Inclusional Action; Co-Creating Organizational Change 
1. Abstract

Professional organizational change agents are traditionally engaged by organizations when change is required in a certain aspect of their performance. 
There are no figures available about how many of theses organizational change efforts / engagements fail. My own evidence from my 13+ years in practice shows me that in 25 % of the engagements performance regressed. Approx. 50 % the engagements had no effect on performance; some improvements were seen in 15% of the engagements, whilst in the remaining 10 % there were significant, lasting improvements. I know because that is the feedback I received. This is supported by Shapiro (2004, pp. 3) and Kotter (1999, pp. 1).
This is not a good result, and raises questions about the effectiveness of change management interventions? 

How can this be improved?
· What is/are improvements?

· What is the role of the change agent in this? 
· How do I interpret my role in relation to my values?

· How can I understand my experiences in relation to existing management theories?

These questions have been an ongoing part in the creation of my own living educational theory. It is from these questions, and the ongoing search for meaning behind these questions, ‘How do I improve what I am/we are doing?´ The values I use to give meaning and purpose (my ontological values) to this research have strengthened me as a person and in turn strengthened the value of my practice and interactions. I have learnt that most important part of being able to work with and in an Inclusional Action process is personal development – being an open, transparent and enquiring person who is prepared to constantly question his/her results also as a reaction to their actions.
“Let me be clear about the relationships between explanatory texts and present practice, in constructing a living theory. The texts are historical accounts. They describe and explain past activities. They also have a proactive function in that the evaluation of these accounts prompts a vision of the future in an imagined possibility of how present practice might be improved. We can thus make sense of the living practice through understanding the relationship between the account of the past and the vision of the future. hence educational theory is, for me, a living theory in that the explanation contains evidence of an evaluation of past practice, evidence of an intention to produce something not yet in existence and evidence of the present practice through which the intention is being realised in action (Whitehead, 1985a).”  (Whitehead, 1989, p. 6)
In this article I introduce Inclusionality (Rayner, 2005) as a concept to enable integration of the current body of rational, reductionistic management and behavioral theories into a (w)holistic, interrelational and fluid epistemology, based on my own living theory (van Tuyl, 2009). This article aims to propose a different approach to Change Management in Organizations through the concept of Inclusional Action. 
This article will propose that Inclusional Action, as a distinct process, is based on the ability of a ‘co-creative catalyst’ to engage with the people within the organization.  IA enables co-creative ‘visioning’ and the design of the required changes through a transformational, inclusional and emergent process. This process allows constructive and transparent viewpoints toe emerge which can create fluid and permeable boundaries. The outcomes of an IA process both challenge an Organization to change, and are at the same time seen as ‘Natural’ and ‘Fit-for-Purpose’ changes that will enhance organizational capability.

IA can be described as a process that allows a structured and yet emergent, co-creative new understanding to develop, by creating conditions that allow individuals or groups to safely explore issues. IA creates a ‘controlled and structured’ and ‘safe’ place to explore issues which are ‘out-of-the-box’. The process is structured so that individuals or groups can go from a linear, stable and structured process to an emergent, chaotic and creative stage and back in a controlled way. There are (and need to be) basic process elements that need to in place to allow this to happen. This paper will attempt to describe these elements based on my current and past practice to improve my understanding of my ontology as a co-creative catalyst and develop an inclusional epistemology. This ontology, based on Inclusionality and using IA, could transform the way Change Management within an industrial setting can be approached, by creating fluidity across boundaries and a receptive co-creative space. In this way I create my own Living Theory (McNiff & Whitehead, 2000).
2. Inclusionality
The concept of ‘Inclusionality’ (Rayner, 2005) allows distinctive theories to be used in an Inclusional and relational way as ‘tools’ in local and distinctive inquiries. 

“Inclusionality is an awareness of space and the variable fluidity of ideas across boundaries……that inseparably line it, as connective, reflective and co-creative, rather than divisive.” (Rayner, 2005; p. 5)
The concept of ‘Inclusionality’ allows movement across distinctive boundaries. These could be boundaries found between departments in organizations, these could be boundaries between people or these could be boundaries created between ‘reductionistic’ theories. There are many types of boundaries.

