight conclusions. Tamain elusive processes of lived

experience, to be sensed, felt and reflected upon.

The following is another project | have been endgagih at Kelide, again an
attempt to impact the effectiveness of cross-caltwork. Working with, managing
and being managed by people from different cultaresnevitably complex
experiences, often evoking a kind of 'hall of mig’ disorientation, in which there
is no ‘ultimate’ ground for our accounting of rgalionly a multitude of competing
discourses (Dalal, 2000) As such, here is fertiigd for encounter with paradox,

with its assault on meaning-making.
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This project has spun off from the one describegraject 1. As a result of the
success of the workshops | ran over a period oluple of years at the Israeli
subsidiary of Kelide, | am approached by a seniemimer of Corporate HR, who is
requesting that | create a one day workshop, amal ielide managers around the
world to facilitate it. The request surprises meapes me, frightens me, and raises
a lot of questions. It is the ultimate reificatioha conversation whose very life lies
in the living interactions | struggle to createnGhis be reified into a 'standardized
program' — even if | am the one to train the féatiirs? What am | contributing to?
How will it be used and/or abused? Who will dd itdon't, and what will 'it' then
look like? | am afraid that this will be the deatfthis conversation. After intense
deliberation, | agree to take it on. | work on thesign for several weeks, and, with
much apprehension, | fly to the U.S., where th&t firain-the-trainer' event is to be
held.

The workshop begins. 'Kick-starting' the convemsats always difficult. From my
previous experience with Kelide, | know to make ata theoretical model to do

so. In small groups, we attempt to compare and''mures, using personal stories
as data for generalizations. Stories begin to flawd people are becoming engaged
and enthusiastic. Inevitably, the question arigg®t does 'objective data' show?
How does one break the news that there is no wbjgctive data’ that deals
meaningfully with the notion of culture, which issentially a complex response
process in which collective patterns of identityntnuity and stability emerge
together with the potential for change and tramsdion? The intense need for
unequivocal answers is palpable — people wantneecaway with validated and
reliable knowledge — this is what they will be pagn to others! This is my
challenge: how can | invite these members of thggreeering, solution-based
company to experience that what is important isehguestions we are just
beginning to touch upois the conversation itsélfThat, while there may be no clear
‘answers', it is the very act asking the questiorthat can transform our

understanding and noticing, engaging and acting?
| experience the circular movement of opposingdsrgpoken of in thBao, as the

conversation flows between curiosity and exploraaad the powerful need for

unambiguous solutions: "well, what is thght way to understand this?" It is as if a
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space is created, and the conversation beginsaadee, and then suddenly there is
a wave of panic as we notice this meandering gualitd rush right back to a tight
agenda. | too am implicated in the panic. Am Iiigging' what was expected? Will
this be successful? Will people appreciate theityuafl conversation, or will it be
seen as a waste of time unless we zoom in immégiaté&ction items'? How will
people go out and facilitate the course if they e@way from the two days
remembering 'only' this meandering? In my expeegefitain-the-trainer' events
always evoke high levels of anxiety, because pewypliee between being engaged
in the conversation, and suddenly imagining theweseleading these
conversations, and immediately try to 'capture'tvtha trainer is saying. The
challenge is to continuously find a way of movinghwm the simultaneous desire to
explore and discover, on the one hand; and todcapdnd 'encapsulate’
understanding, on the other. It is clear to me tthatkey lies in my own ability to
hold these two paradoxical movements within myselthe moments | succeed, the
invitation to participants to do the same is ing@ypslive. In moments where the
paradox of 'exploring/capturing' becomes decougledmediately sense a more
forced quality in the conversation.

Tom, a senior IT manager, with 20 years of exptrxperience, voices his
uncertainty: "I don't have your expertise. You kneavmuch, you know all the
models". | invite him to challenge the way he isking about knowledge and
expertise. The models have been minutely detailéld manual. Can we perhaps
view expertise as a kind of 'noticing-in-experiénaad a willingness to engage
with others in their own experience and noticingogaeisses? | sense that, in this very
moment, Tom is suddenly experiencing his own abditd lack of abilityat the
same timel see the difficulty he is experiencing. | am asvaf the struggle my
comment has invited. And then | see him relax agéne 'ordinary miracle' of
transformation occurs. He is suddenly aware ottitaplex richness of his
experience, his interest in, and commitment toeg@mg this conversation, as well

as his feeling of incapability. He expresses thifh) some surprise.
He is animatedly speaking with Sarah, as theyaryetepen their understanding of a

situation she has brought up. And then, equallygsaly, he is intensely concerned

with stage 4 of model 3, and what that means exaatid could that be the 'answer’
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to Sarah's dilemma? | am aware that | am bothgyating in and witnessing the
ebb and flow of relaxation and tension, of expamsiod contraction. In moments of
relaxation and expansion, we are all able to haldparadoxical task: of moving
with the open, questioning quality of the convamgtand 'capturing' the insights
that can generate a clear direction of action. Amd, second, this ability

disappears. Both this ability and inability are @mious, and move between us as a

group.

We are speaking about a case study. What Liam staahels as an act of fine
leadership, inviting participation and empoweriSgnjay sees as the abandonment
of leadership, and the reluctance to take respiitgili.iam is astonished that what
seems so obvious to him could be perceived sordiftly. He is actually quite
shocked. | see him struggling to digest the flasfgparadox he has just had a taste
of: how can two such different perspectives exiahd seem, at this moment,
equally valid? He cannot stop speaking about this.as if he has suddenly
encountered, in immediate experience, a kind @rkdNe embark on an
exploration of what perspective means, how it dgy®land changes, what its

impact is. Liam is troubled and thoughtful.

We speak of a model of 'intercultural sensitiviBespite my reservations, | have
chosen to include it because | think it raises irtgrd questions. One of which
emerges right now: Is Kelide trying to become mglobal, more ethnorelative, or
is it digging its heels in and becoming increasyrigimerican’ as globalization
intensifies? This is clearly a complex questiord ane that touches all the
participants in their everyday activities, althoughy do not often think about it.
There is a silence, as the significance of the tqpress recognized. A heated
conversation begins. There is talk of a gap — betvike verbal expression of
intention and actual behavior; there is talk ofamigational culture and its value;
there is talk of history and change. There arelear@answers. Having worked with
Kelide for 4 years now, | see the organization@sglboth simultaneously. There
are clearly attempts to become more ethnorelative-amplification of this
workshop across the world is proof of this. As manel more people are exposed to
this conversation, they are walking away with mguestions, and an enhanced

noticing of the complexity of working in the globahvironment. At the very same
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time, | am also aware of the amplification of v@@nd processes firmly rooted in
the unequivocal belief in the American managemént @f individualism,
achievement and "can do" thinking. And both seelmetintensifying as
globalization spreads. | try these thoughts oul whe group.

George, who brought up this question, listens thte@thers take up the
conversation. The reaction is mostly to 'dualize’'paradox — to separate these two
directions in time and space. Ethnocentrism is dmglin the growing
standardization of certain processes around tHeegland ethnorelativism is
amplified as others are being customized accoringcal needs. This of course, is
true — and not easy to handle, for many timestaken to be a form of hypocrisy:
"We say we want to become more ethnorelative, leuase doing the opposite”. |

do not feel it is as simple as that. Both are beid, and both are being done,
simultaneously — and sometimes in the same proglelsse a situation similar to

that spoken of by Griffin in relation to the dileramof theBody Shop

The powerful Kelide culture, as it impacts thesesiions of global work, is an
example brought up now. Some view with concern ey see as the dilution of
this culture, which they experience as a threautwival of the company. Others
view with concern its intensification and pervasigss, experiencing this as the
source of the organization's lack of flexibilitycaresponsiveness - an equally
powerful threat to its survival. The conversatiamitnues, with a strong need to
resolve the issues, both of ‘wiaae we doing?' and of ‘whahouldwe be doing?’
There is a longing for a 'cult value' that willrogirelief from the ongoing struggle to
‘functionalize' it in everyday conflicts (Griffiz002). "What does management say
about this?" becomes the question that focusegdisicassion: "What is our
strategy?" The confusion and anxiety are palpableare in koan territory again.
'‘Can strategy be paradoxical?' is the questionighatthe air, although no one,
including myself, actually verbalizes it. No, ahgely not, seems to be the

unspoken answer.
Sarah suggests that at the end of the course,iliak& the problem to the VP of

Human Resources, and let everyone know 'the ansiveifnmediate relief seems

to sweep the room. | say nothing. | know that ina$ so simple. We have looked at
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this issue in a more complex way, and a simple answay no longer do. | have a
feeling that we all know this, but it is too scéoyerbalize. The conversation
moves on. My sense is that we have bypassed amtapjtg, and the conversation
flattens somewhat.

This question will not rest, however, and reappegen and again for the next day
and a half, in different forms. It is becoming ataporical attractor through which
we are seeing different issues. We notice for exenmow 'directness' in
communication has been set up in Kelide as avellie'. What does that mean?
How is this functionalized in the everyday interas with people from cultures in
which 'indirectness' is a cult value? Can peopbinge? Should people change?
When do people do their best and give of thems@l¥asswe explore these issues, |
begin to sense that the need for an unequivocalersecomes less potent. Anita
points out thathis discussion itself the way Kelide actually needs to be dealing
with these issues; that having this very convergati different places actually

the change that needs to happen, and that asothiersation gets amplified
through the organization, a direction will emergeletime anew. Her voice sounds
out with a compelling quality that has been misgnogn the conversation. Her
suggestion has a paradoxical flavour of the 'cetigaf the uncertain’: she is
suggesting that the only way to resolve this issteemake it the focus of constant
negotiation. There is an unusual energy in the td@eople are silent, and the

significance of what she is saying is permeatingunderstanding.

And then Kyle can no longer remain silent. "l ameagineer. | am paid to find
solutions to problems that | can define. If | cdimtl a viable solution, | am
worthless to this organization. I'm not sure | taea with this duality. More
important, I'm not sure | can carry forth this sland be a spokesperson for this
duality!" We are, once again, in the 'giving claaswers' territory. "Well", |
answer, "You certainly don't have to be a spokespefor this duality — you need
to find your own way through this maze. You neebti¢aa spokesperson for
whatever you feel comfortable with — but that,let $ame time, remains true to the
complexity we have touched upon”. "Yeah", he s&lge problem is that | don't
feel comfortable with anything at the moment!" Tdusversation moves to the role

of a facilitator. Is it a role which needs to be gource of 'the answer’, or is it one
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which 'simply’ requires its holder to be a moreeaxignced participant in the

conversation?

We are back with Tom's question of expertise. '$fnp be a participant in the
conversation is not usually an accepted optioniwititie Kelide framework — which
is actually strange, because of the organizatemrsirable tradition of having
managers run courses in all kinds of subjectsatenot within the realm of their
expertise, like this one. The courses are all podtvever, on the dynamics of
answers, of providing a 'one best way to resoledsbue’, whatever that issue might
be. | offer my own facilitation for examination. @lmount of times | have said "
don't really know" in this workshop has been coesdl Has that made me less
credible? Kyle mulls that one over. And | am letiwdering what | am doing. Am |
causing harm? | am giving them a designed proghaiaugh which the idea of
global work can be examined, and | am coaxingdgkamination into the areas that
are so complex that answers must always be partthtontextual. We are in the
realm of Gallie's 'essentially contested concefashcepts whose proper
clarification gives rise to endless disputes...(whia their very nature... are not
amenable to resolution simply in empirical or tregmal terms; (and) all proposed
‘clarifications’...are themselves a part of the pecatpolitics of everyday life"
(Shotter 2002, 154).

Just as there are no clear, final' answers teethesstions, there is certainly no
recipe for the immediate success of the courses@ jaestions will not stop
gnawing at me. Can these participants engage athére type of conversation |
am inviting here? | don't know. Should | be makihig attempt easier for them by
not going into these incredibly complex issues steking strictly with models and
case studies with clear recommendations? This waatithe an option for me - any
serious attempt at this conversation will bringtthagp. And, to my mind, these are
exactly the kinds of questions that need to be gedjavith in order to be able to
move more effectively within the complex challengégllobal work. Effectiveness
too becomes an 'essentially contested concepbvwnyincluded. At Kelide, the
unspoken assumption is that effectiveness invdlvelarity to move forward
confidently in an unequivocal, predetermined dimttAnd, as | examine my own

assumptions, | become aware that effectivenessviesohe confidence of moving
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forward in conditions which will never afford conepé clarity, and that it is within
the constant engagement with this lack of clahgt teffective action' will emerge
in ordinary, everyday kinds of transformation, lik@se that have permeated our
conversation in the workshop. In other words, &ieness' is a complex
responsive process. Paradoxically, its expressi@ttion can actually never be
predetermined, and, at the same time, it will akvag measured and evaluated

according to predetermined criteria.

At the end of the workshop, | invite participarasgive feedback and to say where
they find themselves, in terms of thoughts, questioeservations, feelings etc.
Many speak of the energy the workshop has generiduedhterest and the
involvement, together with the fresh perspectivesi®d. There is much excitement
at the thought of taking this conversation to tlosin teams. They also speak about
the deep discomfort created in a conversation witkasy answers, and their
ambivalence about their own ability to facilitate@ne participant, Dave, says
something that touches me (and | think everyone) eleeply. He expresses the
difficulty he is having in articulating what hefeseling at the moment. He says: "I
feel that these two days have had a humbling effieche. | have an impression of
the immense complexity of this subject, and am awiaat what coming to terms
with this complexity entails is really an ongoingpess of engaging with whigt

in every encounter. | feel excited as well as alwethis challenge. And | am really

grateful for this".

3.6 CONCLUSION: THOUGHTS ON METHODOLOGY

The research methodology proposed by the DMan anogg an invitation to 'take
our experience seriously'. This project is an gptetm do so, through the reflective
examination of my experience in narrative and tgthothe attempts to locate my
thinking in different traditions of thought. Let mew take my experience of

writing this project seriously.

My search starts with a fascination with the comnaéparadox, which emerged in

my first paper. This is rooted in a powerful setis# the really important questions
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for us as human beings are, in their living, ofp@nadoxical. My first two stories
are personal attempts to grapple with the notiogmasddox as | encounter it in my
life. It is in the telling of them that | begin tomderstand that what | find valuable
about this encounter is the way in which it demamg@sofound questioning of what
| take for granted, for this assault on 'ready’ mggis what creates the possibility
for the transformation of meaning, and thus neehet ways of understanding

ourselves and our relationships.

| realize that in this search for a more meaningfay of understanding experience,
| am coming from a certain tradition of thoughtdaarn to examine some voices in
the management field that | feel are concerned siithlar questions. In conversing
with these voices, locating similarity and diffecen| become more aware of how |
am thinking about paradox as central to the attemppeak about 'reality’ in a way
more resonant with lived experience. | also begilotate my own interest as lying

in the exploration of the concrete, immediate edgmee of paradox in the moment.

At the same time as my own understanding of paragldeepening, it is also being
continuously challenged by my colleagues. Whatregiith a relative clarity,

slowly dissipates into intense self-doubt at my mapacity to deal coherently and
meaningfully with this topic. My confidence waveasyd | entertain thoughts of
changing topics. The detailed narration of the eepee in which my own
understanding and resolve is transformed is thezefo attempt to ‘theorize' about
transformation through the telling of a story. Aeged appreciation of the
connection between paradox and transformatibath as experience emerges,

and sends me to a tradition of thought in whicthlaot spoken of as inherent to the
search for a meaningful life. In picking up thelseeds, | become aware of where

this thought resonates with and differs from my own

In the final section, | turn to explore what alltbfs means in relation to my practice
as consultant. | choose to conduct this exploratianfield riddled with paradoxes -
cross-cultural encounters in a global organizatiand in which | sense that the
need for a transformation of the way our thinkiredating and acting is urgent. |
follow the movement of conversations as they sejinize into patterns which

enable, and disable, transformation.
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There is no conclusion, for my inquiry is stillpnogress. And so | continue to take
my experience seriously, in my personal life, mgagbice, my studies, creating and
crafting my research in the paradoxical dynamithef'unknown-known'. Clarity
emerges in writing and in conversations, only tmégated, renegotiated, lost,
transformed. In taking my experience seriouslygyéhbegun to understand, in a
more direct way, what the complexity sciences spdals emergence and self
organization. | experience the anxiety involvegantaking of an emergent
methodology, as well as the excitement and cusig@herated. As | articulate this,
| find myself thinking — is this not actually theseence of the experience we all have
as we live our ordinary, every day lives in orgatians: that of encountering
complex situations which call us to make sensé®efunsensible’, coupled with the
imperative to go on in action in the midst of utagty? In studying myself as | do
this, alone and with others, | am aware of the ipddy for generating a kind of
'knowledge-in-movement', which has the potentidataasform the ways we think

and speak about what it is we are doing togetherganizations.
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4. THE EXPERIENCE OF 'KNOWING/NOT-KNOWING":
A SEARCH FOR METHODOLOGY (Project 3January 2007)

4.1 INTRODUCTION: "ALAS — ALL DIRECTION IS LOST A GAIN!"

It is days after our fourth learning set meetingj,ayet again, | find myself groping for
a clear sense of what | am trying to write abowtviHg written several pieces over the
last few months, | have not yet recognized the kihgatterning necessary to articulate
in a meaningful way where my research is going .neixé experience is one of
anxiety; of feeling lost, out of control, and flalering in a swamp of uncertainty. P.,
my supervisor, recognizes this experience itsef pattern, which she formulates (with
affectionate mockery) as my "alas-all-directiordst-again!" cry. | immediately
identify what she is saying, with a mixture of e¢l{"I've been here before, and have
come through it") and anger ("my experience ish®ihg taken seriously!). With a
minimal trace of conscious intention, | set outpi@ve' my lostness. By the end of the
next hour, my whole learning set is lost. Thera malpable heaviness in the air. We opt
for the "we must be tired and hungry" over the féhis no hope of getting Chen out of

this swamp" alternative, and break for lunch.

As we sit on the balcony, enjoying an unexpectédtyDecember sun and the stunning
view of the wild, desert valley my house is percbedl think of our conversation. We
have explored my pattern of lostness and founda&sk| become increasingly aware
of my own ideology of sense-making, in which megrtan only emerge in the direct
experience of its own loss. This resonates withettperience of paradox | have been
trying to explore. We have noticed how, workingetpwithin the dynamics of
‘foundness' and answers, feels unbearably redigttimnme. This is what | fight so
relentlessly in many of my Kelide experientdavant to work with people who are
willing to tolerate 'not knowing' where they ardrgy in the firm belief that new or

renewed meaning can emerge only within this expeéde

| become aware of two things. The first is a grdsgpgnificance of my work at Kelide.
It is one of the organizations in which there is thost reluctance to tolerate any

experience of 'lostness’, and my sense is thathis very reluctance that lies at the

! See projects 1 and 2.
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heart of much of the 'stuckness' | am called iwaok with. | also have the direct
experience, from many moments of my work therd, thaagreeing to risk our
'knowing', new directions of thought and meaningenadeed emerged. Much of this
work lies in generating the kind of conversatidmat will enable people to hold off
'knowing' (even just a little!), to risk 'lostnessither than banishing this experience
immediately, in favor of the reassuring clarity’bést known methods for effective
action”. While my work is often seen as "so un-KeJi", as one manager said in
frustrated amusement, there is obviously much apgdren for what he termed
"whatever it is you do".

The second thing | am understanding, as we abnsthe balcony, is the actual pain of
this experience | am inviting people to participatel am experiencing my own pain —
panic, almost; inherent, in differing degrees hie lived experience of 'not knowing'.
What | have just written about as "my firm belief"'much less firm when | am

experiencing it myself!

After lunch, | speak my understandings. The corateys moves on — without further
clarity on my part. The intense discomfort of netriy able to generate a set of 'action
items' for myself remains, but it is now laced watBense of the importance of staying
with this experience. This is the very experienteel is so often vehemently avoided
by organizational members, and | understand thaesow it is only fronwithin this
experience — if | can only stay with it! — that@wnand meaningful direction can
emerge for my own research. Will it emerge 'quitklyough to enable my next project
within deadlines? There is, of course, no guaraotéeat. How can | participate in this
process of emergence as it happens, trusting &tirp will emerge, but not being in
control of its emergence? What am | called on ed?'difeel that it is not only passively
waiting, nor does it involve the forced activitywfiting. | have an unarticulated sense
that it has something to do wiglaying attentiorto this experience, noticing and

exploring its different aspects as it moves in time

As the days go by, and much of my energy is drawmthe occupations of daily life,
the acuteness of the 'lostness' experience ledsesl texts on methodology, aware of
the fact that this both reinforces my feelings afftision as | become increasingly

overwhelmed with the scope of theoretical mategatj, paradoxically, gives me tiny
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glimpses of direction as | find myself engagednippets of meaningful ‘conversation’
with these texts. | take long walks, aware of mgdhor activity that is not primarily
cognitive. As | walk, unexpected connections sggme in my silent conversation,
appearing and disappearing as part of the samementelike the glimmers of a
firefly.

While there is no linear movement towards clatitygre is a kind of meandering,
exploratory quality in my thought, which laces thgb the heaviness of emotion that
still accompanies this sense of not- knowing. haeaguely beginning to recognize this
complex interweaving of 'not-knowing' and 'knowiag'a theme in the back of my
mind. | am reminded of Bergson's concepts of "theds, "which extracts, fixes,
objectifies and disembodies something from a pigicasd "the Glance", "which is
concerned with motion, peripheral vision, an ungeulifield of experience we attempt
to construct continually” (Cunliffe, 2003:987-8)Vorking through this experience of
lostness involves relaxing' into a kind of 'Glamggroach' — trusting my ability to
move with these moving, unfocused processes | grarencing, and the kind of
'peripheral noticing' that is emerging.

