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Abstract

Team Syntegnty 1s a group process, or protocol, to use when 1ssues, concerns and
desires of all key stakeholders need to be taken into account and open discussion is
needed to clarify issues and the context within which it must be addressed. However
many organisations are not able to match the requirements of the protocol which 1s
based upon the structural model of the icosahedron. The 30 edges of the model are
mapped to 30 participants and the 12 vertices for 12 teams.

This research addressed the need for “smaller” scale syntegration through the use of
octahedron and the changes to the protocol of Team Syntegrity to meet the demands
and constraints of the organisation. It also identified and design pre- and post-
syntegration activities to implement the outcomes of the syntegration and assessed the

impact of syntegration on organisations with a view to establishing design parameters
and intervention approaches.

The literature on organisational change, systems and cybemetics was reviewed to
understand the dynamics of organisational change, characteristics of change process
and to appraise Team Syntegrity as an organisational change method. Five
syntegration events for various research situations were organised and conducted.
These events clarified various design issues both for StatfGraph (30-person)
Syntegration and the adjusted protocol based on the octahedron. Adjustments were
made to the protocol to meet the demands of the situation and the constraints of the
organisation. In contrast to approaches which seek to offer umitary description of
reality, the action research strategy adopted a flexible and adaptive stance to match the
variety in the organisational situation with the corresponding variety in Team
Syntegrity. Through action research collaborative process with participants and

reflective learning were carried out.

The findings of the research confirmed the need to position syntegration within an
action-research intervention strategy to generate outcomes which lead to
organisational change. Syntegrations which are configured to meet organmisational
constraints and designed collaboratively with participants and problem owners are
more likely to generate actions after the event. The impact of syntegration to the
organisation i1s influenced by the fit between the participants (infoset), Opening
Question and the organisational situation.

A pluralist perspective of Team Syntegrity 1s therefore necessary to design
syntegration, within an intervention strategy, for organisational change.
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Introduction

1.1

Background to the research

The 1nspiration for this thesis comes from Professor Stafford Beer’s vision of how we
might secure more effective practical action in the world of human affairs. To this
end, he has contributed a body of knowledge called Managerial Cybernetics (Beer,
1959; 1966; 1972; 1974; 1975; 1979; 1981), the Science of Effective Organisation.
One of his recent contributions to management and systems practice is Team
Syntegrity! (Beer, 1994a), although he 1s most quoted and acknowledged for his
Viable System Model (VSM) in the literature and the systems community.

Team Syntegrity 1s a group communication process, or protocol, to use when issues,
concerns and desires of all key stakeholders need to be taken into account and open
discussion 1s needed to clarify issues and the context within which they must be
addressed. It meets the needs of changing business environment characterised by the
information explosion, multiplicity of stakeholders, heterarchical structures and self-
organising systems. Indeed many authors (for example, Harman & Hormann, 1990;
Garrod & Chadwick, 1996; Drucker, 1993; Ray & Rinzler, 1993) claim that a new
business paradigm has emerged replacing the old paradigm best typified by Newton’s
clockwork of organisations that function by nigid hierarchies, with people seen as
replaceable components who work on the basis of orders from above. The mechanistic
view of organisations has been substituted by other exciting metaphors such as
organism and brain (Morgan, 1986) and the traditional “agenda-oriented” meetings

now replaced or augmented by ‘“agenda-less” approaches that include open search
conferences (Weisbord & Janoft, 1995, 1996; Owen, 1992) and Team Syntegrity.

The structural model of the icosahedron which forms the basis of the protocol and the
communication schema of Team Syntegrity 1s not only geometrically and
mathematical elegant but also exhibits mystical properties of relational harmonies
based on the Golden Section.

' Team Syntegrity is a registered trademark of Team Syntegnty International, Canada.
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According to Beer (1993:36), the inventor of Team Syntegrity, “these all pervasive

harmonies gave rise to the Pythagorean number-mystic, then the Hebrew Kabbala, and
so on down the centuries.” The model has 30 edges and 12 vertices. Used as an
organising structure, the 30 edges represent the 30 participants (infoset), each a
member of two teams out of the 12 teams which are physically represented by vertices
of the icosahedron. Each vertex 1s the root of five braces which connect it to five other
vertices in the internal space of the icosahedron. These braces form the schema for
critic roles of the 30 participants. In summary, each participant is a member of two
teams and a critic of two others. The physical model and the internal braces, represent
the forces of compression and tension providing tensile integrity (Fuller, 1992) to the
dynamic social process. However, many enterprises, organisations and groups are not
able to match the specific requirements of the protocol, particularly the number of
participants to form the infoset as well as the prescribed 3 to 5 days continuous
duration of the syntegration (StaffGraph) event.

Team Syntegrity International (TSI) attempted to overcome this constraint by
developing and offering different versions of syntegration to accommodate lesser
number of participants. However, the icosahedral structure bound by the TS Colour
System for the other versions of syntegration (ShortForm and SmallForm) implies an
elegant mapping to the icosahedron but still yet prescriptive to the organisation
intending to use it. In essence, the “smaller” the syntegration in terms of size of
infoset (SmallForm and ShortForm), the more demanding 1t will be for the individual
participants, for in the case of the 12-person ShortForm, they may have to be a
member of four teams and a critic of four other teams. Participants * shuttling in and

?

out” of eight team meetings throughout the syntegration will be 1in danger of
experiencing mental and physical exhaustion resulting 1n the loss of focus and creative
input. Organisations, as dynamic entities operating in a rapidly changing environment,
are more amicable to pluralist and contingent approaches instead of those which are
rigid and prescriptive, albeit elegant and mathematically profound. This view 1s
echoed by Stace (1996) who departs from the practice of “ one-model” model. Similar

views are expressed in the organisational change literature.

Another view expressed in the organisational change and systems literature 1s the
criticism of some of the traditional participatory-group processes in that they do not
address analysis, planning, choice and action (White, 1994b). Team Syntegrity builds
on traditional group processes but incorporates design principles based on cybemetics
to achieve breakthrough innovation and distributed intelligence. Its effectiveness in
enabling organisations to change as a result of actions carried out as outcome of
syntegration is a litmus test for its survival in the business environment of the twenty-
first century.
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1.2 Research problem and hypothesis

This research aims to address the 1ssues raised in the preceding section, namely the
degree to which “smaller” scale syntegration can meet the needs of many
organisations with less than the 30-person infoset, an action-research approach to

designing and conducting syntegration and the impact on organisation. Specifically
the research attempts to:-

e explore the use of smaller polyhedra and changes to the protocol prescribed by
Team Syntegrity to meet the demands and constraints of the organisation.

e identify and design appropniate pre- and post-syntegration activities to implement
outcomes.

o assess the impact of syntegrations on participants with a view to establishing
design parameters and intervention approaches.