Inclusionality introduces the concept of ‘variable fluidity’ in conjunction with the concept of space between us, around us and within us. Rayner (2005, pp. 6) compares this with being ‘solutes’ and ‘solvents’.

“We are like solutes, which, together with the solvent can produce a solution full of creative potential. Hopefully, we may thereby find a richer, more peaceful and environmentally sustainable way of living together, seeing ourselves as inclusions of the solution rather than rationalistically as solutes abstracted apart from the solvent that brings us into life – individual (dis)contents abstracted from a spiral context.” (Alan Rayner, 2005, p. 6) 
It is the introduction within traditional management theory of the concept of variable fluidity and the way space can be creatively ‘used’ I claim as an original and new contribution to my epistemology and knowledge. Rayner’s concept is that we are all ‘connected (dynamically continuous) to each other through a fluid and permeable space’, and that it is the emergent and creative recognition of the possibilities within this space that allow boundaries to be fluidized.

It is this ‘poetic language’ that I recognise. I often describe myself as the ‘glue’ between people, departments and theories. This thesis will use many quotes in a ‘poetic’ rather than a ‘literal’ way to clarify the emergence of my ontology and relational epistemology.
What is Inclusional Action? How can the concept of Inclusionality be transformed into a process that could be replicated?

Alan Rayner (2007, Chapter 9) describes the following design criteria, which could be used to describe and evaluate the process elements of an  Inclusional Action process against:

· Design for opportunity finding capacity

Alan Rayner (2007, Chapter 9) describes this in terms of ‘a good place to begin is simply through being 
aware of the problem-solving, opportunity-finding capacity of living systems, and hence to look to those 
systems for insight’. 

· Design for responsiveness and resilience

Alan Rayner (2007, Chapter 9) describes this in terms of ‘emulating the capacity to vary boundary 
properties of deformability, permeability and continuity according to circumstance’. 

· Design for innovation, renovation and efficiency

Alan Rayner (2007, Chapter 9) describes this in terms of ‘incorporating self-integrative processes with 

capacities for learning’. 

· Design for decommissioning

Alan Rayner (2007, Chapter 9) describes this in terms of ‘designing structures that can be disposed off’. 

· Design for long term, and a more Inclusional picture of its environmental impact

Alan Rayner (2007, Chapter 9) describes this in terms of ‘taking into account all energetic demands from 

inception to decommissioning’. 

It is these elements that this paper will explore with reference to my own Living Theory (van Tuyl, 2009). This paper will propose an interpretation of an Inclusional Action Process and test this against these criteria as a starting point for a discussion on what Inclusional Action is, and how this process can be made more readily understood and accepted within industrial change processes.

3. Organizational Change Models
Any change could be forced upon you, or you could choose to change. Whatever the case may be, change is made up out of 2 components. The first one are the physical changes constitute a change. These are elements such as a different manufacturing process, and different organizational structure, a different product, the desire to have a more balanced gender distribution within an organization, etc.  The second part of change is to create conditions for the individuals, employees, social formations or stakeholder communities to engage and embrace the changes that are being made.
“But many years of working with people in your organization has convinced me of 2 things.

Firstly, you simply can’t get results you need without getting into ‘that personal stuff’. The results depend on people doing the things the ‘old’ way and start doing things the ‘new’ way. There is no way to do that impersonally.

Secondly, Transition management takes some abilities you have already and some techniques you can easily learn. It’s a way of dealing with people that makes everyone more comfortable.”   (Bridges 2002; introduction p. i)
This argument is supported by Curren (2001), who translates Bridges’ points into a decision-driven part of change, a functional change that requires no change in the people implementing this change (equivalent to Bridges’ physical change), and a behavioural dependent element of change. This seems equivalent to the emotional management that Bridges describes. 
3.1. [image: image1]Physical – Decision Driven Change Models
Most change models are based on Newtonian, incremental change mechanisms. These are based on a methodical analysis of a particular situation. This technique is very applicable to physical issues, and has been enshrined for instance in the Deming (1986) or Shewart cycle (Diagram 1). This is the basic model that has been used by various other authors to formulate change process models.
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These physical change models are prevalent in many organizations, and are aligned with traditional, linear thinking that dominates the professions in industry. These can be found in Engineers, Accountants, and Controllers for instance.  