At one point, it suddenly occurs to me thdtat | am in the midst aé the experience
of research: the attempt to take my experiencesdy; to notice and explore it,
accepting that, in its very movement, it can ndeefully understood. | am studying
myself as a 'sample’ of ‘working within uncertaintyrecall a sentence that my
supervisor said to me, almost in passing, towdrdstd of our meeting: "You need to
write about methodology. | have a feeling that @s go, you will understand your
practice better". This sentence is suddenly resognadith new meaning for me. In an

instant, new - yet recognizable - connections ezated.

| am understanding the intimate connection betwegmesearch and my practice
methodology. 'What | do' as practitioner and asaesher is not different, for this is the
experience | try to create/invite in my practicewddwhat | am experiencingn this
momentis what | hope for in my practice: the revitatizenergy generated by this
discovery/creation of new meaning from within tiergy-sapping experience of 'not-
knowing'. While 1 still have no clear idea of whehés project will take me, |1 do have a

86



clear 'next step'. And | am aware that, as my wtdeding othis experience deepens,

so will my ability to work with it in my practice.

And so | turn to explore the question of methodglddhave a growing sense that the
methodology | am taking up is an expression of whalue most in my life: the
reflective questioning of my own experience in thement, in the search for meaning.
In this continuous questioning, the experiencéostness’, of 'not-knowing' is crucial to
the creation of new understanding and meaning. temognizing anew the paradoxical
nature of experience, in the form of the iteraawe non-linear relationship between
what | am calling 'lostness’, or not-knowing, dodndness’ or knowing. This

relationship interests me profoundly. Unexpectebfind an argument emerging.

| am proposing that while ‘foundness' is what wekg#o find' echoing experiences of
achievement and mastery) and ‘lostness' is whaitveiel at all cost ('to lose' calling up
loss, separation, defeat), the two are inextricablynected. They are not separable
experiences, arising from each other in linearitasfi'l once was lost but now I'm
found", as the American spiritual has it), but thge form the dynamic and
paradoxical movement of the transformation of megum experience. It is only by
tolerating the anxiety evoked by 'not-knowing' that have the possibility of stumbling
across something as yet unimagined, of being sagpy the unexpected; and this is
what enables us to go on, individually and togetimeways that are new, vital and
meaningful. My ‘'method’ in organizations involvesoatinuous search for ways of
inviting people to dare to get lost, and — fromhivitthis somewhat shaky experience in
living interaction — to respond to each other amtheir surroundings in a way that is
more spontaneous and direct, to "go beyond thalplisss of the already known, and
explore the possibilities of the present” (Montu@003:240). My research
methodology entails a way of studying and writih@at how this happens in my

practice.

4.2 THE QUEST FOR METHODOLOGY: WHAT AM | DOING?

The methodology | am taking up, 'provoked' rathantprescribed (Stacey and Griffin,

2005:26) by Complex Responsive Process Theorgfasmed by many sources. It

87



shares the privileging of embodied, local expergrmnd the understanding of the
participant observer role of the researcher, witth@pological and ethnographical
perspectives (Geertz, 2000; Clifford, 2008%shares the intention of impacting action
rather than 'merely' generating knowledge withcerctesearch (Reason, 1988); it posits
the mutual and recursive constitution of knower lndwn, and the concept of a
relational self with social constructivist perspees (Gergen, 2002; Shotter, 2002); it
advocates the importance of interpretive, sensangaictivity along with hermeneutic
perspectives (Alvesson and Skoldberg, 2000); i$es on personal, reflexive narrative
as do autoethnographical (Ellis and Bochner, 2@@@3pectives — to name but a few. It
also differentiates itself in significant ways,garticular in its relentless demand to

'take experience seriously'. What does this entail?

4.2.1 "Takingexperienceseriously"”

In 'taking experience seriously', my own and otharsur ongoing interactions, the
first notion to account for is 'experience’. | haneready definition, nor can | find a
satisfying one in the literature. As Clifford pamut, "one has it or not, and its
invocation often smacks of mystification" (2003:).28lvesson and Skolberg call
attention to its active quality, "creating and pd®ad with intention (and) meaning"
(2000:55); Maturana proposes "the happening of (ifeSteier, 1991: 48), and Griffin
and Stacey speak of the "felt, meaningful engagémemwlating to others and to
oneself as we do whatever we come together to2005:38). While | would agree
with ‘'felt' and 'engagement’, | would certainly agtee with ‘'meaningful’, for
experience may equally be 'felt meaninglessnesshamy postmodernists emphasize
(Alvesson and Skoldberg, 2000; Alvesson, 1995; @oé&pBurrell, 1988).

The dominant aspect of experience | notice anangitéo engage with is its ever
moving quality: experience is a continuous progessne. Because 'defining' is the act
of 'making finite', and lived experience cannotfretized', perhaps there cannot be an
adequate definition of the term. It is the continsiy moving present in which we live.
It is, of course, not independent of past and &jtand thus Stacey and Griffin speak of
the 'living present' as "a circular time structune.which the past influences the future

(in terms of expectations) and the future influenttee past (in terms of reconstitution
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through reinterpretation)” (2005:28). In this seresgerience is always more than ‘just’
the present, and is always uncompleted. These balitigs — incompleteness and
continuous motion — render experience ever unptauale, never completely knowable,
and certainly uncontrollable. Thus the researahgkge in, if it is to be appropriate for
its 'subject matter', must be always in movemefind of knowledge-generation in
motion. Thinking and writing both about, and in,yement is no easy matter, for, as
Deleuze and Parnet point out, "movement always dérappehind the thinker's back, or
in the moment when he blinks" (Cooper, 1998:11h)s Temains the major challenge

of my endeavor.

One of the most significant connections betweenre@sgarch and my practice is that
they are both emergent phenomena. They both entpdrticular process of inquiry
triggered by unforeseen events (that) both recegrand gives rise to the occurrence of
patterns” (MacLean, Macintosh & Grant, 2002:19i)that both involve acting into the
unknown, | notice qualities of anxiety that pernecdtem both. Few writers seem to
take notice of this. Gergen (1991), for examplatesrabout her experience of
engaging in an emergent methodology (Gergen & Ger@91), observing how her
interest and research focus change over time. [graks of the quality of surprise that
accompanies these shifts of interest, but not@gthotional process she undergoes
within these changes. Did she just move from om¢ecef focus to another in a

simple, linear, and purely cognitive manner? Orgtid experience throes of self-doubt,
guestioning the validity of her shifting interes¢arching for the sense she was or was
not making? Did she experience loss in the midéinding new directions? If she did,
she does not share these aspects of the expevithdeer reader. Maturana (1991)
locates the very impetus for research in this agpee of 'not-knowing": "The observer
does not find a problem or phenomenon to be exgiagutside him or herself; but on
the contrary, he or she constitutes one in hissodbmain of experience as he or she
finds him or herself in a question that he or sheigks to answé&r(1991:36; emphasis
mine). It is clear to me that a part of this metblody involves my own ability to

endure and work within the painful turmoil of natdwing.
The second aspect of experience relevant here 'ls/éd’' nature, embodying a

complex interweaving of physical, cognitive andogional processes. In its lived

nature, it cannot be comprehensively studied ‘floenoutside’ (Alvesson and
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Skoldberg, 2000; Toulmin, 2003; Stacey and Griffi@05).Whether this type of
'knowing from within' or participative knowledge gnbe called 'science’ has been
much debated (Toulmin, 2003). While traditionah tscientific endeavor, as provoked
by the Newtonian paradigm, seeks to generate tsaerd universal truths about a
reality that is independent of its 'knower', théces problematizing this paradigm have
grown louder over the past 50 years. They range tfmse seriously engaging with the
implications of the wave/particle conundrum of qguam mechanics (Zukav, 1980),
which illustrates that our research results arstdge' to our design (Wenger, 2004);
through complexity scientists who point out the engntial nature of all of our
scientific endeavors (Maturana, 1991); to soci@rgcsts from myriad schools of
thought, who question the possibility of decouplihg knower from the known
(Toulmin & Gustavson, 2003; Tsoukas and Hatch, 2@dedman, 1991; Gergen,
2002; Shotter, 2002; MacLean, MacIntosh and G&02; Alvesson and Skolberg,
2000; Stacey and Griffin, 2005, Chia, 2003; Mar#@02). Many of these base their
arguments on a qualitative differentiation betw#ennatural and social sciences,
pointing out that the latter involves the distigdtuman endeavor to study itself. In a
tone of humorous frustration, Toulmin makes théedéntiation: "does research in

ornithology call for participation by the birds2003:204)

While experience compels participation, and theeetbe subjectivity of the
researcher, the activity of research traditiondéynands objectivity — the attempt to
distance ourselves from the 'object’ of our sturdihe service of a more 'impartial’
understanding. These two perspectives seem dowmagitradictory. If, however, we
accept any version of the constructionist standbé@fnextricability of subject and
object, and the mutually constitutive relationshgiween them (Gergen & Gergen,
1991, Gergen, 2002; Shotter, 2002), then reseaithfor a complex activity of
‘'objectifying’ my own 'subjectivity'. It requiresralationship with my own experience
that entails both detachment and involvement. WANesson and Skoldberg (2000)
advocate alternating between these two stancesg\ssad Griffin insist on their
simultaneity within a paradoxical dynamic of 'déted involvement’ (2005). In
involved patrticipation, | partake fully in the unig situation. In detached observation, |
notice as many aspects of lived experience as.|\Wahin the simultaneity of the two,
both experience and research inevitably take achairand more complex meaning.
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4.2.2 "Taking experienaeriously

This stance of 'detached involvement' also engertterreflexivity crucial to this
methodology, for the simultaneity of being both jegband object of my experience defines
the effort involved in taking it 'seriously’. 'Reflive research' is a term that encompasses
different approaches arising from a critique of\eamtional empirical research, and
emphasizing the constructed, political and lingaisature of social research (Alvesson and
Skoldberg, 2000; Clifford, 2003).

Two assumptions underlie these approaches. Thedfitisat the social reality we research is,
in itself, a complex, interactional and emergeantitg, and thus we are called upon to
guestion the 'truth claims' of those we are stuglyincluding our own!). The second involves
our responsibility as researchers — for, if we camake a claim to any kind of 'objectivity’,
we are bound to at least to acknowledge our owgeéfiprints’' (Gergen and Gergen, 1991) on
the research process. We are thus required to wisikée, to the best of our ability, our own
values, intentions, ideologies etc., engagingppnazess of "radical" (Cunliffe, 2003) or
"second-order" (Tsoukas and Hatch, 2001; StaceyGaiffin, 2005) reflexivity: we are

called to reflect upon ourselves reflecting on foeid of research. Reflexivity thus lies in the
circular movement between the emergence of medrongexperience and the recursive

impact of that meaning back onto the experienesdfits

Alvesson and Skoldberg (2000) speak of reflexiagythe movement between levels of
reflection, without letting any level predominatéThe trick" they claim, "is to control
theories ...without letting them control you" (200013. This 'trick’ is problematic, for it
grants us an agency as researchers that | amneotvethave. | do not believe that we can
‘freely’ choose our theoretical position ‘from @igsthe ideological/ political framework we
are deeply implicated in. If reflexivity stems frahe understanding that we cannot study
social reality from the outside — it seems irontcathink we can 'influence' our own thinking
from this position! Many times we ourselves arewsa@ of the frameworks that are

impacting our thinking, and our awareness onlk#éis to give elusive hints of the way we

2 What they speak of as 'levels' of reflexivity éistangagement in empirical, hermeneutical,
ideologically critical and postmodernist researenspectivesT hey differentiate this 'reflexive’
movement between ‘levels’ from what they call éatflity’, which would consist of simply taking an
interest in the way our meaning-making is impadtgdhe theoretical, cultural and political contesd
are a part of.
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are constructing and are constructed by our realitn reflexive research, it is our

responsibility to notice these flickers as theyuscc

Reflexivity therefore involves both the introspegetiactivity of turning our attention to
ourselves as we research the social reality créptedirselves-in-interaction-with-others; as
well as an ongoing, iterative dialogue with othéise latter can assume two forms. The first
involves the activity of an ongoing, reflective eensation with colleagues and supervisors,
both in the academic and the professional enviroinaad the second takes place as a
‘conversation' with texts from different discipls@lvesson and Skoldberg, 2000;
Bamberger and Schon, 1991). This dialogue is bt my methodology, and results in
continuous iterations my writingn this iterative and reflexive engagement with thought

of others, | become increasingly aware of the wgyomn thought is both formed and
moves. As such, social research becomes an inherefiéxive activity (Gergen and
Gergen, 1991; Bamberger and Schon, 1991; Cunfii@3), for "all knowing is self
knowing" (Stacey & Griffin, 2005: 37), in the sersath of knowing oneself, and of knowing
through the self. These iterative, introspective eeflexive aspects of this methodology
constitute a continuous demand to validate andyusty thought — to myself and to others.
Here too, | find a close connection between myaesteand practice methodology. In
reflecting on my experience as | engage in reseaarn recognizing that what | do in my

practice is just this: participating with othersreflexive processes of knowledge-generation.

There is, however, a danger in reflexivity, bothiesearch and in practice, and that is the
possibility of infinite regress which stalks thesearcher engaged in a knowledge production
process to explore the nature of knowledge prodndCunliffe, 2003). This danger resounds
powerfully in organizational practice — can too mueflexivity paralyze action? While the
line between enabling and disabling complexity gateel in reflexive processes is a thin one,
it seems to me that the far more immediate danmgpractice is the tendency to over-simplify
experience in the service of immediate actionebearch, clarity is often at stake. While
remaining aware of the possible dangers, | find théke many other reflexive researchers,
do indeed privilege the generation of a richer mmmade complex understanding of the way we

impact and are impacted by social reality (Tsowds Hatch, 2001). It seems to me that the
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more complex our understanding is, the more itmatas with the 'truth’ of our experience,

and the more it can allow for rich and nuanced wafysnderstanding and speaking abodt it.

If what | am doing is reflexively exploring the wayeaning is generated in lived
experience, what then is the appropriate mode iiing? Tsoukas and Hatch (2001)
refer to Bruner's (1986) distinction between 'loggcientific’ and ‘narrative’ modes of
thought. The first privileges 'objective truth' cisered through empirical research
processes, and is concerned with the productigeéral, decontextualized and
consistent knowledge; while the second aims foisirailitude and meaning through
the exploration of experience; situated, concrateaften paradoxical (Ibid). This
places narrative thinking and methodology firmlttaes only option for the kind of
research | am engaging in. | am telling storiemgfexperience of interactions in

organizational life, and trying to make sense at ixperience as | tell it.

For Stacey and Griffin, because these interactiwasctually "patterned primarily as
narrative themes", taking one's experience segassthe activity of articulating and
reflecting about these themes" (2005:35-6). In $kisse, | am both creating and
discovering these narrative themes in the act daingy and they, in turn, generate the
meaning that recursively impacts further interatdid/ithin this dynamic, my
experienced identity is implicated: "Since whahtlave are doing is inseparable from
who | and we are, a meaningful narrative is alseagbs expressing, that is iterating and
co-creating, individual and collective identitig#jid, 38). And so, yet another
connection emerges between research and practib@daobogy — for is this not exactly

a description of what happens in the conversatigasticipate in organizations?

Czarniawska (2004) speaks of organizasgarrating, and Tsoukas and Hatch (2001)
make a claim that narrative discourse is isomorphaction in organizations — we
narrate our organizational experience as researttieisame way we construct our
experience as practice. As we do so, we must aothgtgive attention to the
performative aspect of language (Gergen, 2002;t8h@&002), for the ways we

narrate: our organization of ‘plot’, our characisions, the motives we attribute, where

% Maturana (1991) connects this kind of complexitgctly with the possibility of creativity, and |
agree: "The more complex and rich our dynamicgaiegincluding the dynamics of states of our
nervous system, of course), the more unexpectédavibur participation in the different conversato
in which we are involved, and the more creativesiall be in the eyes of the surprised beholder"

(pp.45-6).
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we decide to begin and to end — all act back imoréality of the 'story’ we are telling.
Thus narrative methodology is far more appropriatiie exploration of the dynamic
nature of our experience than any kind of empinnathodology which generates clear,

propositional conclusions.

4.2.3 Questions of validation criteria

If, however, what | am doing is ‘just telling s&si (and, not coincidentally, does this
phrase connote lying!), what claims can my naresgtimmake to the kind of validity,
reliability and generalizability traditionally spek about as criteria for 'good’, ‘rigorous’

research?

The question of validation criteria for this kinflqualitative research must be
approached both in terms of goals, and in terngatess. Traditionally, management
research has been concerned with prediction anatoim the service of effectively
implementing organizational goals. Over the pastdecades, however, this way of
thinking is seen as creating a growing gap betwieeory and lived practice, or the
‘production’ and 'use’ of organizational knowlefidartin, 2002), that has become a
source of frustration for both managers and reseasdcCan experience be accurately
predicted and controlled? Wenger (2004) pointstioatt any kind of ‘design’ in
organizations is never actually 'implemented'is itesponded to'. Due to the non-
linear characteristics of complex responsive preegshat constitute organizations
(Stacey, 2002), and the tendency of unexpected®t@ibe amplified, the way
individual or interactive experience will evolventet be predicted with much
certainty. If we want to generate meaningful knalgie about our experiences in
organizations, and narrow the gap between manageheary and practice, what are
we to do? This is the question MacLean, MacIntogh@rant (2002) engage with in
their attempt to give a lived example of "Mode DWwhedge productiorf” with the goal
of producing knowledge that is relevant, practeradl useful to managers.

This question also drives much 'action researehprocess of knowledge generation

conducted in and on experience. The goal of acgeaarch is emancipatory — from

* Mode 2 is characterized by the following: it i®guced in the context of application; it is
transdisciplinary; it is produced in conditionshetterogeneity and organizational diversity; it pgc
emphasis on social accountability and reflexivityllows for a diverse range of quality controls.
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claims to being a spiritual practice in itself (Rea, 2000); through the endeavour to
promote 'the good life' (Ravn, 1991) in which humta values constitute a central
ideology; to a kind of 'organizational therapy' (ilrin, 2003). While | agree
wholeheartedly with the approach which posits trganizational research should be
‘actionable’, in the sense of impacting and bemmggicted by practice, | believe that
many of these approaches adopt a stance that thetigthens the gap between research
and action, and assumes that that the ‘practinédedirectly and linearly impacted by

our actions 'on' it.

Perhaps, then, we might ask ourselves what we tmgé&ction'. Is it ‘only’ observable
acts that have clear and definable consequences®iVdttending to' or 'noticing' be
considered an action? Understanding? Insight? Matign researchers would consider
such processes as 'intervening variables' thatatrgzdion, not actually action in and of
itself. | would make a case for the fact that ladlge are indeed 'action’, taking place
within and between individuals in all of the logaleractions that constitute our daily
organizational life. The fact that they cannot Bady measured and that we cannot
always and immediately see their direct connedboobservable reality, does not
reduce their 'action’ status. Indeed my researol 8 impact our noticing processes,
under the assumption | share with Stacey and @yitifiat the purpose of research is "to
develop the practitioner's skill in paying attentto the complexity of the local micro
interactions he or she is engaged in becausanitiese that wider organizational
patterns emerge" (2005:40). While Alvesson and lSkgl see the relationship between
the generation of new meaning and the possibifityeav action alternatives as a
"blunt” criterion (2000:274), | would argue thatdtthis very relationship that creates
the value of much qualitative research, which teasg and explores the complex and
elusive connections between understanding, meawiaygs of speaking and

'behavioural' action.

In terms of process, what claims can the studyhad Single experience" (Lincoln and
Guba) make to validity or generalizability? | am mgin 'data source’, for | am
'takingmy experience seriously' — although my narratives mlslude the ways those

| engage with speak of their experience. Howevpartake of different activities in
the research process (reading, reflecting, conwvgrsiriting and re-writing), all of
which are oriented towards 'validating' my reseafchditionally spoken of a kind of

‘triangulation’, Richardson (1997) proposes thatitimage of a crystal may be more
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appropriate than that of a triangle, combining "syetry and substance with an
infinite variety of shapes, substances, transnartatimultidimensionalities, and
angles of approach...(to) provide us with a deepet@aplex, thoroughly partial
understanding" (quoted in Lincoln and Guba, 2088)mentioned above, the most
significant of these consists of continuous, rolaungt challenging conversations with
peer researchers (Healy and Perry, 2000; LincainGuba, 2000).

These conversations give rise to emergent criferithe 'goodness' of my research
(Lincoln and Guba, 2000), and are in constant nation. Am | being reflexive
enough? Too introspective? Precise enough? ComgRAddo my narratives ring true
to experience? Am | writing in enough/ too muchttiegnd detail? Am | engaging
intelligently and critically with others in diffen¢ fields concerned with similar
issues? Do my readers enjoy my stories? Are thkegreot? Are they professionally
relevant? Am | raising non-trivial questions abprdactice? Am | impacting my
readers' noticing processes? These questions eeaobund what researchers have
offered as possible alternatives to positivistieasurable criteria: verisimilitude,
richness, integrity, intellectual rigor and depitlity, aesthetics (Garman, 1996;
Czarniawska, 2004; Holt, 2003). My projects gettten and rewritten time and again
under the scrutiny of this simultaneously exhagsénd exhilarating process, as |

myself continuously gain new understanding intoowy experience and writing.

As to the 'external validity', or generalizabildfmy research (what Healy and Perry,
2000; call the 'penulitmate criterion'), my resdais certainly not generalizable in
the traditional sense of the word, for it is neitegstematically replicable, nor can it
be rigorously applied to a ‘population’. My subjedtter, experiences of
transformation and ways of working with them, doeshave the predictive ability
that is the goal of most generalizations. | mysalfiny own 'samples' cannot tell if,
when and how they will happen. Yet, my narratiiesvg such experiences again and
again, as they take place in different forms, ffledent contexts, and with people
from different cultures. As such, they are certageneralizable. My research aims to
study experiences of felt meaningfulness, and tbgperiences, while not provable
or measurable, are certainly generalizable — theyl delieve at heart of what being

human entails.
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And so my exploration of methodology draws to aselolhe turmoiled experience that
launched this exploration has become transformiegow know where | want to go.
Having understood with a little more clarity thengalex connections between 'not-
knowing' and 'knowing' in my experience of researatill now attempt to understand
these in organizational life, which may be seenragaterms of further exploring the
generalizability of my own experience. In particulaam interested in the ways in
which movement and transformation are (and arearegted within this complex

intertwining of knowing and not-knowing.

