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Abstract

I based this thesis upon a client engagement with a software company. My sponsor, Jane, managed a technical team, Support. The members of Support worked with product and program managers, developers and testers to build software. My clients referred to the members of those cross-functional groups as their internal customers. The project goal was to increase Support members’ levels of collaboration in cross-functional work. My intervention focus was at the boundary of Jane and her team. A comparison of pre- and post-intervention quantitative data demonstrated improvement in seven of nine variables. Jane reported an increase in her employees’ participation in cross-functional work. Support team members reported an increase in internal customer satisfaction. I observed increased collaborative behavior by the members of Support.
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Chapter 1

Introduction to the Thesis Project

Introduction

In this chapter, I describe the client system and how I became involved with it. I describe the principal project goal and measurements I used to track accomplishments.

My Client System

The client organization was a software company, founded in 1975, with 50,000 employees worldwide and annual revenues of $30 billion. The company led the personal computing revolution.

Making Contact with My Sponsor

My client sponsor, whom I will call Jane, learned of me through another student and called seeking help. Jane managed a technical support team, which I abbreviate to “Support.” The main function of my client group was the support of two software applications. Users of the applications were located globally, however, the work of my clients and I focused on “internal customers,” which I describe in this chapter. Jane told me that her team was performing adequately; however, she wanted them to serve their internal customers better. We discussed working together to improve Support’s performance. She expressed interest in increasing her own effectiveness as well.

At first, I felt ambivalent about working with the client company. I had recently completed an engagement with Jane’s company as an information technology (IT) consultant, and, after many years in software, wanted a change. Jane seemed ready however, and I resolved to do the project.

Cultural Diversity

Jane was a white female. Her employees included one white female, six white males, and one East Indian male. They were between 20 and 40 years old. I was a white male in my late 40’s when I did this project.

Cross Functional Environment

Support’s internal customers included four groups responsible for product management and program management, development, and test activities. The products that my clients supported underwent continuous improvement. Support contributed throughout the software development life cycle (SDLC), which I begin to discuss in this chapter and outline more thoroughly in Chapter 2.

The company used cross-functional processes to develop software. My client group was one among five groups that made up a business unit information technology (BUIT). A short description of each group’s responsibilities within the SDLC follows. I will describe a sequential workflow; however, in practice, the groups worked iteratively and collaboratively:

1. Product managers identified a customer need, obtained budget allocation, and articulated product requirements.

2. Program managers identified project resource requirements, developed the schedule, and wrote product specifications.

3. Developers designed the product and performed programming activities.

4. Testers developed the overall test plan, wrote test scripts, and conducted testing activities.

5. My clients, Support Analysts, participated in the entire process, from requirements definition through ongoing support of the product. They maintained technology, responded to internal and external service requests and collaborated with other project team members to resolve design, development, and deployment issues. Figure 1.1 shows the five groups that collaborated to develop software. Jane, as Support Manager, managed my client group.
[image: image1.wmf]Corporate VP

Sr Dir of Business

Dir of BUIT

Group

Program Mgr

Sr Product

Mgr

Test Mgr

Development

Mgr

Jane

Support Mgr

Support

Analyst

Support

Analyst

Support

Analyst

Support

Analyst

Support

Analyst

Support

Analyst

Support

Analyst

Support

Analyst

Product

Mgr

Product

Mgr

Product

Mgr

Product

Mgr

Product

Mgr

Program

Mgr

Program

Mgr

Program

Mgr

Program

Mgr

Program

Mgr

Program

Mgr

Program

Mgr

Tester

Tester

Tester

Tester

Tester

Tester

Tester

Tester

Developer

Developer

Developer

Developer

Developer

Developer

Developer

Developer

Developer

Developer

Figure 1.1.  Organization chart showing Support’s relationship to their internal customer groups.
Company Culture

Company leaders competed aggressively for business and employees competed with each other for accomplishments. Leaders emphasized using one’s intellect to solve problems. Employees actively sought to eliminate problems, or “bugs,” in the software. Personnel used bug-tracking systems as a key communication medium. They described incidents, assigned accountabilities, and documented resolutions. I sensed constant urgency in the system. Employees moved quickly in the hallways; however, they were regularly a few minutes late to meetings, contributing to an atmosphere of busyness. Employees interrupted the frenetic pace with project milestone celebrations.

My History with the Client Company

As I mentioned before, my background was in IT. Early in my career, I developed an interest in software-development team effectiveness. For the 18 years leading up to this project, I helped organizations develop, procure, implement and support software. I twice previously contracted to the client company, both times as a member of a program management group.

Problems and Goals for Change

Presenting Problem and Initial Goals

During the initial conversations that Jane and I had, she shared her concerns about her support analysts’ effectiveness. Providing the support function in cross-functional project work meant that Jane’s employees often needed to hold views different from other team members who focused more on developing the product and less on its subsequent support. However, Jane’s peers and other internal customers commented to her that Support personnel lacked participation in project work. Jane wanted her employees to behave more assertively.

I saw Jane’s problem as a byproduct of a culture wherein the hierarchy of roles gave support personnel less power than product and program managers and developers. Historically, the managers of software development organizations activated the support function only at the end of the project. The client company, however, was not traditional IT, and, ostensibly, support personnel participated throughout the development process. Therefore, Jane required her employees to present Support’s views throughout the SDLC.