The result of most of these interventions or change programs is a small incremental change in a particular focus area.  These are usual related to measurable data changes.
3.2. Emotional – Behaviour Dependent Change Models
Various authors have recognized that a physical change isn’t enough. Senge (1990) introduced a behavioural element in his 5th Discipline (Systems Thinking), Checkland (1999) argued for an inclusive process with the stakeholders in Soft Systems Methodolgy and Willie Pietersen (2002) argues for a comprehensive approach in defining what a company should do as examples.

According to other authors, this single focus is a problem that needs addressing; Jack Stack (1992) states that most industrial organizations within this century have disappeared, because they could not adapt. This is supported by Charles Handy (1994) in his narrative on Curvilinear logic (also known as the Sigmoid Curve).

“The discipline which says that the past might not be the best guide to the future, that there can be another way, and that some of the ‘myths of the future’ will help. We must however beware that we do not abandon the first curve too early. The second curve needs the resources and the time which only the first curve can give. The secret of balance in a time of paradox is to allow the past and the future to coexist in the present.”






    
         (Handy, 1994, Chapter 3, pp. 49 - 64)
The issue can be simplistically reduced to a question: “Why would people want to change if the apparent truth is that things are going well for them?”. This point raises an important question: Is the need for change accepted and established? If not, then this needs to be a priority question (Biteler, 2008, pp. 28 – 34).
Change is an emotional issue that often causes pain, hardship and changes in relationships. Change creates a new status-quo. And this means that as individuals we have to re-evaluate our lives, our goals, our positions, reappraise the way we construe what is valuable and ask what gives us the most convivial form of life (Hurst, 1996, pp. 47). 
 “The main result of our action may be not the consequence we had explicitly strategized, but rather the future amendment of our tactics (single- loop learning), or a broader (double-loop learning) reconstruction of life strategies. Triple-loop learning not just transforms our tactics and strategies but also our very visioning, our very attention.” 

        





             (Torbert, in Reason 2001; p. 251)
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In Diagram 2 the concepts of single- and double loop learning (Argyris, 1990, p. 4) and triple loop learning (Flood & McNiff, 2000, p. 64) have been illustrated in terms of a schematic around an issue for improvement.
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How can this be viewed? If we take Diagram 1 as an example, if this process is used to improve the workings of gadget A only, then this can be classified as single loop learning. Typically this can be looked at in terms of results (Effectiveness, Efficiency and Economy). However if in the learning phase of Diagram 1 includes changes to the way the individuals and groups look at the values, the way we are structured, the processes and procedures used this could be described as double loop learning.
Triple loop learning describes more how as groups of people we can work together in a fundamentally different way. Simpson & Johnson (2006, p. 6) describe what the visible outcome could look like, when people ‘fluidize boundaries’ and use ‘space’ between them creatively.

“In fact their success suggests a well-developed sociality that allowed players to read the emerging situation and anticipate each other’s moves within the flow of the game. This in turn, freed them to take risks and to improvise as play proceeded, frequently surprising their opponents and delighting their fans with totally unexpected moves.”

         



         

  (Simpson, B and Johnson, G; 2006, p. 6)

4. Inclusional Action – A process
Inclusional Action process has to address the following elements in design, execution and outcomes:
· Creation ‘fluidity’ across boundaries
· Ability to accommodate emergent ideas (opportunity-finding)

· Be a transparent, accepted and safe process to the individuals involved

· Accommodate both the behavioural and the functional elements of change

· Is a continuous process of Inclusional Action (innovation and renovation)

· Is an Inclusional process for all forms of surfacing issues (problem-solving)

· Explores and balances short and long term interests of change

· Is based on values and principles, and allows the individuals to learn and develop

This is quite a set of deliverables that a change process has to achieve. What is different about Inclusional action, is that this process recognizes that change can be sought, and that the individuals involved are capable of exploring these changes. The process is not an imposed process because change is imposed. Inclusional Action allows individuals to enter a creative, chaotic and difficult space in a ‘designed’ way, and then to formulate proposals from the creative thought. This is a controlled process from stability to chaos and back. A process that can be replicated when required.
This means that the process needs to be controlled, and that there need to be some basic elements in place to achieve this.
Van Tuyl (2009, pp. 223) states that the following criteria need to be in place to have such a process, based on experience in current practice:
1. Commitment for Change