4.3 STUCKNESS AND MOVEMENT IN A KELIDE PROJECT

How does one tell a story which is still in the nmgk whose plot is highly dynamic,
whose characters come and go, taking up and abemdates; and whose meaning
and significance changes each time one engagestWitlhe difficulty of attempting to
speak about experienas it movess the defining one, for, as Shotter asks: "How ca
we investigate the nature of something that laplegiicity, whose very openness to
being specified or determined by those involved is its central defining feature?"”
(2002: 58).

A chronological organization of events does not $a¢isfying, for while my story
happens in a certain sequence, this sequence dbessonate with the sense | am
making of events — both in participation, and intwg. As such, | can only begin with
the present, for it is here that the activity aisemaking occurs. | am aware that as
each present 'happens’, a slightly different stakgs form, acting back on the past and
forward into expectations for how it will conting®haw, 2002). Because of the
complex and non-linear relationship between passgnt and future, | pattern my
narrative through theme, rather than sequence. Rntinm the infinity of complex
detail, | obviously choose what to include and edel | am becoming increasingly
aware of my 'authoring’. As such, it is, and caly e, my storyof this experience.
Because what | am trying to understand again aed amthe telling is related to what

| experience as movement and stuckness in my argi@omal work, and the possible
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connections to the turbulent experience of losimgj fanding direction, | will tell of

three conversations that embody different aspddtsese dynamics.

4.3.1 Setting the scene

The project at hand is a leadership developmergrano for managers working in the
global environment, leading multi-cultural and vat teams. The request for its design
comes from Jamie, an experienced OD practitionko will lead the project together
with Sue, a member of the Training Department tbibe 'sponsored' by three
managers of the most senior level in the orgammafor it is considered of top

priority.

In my first conversation with Jamie, | find myselfet agaifi— expressing my
hesitation concerning the effectiveness of the funs initiative has taken: it is to be a
training program, the unexamined and automaticdeetiolution to all complex issues.

| am already uncomfortable with what | feel is aoriri 'reduction’ of the possibilities
of this kind of conversation. Rather than a progweith a defined beginning and end, |
feel it needs to exist and develop within a widanfework of different kinds of
interactions, some predictable and 'designableiesaot. In my imagination, it needs to
permeate the conversations already happening, ajtitit is like to lead people in the
global environment, and of the incredibly compleressy issues involved. The 'how' is

not yet clear, but | would like to keep it open.

Jamie listens to me, agrees wholeheartedly, arsl"¥8g have the mandate to create a
training program. Where it goes from there willdb&uinction of so many other
parameters. Let's start and see". The experiengeexipected and surprising directions
emerging within my work at Kelide (despite the pofwenorms of immediate closure
and tight structure!) is familiar. Desire interlagiwith unease, | agree. | have two
conditions. The first is the inclusion of KJ, alealgue whose collaboration is very
valuable to me; and the second is that we brinpyesitations with the steering
committee. Jamie agrees. | call up KJ (who is Ehgland lives in London). With

responses similar to mine, she comes on board.

® Although all three 'conversations' are based omedcsituated conversations that took place, what |
am describing are, in effect, patterns of conversirmt emerged within this project, and so | tdle t
poetic license of bringing together elements ofouss conversations into each one.

® See project 2.
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At an initial meeting with Jamie and Sue, we neajeta way of working, timetables,
process etc. They speak of the importance of "wgrkngether" and taking "joint
responsibility” for the development. We begin tplexe what we see as the challenges
of leading people and projects in the global emnnent. We are in agreement on
some, not on others. The areas of disagreemequasidy ‘resolved’: Jamie and Sue
decide to bring in another consultant to work @ués like ‘'organizational savvy',

which | think need to be addressed by Kelide marsagather than external
consultants. | find myself wondering whether thifi wery quickly become a

patchwork of topics, rather than an intergrativegpam. Sue and Jamie assure me that
it will be fine. While there has been a certain amtcof movement and negotiation in
this conversation, | am left with a vague sensepfown inability to influence the
course this is going to take. Silently, | questioy reaction. To what extent does it
involve my own lack of flexibility and need for cwal? Am | threatened by the
potential competition of another consultant? Withsatisfying answers to these
guestions, | am aware of experiencing a somewbkathed sense of responsibility: KJ
and | will focus on three modules. Jamie and Suetake care of' the others. | am
vaguely conscious of how "working together" hagadty unraveled in some way,

taking on an emergent sense of 'us' and 'them'.

KJ and | begin. Within a few weeks, we have comevitp a preliminary proposal,
based on a model which locates global leadershgprasponse to two sets of dynamics
that drive work in the global environment: "dudlignd "dispersion” (Black, Morrison
and Gregersen, 1999). The first refers to the dredsures for global integration and
local adaptation faced by global leaders, whicluiregthe ability to hold both together
in a paradoxical way as they move in action. Tluwsd refers to the dynamics created
by the distribution of organizational 'resourcesbas geography and time zones, and
which call for the kind of leadership which canlooger rely on a traditional
‘command and control' paradigm. Both work togetbenake this environment
tremendously complex and permeated by radical teiogy. This makes sense to us,
and seems like a good spring board for the kineixpforation we would like to

generate. We send our thoughts to Jamie and Scenf&rence call follows.
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4.3.2 One Conversation

The experience is a difficult one. Aimost immedata sense of 'tightness' appears in
the conversation. While KJ and | see our suggest@siwork in progress', to be taken
up in an exploratory way, Jamie and Sue do not ged willing to engage in this
kind of open conversation. Our intention is to ilweothem in our deliberations,
thinking that this would be the way we could adialvork together” - but something
else is emerging. KJ and | experience the conviersat a barrage of criticism at what
is being taken up as the 'finished product’, ratihan any kind of joint exploration.
Why are we not giving definitions of our basic tafiyAll Kelide programs start with
definitions! Why are there no 'tools' in the pragfaThe managers need to know
exactly what to do in these situations! Severakinwe return to emphasize the very
preliminary nature of the document we are all logkat, but it seems that the very fact
that it is in power point format has reified it loeygl negotiation. In a strange way, the
fact that our suggestions are being related tb@&ihished product' is actually making
them so — | am surprised by the vehemence of mgndefof them, aware of how my
own responses are constructing and being constrbgtéhis way of speaking (Gergen,
2002).

Two issues emerge as central for me in this coatiers The first has to do with my
and KJ's assumption that HR/OD practitioners atdeelvould be more receptive to
working within the uncertainty of exploration, wiits accompanying undertow of
'being lost'. It dawns on me that they too, like @s-yet imaginary) participants, need
immediate answers, need to avoid the possible mskdved in exploration. | am
recognizing anew the conversational patterns at&esuccinct, action-oriented, with
enormous pressure to closure and quick, unquesticiaety — in short: unbearably
reductionistic! | feel myself recoil with this regnition, angry with myself for not
having 'foreseen’ this, and spent more time expjonhat we all meant by "working
together" — could that have made a difference?

The second (and not unrelated) issue is more praile. | am becoming increasingly
aware of my own ideology: in order to take up amdlkof leadership one needs to be
able to move through unknown territory without @acl'map'. This would entail not

only 'dealing with' the turbulence of losing diieatand moving within the chaos of
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not knowing — but actually understanding this kafigexperience asssentiato

leading, particularly in the global environmenteittails the ability to tolerate some
version of what Dalal speaks of as the "intolerabistential anxiety that is evoked as
we contemplate chaos, where meanings slide ancdmatapwhere nothing whatsoever
is fixed and stable" (2000:175). While not usuakydramatic as this, the determined
avoidance of this experience closes off all poksildor creative action, which, by
definition, is about acting into the unknown. Tid® a program, therefore, that is
known and familiar (starting with definitions, ggion to problems, and ending with
heuristics) in order to help people feel more catatale dealing with this kind of
experience suddenly seems ludicrous. | try thesegihts out with Jamie and Sue.
Jamie seems to understand the point, and | cae $emsnulling it over. Sue is
adamant: "Our programs work really well — we havested format, and this is what
we need to go on". Jamie acquiesces. "Sue hadlageod grasp of what works —

let's go with her instincts”, she suggests.

But | feel strongly about this, and put up a figlgpeak of all the work | have done
over the past four years, stubbornly resistingdakde training mold, and succeeding
nonetheless. As | speak, | am aware of the unptogugattern of my own response — |
have become entrenched in my own agenda. If | aracading exploration and a
risking into the unknown, | am certainly not enagtit! The pattern emerging is the
opposite of what | value — the conversation is imy itself into a very restrictive
range of possibilities. | am sensing the threddsing my own voice in a coherence so
firm that it is stifling, and notice how vehementlgm battling this. It has become a
power struggle between Sue and I, both of us dlagcbur own ideologies of ‘what
works' and ‘what is valuable'. As all these stiltlafined impressions swirl around, |
have an immediate taste of the unproductiveneasat is happening, and, with no
clear direction, | try something different. A questrises in my body, and makes its
way out through my vocal chords. It is a questmmiyself, and gets sounded between
us. "Why don't we take another look at what wel@o&ing to do together?" | hear

myself say.
The response is quite amazing. The conversati@stak immediate turn. A more

relaxed quality appears, and, for a few momentsangeactually speaking ‘with', rather

than 'at' each other. There is more hesitatioruirspeaking, as we find ourselves
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groping to formulate a direction that is in the rmgk rather than ready-made. But this
pattern is somehow untenable — is it too riskyceftainly doesn't resound with the
robust 'safeness' our power struggle had! At atey rtagets immediately dampened, as
the reductive quality of 'this will work; this wanguickly reasserts itself as the

dominant pattern of our speaking.

| am aware of the levels of fear and anxiety evaketiese conversations; they serve
as a magnet — no matter where we move, they are like an undertow. For Jamie and
Sue, they revolve around the importance of thiggam, and its potential impact on
their reputation. Their anxiety takes the form nfaverwhelming need to control the
program design, language (we cannot entitle & &lnet bad news' because, says Sue,
"we never use the word 'bad' in Kelide trainingaf)d the kind of experiences the
managers will have. For me, they involve a sendeeofg bound and suffocated,
"pinned and wriggling on the wall" as Prufrock wobslay (Eliot, 1962). My own fear
makes any effort to invite a different way of irgeting almost impossible. In what |
am experiencing as an attempt to design a prodnatwill be 'risk-proof’, | have lost
the ability to take the risk needed in the mometa speak my own experience in its
happening. For KJ, the fear revolves around beilegeed, in a way that seems to her

lacking any 'rhyme or reason’ — she cannot setein Sue and Jamie's injunctions.

Later, she articulates this: "They have taken yobecause of your experience with
Kelide managers all over the world, and becausd ywiado seems to work. The
conversations you invite are much more open antbeadpry than their usual ways of
speaking together. | am not sure if what you daks/an spite ofthe fact that it is so
different, orbecause oit, but your track record is good. So, as theetaau on for the
difference you bring, they are doing everythinggioie to make you the 'same’ What
is going on?!" | sense the importance of what Kshging — both for the quality of our
work with Jamie and Sue, as well as for what Ikhithre managers should be speaking
about:what is the experience of working with differencBs®ely this is at the very
heart of leading in a global environment — andhattieart of creativity, so necessary for
this kind of leadership! But none of us seem t@ble to make this experience come
alive in the living present of this conversationhiW¢ differences are so clearly present,
we are not engaging with them in a way that iswisétm feeling completely

powerless — powerless to change direction, and pesgeto leave. | am aware that both
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KJ and | have withdrawn from any kind of authemigticipation in this conversation.

Three weeks later, KJ resigns.

4.3.3 Reflections on stuckness

There are two aspects of this conversation | wokidto explore further: the first has
to do with a methodology based on the narratioexpkrience, and the second with

how | am understanding the dynamic of stucknessi@imemerged.

| am uneasy with the way | have told this storyaVe painted Sue and Jamie as
caricatures: inflexible, uncreative, and motivabgdear. | now feel compelled to
guestion the ontological status of this. Clearlgm speaking the 'truth’ — there is not a
word in these conversations that was not actuglbken! But, in subscribing to a more
socially constructed notion of 'truth’ (Gergen, 208hotter, 2002), this is obviously not

a merely a 'mirror' of what happened (Rorty, 19¥9hat am | doing?

| am tellingmy story, patterning and patterned by my experieffideustration and
hopelessness. Jamie and Sue would probably telaivery different way. How? | try
to speak with Sue's voice: "KJ and Chen are ddieg bwn thing. They are designing
a training that will not work here because it isddterent from what our managers are
used to — and | will be implicated in the oncoméhsgaster. They are pushing managers
to ask questions rather than giving clear soluttortbeir problems. This will just call
forth all their frustrations, draining their energgther than mobilizing it into effective
action..." I am aware my reluctance to speak in Sr@te. | want my reader to
experience her like | do, and so have crafteditera mindless organizational
automaton. | have used my power as ‘creator’ sftéxit to take my revenge on her! |
have reduced her in the same way that | experiehneecteducing me. | am sensing the
incredible power afforded me by this narrative noetbiogy. This iany experience

and, as such, what | am writingtrsie!

But, in order to strive at some validity, | mustmore than this. For just as | have the
power to craft the characters, | also have theoresipility to examine what is
impacting this crafting: the responsibility of mivity. In this sense, reflexive

narrative is a paradoxical methodology, simultasgoanabling the freedom of story-
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telling and compelling the constraint of refleximeamination. | am therefore obliged to
examine my own implication in these dynamics otkhess. In order to do so, | would

like to turn to a theoretical framework offered $mith and Berg, in their investigation

into the paradoxes of group life (Smith and Be&g17).

Smith and Berg approach the question of paradoxtseidynamics of group life
through the issue of conflict. The latter, theyirlais often defined in terms of tension,
ambivalence and paradox; all of which arise throagiruggle with contradictions, and
involve "the attempt to create meaning and coherent of what seems to lack them"
(1987:9). While much mainstream literature on gsodpals with conflict as a ‘problem
to be solved', they differentiate their perspechyeclaiming that "group life is
inherently paradoxical” (Ibid:11), saturated byugbts, emotions and behaviours that
members experience as contradictory. Becausexpeyience is often intensely
uncomfortable, group members usually adopt onvofunproductive responses. The
first entails the attempt to expel the contraditsiceither by ignoring them or by
forging some kind of compromise, and often leads koss of energy or vitality. The
second entails some form of the splitting mechanidapositing' the contradictory
experiences or perspectives in different peopkubgroups. The catch here is that "the
more the members seek to pull the contradictioastaim separate them so that they
will not be experienced as contradictory, the marmeshed they become in the self-
referential binds of paradox” (Ibid:14). Smith @erg use the term 'paradox’ to
connote both the experience of contradiction, dsagethe paralysis implied in the

kind of circular thinking we become trapped in wives attempt tahink our way out

of paradox. While the experience itself is intedoagroup life, the dynamic of

paralysis is not - this is precisely the stuckrggsserated by uncoupling the poles of the

paradox.

How can all this help me understand my story? Tiraductive responses are both
recognizable to me. When compromise was the solutvbat was felt — by us all, |
believe — was indeed a loss of energy and vitaityt. it is the second response — the
process of splitting the paradoxical poles — teabnates more with my experience of
the situation. This splitting went on in many difat ways. From the start, our
intention to ‘work together' did not really maténa. Power, for example, did not

involve a paradoxical dynamic of inclusion and esabn, empowering and being
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empowered. | experienced power as only 'theird tharefore not ‘ours’. In this binary
way of thinking, our only experience of power beeame ability to withdraw from the
interaction, which KJ and | did constantly. | witeds emotionally; KJ, after much
anguish and deliberation, withdrew physically. Eveore salient than the issue of
power, however, and not unrelated, was the wayhichvl polarized us into the good
and bad guys, locating, for example, the desirerfeativity and exploration in 'us' and
all ossification and stuckness in ‘them'. | uncedpkhat | identified as the paradoxical
dynamic of losing/finding, positing the willingnessrisk 'losing’ in 'us' and the
obsession with answers, the dynamic of 'finding'them’.

What then, do Berg and Smith offer as a more prindrialternative to the experience

of paradox? They speak of a three stage process:

First is an awareness of the presence of opposingraradictory forces.
Second is an acknowledgement and understandinghéseg are natural and
inevitable forces that attend individual and cdileelife. Third is an
assertion, often but not always tacit, that thes#radictory forces are

somehow linked or connected. (lbid:45)

Once we have acknowledged this link, where do weau there? Here is where their
argument becomes somewhat fuzzy. On the one haeylspeak in process terms of
"immersing oneself in" and "living within" the palax (lbid:216). On the other hand,
as firm adherents of a systems perspective, thsiy fat the ability to deal effectively
with paradox is dependent on the creation of a sewge-making framework, from
outside the experience, which would unite the opegles into a unified conceat a
higher level So, for example, engaging with the kind of pasadosed by male and
female dynamics (either from a behavioural or psi@iical perspective) would entail
understanding these dynamics from a meta-leveppetive of gender. They use a
metaphor to describe this possibility. It hypotkesithe existence of a "Jovian
organism” (Ibid:209) which exists in a world of exnities (heat and cold). Its
sustenance depends on partaking of both extremésray in its full immersion in the
cold can it then rise to the hot, and vice versee meta-level link they make in this
metaphor is the movement of oscillation, which esithe extremes. This metaphor

seems to undermine what they are advocating, fe@epwrating the hot and cold zones,
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and making their organism mobetween thenthey themselves have uncoupled their

paradox, locating the contradictions in differgpacial areas.

As | write, | become aware of the inability of timdel to resonate with my lived
experience of the situation. While | was awarehef¢ontradictory forces in this
situation (power and powerlessness, creative gretitere, movement and stuckness),
accepted them as 'natural’, and could acknowldugbrnks between them; | could only
see them osscilating — | could never experience thethe same time together, moving
within and between us all; and | could certainly ‘nee above' my experience to create
a 'meta-level’ perspective! And so, finally, Snatid Berg fall into the trap that stalks
theory constructors who attempt to "to treat séeseentially historical, often still
temporally developing events... as if they are as&tlready made' events in which
we are not involved — with the overarching aim nhging them all under a unitary,

orderly conceptual scheme. (Shotter, 2002:57)

They have created a rather static framework thrauglkh we can think through
possible events from outside of our direct expeeeof them, thus separating thought
and action, in order to make them amenable tordluance. This does not ring true to
my experience. Once more | see how | am drawn dgapeak of events in the
process terminology of Complex Responsive Procaserly, which | feel comes
closest to resonating with the complexity of liatliations. It is a language which
attempts to 'move with' the continual movementqifegience, and retain a deeply
paradoxical perspective, never collapsing thesearfixed and tidy model. In
rereading my account, | notice how this languagerhade its way into my writing, as |
speak of emergence; of the interweaving pattermsptition and change; of the self-
organizing ways in which fear patterned our coraoss; of the way we created and

were created within these interactions.

4.3.4 Back to Kelide: another conversation

As all this is happening, another conversatiomkég place. KJ and | are exploring
ideas, experience, materials and possibilitiesopysosed to our conversations with Sue

and Jamie, which resonate with the quality of &dgespoken words', in which pattern

and meaning exist a priori, and repeat themselmesniested; my conversations with
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KJ resound as ‘words in their speaking' (Shott@®2?. They have the quality of
discovery, in which thoughts and ideas emergee@mtiocess of speaking them

together, and meaning becomes created in theaetmovement between us (Shotter,
2002; Shaw, 2002). This is the "zone of indetermyn@nd)...uncertainty" that

Shotter refers to as ‘joint action’ (2002:38), imatk unintended and unpredictable
directions emerge in a non-linear way within arfattion that nonetheless has a sense
of intentionality about it. We experience the bhdegs heights of discovery and
moments of insight as new and powerful ideas eméogether with the turbulent and
frightening depths of overwhelming confusion, frasbn and insecurity. The
interwoven and often paradoxical experience ohigsind finding direction and

meaning is a pattern that characterizes our iniergcand we keep noticing it.

We have several marathons, in an attempt to utlizanfrequent visits to each others'
countries. We work very differently, and these eliinces are sometimes unbearable. |
can probe endlessly, not resting until | feel I&#éuched what feels like the very
depths of a question; KJ does not work with thpetpf energy — she engages with the
logical flow of ideas. She brings to our conveisat focus that | appreciate deeply
and simultaneously drives me crazy. She is relssiifgractical. "Let's think of Paul”,
she suggests, "How will this help him in the nextference call he has with his team?"
And | pull away, with the intense desire to unceugble conversations from a clear
prescription for ‘what to do tomorrow morning', ail know is the ultimate criterion
for success at Kelide. My desire is to help Paudlenstand that there actually is no
prescription for what to do tomorrow morning, bt there is a way to participate and
to invite the members of his multi-cultural andtwal team to an ongoing search for
what form this participation can take in the momant that clarity of direction will
emerge in a self-organizing manner within the c@msts of their joint task. KJ doesn't
buy this 'emergence’ and 'self-organization' stiifis is not your doctorate!" she

wails, "This is real life!"