Jane and I agreed upon the following initial goals: (a) increase customer satisfaction with Support, (b) reduce Support labor cost, and (c) improve Support members’ effectiveness in collaborating with cross-functional project teams during product development activities.

Changes in Goals

Jane and I eventually focused on a single goal:  to increase Support members’ levels of collaboration in cross-functional work. We hoped that improved internal customer satisfaction would be a byproduct of our work and I remained interested in the relationship between collaboration and labor cost. During the first of two data feedback sessions that I facilitated, my client group articulated two subgoals: (a) combine two service request queues, and (b) develop a cross-training process. I did not participate in achieving the subgoals.

Principal Goal Measurement

I administered three surveys: (a) the preliminary survey, (b) the business unit information technology (BUIT) survey, and (c) the pre- and post-intervention survey. I used the pre- and post-intervention survey to gauge to what degree we accomplished the goal of increasing Support members’ levels of collaboration in cross-functional work. I also relied on Jane’s, as well as my own, observations of the group’s development during the project and beyond.

Conclusion

In summary, I engaged with the members of a support group within a large software development company to help them improve their effectiveness in cross-functional work. I had previous experience with the company, though not with this business unit. The principal goal was to increase Support members’ levels of collaboration in cross-functional work.

In the next chapter, I discuss literature that I reviewed about the client company at the macro level, explaining their approach to software development. At the micro level, I describe the work of my client system. In the second section of the chapter, I address the content of the intervention, including customer service, team health, matrix organizations, cross-functional teams, and manager/employee relations. Finally, I discuss the main theories that guided my intervention, including systems thinking, action research, roles of change, team and community building, and future search.

Chapter 2

Literature Review

Introduction

In this chapter, I include client system, content, and methods sections. In the client system section, I view the company, and the group with which I worked, at both macro and micro levels. I present a survey of approaches to software development and a description of the company’s processes, in order to suggest interactions and challenges typical to my clients’ work. Next, at the micro level, I explore my client group’s function of support and suggest types of personalities drawn to that work. In order to understand challenges a consultant might encounter in the information technology (IT) culture, I conclude the client section with literature that presents a stereotype of IT people.

In the content section, I explore concepts in customer service, teams, cross-functional work, and manager/employee relations. I use these areas of theory to provide background into my clients’ concerns about internal customer satisfaction, team performance, and the project goal to increase Support members’ levels of collaboration in cross-functional work.

In the methods section, I discuss theory that helped me diagnose the issues facing my client and guide my intervention. At the macro level, I address systems thinking, action research, roles of change, and technical versus adaptive work. I return to systems thinking at the micro level and address the concepts of holons and balancing loops. Finally, I explore concepts in team and community building, and describe future search theory.

Client System

In this section, I discuss the client system at both macro and micro levels. At the macro level, I address the company’s approach to manufacturing software. At the micro level, I describe the function of my client group, which was support. Through the literature, I explore personality traits that one is likely to encounter in the IT culture.

Macro-Level

The Software Manufacturing Process

My client company built software. Their manufacturing processes, though tailored to their needs, resembled approaches taken by other industries. With this discussion of software development processes, I intend to describe the main work of the company and the roles of the members of my client group, referred to as Support.

For many years, I participated in software projects as developer, business analyst and project manager. I used a spectrum of development models from traditional sequential approaches to the evolutionary process that the employees of my client company used. The evolutionary model required that individuals work more collaboratively than historical models did and, therefore, provided interesting challenges for me as a consultant.

I introduce the older, sequential approach as a starting point for understanding the company’s software manufacturing process. The software development life cycle (SDLC) comprises the activities performed to manufacture software. Figure 2.1 depicts Leishman’s (2001) categories of traditional software development activities. This traditional approach consisted of a sequential series of activities, from development of requirements to installation of the software.
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Figure 2.1.  Traditional software development life cycle of information technology organizations.

Software developers managed SDLC activities with a variety of process models, ranging from sequential, represented by the waterfall model, to iterative approaches like the evolutionary model my clients used. MacCormack (2001) described five categories of software process models:

1. The waterfall model is a sequential process.

2. The rapid-prototyping model produces disposable prototypes to identify customer preferences.

3. The spiral model produces a series of prototypes to identify major risks.

4. The incremental model delivers a system to customers in chunks.

5. The evolutionary-delivery model is an iterative approach in which customers test an actual version of the software. (The Evolution of the Evolutionary-Delivery Model section.)

The waterfall model contains the functions that all software developers must perform; therefore, I include it in Figure 2.2. The waterfall model is a sequential process with each activity producing the output that is required to begin the next group of tasks.
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Figure 2.2.  The waterfall model adapted from Leishman (2001).

My software development experience included using the waterfall model, which continued to be valid for many organizations. However, software development managers found that effective manufacturing processes required more feedback. Capra (1996) summarized feedback “to mean the conveying of information about the outcome of any process or activity to its source” (p. 57). Weinberg (1992) wrote about the lack of explicit feedback in sequential approaches to software development:

Sequential methodologies are essentially linear processes, supplemented by implicit feedback. If nothing goes too far wrong, reasonable people can feed back small linear corrections, and that’s the ideal way for a project to work. But things don’t always happen that way, and sometimes a project gets thwacked by something decidedly nonlinear. (p. 103)

The limitations inherent in sequential approaches resulted in the movement of manufacturing organizations toward processes that enabled many activities to occur simultaneously. Hammer and Champy (1993) referred to this as parallel design and concurrent engineering, “In a parallel design process, all the parts are designed simultaneously and integrated at the end. . . . Kodak exploited concurrent engineering to cut [development] time nearly in half” (p. 45-46). I think understanding these concepts contributed to my ability to help my clients.