2. Change Requirements – What needs to Change (Collaborative approach)
3. Developing Capacity to Change

4. Creating Sustainable Change

5. It’s about Me; How I change also!

4.1. Conversations – With Design and Purpose
Where might we start to look for insight? Alan Rayner (2005, pp.6) introduces the concept of ‘flow-form’. This is described by Tesson (2006, pp. 136) as:

“I suggest therefore that, rather than relying solely on conventional network theory models when we think of ‘organization as network’, we should be using ‘organizations as flow-form network’ as an alternative, since this metaphor reflects the natural behaviour of communicative flow in a networked system.” (Tesson, 2006, p. 136)
What Rayner and Tesson propose is that communication around problem-solving and opportunity-finding could be a series of ‘flow-forms’ that self-organize, which are created by seeing ourselves (people who start a communicative action) as an inclusion of the solution. The free-flow networks have at least two ends, therefore there is interaction in the creation of solutions that are based on a Win-Win, and ‘both solutions are ‘true’ interrelated rationality. With other words there is more than one force at any time in the creative process, and therefore there must be co-creation of the solution, based on a wider set of inputs. 

Conversations (in a wider sense) as representation of meaning and empathy are at the heart of creating change and building consensus to enable change to happen. Conversations can happen through a different medium; one of body language, and non-verbal communication. It’s about the actions that accompany the spoken or written word. There has to be a consistency between both. Conversations convey my identity.

It is through these interactions that intent and meaning can be understood, and a dialogue can be created to design the best way to change. It is through these interactions that self-organizing ‘flow-forms’ could be created.  But How?

The design of the way the conversations are held, the way the interactions are organized and ‘managed’ are important in creating an emergent and co-creative environment for people to interact.
Shaw (2002, pp. 108 – 109) espouses inquiry, but in a self-organized and non-structured way. Whilst f.i. Kline (2001, pp. 17 & 18) proposes a very structured approach though a facilitated process where ‘Incisive Questions’ open up the creative potential. The Mankind Organization (web reference) offers yet a different model, where the conversations are controlled in terms of ‘Cleanliness’. Clean communication meaning that every person takes responsibility for their conversations and meaning rather than placing responsibility on the other person. 
Inclusionality allows all these theories to be combined. It allows for instance the integration of the ‘Clean speak model’ (Mankind Organization), Incisive Questions (Kline, 2001) with an emergent structure as proposed by Shaw (2002).  This is an example of creating a Living Theory.
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Barry (2008, pp. 37) introduces the concept that every person has a ‘Risk Manager’ as an internal mechanism to protect people to get hurt. Each person has one, and ‘it’ stops repeats of past adverse experiences. It is a mechanism that resides at sub-conscious level, but is very powerful. Barry (2008, pp. 195) connects the ‘adverse experiences’ with the term Shadow. A Shadow being a behaviour that an individual possesses that are hindering his/her development, but they don’t know about. These could be at the personal, the social or the collective levels (Barry, 2008, pp. 195)
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What does this mean in process terms for setting up a meeting between people to creatively look at issues? This means that a safe environment has to be created; an environment where the people involved need to listen to understand what the other persons are saying. This is an environment where people are stretched to see different viewpoints, which might be difficult to comprehend. Diagram 3 shows a classic example of the older and young lady both in the same drawing. I have often used this example with great effect to show what a divergent effect a different viewpoint has on gaining a reasoned an co-created solution.
The fact-finding, descriptions, option-finding and any other part of the process has to be transparent and visible for all. Tufte (2004) f.i. shows how data can be used in a transparent way to stimulate conversations. Appreciative enquiry (Watkins et al., 2001) or collaborative processes such as Café Society are all processes that could be integrated in an Inclusional Action process.
4.2. What, Who, When, How and Where – A Collaborative Approach to Change Requirement Design
As discussed previously, there bare two requirements for change – a physical part and a behavioural part. This chapter will look at the physical elements, including the design of the practical process steps to achieve this.
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Traditionally, in a linear sense and based on traditional academic forms, change was based on quantitative data and conclusions were drawn from these. This is the premise of a single-loop learning system.
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Diagram 4 shows this approach (note that the representation is also very Newtonian and linear). What is made visible here is the outcomes off all the processes behind the production of these results. The terminology however only reflects the physical changes that are seen. 