One conversation remains vivid in my memory. Weehlai a particularly difficult
spot, in which a module we have spent days wor&imgsuddenly dissolves under
scrutiny. We are tired, stressed by time constsasmd somewhat fed up with each
other. | think about how, in complexity literatueerecurrent theme revolves around

diversity being the enabling condition for the egesrce of novelty. While | understand
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this as a concept, this is certainly not my expegeat the moment. In cross-cultural
literature, phrases such as 'leveraging differérazests'creating synergy' are glibly
bandied around. The undisputed 'cult values' otirgultural work, what does their
‘functionalization' entail? What do they mean tq nght now, as KJ and | experience

conflict and the frustration of our differenceslis specific situation?

| feel suffocated by what | experience as her rieambntrol the situation through the
meticulous working of logic. | want to shout ourJkStop! You're stifling me! | can't
think like this!" But | don't. I know she will beunt, and withdraw — we have been there
before. Perhaps | can take a couple of deep bremidgone down the emotion to
where | sense she is comfortable, in her undedstatglish way. Perhaps | can say "KJ
— can we try to leave these logical connectionsjasidfiow for a few minutes with our
ideas? We'll come back to making strict senseahth.” That would probably make
sense to her, and maybe calm the tension. It woad@xpress the intensity of my
frustration. Is that important? What does actulatipging myself to this conversation
mean? What is the risk involved in the moment? mdey what her inner talk is about —
what is she experiencing in this turbulence of eomoand sense of chaos that is

enveloping us both?

| begin to speak. | have not planned what | warsialy but the words seem to
formulate themselves. | speak my frustration. Kakomiserable. She is silent, and |
sense her pain. | stop, sensing that she needp#uoe to be able to respond. She
begins, hovering on the verge of tears. She sayste is intensely aware of her
inability to move from topic to topic with the sgkkdo, and, as she tries to keep up,
finds herself feeling more and more stupid. | ampltetely taken by surprise — this had
not occurred to me. The conversation strays, ogeniiner realms of experience that
suddenly, unexpectedly, seem connected. KJ spéak ool experiences and the
anxiety associated with excelling. We find oursslgpeaking about differences — the
different ways we experience and meet challengagenstand 'success'; experience
power and powerlessness within our own interactiBasadoxically, our differences
seem to be amplifying as we speak of them, andlyete is a quality of closeness that
is also being amplified in the very act of our dpeg about them. In a strange way,
speaking of the reduction we are both feeling righw (my experience of suffocation,
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and her experience of stupidity) is expanding tlag we are relating to each other. We

are no longer one dimensional to each other, theweawere a few minutes ago.

| remember a quote | read somewhere, by StepheayCéwnerican management guru,
who says "The real challenge is not to acknowladifferences, accept them, or
understand them - but to celebrate them!" Thiddanjunction seems ludicrous to me
in this moment. | tell KJ, who smiles ruefully. "Weshe says, "Maybe Americans can
do that. But do you think thergreally anything to celebrate, argal value to working
with differences?" And suddenly, we both recogrtiedthis is exactly the
conversation we want to encourage the Kelide marsagehave!Can we create it? Is
asking KJ's question legitimate — or must we refstrirselves to asking onllyow' can
we 'celebrate’ differences, never questioning ssuptions that there something to
be celebrated? We are both suddenly excited bgdhsibility that has emerged,
sensing the importance of this experience. Almogterceptibly, we have returned to

our work, with renewed energy and sense of diractio

4.3.5 Reflections on movement

What was it that enabled this conversation to metéality and meaningfulness, even
as it wove through zones of stuckness? | can speakst, of empathy, of support, of a
willingness to take risks together. But even as,lichotice the non-linear ways in
which these are both cause and effect of our witless to keep engaging responsively
with each other, despite the difficulties. | settenormous seduction of creating
what Shotter calls a "counterfeit construction" forging a set of coherent and ordered
‘conditions’ that enabled the movement of our cosat®ns, thus "falsely (completing)
what was an open and unfinalized circumstance, &kiesy openness 'invited' and
‘enabled' the action taken within it" (2002:1448)effect, | do not really know what
created our willingness to risk engaging in opedegh) exploratory conversation. It sort
of 'happened' in the moment, like a kind of damteyhich each gesture calls forth a
response which is both recognizable and new. Somehie were allowing ourselves
and each other to be simultaneously known and umkngenerating a quality of
responsiveness that Shaw sees as essential tetaphuarical 'edge of chaos' dynamics

that characterizes a "free flowing communicativeosac..whereby we experience
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meaning on the move, neither completely frozen iapetitive patterns nor

fragmenting and dissolving into meaninglessnes802268). While | question the
temperate quality of this — for our conversatioesrsed permeated with extreme
experiences of 'frozen repetition' as well as tagrhentation into meaninglessness, it is
indeed the paradoxical interweaving of the two #egit ‘'meaning on the move’,

allowing moments of transformation of both ourssla@d our conversations.

It just "sort of happened"?! Is that a good enoagjument for a doctoral thesis?
Despite my deep dissatisfaction with the amorplyuadity of this, it is actually the
best | can do at the moment with any sense oflilyedVhile | have explored different
explanations for the dynamics of stuckness and mew in the conversations | have
been recounting, there is no one convincing answan come up with — no
prescription as to 'how to keep conversations ngvAnd so, rather than "seeking to
extract universally applicable prescriptions” (Sha@02:21), like Shaw, | too feel that
what needs to be&orked with is our noticing processes in the movenod

interactions. Only as we intensify these to prdige'ordinary artistry' of the way we
participate in the complex social processes thastitoite our ordinary life, can we both
create and discover the improvisational artistryaneeactually involved in as we 'go on
together' (Montuori, 2003). It was, indeed, ourtawmous noticing and reflective
exploration of what was happening toassit was happeningvhich enabled the
movement of our conversation. Perhaps this is whiastitutes the 'method' of my
work, a method that can be shown and seen in thatiwa of the experience, but that
remains tantalizingly out of reach of my attempttaft it into a prescription for
success. Let me thus attempt to evoke yet anotimvecsation, to deepen this

exploration.

4.3.6 A third conversation

Over time, some of the characters in my story chkadgmie goes on maternity leave,
Sue disappears for weeks at a time. KJ has resi@wutge, the other consultant
brought into this project, has been fired. Two réslide members join the project:
Terry and Anne, who will lead the program to impéartation. Still bruised from both
KJ's and George's departure (I loved working withlof them!), and within the

dissatisfaction that colors so much of this expexée | am still hanging in there. What
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keeps me is a mixture of my own pragmatism (so naichy work is done at Kelide —

| am afraid that resigning here will impact my &lito work elsewhere in the
organization), and my stubbornness and unwillingrtesadmit defeat’. | question this:
am | too stuck? Will | be able to impact the waplml leadership’ becomes spoken of
and enacted in this organization? Is this slim fdgy a living response to what |
experience as tiny vibrations of hope, in whichgpace for change is created — or is it
an illusory creation of my lack of responsivengls,blindness of my own ambition? Is
this an either/or option? Or, could | rather sat therhaps my own glimpses of hope
generate tiny moments of a different quality ofwensation that may actually amplify

these possibilities? Can the potential for novekist here too?

With all these changes, the conversation inevitabhBnges. Anne and Terry are more
willing to take risks, to reopen the scope and fat;rand, in my sense of it, the program
is becoming a more meaningful one. It is to incltfedifferent kinds of consulting

and coaching conversations that | had wished ftreabeginning. It is to include
managers from different sites in the world. Weguestioning the prescriptive training
mode. There is slow, but palpable, movement.

The event | recreate here involves this new castyding Sue) and their manager,
Patty. | am glad of Patty's participation, for élf¢hat it gives this conversation a more
powerful footing in the organization, although | atso somewhat wary of how she
will participate. She is practical and impatierdnstantly seeking closure; yet, at the
same time, | have experienced her in previousaot@ms as sensitive and insightful.
Her pragmatism launches the meeting: goals anedbmés are clarified, agenda
crystallized, and we begin, step by step. The issirand is the use of a competency
model. This has come up several times, stronglpeated by Sue and Jamie; equally
strongly resisted by me. They are all in agreerttetitwe 'need’ a competency model,
against which managers can 'measure' themselvdseanvhere they need to improve
their skills. | have never found much value in cetgmcy models, feeling that they
create an unrealistically simplistic impressioriled management experience, and the
illusion that it can be reduced to set of discretividual competencies to be learned
apart from the experience itself and implementedih{Vaill, 1998). | have not,

however, managed to convince anyone.
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| am aware of my hesitation to voice these thouggtsn — for while most of the
participants in this conversation are new, the eosation has a history, and | am
hearing this as the recognizable patterns of urigumedle assumptions ("this is what
we need"). | am silent as everyone discusses wianipetency model should be used.
There are three options, and a heated discussittre gfluses and minuses of each
ensues. The conversation reaches an impasse a-dliffscult decision to make. No one
quite knows where to go from here, and a kind obgi settles in the room. This sense
of 'not knowing' is not one that is given any kofdegitimacy here, and the discomfort
is palpable. From within the heaviness of my passsiyvaguely recognize a glimpse
of unformed possibility. With no clear understargdof what | want to say, | speak into
this gloom of not-knowing. "Why don't we take alaat why we want a competency
model — what it is that we want managers to engathe? Perhaps this will help us
decide which model is best." There is expresseprisay; laced with a touch of
impatience. Isn't it obvious what a competency rad®r? "Well", | counter, "We are
not designing a course for individual work on maaeréy competencies, and you
yourselves have said that this is not the placamgrkind of 360 degree feedback. That
suggests that maybe what we are looking for isteravay of inviting personal and
group reflection on the kinds of skills neededdtfective leadership. In this case,
would the rigorousness of the model be a decisiceof? Maybe the one that is the

most imaginative would be best".

There is silence in the room. | notice Anne andyErok expectantly (and anxiously —
or is this my own projection?) at Patty. My worgeak into the gap that has emerged
in the conversation, and we are all aware of treettainty of what will happen next. It
feels as if we are all holding our breaths. Whalesr is that it is Patty’s response that
will, in this very moment, enable or destroy a ndivection of thought. | am aware of
the enormous power she is being offered by usmdlis moment, and | sense she is
feeling it too. The uncertainty is too strong fareSwho jumps in with "I think that
what we need to do is..." but she is quietly and ffireilenced by Patty. "Say some
more" she orders me. "I'm not really sure whatag' sl say, "but | wonder if we can
think of this in a different way. One thing thaishjast occurred to me is - since we
don't know which model to use, and don't reallg lday of them — how about inviting
the managers to use their joint experience to ersair own model?" Terry responds

immediately: "Hey — you know, once we..." Patty isitent. "Hmm" she begins, in
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her strong Brazilian accent, "I wonder what it wibbk like to invite them to create

something rather than *fill out' something alreadsated..."

In a burst of energy, there is cacophony in theroas everyone speaks at once. The
not-knowing that had permeated our experiencegdistv minutes ago, has been
suddenly transformed into a kind of excitement.afive ideas are being thrown
around. We have all become involved in this corat&rs, interrupting each other,
trying out different ideas. For a moment, | am aawaira childlike quality in our
conversation, a kind of spontaneity unhamperedbycbnstraints of what others will
think of us, the tight agenda and the overwhelnmiegd for good results. It feels
incredibly free. For the seconds | am not engagete actual back and forth of this
messy conversation, | am delighting in this qualitso rare in Kelide; non-existent up
till now in this particular conversation. All sorb$ stories suddenly appear, as we speak
associations of other times and places that sugde®m relevant. And, in no time, we
have come to the end of our meeting. We have ni#¢ qgached any final decisions
about a competency model — but we are well on @y, with some interesting and
exciting ideas. And we have created — for the stk of our interaction, a different

way of speaking together and experiencing eachr.othe

As we gather our things to move on, Anne takesrtiti@tive to set the next meeting.
We are back in ‘closure' mode. She proposes thatee at noon on the same day next
week, inviting Patty to join us at one thirty, @t we will be able to present her with
our conclusions. Implicit in the suggestion is tRatty's valuable time will thus not be
‘wasted'. | am quite astounded at this, but bdfbesse the chance to say anything,
Patty wails "Why? | want to be involved too!" W¢ lalugh, and the meeting breaks up.
The next day, | receive a phone call from one dfyEasubordinates, a close
colleague/friend. "I heard about your meeting yelste with Patty. The news has
spread all over the department. What did you dwet®@ She's never like that!"
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4.4 WHAT DO | THINK I'M DOING - REVISITED

I, of course, did nothing 'to’ her. Yet, in hertpapation in this meeting, she was
changed — as were we all. It 'just sort of happeted it was not unintentional, for it is
this elusive quality of open, exploratory interaatthat | keep trying to invite in my
organizational conversations — sometimes more, soreg less successfully. How do |
do this?

In my own intense engagement with keeping converssimoving and vital, | am
aware how difficult it is for me forge ‘closuretfilis project, which sets out to
examine the methodology | take up, both in reseanchin practice. | think of the
Kelide manager who spoke of "whatever it is you, @oid realize to what extent | am
invested imot defining it! There is a sense that, under the ieserutiny of the 'Gaze’
(Bergson, in Cunliffe, 2003), what 'l do' will eghdissipate away to a wisp of nothing,
or become falsely ‘fixed' and disembodied. How Idanid the paradox of formulating a
clear and stable picture of an elusive, ever-mowaicigrity, whose essence is, in some

way, not-knowing?

What | am doing as researcher and as practitionveties moving into the unknown,

in each moment anew. | begin this paper withodearcsense of where | am going, and
realize that this is indeed an integral part ohgsan emergent methodology, in which
patterns are both created and recognized as tlpgaag identify this encounter with
the unknown as central to my methodology — andrbgexplore my own experience
of 'lostness’ or 'not-knowing'. Taking my experieseriously, | understand "yet again
for the first time" (Shotter, talk at CMC, 2006)thdhe intense discomfort provoked by
this experience, as well as its crucial importaiocehe emergence of new directions.
This leads me to explore the patterns that charaetthree different conversations in
my work. | examine what enables and prevents yipis bf experience and its impact
on the quality of conversation. While | am awardoth my ability and inability to
directly impact this quality, | am also beginnimgidentify, with increasing clarity,

what it is that | am constantly attempting - timeethod' of my practice (Shaw, 2002).

What | actually do changes with each encounteritforvolves a response in the very

moment, and is thus unpredictable and ‘unplanndilit is not unrecognizable, for |
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do have a strong sense of what | am seeking: tleegamce of what | have come to call
‘gaps' in the conversations | partake of. Thesem@aed in movement, and often entail
an instant in which the conversation reaches a &fnochpasse: for a quick moment,
clarity disintegrates, and different — and as y&nown — possibilities glimmer. These
‘gaps' usually involve the space created by therspce of 'not-knowing' where we
should go next. They often involve confusion aradain anxiety, which is sometimes
slight, and sometimes debilitating. Because wenatawilling to risk the latter, the

living experience of such 'gaps' becomes completelggitimized in organizational

life. The automatic response to such moments imarediate attempt to banish the
uncertainty by funelling the conversation into Wmeg' through the generation of clear
‘conclusions’, 'action items' etc. As we rush &ate the experience of 'foundness’, we
opt for a sense of security through the formulatball that is already known, over the
possibility of allowing for the unknown to emergmabling new possibilities to take

form between us.

These 'gaps' are both fleeting and fragile. Noggichem demands a feel for the
different moods in the room, the different tondsythms and patterns created in
movement. It involves being able to listen cargfalhd attentively — to myself and to
others as we patrticipate in the conversation.thiEnan awareness of my living
experience in its physical, emotional and cognitivances — for often | sense these
gaps physically and emotionally before | am cogslii aware of their presence, or of
what to 'do’. Speaking into them often feels riskyd involves a quality of response
that will enable the unknown to resonate and bee&pced — even for a few moments,
inviting participants to explore possibilities ratlthan to craft answers. | am often
aware of a sense of danger — not-knowing what masrge feels intensely unsafe. And
yet, it is only in speaking into these gaps thatehis sometimes the possibility to
"change the agenda of argumentation”, rather timplgto ‘'win the argument'

(Shotter, 2002:9). It is the former that seems &okely to what | 'do’' — perhaps a more
satisfying way of saying this would be 'who | anliwg to be' in that moment.

In the first conversation | describe, the undedyamxiety of all the participants seems
to create a tightness which both completely disableh gaps, as well as eradicating
my own ability to notice them in potential. In thery few and delicate moments of
possibility that do flicker, and into which | atteirto speak differently, a slight change
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in the quality of conversation glimmers, so tenuibesnnot be sustained in face of our
overwhelming need to remain in the secure zongoWing and being certain of the
‘product’ we are creating. In the second convensatvith KJ, these gaps are taken up
with far more courage. Why? Perhaps the trust gée@rover our joint history serves
as a kind of precarious anchor, allowing us to iem@sponsive to each other, even as
we experience emotions and thoughts that threasemtebration, both of our direction
and of our relationship. But then, in the third eersation | explore, this trust does not
exist a priori. A gap appears, and is taken up@rhoment. It is clear to me that it
involves Patty's willingness to respond to my iatrdn to move into a different
direction, for in this specific interaction she g the power of role. In her willingness
to risk a different approach, however, she creatéiferent kind of power —
empowerment, perhaps? — that calls forth novelaresgs from others. In this
conversation, my ability to notice the gap and &peto it in a different way, as it
intertwines with Patty's willingness to meet metlois as-yet-forming new ground,
enables us all to move into a different way of &p&a And this difference is both

sustained and amplified, generating a sense ofegrent and creativity.

And so, as my project approaches completion, Igeize anew the paradoxical quality
of the experience which lies potentially in theapg and come to see it as the
simultaneous interweaving of not-knowing with a wagense of knowing, a
"tendency", that is "the fleeting, flickering peese of new possibilities merely
glimpsed" (Shotter & Cunliffe, 2002:8). Perhapisibetter spoken of as the delicate
and fragile experience obt-yet-knowingAs such, it is an experience of the
transformation of knowing, or 'knowing-on-the-mowv&nd, as | understand from my
stories, this is the kind of movement that liethatheart of change in organizations.
What is thus emerging in my research is not a fihe@s such; but rather an 'account' of
specific transformative moments, which remain inptate and open to interpretation
(Shotter, 2002), and known directly in their livilgs a practitioner, | am advocating
an alertness to these moments, as they appearsamppéar almost simultaneously, and
calling for an exploration of ways of working withem. In this account, | am hoping
that other practitioners — consultants and orgaioizal members — can come to
recognize in a different way what | believe we hallexperienced: vital moments of

conversation which flicker with new and creativesgibilities.
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5. '‘GETTING IT": CROSS-CULTURAL CONVERSATIONS

AS EMERGENT CHANGE IN ORGANIZATIONS (Project 4,
January 2007)

5.1 INTRODUCTION

In this project, | am investigating what constigitd#fective cross-cultural
communication in global teams. | am arguing that aed creative directions of
thought and action — the value global organizatswek from diversity — cannot be
formulated and prescribed a priori, but can onlysga in the interactive moment. |
explore how experiences of transformation occistufés of meaning in conversation
when people engage responsively with difference'@heérness’; the conditions
which invite them; the different qualities of coms&tion which both enable and are
enabled by such shifts, and the ways in which nagtore impacts this process.

The expression "getting it" | choose as my titlamsecho of Shotter (2007), and
offers a way of making sense of and structuringmrgstigation. Shotter uses this
term to evoke the kind of experience | feel is cartb what | am investigating: "a
way of acting and a form of understanding....in whiey so to speak, 'know what
we are doing' while we are doinglitut which we didn't plan in detail before we
embarked on it" (2007:1). It constitutes an atteto@nswer Wittengstein's call "not
to think of understanding as a 'mental procesall atBut ask yourself: in what sort of
case, in what kind of circumstances, do we say"hknow how to go on"
(Wittgenstein, 1953; in Shotter, 2007:4). Thustlggtit' speaks to the quality of
understanding or knowledge that both emerges wittetuninterrupted realm of
ceaselessly flowing, spontaneously occurring, asnaterplaying, activities" (1bid:2),
and shapes our participation in them. It includessbodily and emotional responses,
as well as our intellectual understanding, and esakoments of subtle yet tangible
"felt change of consciousness” (Ibid:94), in whaelr sense of self and our
interactions with others transform, enabling theesgance of new patterns of
understanding, speaking, and going on together.
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While Shotter's use of notion of 'getting it' gkilly evokes the qualities of
elusiveness and movement involved in this kindroérgent, participatory and
shifting understanding; he never really explorestthis ‘feels like' as it happens.
What | am noticing is that the experience itsedfjtabccurs, is one in which
confusion, discomfort and anxiety, intertwine witie joy of a novel understanding
of 'how to go on'. The anxiety is generated on &oounts. The first has to do with
the elusiveness of the ‘it' we have 'gotten’, whicAny given moment is inevitably
incomplete, continuously on its way to being otthem what it is. So, while we may
be 'certain’ in the moment, we cannot capture vilgive have gotten for future 'use’
in similar circumstances. It remains a continufivst-time' experience. The second
has to do with the experience of 'being changedtbgrness’, for, in being changed,
or transformedwhat we aras inevitably called into question by the respuoasi
encounter with 'otherness’. Thus, my own use ofdhma posits an intimate
connection between 'getting’ it and 'losing’ ithether the 'it' is my new

understanding or my usual sense of self.

Part | of this project is an exploration of my oexperience of 'getting it' as | attempt
to locate my voice within the cross-cultural mamagat field, and find myself
struggling with an intense resistance to doingtss.through my engagement with
the 'otherness' of some of the voices in this fie&d | begin to make sense of the way
| both recognize and don't recognize my own asrgghy to this discourse. As |
explore my own disconcerting experience, | 'geit thhat | am asking people to do in
their cross-cultural interactions is exactly thisagree to tolerate the discomfort of
the encounter with otherness and yet to remaingatjand responsive, to enable the
possibility of change. What emerges is an elusiagtg of what it is that | am
attempting to forge: a different way of approachith@nge in organizations, as

embodied in cross-cultural interactions.

Part 2 'shows' — rather than explains — this agbraaaction. It involves the creation
of opportunities in which people ‘get it’ from withtheir participation in living
interaction with others. The stories | tell entabss-cultural encounters which often
involve the experience of disorientation that ariae people recognize/ don't
recognize themselves in the patterns of understgntehavior and values of others.

| show how shifts in orientation and understanding created as responsivity
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becomes heightened in our participation in, anlchgebf, such encounters. My

narrative offers such moments of transformatiom ‘geiting it' — as they occur in my
practice. My hope is that through these storiesnl make my practice come alive to
my readers in a way that the abstraction of gerzedlbprinciples will not. As such, it

is my attempt to invite my readers into a morediexperience of 'getting it'.