The research does not conform strictly to the hypothetico-deductive approach but
implies the following hypothesis:-

e Syntegration events which are configured to meet organisational constraints and
designed collaboratively with participants or problem-owners are more likely to
generate actions after the event.

e The actions resulting from the event are not dependent upon the icosahedron as a
structural model for the syntegration.

e The likely impact of syntegration to the organisation 1s influenced by the fit

between 1nfoset (participants), the Opening Question and the organisational
situation.

1.3 Justification for the research

Between 1993 and 1999 Team Syntegrity International and its licencees have
organised and conducted over 100 syntegrations worldwide2 [Appendix A]. The
largest user of Team Syntegrity, The World Service Authonty, are encouraging
groups across the world to conduct syntegration to address the i1ssue of world
governance, as an ongoing activity from the World Syntegrity Project through the year
20003. Todate, most syntegrations are based on the icosahedral model and the
protocol prescribed by Team Syntegrity International.

* Communication with Professor Markus Schwaninger on 26 November 1999
* Communication with Ms Dianne Tangel-Cate, World Syntegrity Project Coordinator. Refer
to http:/www.worldcitizen.org/synhis.html
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However many organisations and groups are not able to match the requirements of the
protocol, but may still benefit from the cybemetic principles inherent in Team
Syntegnty. It is for this reason a protocol based on the octahedron, a * smaller”
polyhedron, as well as an intervention-design (rather than prescriptive) approach are
required to meet the constraints of the organisation or groups. This undertaking may
not serve the interest of Team Syntegrity International, but the requirements for a
StaffGraph Syntegration (30 participants, residential 3-5 days, a certified delivery
team, licencees fees) 1s i1nappropriate for many small-to-medium sized business
organisations and inhibitive to larger organisations. The adjustment in both the size of
infoset and the schedule of activities raise interesting issues in the maintenance of

integrity vis-a-vis Team Syntegrity as designed and developed by its inventor
Protessor Statford Beer.

Primary data collected and systematic observations have revealed that Team

Syntegrity has had significant and profound emotional impact on the participants as
quoted below (emphasis added):-

Open Futures Syntegration 1994 (Appendix B: Formal Group Debrief)

Brian Dalzell : “ This morning, I woke up with ideas flowing - had pen and paper and
couldn’t shut it off - thought to myself, this man (Stafford Beer) has ruined my life

with triangles - everywhere I looked that’s what I saw - connected to my personal
life ..”

Sharon Burke : “Noticed that the whole idea of spirituality kept creeping into the
dialogue. In one meeting, with Joe Truss, had a transformational experience,.... feel
that this process can make a real difference in the world” .

Stan Middlestadt : “... feel I'm in 1t right row .. I know I’'m in a transformation that
is going on now - it’s in my body - not sure what’s actually going on ...”.

John Clarke : “I have to admit that it (Syntegration) was one of the most enriching
development experiences I have ever had - and I claim to be a specialist in human
development”.

Mickleton Emissary Community Syntegration 1996
(Appendix C: Participant’s Feedback)

Joy Cole : “During the process, I was able to find my own voice, to voice my own
shadows - to be listened in a way that [ hadn’t previously found to be possible. I had
the experience of moving into a different space, both loving and energetic, in my
interactions with others, individually and collectively ....”

Nicky Martin : “ ... My mind, my body and my spirit are dancing and weaving
through the light and shadows of our seemingly disparate visions of how we want to
be together, as we move around and around I feel the dawning of clanty and accord.
What joy! | am immeasurably enriched and so 1s my world.”
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Alicia Menato : © .... My conclusion, I went through a personal discovery, a personal
engagement to follow my dream, and by doing this a collective step could be done.™

Roger Hyodo : “This was a daring breakthrough - another step in people taking

further responsibility for their own lives (and having one) and the charity moving
on to the next cycle.”

However reviews after syntegration revealed that the event failed to impact and
influence the organisation or group to implement the outcomes or changes. What
organisational arrangements and meaning are necessary for the organisation to
implement the outcomes of the syntegration 1s a question yet to be answered. This

research endeavours to appraise Team Syntegrity as an enabler of change for
organisations by adopting a collaborative, pluralist and action-research position to
embrace syntegration within an intervention strategy.

One source of organisational change and action is the interaction and conversation
between operational management on one hand, and the development and intelligence
function on the other (System 3 and System 4 respectively, following Beer’s Viable
System Model). Team Syntegrity was also intended to provide the structure and
protocol for System 3-4 Homeostat (Beer, 1994:160) thus justifying a need to review
the definition of infoset (within an organisational setting) and the fit between infoset,

organisation and the Opening Question to influence the impact of syntegration to the
organisation.

14 Methodology

The approach adopted for this research project focuses on “action”, the desire to
improve matters 1n a real-world problem situation with which the research activity 1s
directly involved, and the “research”, a desire to produce generalisable results. Action
research within the interpretivist paradigm 1s used to design, develop and facilitate
syntegrations. The pluralist stance embraced 1n this research maximises the effect of
interpretative, quantitative and content analysis on data collected through recording
and observing the syntegration process, the questionnaires administered at the end of
the syntegration and the final statement of importance. A *“ portfolio” approach which

constitutes a cumulative open-ended file of all of sorts of information both qualitative
and quantitative 1s used.

Five syntegrations of different configurations were designed and organised on the
basis of an action research approach each one being used to introduce design changes
to meet the needs of the organisation for which the syntegration was held. These

‘“‘organisations’ are quite unique in their own ways and hence presented interesting
research situations for exploration.
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Unlike positivist research, the situation which enveloped the syntegration is a dynamic
outcome of negotiation between researcher and participants (infoset) or organisation.

The research process and its outcome are therefore not predictive to justify a
hypothetico-deductive research approach.

1.5 Outline of the thesis

There are eight chapters in this thesis. Chapter 2 introduces Team Syntegrity and
describes the stages of syntegration (StaffGraph Syntegration) with the aid of pictorial

images. Other versions of syntegration, such as SmallForm and ShortForm and the
one-day Syntegritaste are also introduced in this chapter.

Chapter 3 takes a rapid tour of the organisational change, systems and cybernetics
hiterature. It provides a route map to the plethora of approaches and paradigms that
have emerged in organisational change thinking over the past thirty years.

Chapter 4 discusses the positivist and interpretivist paradigm and the research

methodology adopted for this project. Action Research is introduced and justifications
for use of methodology are presented.

Chapter 5 forms the main body of the thesis. It documents the research situations
which compelled the adjustment to the Team Syntegrity protocol to meet the needs of
the user-organisation. A comprehensive account of each of the five syntegrations are
provided and are accompanied by the semi-quantitative analysis of questionnaires. A
discussion of findings for each of the syntegration 1s also presented in this chapter.

Chapter 6 presents and summarises the results of the analysis of the questionnaires
and the inferences from the content analysis of the Final Statement of Importance. It

complements the analysis and discussion of each of the syntegration in Chapter 5.