Tufte (2004) described this approach as inadequate. The observations he makes, are primarily that data are often displayed in such a way that it is not objective and doesn’t allow clear observations to be made, and secondly that there is a language around data, a language for discussion, that is not very helpful. 
Eisner (1997, p. 4) concurs with this observation and adds that ‘how do we transform the content of our consciousness into a public form that the others can understand’? 

Krippendorff (1995, pp. 5) describes how language can create a container of particular thoughts. Language can inform, shape and alter perceptions. The language used is a reflection of how we are and can interact with others. Language shapes our design (pp. 1 & 15).

These observations fit with Alan Rayner’s (2007, Chapter 9) following design description of ‘a good place to begin is simply through being aware of the problem-solving, opportunity-finding capacity of living systems, and hence to look to those systems for insight’. 

But how can we use this in practice?
Van Tuyl (2009) describes that the concept of Inclusionality allows various commonly used tools to be combined to analyse the current situation. It is not individual narrative, individual numbers and trends that definitively describe where we are, but it is the combined totality of the numbers that do this.
The following examples (Diagrams 5 – 8) have all been used in practice and describe a particular situation in an organization. It is the collective picture that is painted that is relevant, not each individual issue.
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What I have learnt from my practice, is that when responding to any request for a change program, it is wise to check the basic assumptions that were used to propose the change program. This includes a simple question with regards to what can and can not be addressed. I have often found that the managers, who request the change, do not understand or accept that they are part of the solution and therefore need to be included in the program. If this is not accepted, then there is no commitment for change and change will fail. 
In chapter 3.2 Curvilinear Logic (Handy, 1994) was introduced. This concept is important in this context. Because any process designed to give a snapshot of where we are today, fails to forecast a future decline. It does not indicate the need to change.  By integrating all the ways of displaying ‘data’ a gap becomes very visible. For instance, if only Diagram 8 was taken into account in evaluating an organizational setting, then the conclusion might be a positive one (rising engagement; result an increase in time between accidents). But when looking at diagrams 5, 6 and 7, a different picture emerges. There is a picture showing a real gap in various organizational attributes that have potential to improve organizational performance. More significantly, the overall view is one where there is no escaping the need to change. And this could move the organization onto the next rung of ‘Curvilinear Logic. This could be viewed in terms of Rayner’s (2007, Chapter 9) statement to ‘design for decommissioning’.
4.3. Developing Capacity for Change – Sustainability based on Personal Change
The capacity to change, one could argue, is down to organizational structures and systems (Senge, 1990, 1994 & 1999). The way a company is set up, the processes, procedures or the sector involved in, are clearly important, and will be discussed as a framework that enables the values of a company to be ‘lived’. 
It remains though that those values are personal attributes.  The values belong to the people that work in a company. These might well be values that were instilled over time, which the current generation have embraced, but they are still the values that people espouse to live and act.
For any change to be sustainable, then these two points have to be addressed in an Inclusional Action process for change. 
Reinert (2007), Goodstein (2004) and Collins (2001) all state that performance (seen as a dominant position in the world in terms of wealth creation and associated power) initially are aligned to engineering issues. There were processes in place, but the main advances came through engineering. Over time, it has become increasingly dominant to introduce processes and procedures to govern performance. Policies and procedures allow governance from afar, and allow globalisation and this is accelerated by for instance engineering technology such as computers and IT.

Gladwell (2000, 2005), Frost (2002) and de Geus (1999) all argue that the individuals concerned, based on the behavioural attributes they posses can increase cooperation, reduce conflict and enable learning within a company. De Geus (1999) and Flood (1999, 2000) argue that this is a culture, a common behaviour that enables better performance.  This is reflected in diagram 9.
In a way, this diagram allows a viewpoint to be formed on the stage a company is in terms of ‘development’ based on management focus. Where does the company place it’s priorities. 

This is important, because this knowledge immediately can be used to create and design a particular entry point for an Inclusional Action process. It can be argued that diagram 9 and diagram 2 have a direct relationship. The relationship being that the more a company uses behavioural and cultural drivers to improve performance, the more able it will be to implement double and triple loop learning. This is an assumption, and has not been verified. However it is based on my Living Theory (van Tuyl, 2009) and experiences in my current practice.