Part 3 is an attempt to articulate what it is ldgyotten’ through the continuous
iterations of my writing. | attempt, again with thelp of other voices in
organizational literature, to make sense of thagess| explore their nature; what is
involved in participating in them; what may constét a practice of enabling them;

and what | see as their value in organizational lif

5.2 THE LOCATING OF VOICE

5.2.1 An exploration of resistance

The experience of locating my voice within the srosltural field has been a struggle
with the disorientation, reluctance and dread gaedrby my own encounter with
what | sense as the 'otherness' of many of thegsa@peaking into this field. Because
this type of experience constitutes much of whaoik with in my practice in global
organizations, | am 'taking it seriously’, explgrit, and noticing how it transforms as

| agree to remain engaged with these voices.

My story begins at the end of the fourth residémiadhe DMan program. | am sitting
on a bench with my supervisor, taking a last lobkg second project. 'Essentially
completed’, there are just a couple issues toves@lne of them involves a
preliminary formulation of the contribution of mggsearch to organizational practice.
We are both being very practical. "Well", says R&trfirmly, "I think all you need to
do is explicitly tie up the themes you are explgrinparadox and transformation —
with your work in the cross-cultural field, and théll be sufficient for this project.
You can elaborate as you go on to the next". Théesee is spoken in a very matter-
of-fact way: it is a logical conclusion of an actioriented conversation. Yet, as the

words are spoken, | am suddenly overwhelmed byisesef dread, aware of a
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powerful contraction in my stomach. The cross-galtfield? "No!" screams an inner
voice; "No — | don't want to be making a contriloatito that field! It doesn't interest
me, it doesn't excite me, itmotwho | am!!" | am quite taken aback by the intepsit
of this response, which | venture, tentativelywiords. "That's interesting”, counters
Patricia, "Seeing as how this is what you have speaking about in all your

papers".

The significance of her words hits me in 'a blirgdftash of the obvious'. This

indeed what | have been speaking about: from dfledtive essay' that started my
doctoral endeavor, and through all my researcteptsj In fact, the first twenty years
of my life have been a cross-cultural narrativeeemanent transience of living in
different countries, belonging everywhere and naeh®eing different’ creating the
most repetitive theme of my identity. Professiopdllhave been engaged in cross-
cultural work, on and off, for 17 years. And yetgating my research within this field
paradoxically generates both an intense energeggstivity, as well as an acute sense

of loss of energy, interest and passion. What isggon? What am | 'not getting'?

Patricia and | spend a few minutes reflecting as tigether, and my exploration
continues for weeks after that, alone and with sthé/hat becomes clearer as time
goes on is that the cross-cultural conversationleast as | experience it both in
professional and academic literature — feels exhgrwonstrictive, and resonates with
a reductionism that is anathema to me. My read¢tidhe suggestion that | ‘recognize’
myself here is one of panic — | experience an olietming desire to flee, to leave the
doctoral program. Recognizing the parallel betwbenreaction and those | have
seen time and again in people | work with as threyagked to engage closely with
others so different from themselves, | understaedrmportance of staying with and

exploring this reaction.

5.2.2 Next steps: an examination and critiquitefature

In order to do so, | need to engage, in a morectifle and reflexive way, with some
of the ways cross-cultural work is spoken abouhaliterature, and to examine what

is creating the reductionism that colors my exgwe of this field. As | do so,

become aware of how my resistance becomes moreedalfirst of all, my powerful
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criticism of many of the dominant assumptions gatieg and generated by this
writing becomes clearer; and, as it does, | firat this laced with an appreciation of
some of the voices so different from mine. | bagimotice both their
‘groundbreaking’ qualities, and acknowledge thengts to grapple with immensely
complex questions. | also notice that my abilityrtould my own approach emerges
only from within the responsive interaction wittettotherness’ of these voices: this

is, in fact, central to the work | do.

The model of culture that dominates cross-cultarahagement literature remains that
forged by Hofstede (1980), whose seminal studyliresbover 50 different national
sites of IBM. He paved the way for a generationeskearchers who engage with what
he identified as primary cultural dimensiéragreeing with, disagreeing with, and
expanding on his wofk As one fan points out "it would be easier forasans to

cross the desert without touching sand than it dibel for researchers and
practitioners in this field to avoid Hofstede's Wbf Bing, 2004:81). Academics
concern themselves mostly with ontological and meétihogical issues, focusing on
the accuracy of measurement, and the predictivesyabi the model (Smith et al,
1996); or on comparative studies of individual disiens (Imahori and Cupach,
1994). More action-oriented researchers and pi@aagits are concerned with
applicability issues, generating studies of ledaprand management across cultures
(Javidan et al, 2006; Kedia and Mukherji, 1999@ssrcultural team work
(Distephano and Maznevski, 2000) and, in gendral;ibternational dimensions of
organizational behavior' (Adler, 1997). Like mostinstream management literature,
the predominant interest is with prediction andto@nwith the generation of clear-
cut solutions and prescriptions to all eventuaitemed at generating unequivocally

‘effective action' in a field riddled with paradexand ambiguity.

Despite the fact that Hofstede (1996) has comé&¢ssboth the impossibility of a
‘universal theory of organization’, and the sitdasss of any author within his
culture; it is his work that has generated thendnaarrative' of culture. His

understanding of culture is firmly rooted in systethinking, whereby it is a ‘whole'

" The dimensions Hofstede identified were individsialj masculinity, power distance and uncertainty
avoidance (1980), adding a time dimension severatsylater (1991).

8 In particular Bond, with the 'Chinese Culture @ection’; and Schwartz, with his addition of twe bi
polar dimensions: openness to change versus catsany and self-enchancement versus self-
transcendence (Smith and al., 1996).

121



which acts causally on its parts. He evokes BoglditGeneral Hierarchy of Systems'
to explain the human inability to rise above ttwim cultural assumptions. While he
asserts that because "the social sciences aralheaences in which the scientist (
level 7) is less complex than her/his objeat level §...social knowledge will always
be subjective, partial and tentative" (1996:53djas mine); it is, ironically, his own
model which has inspired so many voices who seespéak in an 'objective,

impartial and assertive' tone!

Definitions of culture are almost as numerous dmees, but, whether articulated in
cognitive terms (‘mental models’, 'schemas’ etdr) behavioral ones (‘learned
behaviors'), most definers assume that "cultuoemposed of psychological
structures by means of which individuals or groapsdividuals guide their
behavior" (Geertz, 2003). Geertz sees three primaslglems in such definitions, and
| agree wholeheartedly. The first involves reifioat where culture is imagined as "a
self-contained 'super-organic' reality with foreesl purposes of its own" (2003:150).
Consequently, it is often anthropomorphized, atribated causal verbs (culture
'creates’, 'acts’, 'defines'...). The second invalgdaction, and the claims that "it
consists in the brute pattern of behavioral evemt®bserven factto occur in some
identifiable community or other” (Ibid.), generajithe stereotypical phrases that
populate most cross-cultural management literatlite French consider...", 'The
Argentinians believe...', 'The English prefer...", dthe third, and most insidious
because most popular, locates culture in "the mamdshearts of men" (Goodenough,
in Geertz, 2003:151), where it serves to generab@wior, thus creating ‘cultural
algorithms': sets of rules or prescriptions that lba known and predicted, and, in
terms of management literature, responded to ialggknown and predictable ways.

These three tendencies (reification, reduction'algdrithmication’) are amplified
through the two most popular metaphors used toritbesculture. The first is the
computing metaphor, which Hofstede himself uselstitimg the latest reworking of
his model "Software of the Mind"(2005). This isataken up by others, with bodies
as hardware, social or national culture as opegaystems, and organizational
culture as program applications (O'Hara-DevereauakJdhansen, 1994; Duarte and
Snyder, 2000). Bruner (1990) points out the selmerigations of this metaphor,

emphasizing its unexamined substitution of 'infaioraprocessing’ for 'meaning
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construction’; the reductionism inherent in claaisiecformation theory (in which a
message is 'informative’ to the extent that it cedualternative choices); and its
evocation of rational choice theory, in which hunaation is spoken of in terms of
the 'computation’ of the utility of alternative oames. While this metaphor certainly
evokes the profound impact culture has on humadargat leaves no room for the
emergence of such action in surprising and unerpggeatterns — so common in

cross-cultural interactions!

The second metaphor posits culture as a map. Thanrege serves to generalize and
abstract culture from its embodiment in the mialay-to-day challenges (which are)
confusing and much of the time painful" (O'Hara &w&lereaux, 1994:37). It offers a
macro level solution that can enable the succe$sluigation' of these challenges —
thus bypassing the confusion and pain. This imadm@sed on assumptions that we
can learn what the territory is like prior to, dnaim outside ofpur immediate
experience of it, and so plan for appropriate rasps. By suggesting that there is a
way of 'arriving' at effectiveness without gettilogt, the map image affords a false
sense of security, and a gross simplification efémbodied cross-cultural
experience. Once more | find myself evoking Geewtzo insists that "cultural
analysis is (or should be) guessing at meaningesasg the guesses, and drawing
explanatory conclusions from the better guessdgjisoovering the Continent of
Meaning and mapping out its bodiless landscaped32A®9).

The popular use of these two metaphors constitultes | see as the major
inconsistency in much cross-cultural managemesriditire. While most writers stress
the inevitability of ambiguity, uncertainty and ¢aadiction in global work (Black et
al., 1999; O'Hara and Devereaux, 1994; McCall antiddbeck, 2002; Jokinen, 2004,
Kedia and Mukheriji, 1999; Bird and Osland, 200%jdan et al., 2006); they often
proceed to formulate models and prescriptionsdaatbe used in order to 'overcome’,
'manage’ and 'control' these. The global leadergdrgion of the competency
movement is particularly implicated in this dissoo@ ‘Embracing uncertainty’,
‘tolerance for ambiguity’ and ‘acceptance of conxtleand its contradictions’ are
identified as characteristics essential for thieative global leader, only to be spoken
about as discrete, clearly defined competenciegshwdan be systematically acquired.
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There are, however, some voices which attemptabrdere directly with the
contradictions involved in cross-cultural managetnleuat they too fall short of a
creating a truly paradoxical perspective. One rletakample is the work of
Hampden-Turner and Tompenaars (2000), who endéavackle the complexity of

"conflicting values™ that constitute cross-culiueacounters. Their basic thesis is that
“"cultures are not arbitrarily or randomly differdrdm one another... (they are)
mirror imagesof one another's values, reversals of the ordeisaquence of looking
and learning” (2000:1). Such reversals, they claira,sometimes "fascinating, (but
mostly) frightening...because many of us mistakeréversal of our own value
systems for a negation of what we believe in" (JbiRlther than exploring the
paradoxical dynamic created by fascination and teawvever, the aim of their book
is to provide a linear path "to lead you through fifight into the fascination” (Ibid).
This is done through a careful examination of tlay wpposing values can be
reconciled, thereby avoiding vicious cycles of ¢ehfand discord, and generating
virtuous cycles in which the synthesizing of theppositions can lead to creative

solutions.

Hampden-Turner and Tompenaars' work provides a gaathple for the kind of
inconsistency | have been noticing. It stems frbgirtadherence to a systems
approach to culture, which often generates whate§tat al.(2000) speak of as the
'both/and’ approach of dual causality. On the @arelhculture is spoken of in terms
of a 'formative teleology': it is a coherent whalkich acts upon and directs human
action in a deterministic way, forming ‘'mindsetslues and behaviors. On the other
hand, the individual is completely autonomous, Wi freedom to make rational
choices and implement them (‘rational teleologyhcluding acting against these
mindsets and values! He/she can thus analyze condjivalues 'from outside’ of
them, understand that they are reslly 'negations’ of his/her own values, and act in
a rational way to 'reconcile’ these oppositionsld®@ating one teleology at the macro
level (culture), and the other at the micro (thdividual), paradox is resolved.
Hamden-Turner and Trompenaars themselves seemslgbty uncomfortable with
the 'patness' of their model, admitting that, &ntf life is far more perilous”
(2000:62). But this 'perilousness' is firmly bamdifrom their text. In my experience,
cultures arenot coherent (‘'mirror images'); opposing values doses#mto negate

one's own — they actualtio, providing "alternative$o us (rather than).for
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us"(Geertz, 2000, emphasis mine); contradictioaoften not experienced as
‘complementary’, but remain intensely conflict@adgd people cannot easily 'will
themselves' into adopting other perspectives thrdegcompassing reasoning"
(Hampden-Turner and Trompenaars, 2000:4)!

Another voice problematizing the assumptions wipiattern cross-cultural discourse
is Lowe's (2002). In Lowe, | recognize a fellow eehgainst what he calls the
structuralist-functionalist paradigm. This priviegconceptual, structural analysis
that generates relatively stable and static 'caiiegjaf culture, over the
understanding of process and interaction, withrthetcompanying dynamics of
change, uncertainty and paradox. He locates tmadganm firmly within the tradition
of Western thought, and sees the operational irpbios of speaking about culture in
terms of a "real, mechanistic, measurable, comtotd!' construct (2002:21) in the
creation of a power structure, a meta-narrative dfthieving social regulation and
rationalistic logic" (Ibid:25). As an alternative what he calls this 'monocled cultural
myopia', he proposes a 'binocular' vision, basetherChinese Taoist understanding
of management, which legitimizes contradiction patadox, and thus enables a

broader and deeper understanding of culture.

But Lowe's work too, | feel, falls short of hisemtion. Despite his advocacy of a
socially constructed, process perspective whichisdime interdependence of self
and environment; his use of the visual metaphdsinbcular’ vision is problematic.
Although he posits the "practice of the observatiboulture” as a "cultural product
of the West" (Ibid:32), he goes on to construceespective that remains firmly
within the 'observer' paradigm, placing the redsarroutside the phenomenon
observed. Binocular vision, by creating "anotheslemay enable the inclusion of
paradox — but its aim is accuracyvidion, belying the social construction of the
phenomenon as participated in or experienced. Hikistede and many others in the
field, he is drawn to systems thinking. Cultureiagaorks as a ‘whole’, impacting its
parts at different levels: it is a 'deeper strugtwhich creates an 'explicate’ world.
Although he notices patterns of both stability amtability at work, he never sees
these in paradoxical terms of, for example, 'staidéability’, for they exist on
separate levels: stability remains ever a "surfgeearance underpinned by constant

transformation” (Ibid:28). And, while he negates tomputing metaphor, his own
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alternative — DNA — rings with a similar (albeit recorganic) flavor of programmed
causality. Finally, despite his intention to spedk a post-modernist perspective, he
advocates a Taoist approach, which privileges loalamd harmony between
opposing forces, over the conflictual and parada»aspects of organizational life
noticed by many post-modern writers (Kilduff andhivie 1997).

5.2.3 'Getting it": an attempt at differentiation

In my engagement with these voices in cross-cultiteaature, | am noticing how my
resistance to locating my own here has movedsimaange way, it has both become
stronger, and less vehement. | am 'getting’ whattitat | object to and feel
constricted by, and the voices | wish to distangseti from; as well as what |
recognize as resonating with my own approach, aaddices | am more willing to
ally myself with. Most significantly, | understafa more coherently how | wish to

speak into the field.

| wish to distance myself from the voices that $peaa positivistic, rationalistic
manner about cross-cultural work as a set of dis@ed predictable problems, for
which simple solutions can generated. | wish takpan a more tentative and
constructed manner, about this work as consistimgmplex, interactive and
dynamic 'first-time events' or ‘difficulties of emtation’ (Shotter, 2007). | am willing
to ally myself more with voices who, like Geertpeak of culture as "an essentially
contested concept” in that "no one quite knows wthat (Geertz, 2000:11).
Although essentially 'unknowable', culture nevdahe weaves together themes of
identity, meaning and context, all of which arenrately recognizable in the lived

moment.

And so, | am arguing that in the uncertainty anchplexity of the global

environment, new and creative ways of 'going oretiogr' can only emerge within the
disorienting experience of a genuine engagemehtaifterence and 'otherness' in the
lived moment. Most the voices speaking into theddfiare implicated in finding ways
of avoiding this experience under the assumptian 'gffective action' cannot emerge
within the process of disorientation. 'Getting-ith terms of theory — would involve

understanding that the direct 'application’ of tkéoal models, or the implementation
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of general prescriptions for effective action, setw block any kind of creativity
which, by definition, can only emerge in self-orgamg ways in interaction. 'Getting
it' — in terms of experience in practice — is canostd by the sudden understanding
that takes shapes from within the unorchestrateantion.

5.3 CROSS CULTURAL CONVERSATIONS IN A GLOBAL
ORGANIZATION: EXPLORING CONFLICTUAL UNDERSTANDINGS

"The mystery of difference”, says Geertz, "takexplin the dark” (2000:82). We
prefer to assume it, to label it, to seek reliabid validated ways of managing it —just
not to explore in the darkness. My endeavor intpracnvolves the search for other
possibilities of action: to bring differences tagle, and perhaps shadowy, light in
conversation. In the conversations | go on to ratalifferences get explored, tested,
challenged, justified, denied, questioned, laugitedhey are not reconciled, or 'dealt
with' through the implementation of prescriptions ‘effective action'. They are made
known, and engaged with in a living, embodied waynoments of interaction.

In June, 2006, | gave a presentation at a conferenc'Conflict Resolution in
Organizations" at the Hebrew University of Jerusal&/hile most of the other
presenters spoke either about theoretical modegisesented quantitative results of
various conflict resolution methodologies, | ch¢s@mewhat uneasily) to tell stories.
The stories | told involved interactions that enggl¢n conversations | participated in
within different Kelide projects, at various timas,various places around the world.
Conflict was an organizing theme in all my storiesnflicts that emerged within
these living conversations between people of diffecultures as we participated in
workshops together; and the stories of conflicytteéd, conflicts that arose in their

everyday work within their own encounters with crasiltural differencés

oA quick note on cross-cultural differences, andgbeential 'misunderstandings' or conflicts they
sometimes generate, may be in order here. In ¢od#ustrate, | will use a simple, and grossly
generalized, example. It involves different wayegressing a similar intention, say — respect. In
Malaysia, for example, a cultural pattern that seémrget repeated is the expression of respeaighro
a relatively non-confrontational way of speakin@isTwould mean rarely using a direct "no" in
conversation, under the assumption that this cpatdntially disrupt the harmony of the immediate
interaction, and entail the loss of 'face’. Inésran the other hand, this type of non-confrootai
behavior tends to be 'immediately’ experiencedvaak’, '‘avoiding', 'hypocritical' — in short,
untrustworthy. Why? Because, in Israel, if you extpne, you will not 'beat around the bush' — you
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| chose to tell stories at the conference, as $eho do now, because | feel that any
attempt at forging an abstract, theoretical mod@at goes on in these
conversations cannot fully account for the selfamiging, emergent ways in which
the experience of conflict often becomes transfaraepeople speak with each other.
And so | will attempt to show, rather than expldiow this happens. | will do this in

a series of stories, because | feel that each atonge does not give a sense of the
patterns that crystallize. It is only in the engagat with one story after another that |
feel my reader can be invited to 'get it'.

This narrative is my attempt to show or ‘make rfesti (Shotter, 2007) what |

believe ‘getting it’ might mean in the context ebss-cultural conversations, and
constitutes what is emerging as an alternative@éapproach taken up by many cross-
cultural theorists and practitioners, who advodthageclear 'mapping’ of differences,
the creation of a clear understanding of how aeexls to adapt to these differences in
order to be effective, and the consequent impleatiemt of what we have understood.

| am noticing how subtle shifts of meaning withoneersation are created
spontaneously and unexpectedly, calling forth fiensations in the way we
understand ourselves in relation to, and speak, wébh other. These shifts, however,
are not unintended — they comprise the approaaintryng to formulate. My

practice is an attempt to create the conditionclvhay enable their arising. Since
much of what | do emerges in subtle and tentattgponse to what is happening in
the moment - and, as my learning colleagues paintime and again, often remains
invisible - | have chose to highlight my own "adit/through the use of italics. What
follows is thus an exploration of "some of the vepgcial phenomena that occur only
when, as living, embodied beings, we enter intoually responsive, dialogically-
structured relations with the others and otherreeasaund us- when we cease to set
ourselves, unresponsively, over against them atet arto a dynamic inter-
involvement with them" (Shotter, 2007:27).

will speak directly, saying exactly what you medn.Malaysia, the latter is often 'immediately'
experienced as quite violent, certainly 'rudetpgant' and perhaps 'aggressive'
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5.3.1 "This is who | am!": a personal story of identity ad integrity (India)

In a conversation at the India site, Cathy, a USigpant newly arrived in India, tells
of her encounter with different norms. One storgdmes the focus of conversation.
She tells of the apartment she lives in, and teargchg lady whom she meets every
day on the stairs. Each morning, she greets thisamowith a cheery 'hello’, and each
morning, the woman ‘answers' her with silence anavarted look. In her efforts to
be friendly and to invite (maybe force?) a 'frigndésponse, her greetings become
more insistentAs she speaks, | notice some of the participantsamorkshop
beginning to smile, while others look somewhat @nalsaed | too feel a little
embarrassed for what | am sensing as her ‘unrespensay of speakinghe is so
emotionally implicated in her narrative that shese unaware of these reactiohs
notice the parallel theme that is emerging in themant: the power of her convictions
and ideology to blind her to the nuances of othesponses. | wonder if to say
something, but make a quick call that she willlm®gble to hear yet — she needs to

finish her story.