The last approach on MacCormack’s (2001) list, the evolutionary model, is the model my client company used. The company’s employees evolved software from start to completion, rapidly creating a working version of the product that they subsequently improved. When using the evolutionary model, a version of the product might be in use by external customers at the same time requirements, design, development and test activities are occurring for future versions. My client company’s evolutionary approach added complexity to my consulting experience. In a single cross-functional meeting, Support personnel typically faced a spectrum of issues, from end-user support requests, to newly discovered product requirements, to design errors, to bugs. Among these dynamics, I planned to work with my clients to increase Support members’ levels of collaboration in cross-functional work.

Micro-Level

The Software Support Function

According to traditional thinking, my client group’s function of support happened only after the product was complete. However, the members of Support participated in the entire product life cycle. This expanded role of support is not widely known. Goffin and New (2001) wrote: “The relationship between customer support requirements and new product development (NPD) is not adequately understood” (Introduction section, ¶ 7). Nelson, Nadkarni, Narayanan and Ghods (2000) suggested that teams like my client group are becoming increasingly visible:

Software operations support is an infrequently studied area of IS that is often mistakenly seen as a secondary activity in IS organizations. While not currently seen as the "glamor" job in IS, we believe that this activity will become more and more prevalent in in-house IS organizations. (Discussion section, ¶ 1)

Goffin and New (2001) researched support groups in a variety of manufacturing areas. They found “that customer support is highly important in a range of markets with vastly different products - from domestic appliances to passenger aircraft. Additionally, the research shows the need to address support requirements at the design stage” (Introduction section, ¶ 7). I believe that leadership from support personnel during product development, including in requirements definition and design phases, is critical, yet this view is not widely espoused.

In the course of three consulting engagements with the company, I observed support personnel influence the development process through a variety of interactions, including: (a) giving feedback to product managers about requirements errors, (b) giving feedback to program managers about specification errors, (c) giving feedback to developers about design errors, and (d) giving feedback to testers about test plan errors. I believed, along with my client sponsor, Jane, that the ability for her employees to demonstrate assertive behavior while working on cross-functional project teams was key to their effectiveness. Other team members focused more on delivering the product and less on its support, making my client group’s challenge especially difficult.

I worked with Jane and members of Support to gather and interpret internal customers’ perceptions of their effectiveness in cross-functional project work. I thought that Support would be interested in this feedback from peers and managers in other functional areas and eager to understand and respond to it. However, they did not respond to the feedback with the urgency that I expected. While exploring the literature, I learned that support personnel tend to be intrinsically motivated, which helped explain why their response to others’ opinions did not match my assumption. Nelson et al. (2000) studied the motivation of support personnel:

Many of our expert respondents indicated that support is often more abstract and difficult than development. This degree of difficulty and the sense of growth and accomplishment that results when a job is successfully completed intrinsically motivates these experts. This intrinsic motivation played a greater role than extrinsic motivators such as pay and promotion for our respondents. This finding may be an artifact of organizational policies, which do not always outwardly value and reward the software operations support function. It also suggests that people attracted to this type of job may be more intrinsically motivated. (Motivation section, ¶ 4)

I interpreted their behavior as lack of concern about internal customer feedback. However, one might expect intrinsically motivated support personnel to exhibit little reactivity to external opinions.

Although I resisted labeling my clients, the literature contains a stereotype of IT people that my own experience as a software expert validated. Schein (1992) wrote that IT people are sometimes “intolerant of ambiguity,” and more prepared to come up with a technical solution than pursue an abstract idea. I found Support members willing to take on tasks but resistant to talk about relationships; they seemed “more interested in the hardware and systems problems of management than in the people problems.” As Schein wrote, IT people assume “that the purpose of most systems is to reduce and eliminate human error and irrationality” (p. 283). Support members seemed eager to implement technical responses to their internal customers’ concerns, yet they resisted talking about how their own behavior might be part of the problem or its solution.

Patching and Chatham (1998) suggested that the stereotypical IT manager tends to be conservative in areas outside of technology. I took a risk by proposing a non-traditional intervention and my client sponsor rejected it. The authors suggested this was congruent with the stereotype: “The stereotypical IT manager is essentially conservative, sceptical and risk-averse; and not one to blaze a trail in anything other than the latest in new technology” (The Participants section, ¶ 2).

In this section, I introduced the company’s approach to software development, described the support function, suggested personality traits of support personnel, and presented stereotypes of IT personnel. In the following section, I present theory related to specific issues that I helped my client system address.