It can equally argued that development levels within the individuals within an organization have relevance on the quality, sustainability and effects of a change process. Covey (1990), Quinn (2000) and Torbert (2001) all identify different levels of development within individuals and award attributes to each category (van Tuyl, 2009, p. 143). Shapiro (2004) argues that these qualities affect change programs either positively or adversely. The general principle being that the more developed the collective body of individuals is, the better the quality, sustainability and impact of a change initiative will be. 

The main point that this set of authors raises is that a qualified set of statements can be made with regards to the capability and capacity for change. This is important, because this allows a judgement to be made in terms of what type of approach could work in a particular situation, and what probably would not work. 

Why is this important? Because every change initiative undertaken is different, and to use the same approach within different contexts (different people, different focus groups, different cultures, different mix of people, different genders, etc.) assumes that all change initiatives are the same. This is incorrect, and therefore an Inclusional Action process to integrate these different models is a better approach to use.
Rayner (2007, Chapter 9) talked about ‘incorporating self-integrative processes with capacity for learning’.  What I have described is a process of personal development to increase and build a capacity for learning. This has to be an integrative element within all Inclusional Action processes.

4.4. Co-Creative Catalysts – A Different Form of Facilitation
The arguments used in this paper indicate that an Inclusional Action process needs an assessment phase, a design phase and an execution phase in a continual cycle of reflection. This means that this process has to be managed or facilitated.
But what exactly has to be facilitated? What is it that makes an Inclusional Action process different?
What have to be facilitated are the boundaries around issues. Boundaries retain the status quo, boundaries limit creativeness. Boundaries are created and maintained by nature and or design! Boundaries also cause different interpretations in meaning. Boundaries sometimes are very visible, and other times are not visible until a conflict around a boundary happens.

“An object acquires boundary status by virtue of being positioned simultaneously within several different worlds or domains of knowledge. Each of these worlds will attach its own specific meaning to a boundary object, which then provides a bridge to facilitate the translation of meanings between worlds as well as the sustained coordination of activities across these boundaries. At the same time, a boundary object provides an anchor for meaning within each domain.” (Simpson, Carroll, 2006, pp. 3 - 4)

A key element of an Inclusional Action process is to be able to permeate boundaries. For this to happen, the boundaries first have to be made visible. And what Simpson & Caroll (2005) add is that a bridge needs to be formed to translate the meaning. Whose meaning?
This is why this paper uses a different name for a facilitator. This person (internal or external to the organization) needs to be able to co-create with the individuals concerned an approach that allows bridging of the boundary. This person also needs to be a catalyst ; an enabler, a person who can start the conversations, a person who has the knowledge to be credible to both sides on a boundary, a person who can and is accepted to have a ‘foot in both camps’. A person who can enable contacts to be made across boundaries, based on a co-created agenda for change! Hence the facilitator has to be a co-creative catalyst.

One of the key attributes to be a co-creative catalyst is an ability to make issues transparent, in a safe, non-threatening and clear way without polarizing issues. This person also should not show any preference for any idea, but enable conversation with intent across the boundaries.

This person should also be able to understand and co-create conditions where if an issue can not be resolved at a certain level, that the issue then is moved up to a level where it can be resolved. 

4.4.1. Dominant Boundaries 
Often human processes are reflected in terms of wealth creation. Education and health for instance are seen in economic terms; what will this contribute to the Country and what does it cost? “Social relationships and our way of interaction is by no means exempt from economic logic” (Frank, 2007, pp. 192). Very often creativeness and contribution to our society is measured in terms of monetary value. Our social system and values are influenced and defined by economic theory of one kind or another.