She continues. Irritated by the woman's lack gboese — 'coldness' and
'impoliteness’ she names it — she tells this smRajindar, an Indian colleague. His
response is non-committal: "Oh", he says, "Sheidring impolite — quite the
contrary. She is giving you the respect you desasva higher-status member of
society by not speaking with you. In fact, youeatpts at ‘friendliness' are probably
quite embarrassing to her. | expect she would ptbt you stop.” He immediately
returns the conversation to work, and Cathy isdafte shaken. She cannot let it go.
What is so obvious to Rajindar — the Indian cagstesn and its implications for the
way people live their everyday lives — calls inteegtion her very basic belief in the
equality of all human beings. She attempts to eadragindar in this conversation,

but he will not go there. She is delighted at thpartunity to speak in the workshop.

She is, however, quite unprepared for the respastssoon elicitsShe is challenged
by her Indian colleagues: if she holds such a gtkaew on human equality, does she
not also hold an equally strong belief that all lamnbeings should therefore be
equally respected? "Of course!" she answers. "Fotangnore this woman as | pass

her would mean the ultimate disrespétsuddenly understand that we are in the
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realm of cult values, which are being functionalize very different way@Mead,
1923, in Stacey, 2005) am aware of Cathy's distress, and of how thesecsation is
funneling itself into a focused discussion of ‘Gaghssue’. | try to turn the
conversation slightly away from her, to widen itibyiting some reflection on what

respect means to each of uspeak of myself

The notion gets taken up in the conversation iroeencomplex way: what is respect
if not somehow engaging in the other's understandint? One suggestion is that
perhaps respect, in this situation, would meairacknowledging the other. Cathy
cannot accept this. Surely 'recognition’ is a ursgeway of showing respect!
Perhaps, she is told, in this case, recognitionldvoonsist of silence, a silent
recognition of the place we hold in a social ordéhat here, is clearly hierarchicél
am aware of my own discomfort in this conversatsumprised by the volume of my
own reactions. Are my own egalitarian values atlmall bias' — or is it ‘'who | am'? |

recognize Cathy in myself. Perhaps others do too.

Cathy is shocked to hear that her 'innocent’ attem@prespect and recognition may be
understood as a power play — is she not attemfidgminate by imposing her
values on another? | notice that people are spgaRore gently — they are aware of
the intention embodied in Cathy's behavior; theyaware that her confusion and
distress are genuine. There has been a shift iwdlyeshe is being seen. She is no
longer the 'colonizing American' she seemed totleeastart. People have begun to
guestion their own notions of respect. Cathy'systas stirred all this up, but the
conversation has shifted: what was an intenselygoetd experience has somehow
become a shared experience that we all partaleejoiint exploration of power,

recognition, respect.

There are no clear conclusions. What has becoméfeaps a sense of the immense
complexity we are engaging with, as we attempad¢bwith integrity’, and understand
that what constitutes integrity for one person hayexperienced as painfully abusive
to another. Cathy comes to me at the end of thé&shop, obviously disturbed. "I
can't change my behaviour" she says — "it wouldmgeang against everything |
have been brought up to believe in! This is whinl"aVe speak for a few minutes.

She longs for me to tell her ‘what to do' — whadfhgourse, | can't, because | am not
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sure what | myself would do. | tell her this. Asspeak, | am aware of a change in
the quality of our conversatiott.has become permeated by a certain reflectiveness
She speaks with less conviction: in some sensegmese of identity has been shaken,
but, at the same time, she seems more willing to thes experience of 'not-knowing'.
| listen to her, hearing her confusigexperiencing my own helplessness lacing with
hers: have | pushed this conversation to a poiatgainful for her to bear in these

circumstances?

A few weeks later, | receive an email from her. 8tanks me again for the
workshop, saying that it was really meaningfullier. "I have stopped saying hello to
the cleaning lady" she says. "But each time | p&ssl have a sense of discomfort.
Even though it somehow seems the right thing tatdever becomes 'automatic’' — it
always takes effort".

5.3.2 "Can | trust you?”: Ethics and the multi-cultural &perience (China)

| am working with a diverse group in China. Onedhd English participants, Jeff, is
speaking about his first experience of working witivhat he understands to be a
business norm in China: the ambiguous processuddiibg relations' with local
authorities. He is describing his attempts to betauthorization to build a new
facility. After a few weeks of reluctantly 'winirend dining' officials, his request for

certain changes to the building plans is refused.

He speaks of his frustration and anger — he hadmstabd that the 'relationship
building' would ensure the desired bottom- linautss A conversation ensues, about
the meaning of this ‘'wining and dining'. Is itadar process, in which one performs a
certain action (the hosting) and the result is itaéNy what one desires (the building
permit)? In other words, does it constitute a lohdribery — an absolute

impossibility for those working in a global orgaaion? And, if so, why was the
request then refused? Or is it, as a Chinese pmati; John, tries to explain, the
'lubrication’ of processes — but not bribery intthathing is actually promised? Is

there a difference?
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"Well," asks Jeff, in a pragmatic, matter of famté, "Are there rules about the
building issue or not?" The answer he gets is aalént. "Yes, there are rules, but
these can be changed under certain circumstari¥gbat would these circumstances
be? Would they include personal connections?" Tisgvar never achieves the

desired clarity, remaining forever in the realncohtingency.

| invite stories that seem connected, and theyrbegilow People begin to tell stories
of their encounters with the law, with regulatiolsscross-cultural jargon, the issue at
hand involves particularistic perspectives and ersalistic ones. The conversation

becomes heated. Ethics becomes its subject. Pieegile to speak about the concept

of 'fairness'.

A senior American OD practitioner, Lorna, becomegegvehement, embodying in
this moment the uncompromising nature of univessialthought: "I come from a law
abiding country, where justice is the same foraail] fairness comes from applying
the same law to all' That is, and can be, the bakis for fairness!" "Well", counters
Li, "here we would say that that in itself is vemyfair, because people live in such
different circumstances. What would constitute,é@oample, a 'fair' fee for one
person, would be devastating to another. How caappty the same rule for all and
consider that fair?" While there remain fairly gl@aganizational regulations about
such issues, we are touching upon the differenswpapple make sense of and value

these regulations — even as they are compellednply with them.

People walk out to the break quite disconcerteaterdlict that is usually invisible
has come to light in all its complexity. Apart frdegal issues, we are touching upon
the primary question of joint endeavour: what ¢bmies ‘trustworthy' behaviour?
While the conversation is generating a deeper wtaleding of the multi-facetedness
of this question, it is also becoming clear thathared understanding' of this will
remain forever elusivd feel that participants are understanding, as kaithat there

can never really be an acceptance of the 'othex'vés completely legitimate.
After the break, the conversation moves to acfionthis is the comfort zoné.

deliberate if we are closing down the questionsgoikly — could we have gone

further with them had there not been a break? Nmseémed like the atmosphere has
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contracted once more. | decide to wait and see a/ttex conversation will gd'he
guestion becomes: how do we go on within the 'englalonstraints’ of the way
'things are done around here'? 'Here' takes od@edadimension, for, in China, at
least, there will never be complete overlap an@@ment between the organizational
‘here’ and the cultural 'here'. The organizatioray is clearly universalistic — quite
understandably in terms of the global scrutiny smgjanizations function under —
and takes precedence. But, at this moment, wieafually clear is that this does not
constitute 'the obviously right way' for all, areteffort and cost sometimes involved
in working according these kinds of regulations.

There is an uneasy understanding forming here,aalivget it' in our different
ways: while disagreement remains, we all have dig together'. This is the
complex reality of global work, and my sense ig ifsaexploration in this particular
conversation has made our joint work more viabiteugh not necessarily easiér
say nothing, for | am sensing that, while we hawged into 'action-item speak’, the
conversation is more hesitant, more nuanced. Qatdias been permeated with
guestioning, although no one has actually voicesl thseems to me we are ‘getting
it’ in silence, and make a call to leave it at thddr ambivalence can never be
formulated in easy ‘conclusions’. What we are igettis that, while we are all
(including myself) bound to comply with organizatibregulations, we have a deeper
appreciation of what this might entail for the diént people in the room.

5.3.3 Being directly indirect: The experience of effiaeness (US)

| am working with a group of senior level financamagers, from different countries
and cultures. | have been asked to join their ydade-to-face meeting, to facilitate a
conversation about the ways they are 'managing'¢hkural differences. People tell
stories about and examine their own interactiossyell as their interactions with
other departments, clients, suppliers. As alwdysorganizational agenda is

‘effectiveness’, and the dominant theme is ‘whatpeises effective action?'
In terms of ways of speaking, there is an obviaugleging of direct, unambiguous

communication. This is obvious both in the way ¢tbaversation takes place, as well

as in its content. The solutions being offeredeidectiveness all involve 'speaking
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up', 'saying what you mean’, ‘confronting otheasid 'being assertive'. The voices of
participants from cultures more accustomed to diftedegrees of this way of
interacting (American, German, Israeli, and Englate being heard far above the
others (Malaysian, Indonesian and Chinebketice this, and point it out. | myself
have been acutely aware of the inequality of pgréiton, and have been unsure as to

what to do about it. | have invited people to spémit with limited success

Donald, an American manager, says: "Well, my assims that if anyone has
something to say, they'll say it." His comment istwith silence. People look around
at each other. Those who have been speaking nadsint consent, and those who
have been silent remain so. But a sudden discomésrbeen createtlsense we are
just beginning to ‘get it’: this 'unquestioned' asgption may not be shared by all. |
voice my thoughtd he conversation continues, but with less conwigitchas begun
to stumble rather than flow. My comment has frageacertainty, and, in the
discomfort that seems to be created, | wondeh#ve done the right thing. People

seem even more reluctant to speak with each otiaer hefore.

| notice that Ming, a Malaysian manager, and on¢hefonly two women in the
group, is becoming very agitated. She has beenogget during the day, politely
refusing my invitations to enter the conversatiomonder if | should try again, and
how to do so without embarrassing hBefore | can come up with an 'effective
solution' to my own question, she suddenly stapdsShe is obviously very excited.
She immediately has everyone's attention. She-sajmost shouts — "You don't
understand! Being indirect is VERY effective!" Hgords create a shocked silence.
She promptly sits down, stunned and somewhat eadsed by her own outburst.
The discomfort that had begun to form with my wands now become intense. We
are all struck by the obvious dissonance betweeat gle is saying and how she is
saying it. She could not have been more direct.iBuiéarly took enormous effort to

be so.

| let the silence resonate for as long as | canrligdeeling that somehow this
experience in silence is valuable. | want to explibre silence, to explore both Ming’s
experience, and our responses to it — but | ansoat this will be acceptable within

the very pragmatic tone that had characterizeddbwversation up till now. | also

134



identify Ming’s outburst as an opportunity to mawvt a different quality of
conversation. It is worth the risk. | speak tentaly — | am a little scared. | turn to
Ming, feeling like she needs to be afforded thesshe seems to desire and fear so
intensely: "Ming, can you say a little more — I'ot quite sure we really understand

what you are speaking abounother participant echoes my request.

She begins to speak, hesitantly, telling aboufrileration she and her team
members experience in the struggle to impact tleada at hand, without risking 'loss
of face' — their own, and others'. She describeglitficulty of not being able to
participate easily in what she experiences as hargaments'. She tells of the
ongoing effort involved in speaking in a way sh&ea — indirectly, non-
confrontationally — and still be heard as convigciWe have all just experienced her
struggle in a very direct way. We have all justexignced the profound differences
between what people think of as 'effective’, and theeply connected this is with the

sense of who they are.

"Well," says Danni, an Israeli, "I think | undensthwhat you are saying. This also
helps me understand why sometimes members of nipalgieam don't speak out; and
why, while | assume that silence indicates congbirigs don't move in the direction
and at the speed | want them to. But the truttha, if you had not said what you just
did, in the direct and emotional way you did, | aot sure | would have understood.

Does this bring us back to our starting point: theihg direcis more effective?"

His question is both legitimate and valuable. Welile at the irony of it. But our
understanding of the question of effectivenessitstbmplex connections with
identity has been transformdslefore this event, we seemed to be heading in the
direction of what could have evolved into an unested (at least vocally!)
‘prescription for effective action': “Be Direct”.dW, as we all sit there together, we
are aware of the complexity it entails: the cortakty of its 'truth’; the difficulty
involved in its functionalization; the voices itrplyzes; the values it may silenéear
me, | am aware that it is this very understandimat tboth constitutes and generates
‘effective action' in the global, multi-cultural ape these managers inhablihave no
need to speak this — it is clear to me that we lalyen one way or another, 'gotten
it'.
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A year later, | come across Danni in the corridiira different Kelide site. We are
both rushing off to meetings. “That was some exgrexe!” he tells me. “I feel it really
impacted the way | relate to the people | work witban't believe how sure | was
about how to get things done! I'm not so sure amyen- but it seems to be working
better!” It is a fleeting encounter. We both golb&xrushing, | with a sense of deep

gratification.

5.3.4 Leadership: the global challenge (England)

The conversation explores the notion of leadersing, the obvious complexity of
taking it up in the uncertain and ambiguous glaalironment. The participants are
English, American and Irish managers, all of whoanage global groups. Michael,
an Irish manager tells about a particularly mesggizational project that involved
people from different cultures and professions, sehwork was highly
interdependent. His story focuses on a crisiséhagrged with the client, and the
consequences of a deadline missed due to diffaretgrstandings regarding product

expectations.

He tells how he invited the participation of tearambers to explore the problem, and
empowered them to create solutions, delegatingoatytio enable what he saw as the
guickest and best decisions. He speaks with phdetehow some of his team rose to
the challenge, developing their own leadership ciipa in the process; and of his
disappointment in others whom he felt just coulds& to the responsibility. In
particular, he speaks of two Indian engineers, wherfelt refused to take the

initiative, and commit themselves to independeisiens.

The conversation moves to what leadership involwes; it can be developed, and
how some people have a 'natural bent' — while stvél never be leaders. All the
participants agree that this becomes particuladplematic as globalization expands,
and people need to take more and more personangiyity for 'self management'.
There is a lot of self-justification in our speafjrand the conversation seems to be
generating a kind of flatness, embodied in a grgwaansensus around complaints:

'too bad not everyone can be as good/ responsiblemitted ' as we are'.l.sense
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my growing dissatisfaction with the direction we &aking, but the few comments
and questions | make are not managing to impattigten carefully, waiting for
some kind of ‘gap’ or interruption in this musiatihas crystallized, one that may

offer an opportunity for deepening our exploratmfrwhat leadership is all about.

| do not have to wait londgsean, another Irishman, who has held managemlest r

in Japan, suddenly says: "I wonder how your Indéam would tell this story".
Michael replies quickly and unreflectively "Oh -ethhad lots of good excuses — they
always do"But | am intrigued, and recognize immediately tbeeptial his comment
holds for sparking a change of direction. "What goa getting at?" | askn (what
seems to me!) a terribly indirect and understatag, Wean begins to speak about
some of his own attempts to manage Japanese t&amgpattern in his vignettes
becomes: "What | thought of as really good leadprgiarticipative and inspiring;

was seen by many — as | heard only later — asdimplete abandonment of
leadership, my own inability to make firm decisipasd a lack of confidence and

conviction on my part

Everyone is silent for a moment, as we all wagde if Michael will choose to take
this as a direct challenge, and what his respondido@. Will he choose to defend
himself, and continue the theme of justificatianydl he be able to take this up as an
invitation to explore assumptions of what 'gooddEahip’ is about®ith visible

effort, Michael resorts to humor: "Is this your wafyimplying that | am a colonial
boor?" he asks, grinningam delighted. He has given us permission to ergics

story in a different way.

In the ensuing conversation, leadership gets spakent in a far more complex way,
with the understanding that it often involves pavadal perspectives of what 'leading’
is about — as well as what 'following' entails. To@versation moves in two
directions simultaneously. One involves persoradiégship experiences, values and
assumptions; and the difficulty of actually adagtithese to differing expectations
that arise in different cultures. The other invalvarganizational culture’, and the
supposedly 'shared values' we are all presumedldo lbeadership at Kelide has a
specific shape and color: it consists of the caltigs of ‘personal accountability’,

'risk-taking’, ‘productive confrontation'.
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But what comes alive in this conversation is thdtile we may all agree with these
values — as values; the ways they are functiordhiizéhe moment, particularly in
different cultures, cannot be predicted or contialMWhat 'risk’ means to an Irish
person, may be very different from what it meanartdndian. What are the
implications of all this diversity for our ability lead our teams to successful action?
To what extent does someone leading a global, foultural team need to be aware
of and adapt to these differing understandingsd-tanvhat extent does anyone
coming into this organization need to take on Keeldlues — in the way Kelide
defines them? Is this at all possible? If not, thwrat does being a 'global
organization' actually mean? Power, hierarchy, dation are spoken about —

sometimes openly, sometimes in evocative hints.

This is again a conversation with no unequivocakaars. It has come up, in different
forms, time and again at Kelide (see project 25 taken up with different degrees of
openness, and always has a sense of urgency abmaitnell as traces of felt
subversion. People are never quite sure to whaneatl this questioning is
legitimate, and to what extent it should be poliddthve no ready answers. My own
ideology leads me to recognize this conversatisraraextremely important one, in
which people attempt to understand what it is #x@yactually doing 'with' and 'to’
each other; how their values are implicated in #hastivities, and how differences
are engaged in, accepted and/or rejected. Andesaburage taking this up. Am |

being subversive? Yes, | probably am.

It is never an easy conversation for me. | am neuee of its boundaries. Several
times after workshops, | have had the feeling tmatvork at Kelide was going to be
terminated and that | was going to be asked todeathat the conversations | was
encouraging were going to be labeled 'non-prod@ttivet | am invited back, again
and againAnd, apparently, people who participate in theseveosations do not go
away and 'rebel'. Perhaps the power structureipaoaverful. Perhaps the benefits too
attractive. And perhaps the ability to exploreddlthese immensely complex issues in
conversation with colleagues generates the energyte forward in action with a
new understanding of ourselves and others as vea gogether in our daily work

lives.
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5.3.5 “They say | am different”: The cost of changer(tionesia)

This conversation takes place within a forum thatudes mostly Indonesians, a
couple of Americans, a Singaporian, and two Chinaéef whom work much of the
time in global teams. We are speaking of the waskwappens in these teams. The
conversation seems measured and hesitam sensing a kind of impatience in
myself, and suddenly understand that | am encougtein a direct and situated way,
the cultural norms of the 'teaching paradigm' witkwhich most of the participants
were raised, with its implications of power ineqtyalThe minute | stand before them,
| am 'teacher’, and they are 'pupils’; | am all panful, they are powerless; | speak,

and they listen.

This is a paradigm whose ideology | question inégnsVly intention is to ease the
conversation away from this, and, as far a possiolé comfortable, towards more of
what | experience as an 'equal exchange'. | amedgatware of my own cultural
biases as | attempt this. | have deliberated muar this issue. | find myself speaking
far more authoritatively in situations like thigodt | cannot let go of the desire to
create a different kind of conversation. Am | thdtural boor' here — imposing my
own values from a position of power? And, if | ext; what effect will this
conversation have? With no clear answers, | findetfyreading very carefully.

| divide people up into small groups to engageams of the questions that have been
raised, in the hope that my absence in the groupsupled with the use of their

native tongue where possible — will free up whalexperiencing as an extremely
constrained conversation. | voice my intentiongaing hesitantly about cultural
norms, and how different it is to facilitate a wshlop here from one in Israel, for
exampleThey laugh, for many recognize the 'Israeli exgrae’ in which a second of
silence is a proven impossibility, and where l&ssitthree people speaking at any
given moment is in the realm of singularity. Betwelee humor and the small group

method, animated conversation emerges.

Coming back to the large group, | invite them tomgrsome of the issues that were

raised. There is silence. | wait just a tiny bimd¢ger than | sense is comfortapénd
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Sue, an Indonesian woman, begins to speak. Shartgsadmits that the
conversation in her group has moved onto othercgpiask if they would be willing
to speak anyway. They all look a little embarrasse@donder if | should let it go.
There is another silenc&nd then Julie says "We were speaking about howhave

changed since we started working here."

| immediately recognize an opening. "In what waly&8k."Here, at work, we are
encouraged to be direct, we are expected to candtbers and express disagreement
openly. We are learning, in some ways, to be mpene- what the Americans call

'up front'. Sometimes, we are even expected toroephbur bosses. It is not easy. It
often doesn't seem quite right". | am surpriselgeatopenness — although she speaks
in the plural, she is quite forthright. The othseegm surprised too — and | feel that
they are looking at me expectantly: ‘is it legitten¢éo discuss things like this here?'

they seem to be asking.

| have no idea. Once again, | wonder to what extieistkind of conversation would
appear subversive, and to whom? Should | let itign2ke a quick call not to,
realizing | am taking a risk, both in terms of herticipants' ‘comfort zones', and in
terms of organizational 'legitimacy'. It feels,thre moment, like a really important
conversation to have. | decide to give it a tryd @ee what happens. "Does anyone
else feel this way?" | ask is as if | have let open a dam. "My parentg lshave
changed”, says Jalal. "My husband is constantlyptaimng that | am becoming a

Western woman — | am more aggressive, more demgihsitys Emma — and so on.

The conversation moves to the inevitability, thalgy and the extent of adaptation,
for most of those who speak say that indeed Hasechanged. Is this a good thing?
The question is in the air, although no one acyuatliculates it. Some justify the
changes. Some bring up the complex question ofadjidiion and powemvho should
change? “Are the Americans also having these wopsP’ is one of the questions
that always comes up. The price of such changespi®red, as well as the price of
not adapting. Most seem to feel that these kinchahges come with the territory —
while they were not aware of all the nuances, #rew they were going to have to
adapt ways of working, thinking and speaking whHesytcame to work here. Some

(mainly the younger participants) like who they beeoming; some are not sure.
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George, the most senior participant in this gresipery practical: "I am one person
from 8 to 5 o'clock (others laugh — it never endS!y and another from 5 till the next
morning. | have no problem with that!" Others nothey recognize the experience,
though it cannot be as simple as George proposeses a thoughtful quality in the
conversation, a kind of joint reflection that it mopart of their ordinary work

conversation.

| sense it is time to move on. | too am left thowgHtam understanding ‘conflict in
cross-cultural encounters' in yet a different wthe inner conflict we experience as
we move towards what has been defined in orgaizaliterms as 'effective
behaviour'. We are touching upon the deep chantpdslization is creating, and the
sense of opportunity and loss inherent in thesegbls. | am left with a taste of
sadness, aware of the complex implications ofadl § am also left with an uneasy
sense of my own activity — whose goals am | setweng? Am | being 'used’ as an
'instrument’ to strengthen the ' colonializingdwer structure, making it ‘easier' for
people to adopt the Western values and behavioabgously privileged at Kelide?
Or am | impacting the shifting of power relationsdeepening people's
understanding of the complexity of their experieeel thus generating the
conditions for a renewed 'choice’ of participationnon-participation in the Kelide
ethos? Is it possible to be implicated in both dfemeously? That is often the

experience of what | do.