Chapter 7 discusses the variables which form the building blocks of an action research
intervention which incorporates syntegration for actions leading to organisation
change. A framework of imperatives to derive an intervention strategy and bespoke
configuration is also presented 1n this chapter.

Chapter 8 concludes the thesis by discussing the conclusion of the research, its
implications to theory and practice, and further research.
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1.6 Limitations of scope and key assumptions

As mentioned 1n previous sections, the research adopts an interpretative approach and
therefore does not pretend to generate objective knowledge based on the positivist
idea of systematic, comparative, replicative observation and measurement. This
research hence cannot be assessed by the evaluative criteria normally applied to
positivist research, for this research seek a different kind of insight.

This research 1s more concerned with identifying generalisable processes that are not
content specific and therefore cannot be generalised in terms of measured relations
between a network of facts verified through predictions of outcome. However there 1s
a contribution to knowledge if this research can identify generic processes or patterns
through which human beings construct and make sense of their realities through the

evidence of exemplars or archetypes, rather than through systematic bodies of data in
the positivist tradition.

1.7 Conclusion

This chapter has laid the foundations for the thesis. It introduced the research problem
and research questions and hypothesis. The justification for the research and
methodology was described. The thesis was outlined and the limitations were
specified. On these foundations, the thesis can proceed with a detailed description of

the research.
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Overview of T eafn Syntegrity

2.1 Introduction

This chapter offers a brief description of syntegration!,2, both as the event held using
the protocol designed by Professor Stafford Beer, the inventor of Team Syntegriry, as
well as a product line marketed by Team Syntegrity International (TSI). The invented
syntegration tor 30-person infoset is now renamed as StaffGraph Syntegration by TSI.

Team Syntegrity International considers Team Syntegrity as a brand name for a
product line consisting of StaffGraph Syntegration (30 people for 5 days), ShortForm
Syntegration (24-30 people for 3.5 days or 18 people for 2.5 to 3.5 days), SmallForm
Syntegration (12 people for 2.5 days, or 3- or 6-person projects) and the recently
developed Syntegritaste (18-30 people for 1 day).

TSI has also developed a systematic model (based on the icosahedral structure) to deal
with Infoset sizes ranging from 30 down to 3 participants.3

Since this chapter was written before the development of ShortForm and SmallForm
Syntegration, the term syntegration refers to the 30-person syntegration described in

Beer (1994).

The literature on Team Syntegrity and syntegration 1s limited. Beer (1994) describes
the origin of Team Syntegrity and its development through five major experiments in
his book Beyond Dispute - The Invention of Team Syntegrity and the summary of 1ts
theory in Beer (1993). Other contributors to the literature are Holmberg (1997),
Leonard (1997), Schecter (1991; 1993), Whate (1994a).

' Syntegration is a registered trademark of Team Syntegrity International.

2 All terms used in the nomenclature will henceforth be in italic.

> Reference is made to the Truss Quantahedra in “ Team Syntegrity as the Practice of
Democracy”, Black Group Chapter, in: To Be and Not To Be, that is the System, Festschrft
for Stafford Beer, eds. Espejo & Schwaninger, CD ROM, Carl Auer Systeme Verlag,

Wiesbasen, 1998.
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All other information regarding Team Syntegrity and syntegration quoted in the
Bibliography are unpublished.

2.2 Syntegration

A syntegration (a meeting under Team Syntegrity) is a three to five day event during
which a group of thirty participants engage in dialogue around an.Opening Question.

Team Syntegrity International, which holds exclusive worldwide licence for Team
Syntegrity, defines it as:

“a collaborative group technology that brings people together in a
structured process designed to equalize roles and maximise
participation. It can be used to examine the present and to plan for the
future. The Syntegrity process is one of a growing number of processes
designed to expand thinking and promote collaboration” (Team
Syntegrity International, 1994:3).

Team Syntegrity 1s a structured protocol designed to bring thirty people together in
dialogue. It facilitates information gathering and exchange through maximum
participation and theretore 1s deliberately non-hierarchical. It 1s a set of procedures to
extract and distil the combined knowledge and experience of the participants.
Syntegration fuses experience and expertise in an informal, intensely engaging and
enjoyable three to five days. It i1s the thirty participants who are the subject matter
(domain) experts and together with the facilitators acting as coordinator and scribe,
the protocol releases creativity and captures the insights generated by the group.
Through this collaborative process, each individual participant contributes to the
whole which becomes greater than the sum of its parts.

The protocols for Syntegration provide both a procedure and the means for making
that procedure effective. The protocols have been consistently updated since the five
major path-finding experiments conducted by 1its inventor. Team Syntegrity
International has over time, incorporated tasks or features to improve 1t. The protocols
are designed to exploit the compressive and tensile attributes of the infoset and sets the
‘rules of the game’ but do not inhibit players once they agree to go on the field (Beer,
1994a:21). The Protocol has the same basic design however the infoset decides to
work on time and place, although the ‘long weekend in the mountains’ 1s favoured and
even longer meetings are envisaged. Two main activities however__the Orthogonal
Meeting and Face Planning were included in the Protocol during the Open Futures

Syntegration? and for subsequent syntegrations.

‘ The Open Futures Syntegrations for the 1994 Leadership Series were held on 23-26 January
94 and 5-8 June 94 1n Toronto, Canada.
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This addition signifies development over the initial Protocol which had only the
Problem Jostle, Topic Auction and Outcome Resolve to it.

At the time of writing this thesis, the Protocol is made up of seven main activities
described as follows:

Activity Description

Generating Statements of A Statement of Importance (SI) is a sentence of not more than
Importance 10 words that 1s meaningful to the Opening Question. |

Problem Jostle

A marketplace of ideas. Any participant can select or group
stmilar SIs for discussion and clarification so as to solicit

support for the SI to be considered in the next step.

Hexadic Reduction An activity to group similar or overlapping Aggregated

Statement of Importance (ASI) and a process by which
participants register their support for ASIs to select the 12
ASIs/topics for discussion in the Outcome Resolve Meetings.

Topic Auction

Participants will identify their topic preferences and these
preferences will be used to generate a set of roles for each
participant in the infoset.

Outcome Resolve Involves three iterations of team meetings, involving members,

critics and observers, in which a topic is discussed for a
specified time period.

Orthogonal Meeting A cross-topic team meeting, where team members meet with
other team members (usually during meals; seating organised)
that they do not meet directly during Outcome Resolve

meetings.

Face Planning Involves creating integrated plans for implementing actions
which any subset of the group of thirty feel need to be

accomplished to realise the intentions of the group as
articulated through the 12 Final Statements.