Content

This section relates to the principal project goal to increase Support members’ levels of collaboration in cross-functional work. The members of Support collaborated with product and program managers, developers and testers to develop software. Jane and her employees considered personnel from these other functional groups as their internal customers. Therefore, I inquired into customer relationship theory to explore the motivations of Support’s internal customers. As well, I believed that in order to understand my client group’s challenges in cross-functional collaboration, I needed to assess their health as a team. Therefore, in this section I identify characteristics of effective teams. Finally, I explore challenges in cross-functional work and complexity in the manager/employee relationship. I spanned my literature review across the entities of internal customer, team and manger, as well as the cross-functional environment, in order to guide my intervention focus. I needed to decide where, among these systems, to intervene.

Internal Customer Satisfaction

In this project, when my clients and I talked about customer satisfaction we referred to meeting the needs of internal customers. Support’s internal customers were product and program management, development and test personnel, with whom they participated in cross-functional work. Deming (1986) referred to employees in the same company as customers to each other, considering their work as a series of stages, “with all stages working together toward quality that the ultimate customer will boast about” (p. 87). In order to monitor how well they served their customers, Support personnel measured, for example, number of incidents resolved and time to resolution. In our search for ways to increase Support members’ levels of collaboration in cross-functional work, my clients and I focused on aspects of customer satisfaction that are difficult to quantify. Zeithaml, Parasuraman, and Berry (1990) addressed the less-measurable aspects of the customer experience:

Customers do not evaluate service quality solely on the outcome of a service (e.g., how a customer’s hair looks after a hair cut); they also consider the process of service delivery (e.g., how involved, responsive and friendly the hair stylist is during the hair cut. (p. 16)

Support personnel delivered the agreed upon service, yet their internal customers had unmet needs. Schneider and Bowen (1999) wrote: “To focus on needs is to concentrate on relationships. In contrast, a focus on performing well on service attributes reinforces a transactional view of service delivery. Building relationships requires that companies view customers as people first and consumers second” (At the Heart of Customer Relationships section, ¶ 3). I wanted the members of Support to think about their relationships with the cross-functional team members with whom they worked.

Team Health

In order to gauge Support members’ ability to collaborate in cross-functional work, I thought it necessary to first assess how well they functioned as a team. My vision of a healthy team was one that had shared goals and worked efficiently to achieve them. Katzenbach and Smith (1993) identified five levels of team performance: (a) working group, (b) pseudo-team, (c) potential team, (d) real team, and (e) high-performance team. I believed that my client group needed to meet the authors’ definition of a real team: “A small number of people with complementary skills who are equally committed to a common purpose, goals, and working approach for which they hold themselves mutually accountable” (p. 92). 

Lipnack and Stamps (1994) developed a team checklist that I referred to when assessing Support as a team. The authors suggested that a well-performing team has common goals, is collegial and connected, and a variety of members are heard (pp. 108-109). I observed Support in working sessions and interviewed members individually. I saw Support employees as skillful and effective at solving problems while including the whole team in the process; however, they struggled to develop team goals and objectives.

Though I observed Support members working effectively, the presenting problem implied that individuals were not working up to their potential. As shown in figure 2.5, Comer (1995) developed a model of social loafing that maps factors influencing group members’ performance. Social loafing refers to a tendency for group members to work below their potential while benefiting from group membership (p. 2). Comer’s model of social loafing in real work groups suggested:

Social loafing … increases with: (a) a wish to avoid the sucker role, (b) perceived lack of influence over task outcomes, (c) a wish to avoid appearing too competent, (d) perceived dispensability, [and] (e) a wish to avoid appearing incompetent. Task motivation moderates the effect of SL . . . . Specifically, performing an engaging and meaningful task, as opposed to a boring one with a trivial outcome, will curb loafing. (p. 10)

In reviewing the project, I found Comer’s model of social loafing in real work groups helpful. For example, as illustrated in figure 2.5, “perceived loafing by co-workers” and “perceived group performance problems” contribute to a “perceived lack of influence over task outcomes” and a “disheartened loafing” (p. 10). I think this framework could apply to issues in my client system.
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Figure 2.5.  Comer (1995) developed a model of social loafing in real work groups showing factors influencing members’ tendency to work up to their potential.

Collaborating Across Functions

While I considered it essential to establish Support’s ability to work as a team, pursuing the goal to increase Support members’ levels of collaboration in cross-functional work also led me to investigate outside the group boundary. Cross-functional teams were central to the company’s approach to building software, however, during this and previous engagements with the company, managers and employees shared with me that they struggled in this area. Jassawalla and Sashittal (1999) warned that using cross-functional teams in new product development has both opportunities and challenges:

[Cross-functional teams] not only promise the highest level of interfunctional integration and cross-fertilization of ideas as yet, they are also relatively easy to institute; [however,] ensuring the collective capabilities of people across the organization are reflected in newly developed products continues to represent a principal challenge. (p. 51)

The presenting problem suggested that Support’s peers in software development wanted them to participate in more committed and enthusiastic ways. Jassawalla and Sashittal (1999) introduced the concept of at-stakeness: “High at-stake members enjoy equal stature and influence on decision making, and demonstrate high levels of energy and enthusiasm while speaking about their association with the team” (p. 51). This concept of at-stakeness addresses qualities that Jane wanted to cultivate in her team.