5.4 ACCOUNTING FOR PRACTICE

What emerges from my stories is the different wayshich subtle shifts occur in
interactions between people from different cultuiidgese shifts can be spoken about
in different ways; | would like to speak about thama transformation of meaning,
sense of self, and ways of speaking together thatge interactively, in the lived
encounter with cultural 'otherness'. | have usecdettpression 'getting it' to evoke the
nature of the shifts, in which people 'get’ "artilopl grip' on...events from a
standpoint in motior- (grasping) the nature of their unfolding contaarme”

(Shotter, 2006:94). The elusive quality of the tegetting it' serves my purpose well,
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for | am saying that creative responses to the gnityi and conflict, which often
typify the experience of working across cultures) only emerge in unpremeditated,

self-organizing ways within living interaction.

All these stories show how such subtle shifts oaeyreople's experiences of
themselves-in-relation-to-others, in ways thatheit, nor they, could have predicted
or planned. In this, | am differentiating myselbrin the approaches advocated by
most cross-cultural practitioners, who focus ominfation gathering and the
‘familiarization' with cultural differences; mappithe 'cultural gaps' and generating
clear cut prescription for effective cross-culturdgeraction. In the last part of this
project, | would like to explore the nature of ttexperiences of transformation; how
my practice invites them; and what | see as thanerin organizational life. The
‘explanations’ | offer for what it is | am doing @mge from the activity of 'taking my
experience seriously', and are more “a matter nheoting action to its sense rather
than behaviour to its determinants” (Geertz, int&np2007:110),

5.4.1 The nature of transformation

In my viva exam, my examiner kept returning to goestion of ‘what transforms?’,
formulating it as "So, what you are trying to dongact people's awareness of cross-
cultural differences?" Yes, | am trying to impaata@eness, but not in terms of
gaining a clearer understanding of dmmtentof these differences. My practice
involves an attempt to impact and shift awarenssmaemergent quality of self-in-
interaction, in which sameness and difference takaew meaning in the continuous
movement of conversation. It is a shifting of awessin' rather thanof' cross-

cultural differences: a process of dawning undeditay, in which our sense of self-
in-relation-to-other/ness changes, as does outyatulrespond to each other in
different ways. What my stories 'show' are howtshif the quality of attention and
responsiveness that permeates our conversationgena@d how these conversations
themselves change, moving from a focused searckffective solutions' to the
problems we encounter, to a more diffuse, textaretinuanced exploration of the
complexity of our actual experience as we work sppebk together. As these
conversations gains depth, moment by unfinished emnwhat is transforming is an
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appreciation of all that we are and are not, a$ ageh forming sense of what we can

be, separately and together.

To understand these shifts calls for different wafysnderstanding notions of
communication, meaning and identity. Communicatimves away from the more
traditional and linear 'sender/receiver' modeh toore dynamic and dialogical one.
In the first, 'information’ is central: a 'messageen in terms of a 'thing' which is
fixed' within the head of an active speaker,amsmitted, as accurately as possible,
into the head of a passive listener. In the secom@ning becomes central, and
communication is seen as an irreducibly "contingemtergent and responsive"
process (Barge and Little, 2002:376). It is anvtgti'in which we see ourselves as
participating in the self-organizing emergence efmngful activity from within our
disorderly open-ended responsiveness to one atig8teaw, 2002:32). Thus, for
example, the clear-cut demand to "tell us how tokvedfectively with (say) the
Chinese" becomes a joint exploration of the mudefad experience aictually
workingwith the Chinese, and the meaning that both erseagd is lost in the living
experience itself.

The notion of meaning is then seen less in termdedinition’, but rather a
relationally constructed and emergent propertytdraction itself (Mead, 1967,
Bruner, 1990). According to Mead, who was perh&pditst to speak of a dialogical
concept of communication, the basic unit of studizuman action is the interaction:
the intertwined movement of gesture/response, witlhiich meaning arises. For
Mead, this dialogical act of communication is cahto the formation of identity and
the experience of self; within this relational moment, mind, self and society all
emerge together. And so, identity becomes 'joattiar than an individual
construction; a continually shifting process rattiem a coherent and unified monad
(Elias, 2000; Stacey, 2005; Dalal, 2000: Holqué05; Gurevitch, 2002; Gergen,
2002; Rorty, 1999). If we agree to speak of idgntitthis way, more in keeping with
a 'weak ontology of becoming' rather than a 'stremigplogy of being’ (Chia, 1995),
then what is happening in the conversations | spéake transformations in the way

people experienoc&ho they aren relation to others in the 'inter-lived' moment.
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These shifts, which emerge in the encounter wighdtherness' of cultural difference,
are spoken of by different writers. Martin, for exale, drawing on the work of
Taylor, speaks of two conditions under which we taly engage with 'difference’,
and become transformed. The first involves "thei@umoment (in which) we allow
ourselves to be interpolated by the other; wheeedifierence escapes from its
categorization as an error, a fault, or a lessateueloped version of what we are,
and challenges us to see it as a viable humamatiee” (Taylor, 2002; quoted in
Martin, 2005:248). The second entails an acceptahttes challenge in a way that
enables us to see our own perspective, beliefasggadtc. in relation to our own
background, rather than as "a generalized feafutleediuman condition as such”
(Ibid). These two intertwined processes must bediand relived in the situated and
complex engagement in the moment, for "no disendyatendpoint, free of our own
prejudices, is available to expedite this protrdcpainfully won process...(for it is)
an interactive and conversational, ‘coming-to-ademstanding' model (that emerges)

in our effortful engagement with the other " (Ibid)

What it is, then, that is actually involved in ttpsotracted, painfully won process' of
‘effortful engagement'? Shotter speaks of "arrgstitstriking” or "moving

moments”, in which we "let the otherness of theepinter us and make us other than
we already are" (Shotter, 2007:104). Bhaktin forates the notion of ‘transgredience’,
evoking the way "aspects of self cross over toratleéses” (Jabri, 2004:573;

Holquist, 2005), and self becomes saturated witleroiGurevitch (2001) explores the
'dialogic moment', emphasizing its conflictual mteaving of threads of
'monovocality’, coercion and fear as well thosenatuality, plurality and

multivocality.

However we choose to speak of them, it is exabtge moments — in their
immediate, embodied expression — that | am attergpa study: moments in which
our selves and our voices become intertwined in aegdvunexpected ways, creating
the 'ordinary transformations' that significantlypact and shift our sense of who we
are. They are the moments in which Cathy strugglésthe dawning understanding
of the way her words and actions are experienceaathmsrs — and that this is exactly
the opposite of what she intends. Meaning shiftsleaves, as saying hello to a

cleaning lady becomes a colonializing act of poatdhe same time as it is
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experienced as an act of deep respect; not sagitgldiecomes an act of authenticity.
They are the moments of Michael's struggle to esinimself as his convictions of
what 'good leadership' — seminal to his sense ohwhe is and how he manifests in
work life — are powerfully challenged. They are edlied in the thoughtful sadness
that permeates the conversation in the Indonesi&skiop, as we all become open to
experiencing the full significance and complex rigations of who we are becoming
as we live our workday lives within the 'othernedsa global company. Within these
moments, people actually experience themselvesrdiftly, and, as 'different’ selves,
different responses and actions become possibky dte the moments in which what
we so glibly speak of as ‘change in organizatibasbmes a living reality: recall

Ming, the Malaysian manager, who was suddenly @ht®nfront her colleagues with
a directness she had not imagined possible; or DdmIsraeli manager, who

surprises himself as new ways of speaking emergesimteractions with others.

5.4.2 Creating transformation: a methodology rHqtice

In the attempt to understand how transformatiorthange, is created in ordinary
experiences in organizational life, | turn to otherto are similarly interested, notably
Isaacs (1993, 1999), and Senge and his colleag065); Both Isaacs' notion of
'dialogue’ and Senge et al.'s notion of 'pres€@085) are attempts to articulate
processes for transforming organizational realggacs is concerned with crafting a
"process for transforming the quality of convemsiasi' (Isaacs 1993:25) which could
help us deal more effectively with the complexifyooganizational life, and Senge
and his colleagues are interested in the "extraargimoments of collective
awakening" (2005:3) which lead to profound chamgsdcial systems.

Isaacs' approach is based on the premise that hbenags act into the world as a
result of the meaning they construct in sets ofiagdions, beliefs, values etc., and
that these paradigms are often the cause of mgan@ational dysfunction:
stuckness, conflict, defensive mechanisms etc. Digaan the work of Bohm, he sees
the notion of dialogue as a particular way of sjregkogether which involves
surfacing these underlying assumptions, collectieglbmining them, and, through a
process of 'triple loop learning' (1993), transfomgnour thinking and consequently

our collective action. In this way, 'dialogue’ &8 to be an 'antidote’ to many of the
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problems facing organizations, and lies at thethefasrganization learning and
change (Isaacs, 1999; Schein, 1993; Barge ane Afl02). Senge et al. are
concerned with the kind of individual and colleetishifts created by what they speak
of as 'presence’, which entails "being fully coogs and aware in the present

moment", "deep listening" and "being open beyonglopreconceptions and

historical ways of making sense" (2005:13).

There is much | appreciate and identify with in wih@se writers are attempting to
do. Theirs, like mine, is a call to change the retigam organizational agenda, to
speak more in terms of 'meaning’ and less in teffsolutions’. They are
passionately involved in a search for a differeaywf noticing and speaking about
"subtle and delicate understandings that begimerge" (Isaacs, 1993:38) in elusive
experiences of meaning, within a "collective inguito the...certainties that
compose everyday experience"(Ibid.:25). They aoéopindly aware of the somewhat
mysterious, non-linear way in which such changeg otaur. Senge et al. draw on
the complexity sciences to emphasize the primaagtefrelations in human action,
and the notion of the decentered self as a comgtsnfting phenomenon. They draw
on Eastern traditions to evoke the elusivenessiofam intention and action as an
intertwining of passivity and activity (speakingtbe 'action’ of 'letting come’). They
are aware of how transformative shifts can only rgg@dérom within our participation
in them, positing their essential question as "vduas it mean to act in the world and
not on the world?" (2005:92).

And yet, at the same time as | am recognizing 's&se, | find myself reacting
powerfully to difference. Once more, | notice thedkof visceral reaction |
experienced at the suggestion to locate my voitkdrcross-cultural discourse. Once
more | understand that it is only through my owgagement with what | am
experiencing as the 'otherness' of these voicésrth@wn comes to make sense —
shifting and crystallizing at the same time. WIsait that | find so objectionable in

what these writers are saying?
| entertain the possibility that | am encounterandifferent ‘cultural norm’, just like

participants in my workshops. Am | resisting theckof pragmatism that permeates

what | could refer to loosely as '‘American’ voioghjch embodies (what | see as) an
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obsessive preoccupation of ‘whattmwith all this'? But | do not have the same
reaction to those writers, such as James, Meadepawd Rorty, who partake of —
indeed 'define’ - the pragmatist tradition, anchwwhom | engage willingly and with
profound (though not uncritical) appreciation. Bug latter do not speak directly into
the management and organizations. And so my hypistiaifts a little. | begin to see
that | am reacting, yet again, to the positivigizadigm of 'predict and control’ that
seems, almost inevitably, to creep into the voibas address the organizational
world, under the assumption that ‘organizing' byéry nature is a linear,
controllable, ‘'manageable’ experience.

Despite the alertness of Isaacs and Senge etthk fgrocessual and emergent nature
of human interaction, they both seem to want, asdtsemselves able, to 'prescribe’
how the kinds of shifts they are seeking can bgddr Isaacs speaks of dialogue in
normative terms, with a fairly tidy set of ideasta$iow it can be engineered.
Although his voice remains continually humble aextative, he unabashedly
proposes clear 'prescriptions' for creating thetaiaer' in which dialogue can occur:
'suspend assumptions’, 'observe the observeawaee of thought' (Isaacs, 1993).
Senge et al. are implicated in a similar ventwegihg a 3 step 'U model' for shifting
consciousness, collective identity and possibdifer action: 'become one with the
world', ‘allow inner knowing to emerge’, and 'astfdy with a natural flow'

(2005:88). While they pay homage to the fact that"the shift is challenging to
explain in the abstract, but real and powerful whemecurs" (2005:43), they go on to
speak about "when we start down the left handaidiee U...then move up the right-
hand side..." (Ibid.:103). In fact, their whole basksprinkled with little prescriptions
as to 'how to' create' processes that combineao floe U model.

Perhaps it is the 'directness' of these modelsrkeame, the linear way in which our
intentions are assumed to generate desired actitnd, in turn, generate desired
outcomes. Am |, like Ming, speaking up for the éetiveness of indirectness'? While
what both Isaacs and Senge et al. advocate maxtieenely valuable, they are hardly
activities we can 'do’ at will. Can we, merely l@sole or intention, so easily 'suspend
our assumptions'? 'Become one with the world"hér engagement with esoteric
teachings, for example, Senge et al. draw on trdelBist notion of non-attachment,

and posit that "continually letting go keeps brimgus back to the here and now"
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(2005:97). In my experience, 'letting go' is enousiy difficult, and rarely directly
‘implementable’. Within the Buddhist tradition thenaw on, for example, we are

speaking of a gesture that may take lifetimes téep#

Finally, | see the desired outcomes they aim towasiproblematic — not as ‘cult
values' in themselves, but in their ‘functionalizat- as realistic, approachable and
tenable experience. Isaacs sees dialogue in tdrarsidealized form of interaction
which eliminates misunderstanding, conflict and powequality, and creates
harmony and shared understanding; Senge et ak spshifts in '‘presence’ as
entailing feelings of "solidarity, compassion, carel love" (2005:102). Once again, |
find myself in the odd position of critiquing notis | value highly. But, in this
critiquing, | am understanding that there is sonmgth value even more: the
willingness and ability to engage with the paradakcomplexity of experience. | am
advocating a readiness to speak of the less basigects of human experience:
conflict, misunderstanding, disharmony and powkti@ns, as being no less integral
to — or valuable for — human experience in orgarmna than harmony, shared
understanding etc. In doing so, | am attemptingp@ak of shifts in meaning, identity
and ways of speaking as occurring in our everydggrzational lives, not ‘outside’
of them. Barge and Little critique Isaacs in a famway, as forging: an 'abnormal’
form of conversation, a "highly structured convésel episode that needs to occur
when the 'normal’ ways of talking no longer addtasspuzzles, dilemmas and
challenges” (2002:375-6). And the experiences3eaige et al. speak of are quite
extraordinary, occurring in retreats, life-changewgnts, or highly unusual

encounters.

5.4.3 Inviting transformation: the elusive 'tdad$ practice

It is not enough, however, for me to critique ofhattempts to account for their
practice. It is not enough to say that my own samed creates the conditions for
shifts to occur in living interaction, but thatdrtnot actually specifigow this
happens. Although | object to the definitive anthautative ways these writers
'prescribe’ the 'creation of shifts', | too am &@alhg and intentionally crafting an
approach to change. "All this stuff against prggmins”, challenge my learning

colleagues, "is this not a prescription in its€lf{® Shotter points out, it is not
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enough for me to 'get it' — | need to prove to hkat | have 'got it', which would
consist of "being able to explain it to them, tadie it to them, in such a way that they
too 'get it' and can go on in what can count assin@e way' (2007:100). And so,
what follows is my attempt to articulate what ighiat | actually do in order to invite
these moments in which the shifts | speak of becpossible, to examine the
'method’ of my own practice. In doing so, | ammafiing to generalize my approach,
offering other practitioners a set of elusive '‘sd@thich may serve to inform and

enrich theirs.

The metaphor of 'tools' has become the dominantrospeaking of methodology of
practice. It has become a rather constricted metaghlling up the kind of
instruments that live in a toolbox, the kind a phenor carpenter may use. They are
inevitably discrete, and designed to performingcgpetask (a wrench, a saw); they
usually suggest vigorous effort (wrenching a pgeaying a piece of wood); and that
create direct and clearly observable results (atogged sink; a stool). If my
challenge is to articulate a 'methodology’ (thespription for no-prescriptions’, as my
colleagues teasingly call it), what kind of 'toalsuld | find more resonant with the

activity of my practice?

The image that comes to mind is that of a dancératvdre a dancer's tools? They
consist of his/her body, the choreography, the oytise space, the lighting, the
clothing and stage setting, the dance partnerkof aihich intertwine responsively
amongst themselves and with the audience to casa¢perience (the dance
performance) which is, by nature, temporal andefoge transient. The performance
that emerges is not a 'thing' that exists outsfdeperience, yet it both can and
cannot be repeated. So too, my 'tools' are a commtertwining of all | 'am’ as |
interact with others at any given point in timedbyp, emotional and cognitive
responses to the living situation, together withistory of professional knowledge
and experience. And these 'tools’ do not credtera’ that is outside of them; what is
created is the experience that emerges in thepairticipation in the ‘dance’ of

responsive interaction.

| notice, for example, how | tend to speak of mgapice in the passive voice: how

shifts or experiences of transformation 'are cabt®w conflicts 'are dealt with'.

149



This choice of grammatical construct is not arlytrdt is certainly not 'I' who ‘deals’
with them — nor is it the participants. The 'deglimappens in complex responsive
patterns of interaction between us. My intentioaléar: | am seeking to shift the way
we experience and understand ourselves-in-relatiarthers in the complex setting
of cross-cultural differences. Because of the noealr connections between
intention, activity and outcomes, the kind of shifam trying to invite cannot be a
direct result of the implementation of an alreaoiyfulated prescription, but emerge
in the moment. | therefore understand my 'actias/consisting of different kinds of
invitation to a responsive engagement. Much of widgat has the flavor of ‘passivity'
— at least in terms of ‘observable behaviorshd fnyself waiting; listening
attentively; deliberating ardently with myself ithesit conversation; trying to deal
with my own anxiety around not knowing what to dext) keeping silence alive;
noticing glimmers of gaps in conversation which reagble different ways of

speaking; and trying to create space for the aroatibn of these shifts.

My sense of myself, however, is far from passivexperience an intense
‘activeness’, in terms of my own alertness to whgbing on within and around me,
and in terms of my readiness to act into the unknofwvhatever is evolving — my
readiness to take risks. There is no word yet etk speak of ‘action’ in the hybrid
space between active and passive — yet this is wiatild need to describe most
accurately what it is | do: the "active-passivitiymy practice. Speaking of it in this
way would also give expression to my continuous arute awareness of the fact that
my own actions are only one part of the endlesstige/ response’ movement that

patterns the interactions; the 'dance’, so to spdaky practice.

In speaking of my practice in this way, the notajrdialogue becomes central, not in
the structured way Isaacs uses it, but rathereamtbvement of 'to-and-fro'ness of
interaction that is seminal to the experience afsformation. As Bakhtin puts it:
"Life by its very nature is dialogical. To live mesato participate in dialogue”
(Bakhtin, in Barge and Little, 2002:390). Dialogiheis becomes an ontological
construct, rather than a normative one: it is a wfagpeaking about the interactive
reality of human existence, and the primacy of humedating (Elias, 2000; Mead,
1967; Holquist, 2005; Bruner, 1990; Stacey et24Q0; Dalal, 2000). Stacey and his

colleagues emphasize, however, that they are eakspy solely in terms of "an
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idealization of human interaction” or "the elevatmf humans caring for each other"
— as do Isaacs and Senge et al., but rather irstémani'’caring and the harming, the
creative and the destructive" aspects of relatigpn&000:190). And so dialogue, as |
speak of it, is by nature "an unstable state...fareitber too much or too little,
wavering and shifting sides which tilt not only tasd understanding and open play
but also away (from them)" (Gurevitch, 2001:87)tHogenerating and troubling

understanding.

But notions of dialogue-as-ontology, and dialoggaiarmative action, seem to
interweave in uneasy relation. Shotter, for examgéms a dialogical ontology, for
"we cannot prevent ourselves from being spontarigoesponsive to events
occurring in our surroundings"(2007:27), and, atsame time speaks of tauly
dialogic exchange" (Ibid.:37, emphasis mine). |, wwhile subscribing to a dialogical
ontology, would say that there are different qigsiof dialogical interaction, some
embodying more of the felt experience of ‘dialotiigathan others. This experience,
however, far from being inevitably harmonious, fiten confusing and fraught with
anxiety. It is constituted by the movement of enigggvith others in a way that one
becomes changduay and within this engagement. At the heart of possibility of
becoming changed, is the quality of responsiviat ffrermeates the situated

interaction. Let me attempt to unpack what | se'eesponsivity'.

Stacey and his colleagues choose this word tordifteate the human theory of
‘complex responsive processes' from the naturahsfic theory of ‘complex adaptive
systems', emphasizing the 'responsive’ ratherribaessarily ‘adaptive' nature of
human beings. | would like to differentiate thigina from yet another — 'reactive’'.
While these two words are often used interchange#idtre are a few important
differences. Turning to the dictionary, we see treponse’ is almost always used to
speak of human interaction, connoting a certaiswaning' or ‘corresponding' manner
of behaving, and happens in relation to ‘influenB&action’ is used equally for
humans and 'things' or substances (‘chemical ozé)ctimay evoke the static quality
of 'effect’ or result (rather than ‘answer’), aaggens in relation to 'stimulus'. It is not
by chance that Mead chose the words 'gesturetesgbhse’, rather than 'stimulus'’
and 'reaction’ to speak about the basic act ofgheirman. Finally, 'reaction’ also

suggests repetitiomg-act), as the automatic answer to a stimulus, sndeéd to
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express "the tendency to oppose change or retdonmher system™ (The Concise

Oxford Dictionary). What is my point?