Table 2.1 Team Syntegrity: Protocol

The duration of the Syntegration varies from three to five days depending on whether
the three iterations of the Qutcome Resolve are allocated maximum airtime (about 50
minutes to each session) and whether Face Planning (Truss, 1994) 1s conducted after
the final iteration of Qutcome Resolve. The purpose of Face Planning 1s to integrate
the results of the separate team topics and lay the groundwork for implementation.
This information-sharing group of three participants may sketch preliminary plans
rather than planning in detail. Participants are assigned on the basis of their triangular
faces to which their strut belong. A face for example, represents three teams, such as

Green-Gold, Gold-Light Blue and Light Blue-Green.
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The following schedule lists all the activities and allocated time for a four-day
Syntegration.

Day Time Activity

Friday
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10.00 - 10.15 am | Introduction to Team Syntegrity (the Process)

10.15-10.30 am | Break and Generate Statements of Importance
10.30-11.45 am | Problem Jostle

11.45-12.30 pm
12.30 - 12.45 pm
12.45 - 1.45 pm
1.45- 2.00 pm
2.00- 2.50 pm
3.00 - 3.50 pm
4.00 - 4.50 pm
5.00 - 5.50 pm
6.00 - 7.00 pm
7.10 - 8.00 pm
8.10 - 9.00 pm

Selection of Twelve Topics

Topic Preference Voting
Lunch

Strut Assignment and Briefing for Outcome Resolve
Red and White Team Meeting

Black and Light Blue Team Meeting
Orange and Brown Team Meeting

[teration 1)

Green and Yellow Team Meeting
Dinner and Orthogonal Meeting
Gold and Dark Blue Meeting

Silver and Purple Meeting

9.00- 9.10 am
9.15-10.30 am
10.45 -11.45 am
11.30- 2.00 pm
12.30- 1.45 pm
1.55- 3.10 pm
3.20- 4.35 pm '
445 - 6.00 pm
6.00 - 6.15 pm
6.15- 7.15 pm

8.00 pm

Saturday &
Sunday

Plenary

Red and White Team Meeting

Black and Light Blue Team Meeting

Staggered Lunch (But No Meetings 12.00 - 12.30)

Orange and Brown Team Meeting

Iteration 2

[teration 3)
Green and Yellow Team Meeting
Gold and Dark Blue Meeting
Silver and Purple Meeting
Closing Plenary

Dinner and Orthogonal Meeting

Social and Musical Evening

9.00- 9.15am
9.15-10.15 am
10.30 - 12.00 pm
12.00 - 1.00 pm
1.00- 2.15 pm
2.15- 245 pm
245 - 3.15pm
3.15- 330 pm
3.30- 430 pm
4.30- 5.00 pm
5.00 - 6.00 pm
Table 2.2 Typical Schedule for a 4-Day Syntegration

Opening Plenary
Team Presentation Preparation

Monday

-
-
|

Presentations
Lunch

Face Planning Session 1

Face Planning Session 1 Report/Presentation
Plenary Session

Break

Face Planning Session 2

Face Planning Session 2 Report/Presentation

Closing Plenary
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A Syntegration, therefore is an event for an infoset of 30 participants to create their

collective agenda by starting with an Opening Question. Prior to generating
Statements of Importance which can be viewed as the agenda items, participants are
usually welcomed by the Organisers or the Chief Facilitator who will outline the
expectations for the event. The introductory opening will cover issues such as

overview of Team Syntegrity, strict adherence to scheduled times for activities, and
the role of the facilitators. Syntegration also begins with an informal get-together for
participants to introduce themselves to each other. Organisers usually attach
photographs of individual participants (often taken during registration using Polaroid
camera) to their resume on a notice board for the participants to know each other
better, and to operate as an infoset. Figure 2.1 illustrates a display of resume with
photographs of individual participants on the wall in the venue of the syntegration.

!"’" *}“_{ i

a

[ .II.

Figure 2.1 Participants’ resume and photograph for a syntegration

The fun really begins when the participants construct their own Icosahedron, using 30
cocktail sticks (for spearing olives and cherries) and 12 fruit pastilles. Experience
shows that understanding what an icosahedral space is like is greatly enhanced by
building one’s own model, and through this activity participants interact with each
other as they guide and lend hands to connect the two pentagonal caps to form an
icosahedron. Figure 2.2 shows several icosahedron constructed by the participants.
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Figure 2.2 Icosahedron of cocktail sticks and fruit pastilles

The Opening Question 1s usually developed by the sponsors or the organisers of the
Syntegration. When organised in a business environment, the Opening Question may
be determined by the client-organisation or by staff members acting on behalf of the
organisation. An Opening Question, for example, “What are the most critical 1ssues
our organisation must consider when creating our five year plan” provides the basis
for participants to generate one or more Statement of Importance, which are posted on
the wall 1n an open area. This 1s aimed at stimulating participants to further generate
innovative statements in the atmosphere of a “bull session”. The only criterion 1s that
the statements must be assertions which are not “motherhood”, able to be negated and
therefore, statements which other participants might disagree. This activity 1s akin to a
brainstorming exercise. It 1s a divergent process which generates statements to evolve
a boundary within which the infoset will focus their subsequent discussion. Figure 2.3
provides a view of statements posted on a wall for this activity.
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Figure 2.3 Statement of Importance posted on the wall

The next step 1s for the infoset to review all the Statement of Importance (SI) and
begin a process of exploring and converging the many into a few. First, the Sls are
clustered or organised by grouping similar or overlapping statements together.
Participants then engage in the Problem Jostle to clarify the meaning of the SI through
discussion and negotiation. The Problem Jostle 1s like a marketplace of ideas. Any
participant can select one or a group of similar SIs which he/she believe to be of
critical importance relative to the Opening Question and “ set up shop” at one of the
easel stands. Each easel stand 1s a station for groups of participants to engage In
negotiation and discussion about an SI or a group of SIs and to get sufficient support,
original SIs need to be modified to take account of different points of view.

The typical scene of Problem Jostle 1s described as follows :-

“Picture a room with 12 easel stands scattered around. On one wall, In
very large letters, is a question. There are over thirty people in the room.
Above each easel stand i1s a large coloured card. Some of these cards
have terms or phrases written on them.

Groups of people are gathering around some of the stands, some talking
quietly, others having heated debates, all the while writing words or
sentences on easel paper. At another stand, one single individual stands
alone, keeping an eye out for others who walk by, hoping to engage
them in a discussion. Some stands are empty and unoccupied.

Over in the corner, a smaller group of people are talking and laughing.
People seem to be moving from stand to stand, from place to place at
will, randomly. Every once in a while, someone signs their name on the

easel paper.
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Now and again, a sheet of easel paper i1s removed from its stand and
posted to a nearby wall. The group at that stand disperses, often to be

replaced by one or more people intent on beginning again. This process
continues until there are quite a number of sheets of paper posted on the
wall, each has at least five signatures on it.”