Jane wanted her employees to be strong representatives of the support function. However, Parker (1994) wrote:

One of the most persistent problems for cross-functional teams is their lack of empowerment. To be effective, they must have the authority to make decisions and implement them. A related obstacle is the lack of clarity about just how empowered the team really is. This confusion leads to a lack of consistency. (p. 47)

Manager/Team Dynamics

Along with wanting her team to participate more energetically and effectively in projects, Jane wanted Support members to exert more autonomy. Believing that increased autonomous behaviors would lead to increased collaboration in cross-functional work, I looked for the cause of team members’ lack of self-direction. I observed Support employees demonstrate low levels of autonomy; for example, they had difficulty in setting objectives without Jane’s direction. The source of this lack of self-direction was not apparent to me. Donnellon (1996) suggested a cause for lack of team autonomy in cross-functional work environments. Senior management expects the functional manager to monitor and control resources in order to ensure that they are effectively deployed. These necessary management activities can stifle the autonomy that cross-functional work requires (p. 227). I assumed that Jane’s ability to monitor and control resources contributed to her past successes as a manager. Therefore, while she espoused self-direction for her employees, I think she had a conflicting preference for control. I thought that in order for Jane to move herself and her group to the next level of effectiveness, she needed to relinquish control while Support members moved to a place of accepting greater responsibility.

My clients worked within a matrix organization, which presents challenges. Davis and Lawrence (1977) defined matrix as “any organization that employees a multiple command system that includes not only a multiple command structure but also related support mechanisms and an associated organizational culture and behavior pattern” (p. 3). Support members reported to Jane, however they also received direction from program managers. The authors emphasized, “a matrix organization demands high levels of collaboration” (p. 106). Davis and Lawrence emphasized the need for trust:

To achieve collaboration, the needed ingredient is trust. Individuals and groups must learn to rely on each other and to accept each other’s judgments when these are based on unique competence and knowledge. To develop and maintain trust, individuals in a matrix must be prepared to take personal risks in sharing information and revealing their own views, attitudes, and feelings. In an effective matrix, people continuously work at taking risks and communicating openly. (p. 107)

The dynamic of Jane and her employees included a tension that I believed was rooted in a dependency. Jane wanted to know that her employees were doing their best to represent Support’s interests in cross-functional work. According to members of Support, when they promoted an unpopular position in cross-functional project work, they wanted Jane’s backing. However, late in the project, two team members volunteered to me that they did not experience this reciprocity in their relationships with Jane. I initially saw this as an issue of trust. Smith and Berg (1987) presented the paradox of this kind of dependency:

For any part of a system to be able to act independently, it must accept its dependency on the other parts with which it together makes up a whole. It is very noticeable that the times when a member seems most troubled by feelings of dependency are when those who are being depended on are asked to be something that they are not or when they are perceived as untrustworthy. (p. 140)

I sensed plaintiveness in individuals’ voices when they said they wanted more support from Jane. The paradox was that as team members tried to act independently, they depended on Jane’s support.

In this section, I referenced literature that contributed to my understanding of my clients’ problem. In the following section, I address theory specific to methods I used to conduct this client engagement.

Methods

In this section, I discuss theory that guided my intervention. At the macro level, I describe systems thinking, action research, roles of change, and technical versus adaptive work. At the micro level, I expand the systems thinking conversation and discuss team and community building, and future search.

Macro-Level

Systems Thinking

My interest in systems thinking was a factor throughout the project. Kauffman (1980) defined a system as: “a collection of parts which interact with each other to function as a whole” (p. 1). Systems that I considered relevant to this project included, from large to small: (a) the global economy that used my client company’s products, (b) my client company’s organization, culture and processes, (c) the business unit, made up of five functional groups including my client system, (d) the client system, consisting of Jane and her team, (d) the system of Jane, her team, and me, (e) the subsystems of Jane and each of her employees, (f) the subsystem of Jane and me, and (g) the subsystems of each member of the client group and me.

I considered the business and relational processes that occurred within and among these systems. For example, consumers developed a need, product managers responded with a product idea, cross-functional team members designed the product, Jane assigned one of her employees to the project and that team member assessed the design, etc. The systems thinking concept of feedback loops helped me to understand the processes I observed. O’Connor and McDermott (1997) wrote:

Systems thinking is thinking in loops rather than in straight lines. The parts of a system are all connected directly or indirectly, therefore a change in one part ripples out to affect all the other parts. So, these other parts will change and the effect of this will ripple out in turn to affect the original part. The original then responds to that new influence. Therefore the influence comes back to the original part in a modified way, making a loop, not a one-way street. This is called a feedback loop. When two parts are connected, influence can go both ways like a telephone line—if you can dial a friend, they can equally well dial you. Feedback is the output of a system re-entering as its input, or the return of information to influence the next step. (p. 26)

Two examples of how my client system participated in feedback loops are: (a) Support reviewed a product design, and (b) Jane coached an employee. In both cases, the actor fed information into the system and change resulted: (a) a revised design in the former case, and (b) changed behavior in the latter. These changes caused changes in other parts of the system; for example, a product feature behaved differently and an employee interacted with a customer differently. My conversations with Jane suggested, however, that not all feedback loops in the system operated effectively. She said that her employees did not always persuasively present Support’s position in the cross-functional environment. This resulted in poor decisions that contributed to reduced service and increased cost. I was also curious about the manager/employee feedback loop and wondered if it might be part of the problem. Figure 2.3 illustrates the concept of a feedback loop.
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Figure 2.3.  O’Connor and McDermott (1997) described the systems thinking concept of a feedback loop where change causes change.