My point is that what constitutes a 'truly dialagliexchange' lies in the ability and
willingness of participants to respond, rather thearct, to the situation, and to each
other. What | see as 'reactive’ is the almost aaticmeaction which usually
constitutes a refusal to experience the uncertamnhtgrent in any kind of shift in
meaning. It can be seen in my stories as the sggpint from which a shift becomes
possible: Cathy's indignant tale of the 'impolileaning lady; Lorna's insistence that
‘fairness means treating everyone the same’; ttedl@ctive assertion that 'being
direct is the only route to effectiveness' shangdhbst of the participants in the U.S.

workshop.

What then, do | mean by 'responsive'?. In termmaypbwn participation, it consists of
a certain intention and desire which are in comusumovement; of noticing and
recognizing the moments in which transformatiomgtiers in potential. My stories
show how | wait, alert to these 'gaps' in the cosaton, in which the rhythm, the
tone and the fluency of speaking falter, so to kpaad how | attempt to speak into
them in a way that will, gently and almost unnadicky, disturb certain patterns, and
perhaps call others forth. In other words, my oaailitating becomes, in Shaw's
words, "participating as fully and responsivelyl aan" (2002:32), in the hope that
this may evoke similar responses in those with wiham participating. For the
participants, this responsivity manifests itselfemhotherness' is encountered in a way
that does not reduce or dismiss it ('oh, they'sé giancing the wrong steps’), and
engaged with in a way that allows them to beconamghid. It is a movement within
which our own 'rhythm' and 'steps’ intermingle vitlie other's, creating a new

choreography.

Shotter points to this movement of responsivitgssential to 'being changed': "if we
are to prepare ourselves to be 'struck’ by orftedcby (others and events)...then we
must prepare ourselves by allowing ourselves tofmecresponsively involved in
them in some way. We must go out to meet them thighequivalent of an open,
outstretched hand and a smile” (2007:109). In thees | tell, people do, to a greater

or lesser extent, become 'responsively involvetl wihers', though rarely with an
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‘outstretched hand and a smile'. The transformati@peak of all involve a degree of
struggle and discomfort, as who we are becomesedfwith 'otherness’ : Cathy is

never at ease with the sense of herself that em@nghe conversation — she is never
comfortable not saying hello to the cleaning; Lorelactantly agrees to engage with

other notions of 'fairness’; and Ming speaks diyeebut with such enormous effort.

5.4.4 The 'painful joy' of transformation

How, then, do people agree to engage in these kihelsperiences — and what is that
| do to help them tolerate the anxiety they ofteake? Once more, | have no ready-
made, replicable prescription. But | do have soragsnof thinking about it. One of
these draws on the complexity sciences, in padronhat is spoken of evocatively as
'edge of chaos' dynamics (Langton, in Waldrop, 1982 an analogy for human
interaction. 'Edge of chaos' evokes the dynamiasdhables the emergence of novel
patterns of interaction. It is a paradoxical movatrad stability and instability,
created under the conditions that the interactgents (however we may choose to
define them) exhibit critical values of diversitydaconnectivity (Shaw, 2002; Stacey,
2003). Under such conditions, novel patterns magrgmin a self-organizing way.

How can this analogy help me speak about the wagamgarticipate in these shifts?

The conversations | tell of (like all conversatiprese a paradoxical intertwining of
familiar and repetitive patterns of speaking, thgetwith the continuously present
potential for, and realization of, new patternse Bhifts | am interested in constitute
the movement and interplay between them. The dtyarscessary for the emergence
of the new is clear in all my stories, and verydieffort is necessary for its
amplification to what might be called 'critical uak'. It manifests as the differing
notions people hold and express as to what cotetitespect, ethical action, effective
communication, good leadership and progress. Bedhgse notions, however, are
not purely intellectual constructs, but rather fdhma themes that pattern people's
identity; encountering these differences in a canitewhich we are forced to 'go on
together' in our work lives inevitably creates dmhf Engaging responsively with
them inevitably arouses anxiety, for they "unsdtilevery way in which people
experience themselves" (Stacey, 2000:418). ltasabnnectivity' that is generated

which enables this engagement.
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An important aspect of my practice lies therefor@viting this experience of 'being-
connected'. In these conversations, the act oingiEttention to differences often
amplifies them; yet, at the same tirtiee very event of experiencing them together,
and speaking them with each othemplifies both the intensity of interaction and
creates the kind of 'connectivity' | believe enahle all to remain responsive in the
face of anxiety. Thus | am continuously invitingopée to speak, to tell their stories,
to share their experiences, and open them up tstiquneng and exploration. | do so
gently and often hesitantly, because | know thatkind of intimacy involved in such
speaking is not a usual pattern at Kelide, anddftah people retreat back into the
armor of their habits at the slightest sense afdgéd. | find myself coaxing and
encouraging people to risk different ways of spegkogether and looking at
experience, always searching for the appropriatswado so — which are different
each time. | am constantly alert to what might kygegienced as danger — or safety —
and trying to 'dance’ the thin line between theamldeeply implicated in generating
the kind of 'psychological safety' that will enahbikk, and simultaneously nudging
people into the danger zones that create the apptytfor risk.

It is this tenuous 'connectivity-in-diversity' trextables the emergence of an
understanding of ourselves and each other in nmmplex and nuanced ways. It is
both the cause and the result of the shifts | spéaks people open up to
experiencing themselves differently, new and unimetge possibilities open up. The
participants in my stories could never have imagjithat a 'global skills workshop'
would entail, say, an exploration of how their fhes experience the changes they
undergo over time in Kelide. Sean could not haweigint he would be open to
hearing how others see the way he takes up hisiglaigp. Ming could not have

dreamed of making her case in the directly assevtiay she did.

And so, what emerges from these ‘critical valuediwersity and connectivity are
new ways of making sense of who we are and whareeoing together. The living
experience of these shifts thus afford a complextwining of the discomfort of
fragmenting meaning and identity, together withjthe excitement, and kindled
interest inherent in the emergence of new meariihgs | speak of conflicts and

understandings not as separate dynamics, whedetiable movement is from one
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to the other, but rather as a paradoxical dynarniconflictual understanding’. When
the two dynamics become uncoupled, the potentratémsformation disappears. If
diversity and conflict becomes the primary themgaaizing experience, the
conversations often disintegrate into an all owvg@ostruggle in which the energy is
often too powerful to be harnessed into any kindation that could be considered
‘productive’ in organizational terms. If participgare invested only in connectivity
and the pleasant experience of 'shared understgrasid harmony, there is often a

sense of 'rehearsed' speaking, embodied in a faakengy and engageméht

Much of what | do entails dealing with my own artyjdor, together with the deep
satisfaction | feel as | both witness and expeedahese shifts, | am never completely
at ease with these conversations. My anxiety igradany own ability to stay with the
unknown and unknowable of what is emerging, my avgeomfort at not being able

to 'control’ the shifts | am seeking — | cannotkeighem happen, and, when they do, |
cannot control what may emerge from within the fnegtation of meaning. My
responsibility to the participants is implicateddnd am constantly asking myself if it
would perhaps be better not to touch upon someesietissues — and yet, | often have
the sense that "I can do no other"”, for | cannktpeople to risk speaking into the
unknown without partaking of that risk myself. Wéhthese conversations often create
a deepened understanding of the complexity ofdbees at hand, they sometimes
leave people right in the middle of the experieotcagmentation of meaning,

unable to make new sense of things, or to takeraciihis does not happen much, but
it does; and there have been a few people who ¢@we away from these
conversations with much frustration and anger. Thaways a painful experience for

me — and yet | cannot guarantee 'positive outcomes'

5.4.5 The value of experiences of transformation

What then is the value of the work | am doing? &p®gin terms of ‘outcomes’ is
tricky, particularly if one attempts to do so iretstatic, measurable way they are
usually spoken of in organizations — even if oneagg of change!. "Acquiring tools
for the effective management of cross-culturaledt#hces” may be acceptable, in
‘organization-speak’ — but it is not somethingri gaarantee to 'deliver’, particularly

19 Examples of both of these dynamics can be fourmlyirthird project
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in the usual ways we understand 'tools' (see abtiRejhaps becoming changed in
surprising ways" is far less acceptable — andishwghat | can tentatively offer. | do
not say this up front. | speak of "creating differevays of understanding”, "exploring
possible approaches and solutions”, and this seebwesjust about acceptable. If we
are interested in creating the kind of shifts thaly enable the emergence of novel
ways of going on together — the heart of what larathnd as 'organizational change’
— then one is, by definition, working into the mokvn, or ‘working live' (Shaw,
2005). There is always a risk, for, as Shaw asksatw nothing apparently comes out
of this discussion?" (2001:37).

The word "apparently’ belies the deep discomfat seems to accompany this way
of working — 'apparently’ means that there is sbingtthere, but it may not be seen —
by the right people at the right time. And whatgélly (rather than 'apparently’)
nothing comes out of it? Is this a possibility?ddrwe dismiss it by saying that as
human interaction is an ongoing, non-linear flovihaivwwe think should ‘come out' of
a conversation in terms of outcomes may emergeissdnversation branches off
and gets taken up in different places by diffepadple — but nothing happens at the
actual moment of ‘'measurement’. That is alwayska one cannot force emergence,

and one cannot guarantee that the new will be al@sir

And yet, as a consultant to organizations, | artedalpon to justify the value of my
work, to articulate its impact. | can do so by togito words participants in my
workshops have used to describe their experiefites, speak in terms of surprise
and new understanding ("It never occurred to meltbauld feel so strongly about
this!"); of renewed appreciation ("l never saw éfifort they are putting into just
moving things along"); of heightened motivation §ivays felt that working in the
global environment was just a pain — now, | amifgeh growing interest in taking on
all the difficulties | did everything to avoid")f optimism ("Maybe now we can
continue speaking with each other like this!")remewed engagement ("l am
understanding that this is affecting all of us e timly way we can deal with it is to
speak about it like this. I'm going to try this iy team"); of a sense of belonging

("In meetings like this | feel really proud to b@art of this effort") etc.
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In my intermittent years of work at Kelide, | oftget people, whom | only vaguely
recognize, coming up to me in corridors, saying Yloa remember we spoke
about....Well, | want to tell you this story..." Thes®ries may involve the way
things ‘'worked' or didn't — but always include taker's intention and effort of doing
things differently. One particularly satisfying ment for me occurred in the cafeteria
of the Kelide site in India, where | overheard tWB practitioners speaking about a
program | had run, and which they wanted to comtiwithin the organization. One
was saying to the other "You know, we have to tlabkut this differently — it's not
like the other courses we have here. It®m@versationatourse. We have to get

everyone involved together to think about how weulth get this going".

But all this remains 'local' — | am investigatimg tshifts that people experience
individually and in small groups in their local @nictions around the world. What
impact can this possibly have on an organizatidarge and dispersed as Kelide? If
one speaks, together with Stacey, Shaw and othleosit organizations not as ‘things’,
but rather as 'networks' or 'patterns' of convemsgShaw, 2002; Stacey, 2003; Ford,
1999; Durand and Calori, 2006; Shotter, 2006), thernvalue of what | do becomes
clearer. While | am investigating these shifts wittihe context of cross-cultural
conversations, | understand that | am speakingtadbparticular form of a far more
generalizable human experience: the everyday expeziof transformation of
meaning that occurs in the responsive interactibh ‘\atherness'.

The shifts | invite in my practice can be spokem®the transformation of patterns of
identity, meaning and ways of speaking, all of ilnéenerge together in everyday
conversation. | understand them to constitute tne of organizational change, rather
than an antecedent or outcome of change. As the wayspeak with each other
change, in situated interaction, so do the widé&iepas of working together, in a
rippling movement — for all these are but differfiogms of the complex responsive
processes that make up organizational Titerough the understanding, seminal to
Complex Responsive Process Theory, that globatpetiemerge through local

interactions (Shaw, 2002), | can speak of what inderms of organizational change.

The kinds of conversations | invite and participatat Kelide have not amplified to

become the dominant patterns of speaking. | ddwgyt éver will. Perhaps that is their
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nature: once they have become dominant, they tgon@ed to be ‘disturbed’! But
they have clearly become one of the options, ortbeopatterns that interweaves with
others. They are appreciated and valued — thi®wKpecause | keep getting invited
back. They are somewhat feared, for every time haked to get involved in a new
project, | am reminded that "perhaps we need mouetsire this time — you know, we
really want to achieve X this time". And, time aaghin, they are participated in, with

hesitation and enthusiasm, with suspicion and eesir

The ideology that | can now articulate, and that &iamerged over years of this kind of
work is that, while there are no ready made sahstim solve or prevent cross-cultural
conflicts in organizations, there is always thegptial for conversation., in which our
taken-for-granted assumptions are challenged apldred together with others,
whose ways of being, thinking and speaking areiféereint from our own. In these
situated interactions, new ways of going on toge¢ineerge — under the condition that
we are able to remain responsive, curious andtatéewith ourselves and each other.
Here, we can negotiate — each time anew — whaeaingful and what is good, and
understand, if not necessarily accept, other voidese, not only can conflicts be
engaged in a way that permits us to go on togethethe kind of value from

diversity that global organizations seek may emasye/e change together, as novel

and creative paths of action materialize.
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6. CLOSING REFLECTIONS (July, 2007)

What might | then speak about as 'future directionsesearch' suggested by my

work? Let me again approach this question throusfiory.

It is the end of a workshop with a group of finape®ple at Kelide. We are wrapping
up, and people are voicing their thoughts regarthiegday. Leon, one of the
participants, has been quiet during the first pathe day, and, during the remainder,
his participation expresses itself mainly in therief challenging, calling us all to
guestion and be more precise in what we are spgalkiaut. | find his participation
quite difficult, but appreciate his unremitting adego push the conversation to its
limits. He now formulates his thoughts: "In clegrimy schedule to come to this
workshop, my expectations were that we would bemiall kinds of 'tips and tricks'
as to how to change the ways we work in the glebaironment that is causing all of
us such frustration — how to be more effective iafidential. You demolished these
expectations within the first five minutes, wheruygaid that you do not know of any
prescriptions that can promise effectiveness. | guate taken aback, and immediately
found myself regretting that | had come. What ortreaere we going to speak about
for the next eight hours? And, if it did not contéangible ‘take-aways', how could |
justify this wasted time? For the first half-hoursm, | tried to find a 'politically
correct' way of leaving the workshop". Everyoneglagt Perhaps they recognize the
experience. Perhaps they appreciate the direcimdssvhich he speaks of something

they do not dare raise.

"As we come to the end of the day", he continukeant amazed to see that 8 hours
have passed so quickly. | am not sure if | haveived 'tools' as | understand them. |
am not sure that | know exactly what to do in tbmplex situations we spoke about
together, and that still leaves me dissatisfiedatWtam sure of, however, is that this
conversation has really deepened my awarenesg oftiti-facetedness of my
interactions with others around the globe. | feakt am far more conscious of things
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that | didn't pay any attention to before — oi,did, | only dismissed them as
irrelevant to the actual 'work’ involved. What isasge about all this, for me at least,
is that | feel like | am turning to the conferermadl scheduled in another half an hour
with much more energy than | had before. | haveuple of ideas as to how to get
our conversation going — always such a difficutktd feel | have a better
understanding of what might be silencing peoplenimore aware of how my own
expectations are taking me in directions | am myér sure are valuable — and | was
absolutely sure | was right this morning! And wheslly amazes me is that this loss
of conviction is actually generating interest ratti&an helplessness!

Driving home, his words keep resounding in my minebn is recognizing the
change in orientation to his work tha has just experiencdde is able to notice

how he is anticipating acting in relation to hismediate next tasks in concretely
different ways and seeing promising implicationdlueo the future. He is speaking
in terms of a deepening of consciousness and wakeming, or generation, of
energy He is imagining himself in relation to his circuiasces in fresh ways that
have impetus. The ‘result’ of the day’s experieisceot in a set of hypothetical action
plans to be implemented on return to work. Ratheould say that there has been a
gualitative shift in his intentionality — he is igiaing different possibilities in his own
responses and the responses of others in the wekabbns in which he is

implicated, and new avenues of action with theiegging consequences become
available. | am suggesting that it is preciselthis way that a subjective shift of
consciousness and energy is related to the lahggrges in the patterning of
organizational activity, those that most managads@ganizational researchers focus
their attention on and wish to direct.

It suddenly strikes me that that it is exactly likeng experience of these two notions
— the deepening of consciousness and the geneddterergy — that perhaps most
profoundly impacts the quality of our working livesd, | believe, the quality of
organizational performance. In his words, | sudgeatognize what | would like to
propose as directions for future reseaahe-orientation of attention towards the
elusive and barely graspable workings of conscieasror awareness, and their
complex intertwining with the differing qualitiekenergy they generate and are

generated by.
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Such a re-orientation would entail attending toea$p of organizational experience
that are usually skimmed over by most researchecsthat usually draw an ‘only’
before them by practitioners (especially managét®nly impacted consciousness/ it
only generated more energy — it didn't provide todistduld require that we become
more attuned to, and precise about, the tiny simftaiman consciousness and energy
in our everyday working lives. It would call for approach to research that would
not only be qualitative in method, but that woudds — as | have tried to do — on
gualities of experience. As such, we could be shglgualities of experience — that
is, qualities of awareness and energy — as theesgphemselves in any of the
organizational processes we may be intereste@aalimg, strategizing, learning,
motivating and becoming motivated, innovating, iatting with colleagues and

customers...

To respond to my call is no simple matter, for \marmot speak about either
consciousness or energy in the usual ways we sgeakanizational phenomena.
Because both are emergent, complex and responsigesses in continuous flux,
they do not lend themselves easily to the fixed @aerly language of ‘antecedents’,
‘outcomes’, 'managerial implications'. As suchy thiéen go unnoticed; at best,
relegated to the status of epi-phenomena. Bechese two concepts are extremely
problematic to study and speak about explicitlyy tyuestions arise: why should we

make the effort to do this, and what would thi®dfentail?

| believe that taking on this challenge would gater richer and more nuanced
comprehension of the qualities of meaningfulnesseargagement that sometimes
infuse our organizational lives, and the compleysva which these qualities impact
(and are impacted) by the ways we are and acthiieget our organizational lives,
and within which 'effective organizational performea’ emerges. Indeed, if we are
minded towards the development of a 'science ditgss, then the textures, tones

and characteristics of consciousness and energyreecentral to our endeavor.
And what would this demand of us, as research8efause consciousness and

energy are both primarily experienced phenomenayetdd need to subscribe to a

research method which indeed 'takes experienceustyi. | use the word ‘'method’
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here in its original meaning of ‘way', or ‘pursii¥hat is needed is a re-orientation of
our 'ways of seeking', rather than a delineatingpeftific 'topics' which could lend
themselves to, and benefit from, such inquiry. Aodl find myself sounding more of
an approach, a way of studying, engaging with,auteciating organizational
reality. Perhaps it could be spoken about, tergbtj\as a '‘Dao of Research'. It may

both demand of, and enable, us:

. To loosen the ways we think of organizations amghoizing. We might think
of, approach, and engage in, our organizationateapce in ways which are more
tentative, suggestive, playful and creative — nathan reducing, reifying and
concretizing organizational reality into fixed, titaand discrete entities to be
manipulated immediately and directly in the sena€etilitarian action. We could
create the space to explore our own consciousmeissreergy as it engages in, forms,
and is formed by the kaleidoscopic experience gaoizational life.

o To notice the paradoxical and multi-dimensionalkas$p of human experience.
We would pay attention to the complex ways our cansness expands and
contracts as we engage in the diversity and ptyrafiorganizational activities —
whatever their nature. We could explore the complaxs our energy is impacted as
we experience the interweaving of creation andrdesbn, chaos and order, hope and
despair, stuckness and movement in our organizidtrealities. As researchers and
practitioners, we might simultaneously study, andage with, the fullness and
complexity of such experience, rather than struggleduce this experience to a uni-
dimensional simplicity which may allow unequivoeation, but which inevitably

constrains its potentially surprising and unexpa:gtessibilities.

. To become more alert to process, to life in thellsudnd indefinable regions

of 'inbetweeness’, rather than approaching ‘réakity set of distinct, consistent and
solid 'states'. Perhaps we may even question tlyecoeacept of 'state’ in relation to
social reality. Consciousness and energy demartdvéharient ourselves to the
continuously moving, changing, transforming, uncolible and unpredictable
aspects of the experience of organizing. We woeltbine more attuned to 'processes
of becoming', rather than 'states of being'. Whatwvay lose in terms the solidity of

our convictions and sense of firm agency, we maiy igacreativity — the unimagined
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and the unimaginable — that bubbles, flourishesdasappears in the fluid areas of

uncertainty.

. To think in terms of shifting relations, relatiomsé and interconnections,
rather than in terms of fixed and static entitlesthey people or organizational
structures. We would pay more attention to the wayshich identities are formed

and shift as we engage responsively with the o#sxof others, as we come together
and move apart in everyday organizational life. Mé&y find ourselves noticing and
acting into the 'inbetweeness' of connections asiiptions; listening more to
unheard voices and qualities of conversation; eingag conflict, diversity and

multiplicity, as well as harmony and coherence.

. To be more mindful of the ways we use (and ared'usg language. We
would be called upon to relate to (for examplegatsgy', 'models’ and ‘reports’ more
as constructed and possible narratives, which ralhyarth conversations and
contesting perspectives, rather than as undisputeds' to be directly 'translated' into
action. In order to do so, we may need to apprgach organizational artifacts in
pragmatic terms of what they enable or disabl&é@ways we go on together, rather
than as the ‘final vocabulary' in the face of whighare called to take a solid, well-

argued stance.
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