The Problem Jostle continues until the infosef 1s not “ setting-up shop™ any longer or
time runs out, whichever comes first. The result is that the large number of SIs with
which the infoset began will have been aggregated into a smaller number of

Aggregated Statements of Importance (ASIs), generally 18 to 36 in total. Figure 2.4

provides a view of Problem Jostle whilst Figure 2.5 shows the Aggregated Statements
of Importance posted on the wall for further action.
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Figure 2.5 Aggregated Statement of Importance posted on the wall
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The next step is to review the ASIs and arrive at 12 issues or topics referred to as
Consolidated Statements of Importance (CSIs) which the infoset will discuss in the
Outcome Resolve Team Meetings. The activity is known as Hexadic Reduction and it
involves grouping similar or overlapping ASIs together and secondly a voting process
by which participants register their level of support for ASIs by voting with circle
stickers (“dots” ). Each participant is given equal number of “dots” and the 12 ASIs

with the most “dots” will form the 12 agenda items or CSlIs the infoset will discuss
and explore.

The infoset organises itself to discuss the topics (CSIs) through an activity known as
Topic Auction. This activity 1s designed to ensure that participants have the
opportunity to discuss and contribute to the topics which are most important to them,
perhaps because they strongly agree or disagree with the CSI. During the Topic
Auction, each participant will identify their topic preferences, and these preferences
will be used to generate a set of roles for each participant. Each participant will act in
the role of team member for two teams, as well as a critic for two other teams based
on the icosahedron and Team Syntegrity Colour System.> The 30 struts of the
icosahedron represent 30 participants and the 12 vertices represent 12 team-topics to
be discussed in the meetings of Outcome Resolve. Each topic team consists of 5 team
members and 5 team critics. The listing of membership and critics of the 12 teams are
given in Appendix D.

Figure 2.6 The Icosahedron

Team members meet three times in their respective teams. These team meetings are
called Qutcome Resolve. During each meeting, both team members and critics are

called upon to contribute their best thinking about the topic in relation to the Opening

Question.

5 Each team denoted by a specific colour.
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Two topic teams meet in two different rooms at the same time. Given that there are 12
topic teams, each with 10 participants involved in each of team, a highly structured
meeting schedule is required to accommodate the sequences of meetings. The
schedule allows 2 teams to meet simultaneously for a period of time, followed by two
other teams, until all 12 teams have met. The 10 participants who are not involved in
these meetings as members or critics may act as observers. Figure 2.6 provides a
typical scene of an Outcome Resolve team meeting.

Figure 2.7 Outcome Resolve Team Meeting

At the end of each team meeting, a statement 1s written which reflects the best
thinking of the team on their topic. Since each team meets three times, there will be
three statements written, and these will be displayed for the infoset to register their
support for, or comment on, how each team’s statement is developing. The registering
of support by the use of coloured sticker “dots” and comments on the statements 1s
known as Visual Applause. The meetings and the schedule which facilitates the
sequence of meetings, ensures that information will “reverberate within the system”,
will pass from team to team as statements are created and revised, enhancing the

potential for creativity, innovation and synergy.

The Orthogonal Meeting which takes place over meals 1s an informal information
sharing and update session. In this ‘meeting’, participants receive updates on meetings
that they could not attend, thus ensuring an effective distribution of information. A
meeting (5 meetings in total) involves three pairs of participants. Each pair consists of
two participants corresponding to polar opposite struts. The three pairs have the
relationship defined by the orthogonal golden triangles that symmetrically intersect the
[cosahedron. At the end of the Qutcome Resolve, there will be 12 Final Statements of
Importance (FSIs) related the Opening Question. Teams are subsequently required to
present the summary of the discussions to the infoset before the Closing Plenary.
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2.3 Roles and Responsibilities

During Outcome Resolve participants take the role of a team member, team critic or
observer at any one meeting. The role of a team member is to discuss the topic with
the four other members, listen to what critics have to say, and participate in writing a
statement which reflects the thinking of both members and critics. Statements can
reflect disagreements. The role of the team critic is first to listen to the team members’
discussion. Critics add value to the discussion when they play “devil’s advocate” and
when they challenge the team members to think in new and different ways. When
critics are asked to contribute, they may offer comments on the content of the
statement that 1s evolving, or on the process the team members are adopting to discuss
the topic. Observers, on the other hand, are free to attend but are not allowed to
participate in the meetings. As observers, they observe, listen and learn from
experiencing how other teams are evolving their statements and also act as

information carriers to their respective teams. In some way observers bring this
understanding to their roles as team members and critics of their teams.

The infoset 1s supported by the Delivery Team consisting of the Organiser, a team of
facilitators led by the Lead Facilitator and a team of logisticians led by the Lead
Logistician. The members of the delivery team are individuals who have been certified
by Team Syntegrity International to maintain the integrity of the protocol and to
undertake a series of tasks necessary to launch and sustain a “clean and energized

container’ (TSI, 1995). The competencies expected of the members of the delivery
team are given in Appendix E.

The Organiser is responsible for negotiating with the client with regard to purposes,
consulting support, outcomes and conditions of delivery. The Lead Facilitator and the
team of facilitators are responsible for setting-up, delivering and closing the
Syntegration. The facilitators are required to launch and maintain a positive container,
lead the infoset into the phases ot Syntegration, manage large group discussions (in

plenary sessions) and also act as scribes during the OQutcome Resolve team meetings.
The logisticians operate the appropriate equipment, organise and produce the
materials and documentation for the Syntegration.

2.4 Logistics and Facility

The minimum logistical requirements for a Syntegration 1s listed in Beer (1994a:22).
Tools and supplies required include movable chairs, overhead projector, easel stands,
computer systems for running algorithm and for word processing, stationeries, stick-

on memo notes (* Post-1t notes” ) coloured circle stickers, pens and flip-chart markers
and clocks for time-keeping.
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Continuous buffet serving coffee, tea, juice, minerals and small snacks are required to

ensure that participants do not leave the premises for refreshment and to maintain
continuous flow through the activities to keep on schedule.

The tacility for Syntegration should accommodate up to 40 people. Several rooms are
needed, including the Main Room (for briefing and plenary), two meeting rooms (for
Outcome Resolve Team Meetings), the Work Room (for administrative, data entry and
logistics) and the area for snacks and refreshments with space for participants to
socialise and rest. This area can also be the information exchange centre for
participants to disseminate information about themselves and their activities through a

bulletin board set-up during the Syntegration. An example of a typical facility layout
1s given in TSI (1993:14) and Beer (1994a:293).