If this is the case, then this is the single most important reductionist process in our relationships that we have constructed as a society. This is highlighted by narrative of a change that actually happened in a project I was involved in. This is the story of the 5th man.
An example from industry which is prevalent today, which shows the need to change goals, and is aligned with Rayner’s (2007, Chapter 9) statement to design for longer term is related to wealth creating as a dominant force. A standard goal and economic mantra is the focus on maximizing cash flow and profit. This is enshrined in the following equation:
EBIT = Revenue – OPEX – CAPEX – Royalties – Overheads (G&A)

EBIT 

Earnings before interest and tax

OPEX
 
operating expenditure (in general not tax deductible)

CAPEX

Capital expenditure (in general tax deductible; returns as depreciation in following years)

Overheads
General and administrative costs (usually head-quarter and allocated fixed costs) 

The maximum profit is embedded within the OPEX and CAPEX decisions made.
From this equation it is clear that if a manager is measured on a short term goal, for instance his success in a particular posting (usually a maximum of 4 years, often shorter), then it is relatively easy to manipulate the results. Cut CAPEX, which essentially is a reduction of the organizations ability to operate at a competitive level in the future, almost akin to selling or not replacing the ‘families silver’? The other easy option is to reduce OPEX, and this usually means staff reductions, cutting training or maintaining equipment at lower standards (safety). All these elements can be seen in the story of the 5th man.
What is needed is a balancing set of requirements where managers and organizations are required to look after their people, environment and one where managers are responsible to invest for future generations. Reinert (2007) makes it clear that the reason various countries are prospering today is because of the foundation they built up in the past.
4.4.2. The 5th Man




The German land drilling contractors work with in general 4 crews. Each crew would typically consist of a Driller and 4 crewmembers. It was observed that a 5th man might add benefits in rig efficiency.

This observation was discussed on the rig, and further refined. The drilling rig crew added narrative and expanded the options to other hidden areas where the lack of the 5th man was causing hidden time losses. 
Emerging was that the operations would not be stopped, but would continue slower. Therefore the operational activity reporting system would not report on a sub-optimal use of resources. This point was fed back  for senior management comment. 

At the end of Q3, 2001 for the duration of the a well a 5th man would be permanently added to the crew. The management requirement was to find a way to measure the impact and return on investment (Diagram 10).

This was done in a cooperative inquiry format. Essentially the Drillers were asked to fill out a sheet on what the 5th man had actually saved that day. Agreed was with the parties that the senior operational representative and contractor representative would agree on the minimum estimated savings (rig down time), and record the data on a daily basis.

Before this actually worked smoothly, took 5 – 6 months! This was the most difficult part of the entire exercise. We were asking people to monitor themselves. We were asking for an empirical measure. Essentially were asking crews to trust the management. This is a key example of managing the expectation. The expectation here being that the crews reported back, and management would evaluate! The main issue was coaching all involved, in the value of being open and looking for meaningful measures!

What did we learn?

The narrative of the employees could be substantiated in hard data. Having this 5th man cost EUR 31k/month extra, but the leveraged effect on rig time was such that only 0,5h/day had to be saved to breakeven.

A paradigm shift occurred, a change of heart based on sound rationale and narrative. A senior drilling superintendent stated:”I find it incredible that we need a consultant to tell us something we instinctively know.“ I helped reduce the crews in the first place based on a sound rationale!”  And yet he didn’t take any action, even though he claimed he know.  This jsut shows how difficult it is to change boundaries from within!
The 5th man spent a lot of time cleaning, organizing materials, painting,  Visitors to the drilling site always commented how clean and organized the rig was. We were not able to quantify this in terms of an “Input” into the safety performance of the drilling site. All however state this as a major contributing factor. This is a major contributing factor in the reduced incident rates.

This 5th man is now a standard addition to all crews. Agreed annualised savings (ROI) documented after monitoring the effects for a year were approx. EUR 400k (netto)/rig/annum.  The company believes that this was the right thing to do. This was extended to all the rigs 
5. Conclusion
This paper has made an attempt to describe what an Inclusional Action process could look like, and what the attributes are required for such a process. 
Inclusional Action can transform existing management theory and change programs. The main points are that Inclusional Action is designed by and for the people who want change. It ensures organizational development through both physical changes and behavioural changes, and the process ensures that organizational learning can take place.

What I hope is that through this paper a debate will refine what an Inclusional Action process is, and that it will enable more change processes in organizations to be more successful and more sustainable.
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A Girl sitting on a railway line, reading a newspaper:


“All my information comes papers. I feel that a train could come along and run me over any minute. I feel completely out of control, on a strange journey”





Hot Air Balloons: “Everybody is all over the place. Feel that we are all isolated. Need to shout to reach people”
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