Action Research

I used quantifiable data to justify and measure the success of my intervention. Lewin (1944) proposed a rational approach to social change that he called “action research:”

The scientific study of human behavior on a group level is gradually emerging from the laboratory and is about to join hands with the practical problems of everyday living. Our political and communal life has been too much guided by emotions, blind forces, and too little rational consideration about whether the means really serve the end. (p. 263)

I used the action research model with its phases of: (a) entry and contracting, (b) data gathering and analysis, (c) feedback and diagnosis, (d) goal setting and action planning, (e) implementation, and (f) evaluation and termination. Weisbord (1987) wrote: “Lewin intended his enhanced problem-solving model to preserve democratic values, build a commitment to act, and motivate learning—all at once,” (p. 187). In an action research project, “those with a stake in the problem help define and solve it. It becomes a joint venture of clients and consultants, so that everybody learns” (p. 190). Therefore, I collected data and fed it back to my client system so that they could influence the next steps. I interacted with my client system and my presence made a difference. I intended to be a healthful influence, though at times I struggled along with my clients. Weisbord wrote, “Instead of standing outside the experiment, watching what happens and writing up your findings, you become a learner in a situation you helped devise” (p. 191).

Observation as a Data Gathering Method

I used observation as well as surveys to gather data about the client system. Rea and Parker (1992) described the observation method of data collection:

A primary characteristic of observation is that it involves the direct study of behavior by simply watching the subjects of the study without intruding upon them and by recording certain critical components of their natural responses to their environment. For example, a government official can obtain important information about the issues discussed in a speech by observing the audience’s reactions to that speech. (p. 4)

In deciding to use observation as a data collection method, I needed to answer the question of what to observe. Schein (1982) differentiated between content and process, where content includes:

…issues which are ‘there-and-then’ in the sense of being abstract, future- or past-oriented, and not involving [the group] directly. In focusing on group process, we are looking at what our group is doing in the ‘here-and-now,’ how it is working in the sense of its present behaviors. (p. 72)

While observing the Support team, I tended to focus more on process and less on content. For example, while the team discussed how to modify a software component, I observed who was talking and how much. I was not concerned with the specifics of the technical discussion. Schein (1988) wrote:

The easiest analysis of communication is to focus only on the relative frequency and duration of communication acts. Thus, if the process consultant wishes to observe the communication behavior of a group or committee, he can list the names of all the members and put a check mark next to a name each time that person says something. He can measure duration by putting down a check mark every few seconds as long as the speaker continues. (p. 22)

Roles of Change

In order to effectively work with my client system, I needed to get clear on where the authority was. I came to understand that Jane had the authority to “sponsor” change within her area. She had hire and fire authority over the “target” group and me. Conner (1992) identified the following roles in any program of change: Sponsor, Agent, Target, and Advocate (SATA). Conner described the Sponsor as “the individual or group who has the power to sanction or legitimize change” (p. 106). As O’Neill (2000) recommended, I tried to develop a good relationship with the sponsor. O’Neill wrote that demonstrating “neighborly friendliness and approachability, basic humanness, a sense of humor, and sincere interest in the other person” helps the consultant develop that relationship (p. 93).

Lippitt and Lippitt (1986) cautioned, however, that excessive focus on the sponsor may not be helpful: “Frequently a consultant relates too exclusively to the top executive or the initiator of the contract, when, in order to be effective, he or she should relate to a total staff unit or some other population as the client system. Consequently, the intervention decision may have the wrong focus” (p. 45). I enjoyed spending time with both Jane and her team, however felt challenged to find the appropriate balance in those relationships.

According to Conner’s (1992) SATA model, I usually functioned as an agent; however, I also behaved as a leader. Bellman (1990) recognized that the consultant could also be a leader. Bellman’s “consultant-leader” has values, opinions, and is an influence to the system (p. 65).

Technical versus Adaptive Work

Heifetz (1994) wrote of technical versus adaptive work, which was a theme in this engagement. Technical work involves well-defined problems and straightforward solutions, whereas, adaptive problems are difficult to define and solving them requires new learning (p. 76). I wanted my client group to articulate and address their adaptive challenge, which might include examining their internal reactions to customer feedback. However Support was more inclined to interpret issues on a technical level and generate a technical response.

Micro-Level

Systems Approach

I think that some interactions I observed and participated in at one level of system reflected processes occurring at other levels. For example, the interactions that Jane and I shared might suggest that similar dynamics existed between her and her employees, boss, or peers. The concept of “holon” supports this idea of subsystems sharing properties. Capra (1982) wrote:

Every subsystem is a relatively autonomous organism while also being a component of a larger organism; it is a ‘holon,’ in Arthur Koestler’s term, manifesting both the independent properties of wholes and the dependent properties of parts. Thus the pervasiveness of order in the universe takes on a new meaning: order at one systems level is the consequence of self-organization at a larger level. (p. 280)

The balancing loop, described by Senge, Kleiner, Roberts, Ross, and Smith (1994) helped me to understand the system’s patterns. I used this concept, as illustrated in figure 2.4, to plan an intervention approach where Jane would provide her group with relational support. Subsequently, Support members’ levels of collaboration in cross-functional work would increase, thereby increasing internal customer satisfaction (p. 118). This improved cross-functional effectiveness would help managers avoid labor costs incurred from rework and support incidents.
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Figure 2.4.  A balancing loop depicting how an intervention at the sponsor/group boundary might improve internal customer satisfaction.