2.5 Licencees

Team Syntegrity International have also appointed several licencees to dehver
Syntegrations around the world. The licencees, at the point of writing this thesis, are:-

Canada

Alan Pearson Associates, Ltd
BusinessBuilder

C. Cullen & Associates, Ltd
Complementary Set
Froidevaux & Associates, 1L.td
Harverster

Icosa" Knowledge Systems

Meta Enterpnises Inc.
MusicMaster Productions
Symmetry Systems
Colombia
Kankurua Ltd
Hungary
Dialogos
The Netherlands
IcoDrome

Losscher Associates

Switzerland
ZimConsult AG

United Kingdom

New Times

Discussions are underway with respect to licencing opportunities with organisations
and academic institutions in Canada, Hungary, UK, USA, South Africa and Australa.
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leam Syntegrity International had in the past approved requests for delivery of
Syntegrations by community groups, charity and non-profit organisations. A listing of
Syntegrations delivered in the period 1993-1997 is given in Appendix A. The number
of syntegrations conducted and delivered, as reflected in the listing, is not definitive as
Team Syntegrity International is not always provided with information to update its
register. This 1s compounded by the fact that Syntegration as a group process can be

delivered without engaging with or using the services of a delivery team certified by
Team Syntegrity International.

2.6 ShortForm and SmallForms

Team Syntegnity International has further developed different forms of Syntegration
event for infoset of less than 30 people. The Syntegration described in Beer (1994)
which 1nvolves 30 people over 5 days is now called StaffGraph Syntegration. The
most common form of syntegration event is a ShortForm involving 24 to 30 people
and 3.5 days. This 1s the form which TSI and the licensee network have the most
experience. Another ShortForm is the 18-person event run over 2.5 to 3 days. This
form differs from the earlier in terms of the strut/node arrangements. All of these
forms of Syntegration use the same protocol as the StaffGraph Syntegration which
includes Generating Statements of Importance, Problem Jostle, Hexadic Reduction,
Topic Allocation, and the three iterations of meeting in OQutcome Resolve.

The 12-person event over 2 to 3 days can be thought of as either a ShortForm or a
SmallForm, depending on the context in which it i1s used. TSI recommends that the
12-person event be used only as part of a larger initiative involving other
Syntegration. The 12-person ShortForm 1s considered by TSI as a pivot, in that it
bridges between the ShortForm and the SmallForms. The distinction between the 12-
person form and the 18, 24 and 30-person forms is that the 12-person form as
implemented by TSI does not maintain observer status. In the 12-person form, each of
the 12 people carry two struts positions, which means that each person is a member of
four teams, and a critic of four teams.

The 6-person and 3-person forms, based on a virtual tetrahedron and trniangle
respectively, are like the 12-person form in that the observer roles are not maintained.
In the 6-person form, each of the 6 participants carry four strut positions (8 colours),
and in the 3-person form, each of the participants carry eight strut (16 colours).
Specific protocols for the 6-person and 3-person forms are designed on the basis of
the situation in which they are used. According to TSI, the SmallForms are intended to
be used in conjunction with other forms of Syntegration in the context of larger
projects or initiatives. All torms of Syntegration maintain the 12 topics (12 colours)
which represent the distinctions that an infoset creates with respect to any subject or
issue it addresses from the Opening Question.
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The ShortForm and SmallForm involve transformations of the icosahedron which is
considered to be the underlying architecture for all Team Syntegrity forms. To move
from the 30-person form to the 24-person form involves removing one of the five

orthogonal sets from the icosahedron, thereby creating a cubeoctahedron or vector
equilibrium as shown below:-

Figure 2.8 The Cubeoctahedron

Moving from the 24-person to the 18-person form involves removing a second
orthogonal set. All SmallForms are transformations of the cubeoctahedron. To create
the 12-person form, the cubeoctahedron (24 person) is “flattened” to form what is
called the half-cubeoctahedron, so that two struts come together can be allocated to
one person. Both the 6-person and 3-person forms are created by “collapsing” the
cubeoctahedron into other forms such as tetrahedron and triangle. In all cases, all of
the 24 struts are maintained and allocated to infoset members (participants), but each
infoset member will be allocated more than one strut.

The 24 and 18-person ShortForms are used in situations where there are not enough
people to make up a 30-person infoset and/or where there 1s insufficient time available
to hold a full StaffGraph Syntegration. As mentioned earlier, TSI recommends the use
of SmallForms before a Syntegration event to initiate a project or undertaking of some
kind. It may also be used to follow through and implement decisions and plans
generated during a Syntegration event. The following scenarios illustrate such

possibilities:-

e A group of 3 or 6 people can come together to address a problem or 1ssue and,
using a process designed for this purpose, generate 12 topics that need to be
considered and discussed. Each of these people are then allocated to the
appropriate number of struts in the system (8 for each of a 3-person form and 4
each for a 6-person form). As new people are introduced into the group, the form
expands (from 3 to 6 to 12 and more). Each new person who comes into the group
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aligns themselves with an existing infoset member and takes accountability for one
or more of the strut positions allocated to that infosetr member. Over time, as the
group expands and continues to deal with the content of the 12 topics established at

the outset through scheduled meetings and discussions, the effect is similar to a
ShortForm Syntegration.

o After a Syntegration event has been concluded, a subset of the infoset can come
together to make decisions or plans relating to the outcome of the Syntegration. In
this case, the 12 topics have already been discussed and debated, and 12 final
statements of importance are available the smaller group. Depending on the size of
the subset, a 12, 6 or 3-person form will be generated through the transformation of
the 1cosahedron into a SmallForm. Each person will be allocated the appropriate
number of strut positions and a process is designed to help the smaller group
accomplish its purpose. A SmallForm group may also be formed to monitor
progress of implementation after a Syntegration event, or to take discussions to
another level of detail or to deal with implementation issues.

TSI outlines two important considerations in designing Team Syntegrity events,
namely, the time required for process logistics and the time required for social system
formation. They argue that while it may be possible to schedule a session to complete
In less time, sufficient time must be allowed for high levels of commitment and
collaboration to emerge from any infoset.

2.7 Syntegritaste

Syntegritaste 1s a one-day event to introduce potential clients to Team Syntegrity by
giving them a “taste” of the experience, without denaturing their technology in the
process. It 1s also offered to respond to client situations where there is interest in TSI’s
technology and protocols but the 3 to 5-day syntegration is not feasible.

As a standalone event, Syntegritaste 1s proposed in situations where clients have a
problem or issue that they have struggled with for some time, and where it is felt that
another approach may help to shed light on the nature of the problem or 1ssue and lead
to new “solutions”. In this case, it 1s positioned as a problem resolution protocol.
Syntegritaste can also be proposed 1n situations where clients have a problem or 1ssue
that 1s 1ll-defined, or where the real dynamics of the problem are unclear, and it 1s
thought that clarifying the nature of the problem or issue 1s required before it can be
resolved or addressed effectively. In this case, Syntegritaste would be positioned as a
problem 1dentification protocol. TSI, however, asserts that in both cases, clients
should be encouraged to hold a StaffGraph or ShortForm Syntegration and
Syntegritaste should only be offered where a longer event is simply not feasible.
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I'SI has designed two versions for Syntegritaste. The first can be accommodated in
one business day. The second begins the evening before and continues through the
following business day. As an option, a closing dinner and/or social evening can be
added after the Closing. The following outlines the schedule for the two versions:-

One-daz version

Morning: Opening plenary, including the building of icosahedron models
Generating statement of importance

Clustering statements of importance
Random strut allocation

Team meetings to complete topic definition
Afternoon: Outcome Resolve meetings (one iteration)

Orthogonal meetings and presentations
Closing

Evening plus one-day version

Evening: Dinner

Opening plenary, including the building of icosahedron models
Generating statements of importance
Optional social evening

Morning: (Generating statements of importance (continued, if appropriate)
Clustering statements of importance
Random strut allocation
Team meetings to complete topic definition

Afternoon: Outcome Resolve meeting (one iteration)
Orthogonal meetings and presentations
Closing

Syntegritaste does not involve a conventional Problem Jostle and Hexadic Reduction.
Instead participants, guided by facilitators, group statements of importance into
clusters and assign heading or title to each cluster. The purpose 1s to end this stage
with some number of clusters (more than 12 and less than 30), each with a cluster
heading, from which topic teams can select in order to define a topic for their team.
Random strut allocation are used in Syntegritaste. Each participant will select or be
given a strut which will establish their topic team membership.

A series of 12 meetings will take place, one for each topic, using the simultaneous
meeting sequence of Qutcome Resolve. Each team will select one or more clusters that
they are interested in discussing, and use the statements in these clusters to define a
topic for their team. These will be facilitated meetings of approximately 15 minutes in
length, and longer if time permits. The meetings are held at two tables 1n a large
plenary room so that observers can move from table to table to understand how topics

are defined by team members.
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I the team cannot find a cluster that they are interested in discussing, they can define
a new topic. One full iteration of Outcome Resolve meetings can be completed in the

same way as 1n a standard (StaffGraph) syntegration. Meetings will be scheduled to
last as long as possible on the basis of the available time.

TSI expects that a minimum of four certified people will be needed to deliver a
Syntegritaste, namely, a organiser/lead facilitator who can manage the full team. a
second facilitator, a lead logistician and one logistics support. This does not allow any
down time for either facilitators or logisticians, and so there will be cases where an

additional person may be recommended, preferably one who can support both In
facilitation and logistics.

2.8 Conclusion

Over 20 years, Professor Stafford Beer, former Chairman of the Board of Team
Syntegrity Incorporated, developed the concepts which ultimately led to the
development of the Team Syntegrity technologies. This chapter offers an overview of
the various products within the 7.S product portfolio designed to help organisations
create strategies that are comprehensive and cohesive. Fundamental to Team
Syntegrity 1s the belief that non-hierarchical approaches are critical to wviability 1n

complex organisational systems and lead to higher pertormance and individual
commitment.
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Literature Review

3.1 Introduction

The chapter takes a rapid tour of the literature. The purpose is to provide a route map
to the plethora of approaches and paradigms that have emerged in organisational
change thinking over the past thirty years. This is by no means a comprehensive

review. It 1s merely an attempt to provide some pointers in what has become an
incredibly diverse field of literature.

The hiterature 1s examined in several ways, including two simple classifications. One
1S by the Organisational Development (OD) approach to change. The other relates to
the cybernetics/systems thinking orientation to change.

The review begins by exploring the emerging new paradigm in business as a backdrop
for organisational change and ends by highlighting research issues, some of which are
addressed in this project.

3.2

A New Business Paradigm

The business environment has changed in fundamental ways over the past decade.
Innovations 1n communication and other technologies have made the global business
environment more relevant for a greater number of organisations. The changing
landscape of economic and political relations around the globe are more closely tied
than ever to business decisions. The complexity of business has grown dramatically as

a consequences of these changes.

The management literature 1s now inundated with terms such as employee autonomy,
empowerment, self-determination, participative decision-making, teamworking, team-
based management, self-organising systems, informal heterarchies, virtual
organisation, organisational leaming, creative workplace, teamworking and
transformational business (see for example; Axelrod, 1992; Baines, 1993; Evans &
Fischer, 1992; Mohrman, 1993; Pinchot & Pinchot, 1990: Zeleny, 1990; Johnson,

1995).
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Indeed the aged-old bureaucratic organisations are now threatened and challenged bv
new and continuously changing business environment (Jaffe & Scott, 1993).
Organisations, characterised by rigid procedures, control and hierarchical levels,
where changes are slow and incremental, and competition is minimal. are finding it
extremely difficult to work in the emerging world-business environment. Giants which
were synonymous with good management and stability such as IBM, GM, Sears,
Chrysler and British Leyland realised that their inability to change and adapt
endangers their existence. New organisation forms and models continued to emerge.
These have been called the “network” (Jarillo, 1993), the “shamrock” (Handy,
1990), the “organic” organisation (Butler, 1991), the “chaordic” organisation
(Durrance, 1997). New concepts, frameworks, models and metaphors, often
considered to be hype from a decade of guru-speak phenomenon, include the
Requisite Organization (Jaques, 1989), Learning Organisation (Senge, 1990),
Business Process Reengineering (Hammer and Champy, 1993), Reengineering

Management (Champy, 1995) have been offered for business leaders to renew and
transtorm their organisations.

There 1s no doubt that major changes are taking place in business and corporations.
Naisbitt & Aburdene (1985) observe that the new corporation differs from the old in
both goals and basic assumptions. Changes in goals and assumptions are sweeping
across various sectors as well as functional business disciplines and practices.
Forward-looking companies are embracing adaptive channels (Narus & Anderson,
1996:112) tor more tlexible and responsive distribution to their customers rather than
stocking excessive inventory and supporting it with surplus staff. Increasingly
companies are less focused on selling products and more interested in attracting and
keeping only high-value customers (Blattberg & Deighton, 1996), and it will not be
very long before new business definitions emerge around the notion of owning a
specific customer segment across the full range of its interest and needs. These types
of (customer) community: communities of transaction, interest, fantasy and
relationship, will be created and served by companies, through on-line services and in
the Internet for economic returns through usage fees, content fees transactions and
advertising, and synergy with other parts of its business. Real value, according to
Armstrong & Hegel III (1996), will come from providing people with the ability to
interact with one another, from satisfying their multiple social needs as well as their

commercial needs.

It has also been suggested by many authors (see for example, Harman & Hormann,
1990; Garrod & Chadwick, 1996; Drucker, 1993) that we are undergoing a paradigm
shift, in line with Kuhn’s (1970) suggestion in his study that scientific paradigms
lasted for almost about a generation before a shift takes place.