Team Building

In our initial conversations, Jane spoke of wanting her good team to be even better. Therefore, I entered the system with the assumption that I would do some type of team building. Dyer (1995) wrote: “Usually a team-building program is undertaken when a concern, problem, issue, or set of symptoms leads the manager to believe that the effectiveness of the work unit is not up to par” (p. 79). Symptoms that Dyer suggested might justify a team-building effort included:

…missed signals,…decisions misunderstood or not carried through properly…apathy and general lack of interest or involvement of staff members…lack of initiation, imagination, innovation…low participation, minimal effective decisions…high dependency on or negative reactions to the manager, and complaints from users or customers about quality of service. (p. 79-80).

Patten (1979) suggested that team building could improve a group’s relationship with other teams:

As the team members examine their own operation, studying communication and problem-solving techniques applicable to their own interpersonal processes, they come to see the big picture and to clarity their roles within the organization as a whole. Thus a successful team building effort can go beyond the group; it can facilitate role negotiation between team members and “interfacing” organizational units, opening the door to possibilities of cross-functional communication within the organization. (p. 16)

Blake, Mouton, and Allen (1987) wrote that team building involves taking action to modify behaviors that limit the team’s performance (pp. 5-6). The authors described the catalytic or facilitator approach in which the consultant gathers data via interview and/or questionnaire and then feeds it back to the team (p. 172). My approach often mirrored the catalytic or facilitator approach. I distributed questionnaires to Support employees at the beginning and the end of the project, interviewed individual members twice, observed the group during two work sessions, and conducted two data feedback sessions with them. Jane, her employees, and I began “inter-team-building” work. I worked with Jane and her employees to gather data from their internal customers that influenced our efforts to increase Support members’ levels of collaboration in cross-functional work.

I came to know the client system well. I think that my familiarity with the company and my clients contributed to my ability to be an effective team-building consultant. Bellman (1990) wrote:

Effective consultation requires us to build a relationship for the long term, as in a marriage. The client and the consultant invest in more than just the present event; they see this event as part of what has happened and what will happen. Hanging in there for the long term produces a deep knowledge of how the organization moves and breathes. It results in interventions that are attuned to how the organization actually lives, rather than how we imagine it works. This requires that we work through the less glorious, less momentous times. It is patience-testing, commitment-testing work that can produce growth. (p. 96)

Community Building

Several months into the project, Jane told me that she wanted her group’s environment to be more like community. This suggested a view of Jane and Support as a community that interacted with the communities of product and program management, development and test. I found this thinking complementary to the conviction I had developed that the optimum intervention point was at the boundary of Jane and her team. Beech and Crane (1999) connected community, relationships, and performance:

There is a movement towards what might be seen as a concept of community in which relationships and the human factors predominate as something which is not only of value in itself, but which also leads to measurable enhancements in performance and outcome. (Areas of Convergence in the Literature section, ¶ 2)

Within the context of a “social climate of community,” Beech and Crane’s (1999) findings supported a change in leadership style:

The role of leadership within this climate of community was a crucial factor. The challenge was a move towards the new paradigm of leadership. In this case it was not simply a more delegative approach, which would be part of the old paradigm. It was active, but based on a different cognitive framework. To use a spatial metaphor, it was not traditional autocratic leadership, directing from behind, nor modern transformational leadership, inspiring from the front, it was leadership from within. (Discussion and Conclusions section, ¶ 8)

By using the lens of community, I hoped to frame a context in which Jane and her team could move toward increased interdependence. Brown and Isaacs (1995) developed a seven-element approach to community building:

These key elements represent core processes, similar to business processes for enhancing commitment, competence, contribution, collaboration, continuity, and conscience. A final core process, conversation, serves as an essential catalyst that enables the others to increase their capacity for strengthening the organizational community. (p. 73)

Community-building theory addressed collaborative qualities that Jane and I wanted to foster in her employees. I envisioned an intervention wherein conversations began that reflected deeper relationship and commitment. Brown and Isaacs (1995) wrote: “Conversation is the medium through which collective action emerges” (p. 79). However, as I previously discussed in this chapter, the literature shows that IT people are not inclined to talk about relationships.

Future Search

Although Weisbord (1987) developed future search for work with larger systems than Support, I chose the model for its potential to help my clients talk about difficult issues and deepen relationships in the process. Brown and Isaacs called future search methodology “an extension of community development traditions” (p. 72). Weisbord wrote:

[Future Search] is not personally threatening. It does not focus on how people feel about each other but rather how they feel about the future. It tends to bring people closer together in their goals and attitudes, rather than heighten their differences. Instead of gazing inward, or being problem centered, the search links strong personal feelings to external realities. (p. 294)

Therefore, I saw future search as an intervention method that would help Jane and her group address difficult issues while avoiding increased anxiety. Future search requires participants to look at the environment that influences them and view their situation from past, present and future perspectives. Weisbord (1987) wrote: “People examine their collective past from three perspectives: self, company (or industry, or town), and society” (p. 289). The future search model requires that participants identify “external events, trends, and developments shaping the future…[and] generate lists of ‘prouds’ and ‘sorries,’ the things going on right now within their organizations about which they feel good and bad” (pp. 290-291). Finally, Weisbord wrote, people “are asked to imagine the most desirable, attainable future five years out” (p. 291).