Literature Review 27

For business and industry, the last shift took place after the Copernican revolution in
the early decades of the seventeenth century which set the course for what has been
called the modern, Western industrial-era. The modern, Western industrial-era
paradigm 1s characterised by several persistent themes. One of the features of this
paradigm 1s the increasing monetisation of society. Human activities take place within
the mainstream economy and are valued (often solely) in economic terms.
Increasingly we define ourselves by relating to the economy, and the economic and
financial institutions became (except in time of war) the central concern of society.
Economic growth is the primary measure by which societies assess their progress. In
this era, the scientific method is viewed as the supreme mode of enquiry and the
search for scientific knowledge is predominantly utilitarian. Its guiding values are
prediction and control and ability to manipulate the physical environment. The
ultimate goal of most present day science is technological advancement. Another
inherent goal i1s unlimited material progress. The paradigm implies the belief in
human’s expanding control over nature, and in his or her unlimited ability to
understand the universe from data provided by the physical senses. Acquisitive
materialism 1s a central operative value. Industrialisation of the production of goods
and services, achieved by subdividing work into increasingly elemental (and less
intrinsically) meaningful increments and replacing human labour by machines. The
goals of industnalisation are increasing labour productivity and wealth for all to
achieve a higher matenal standard of living. Individuals are free to seek their own
self-interest 1n the marketplace, as pragmatic values dominate. Hence the future 1s not
defined by tradition nor achieved through organised plan, but happen as a
consequence of 1solated units in the system pursuing their own practical ends. The
vast change involved 1n shifting from the old feudal paradigm ot the Middle Ages to
the new, industrial-era paradigm is best summarised by Mumford (1956):-

“Within the span of a few centuries the focus of interest shifted from
the inner world to the outer world ... All but one of the [seven deadly]
sins, sloth, was transformed into a virtue. Greed, avarice, envy,
gluttony, luxury and pride were the driving force of the new economy
... Unbounded power was harnessed to equally unbounded appetites.”

By the latter part of the twentieth century the technological power of the industnalised
societies was overwhelming, and its benefits were impressive. Equally impressive 1s a
fundamental observation whose implications we are only beginning to grasp. Most of
today’s critical societal and global problems have come about, directly and indirectly,
because of the successes of the Western industrial paradigm. The Western industnal
or now considered “old” paradigm best typified by Newton’s mechanistic, clockwork
view has set up clockworks of organisations that function by rigid hierarchies. with
people seen as replaceable components who work on the basis of orders from above.
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Those orders come from managers who have been taught that individual values and
Intuition are to be scorned, that rationality based on data is the only way to make
decisions, that management 1s defined as “the art of getting things done through
people” (Parker Follett, 1941; Stoner & Wankel, 1986:3), as if people are the parts

that get in the way, rather than the contributors to success who simultaneously grow
from their contribution.

The new paradigm however cannot be really defined because of its situational
specificity. Ray & Rinzler (1993) argue that the application of inner knowledge,
intuition, compassion and the spirit to prosper in constant and continuous change can
be different for each individual, organisation and time-period. The overarching
objectives of the new paradigm in business are essentially the awakening and personal
development of everyone associated with it and the corresponding service to the
surrounding community. Business persons doing business in this way base their
actions on the guiding principles of wholeness and interconnectedness. The old
situation 1s typified by fear stemming from short-term goals, while the newer way 1s
based on corporate and individual vision. The old way 1s a ngid hierarchical culture
whilst the new model moves toward flexibility. In the new way there 1s market
orientation and people orientation. There is an external focus which takes all
stakeholders (employees, customers, suppliers, community and shareholders) into
account rather than merely concerned with satisfying shareholders with dividends or
other economic-payoffs. The new way includes cooperation and co-creation instead of
just competition and replaces aggressive warlike values with openness, integnty, trust,
equality, mutual respect, dignity, harmony and compassion. Contributions to the
conversation and development of the new business paradigm are also offered by
authors from various non-business disciplines and perspectives. Capra (1991; 1993)
for example, calls the new emerging paradigm, a “holistic” world view, seeing the
world as an integrated whole rather than a dissociated collection of parts. He also
refers to it as the “ecological” view, using the term in the sense of deep ecology,
which recognises the intrinsic values of all living beings and views humans as just one
particular strand in the web of life, as opposed to shallow ecology which 1s

anthropocentric.

Ferguson (1980; 1993) asserts that the most significant characteristics of the new
paradigm is the struggle to find higher purpose and meaning in work, whilst oftering
evidence of a new paradigm based on values, which transcends the old paradigm of
economics, with its emphasis on growth and manipulation. Semco, an equipment
manufacturing company in Brazil (Semler, 1989; 1993a; 1993b) has been nominated
by Ferguson (1993:35) as an exemplar of a new paradigm business. The fundamental
assumptions underlying competition, cooperation and co-creation are examined by
Joba et al. (1992) to assert that by definition, these modes (of how one relate to

another) emphasise doing something together.
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The word “together” invokes the concepts of wholeness and interconnectedness
which systems thinking have contributed to the emerging paradigm. The emerging
paradigm, they argue, goes further to indicate that the universe itself 1s creative, and
therefore the notion of co-creation is a possible way for doing business and a new way
of relating to one another. Accounting and auditing have moved within less than five
years from being considered the most marginal and irrelevant of topics to 1its present
position of occupying an increasingly central role in the deliberations of the new
business paradigm. Owen (1992), Gray (1990) and Gray et al. (1993) are some of the
contributors to this exciting development. Maynard & Mehrtens (1993) explores the
“fourth wave” accounting of corporate wealth based on intellectual capital and social
accounting. Together with other proponents of this new paradigm, they are developing
a sense of value, based on the corporation’s contribution to global responsibility, the
health of the planet, the personal fulfilment of its employees and the financial rewards
of the stakeholders. Whilst Maynard & Mehrtens explore the environmental and social
aspects of accounting, Mandel (1993) contributes his views on marketing in the new
paradigm. He maintains that marketing can be more effective when 1t truly
communicates our values, when it balances attitudes and actions with honesty and
vision. The most visible and dramatic shift from old to new paradigm thinking for
corporations today has been in the area of environmental protection. Public outrage
and governmental regulation have accelerated an increasing sense of social
responsibility in the business community. The 1992 United Nations Conference of
Environment and Development in Rio de Janeiro, also widely known as the Earth
Summit, provided the forum for the environmentalists on the one hand, and world and
political leaders on the other, to debate the extent of the environmental crisis and
whether or not the Western economic/business model could solve this crisis.
Environmental issues are intruding organisations significantly as it 1s now becoming
apparent that the trends in green awareness and the rise of green consumerism have
tremendous financial implications for business. Many authors including Gauntlett
(1993), Adams et al. (1991), Smith (1993) discuss the impact and implications of
environmentalism on business and provides examples of companies which are taking
steps toward progressive environmental management. Whilst Gauntlett 1s optimistic
with the ongoing affirmative efforts and activities at* greening” the corporate culture
from the evidence of good corporate citizenship by businesses and corporations, Gray
et al. (1993) insist that the environmental crisis requires a complete change of
paradigm which allow humanity to be part of the environment and not its exploiter,
rather than a green gloss to existing practices.

The shift from the old paradigm to the new paradigm is slow but inevitable. Global
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