In this section, I discussed theory that guided my intervention. At the macro level, I addressed systems thinking, authority in the system, and action research. At the micro level, I explained the systems concepts of holons and balancing loops that supported my diagnosis. In the last part of the section, I introduced theory that contributed to my intervention design, including team and community building, and future search.

Conclusion

In this chapter, I first reviewed the client system at macro and micro levels. At the macro level, I surveyed software development models and described the client company’s approach to manufacturing software. At the micro level, I described the work that support organizations do and presented literature that suggested personality traits typically possessed by individuals drawn to that function. In the client section, I presented a stereotype of IT people. In the content section, I explored my clients’ problem and reviewed elements of internal customer service, team health, cross-functional work, and manager/employee relations. In the macro level of the methods section, I included systems thinking, action research, roles, and technical versus adaptive work. At the micro level, I included the systems thinking concepts of holons and balancing loops, and theory addressing team and community building and future search.

In the following chapter, I tell the story of the project. I provide a timeline and describe events that took place as I came to understand my clients’ issues and collaborated with them, planning and acting to move them in their desired direction.

Chapter 3

Intervention

Introduction

In this chapter, I tell the story of the project. I structured this narrative around the flow of action research; however, as I reveal in this chapter, my approach did not always adhere to the sequencing of that method. For example, on two occasions, I returned to data gathering activities directly following data feedback sessions. I begin the chapter with a project timeline wherein I highlight important project events. Next, to elucidate the course of the project, I include a brief section on project scope. In the subsequent narrative, I address events that I considered critical to achievement of the principal goal to increase Support members’ levels of collaboration in cross-functional work.

Project Timeline

The inclusive period of this project starts with my client sponsor, Jane, contacting me in November 2001 and ends with our completion of the work in September 2002. As shown in Figure 3.1, my clients and I traversed the action research model twice, re-starting the second time at data gathering and analysis.

	Action Research Phase
	Dates
	Activities

	Identify Sponsor and Client Group
	November 2001
	▪  Jane contacted me.

	Entry and Contracting
	November and December 2001 
	▪  Jane and I Identified preliminary goals and measures.

	Data Gathering and Analysis I
	December 2001
	▪  I planned, designed, and implemented data gathering activities, including: (a) preliminary Support team survey, and (b) interviews with Support. 

	Feedback and Joint Diagnosis I
	December 2001
	▪  I facilitated the first of two data feedback sessions with Support.

	Joint Goal Setting and Action Planning I
	December 2001
	▪  Support employees committed to two goals: (a) combine two service request queues, and (b) develop a cross-training process.

	Implementation I
	December 2001 - February 2002
	▪  Support employees designed and implemented technical activities to combine two service request queues.

	Data Gathering and Analysis II
	March 2002 - June 2002
	▪  I twice observed Support employees working as a team.

▪  I collaborated with Jane and Support to administer an internal customer survey, referred to as the BUIT, (business unit information technology) survey.

	Feedback and Joint Diagnosis II
	June 2002
	▪  I facilitated a data feedback session with Jane and her team wherein I summarized internal customer perceptions plus my own observations and recommendations.

	Joint Goal Setting and Action Planning II
	June 2002
	▪  Support employees committed to: (a) increase customer satisfaction, (b) reduce labor costs, and (c) improve cross-functional collaboration.

▪  I conducted a second round of interviews with Support team members.

▪  I designed an intervention based upon Future Search.

	Implementation II
	August 2002 - September 2002
	▪  I administered a pre-intervention questionnaire.

▪  I delivered the designed intervention.

	Evaluation of Goal Attainment
	September 2002
	▪  I administered a post-intervention questionnaire.

▪  I closed with my client system.


Figure 3.1.  The project included multiple passes through the action research model.

Project Scope

The way I managed project scope contributed to my decision to do the phases of action research twice. My sponsor, Jane, had hire and fire authority over her group, Support. However, the presenting problem, that Jane’s employees lacked effectiveness in cross-functional work, suggested that I might be most helpful intervening in the cross-functional environment. The cross-functional environment, (represented by Figure 3.2) or business unit information technology (BUIT), included the product and program management, development and test groups, as well as their respective managers. However, in my contracting conversations with Jane, she clarified that I would not have authority to intervene into those functional areas beyond support, although she did agree to administer a data survey to the BUIT.

Wanting to avoid unnecessarily influencing the larger system of the BUIT, I constrained the project scope to include action research activities with only Jane and her team. However, midway through the project, I concluded that the data I had gathered did not justify pursuit of our principal goal to increase Support members’ levels of collaboration in cross-functional work. Therefore, I collaborated with Jane and her group to administer a data survey of the BUIT, which began a second round of action research activities.
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Figure 3.2.  The BUIT, or cross-functional environment, was composed of Jane and Support as well as four other managers and their teams. Initially, I limited my data gathering activities to Jane and Support, however, at midproject, my clients and I collaborated to administer a survey to the entire BUIT.
Project Narrative

Entering the System

This client engagement started with a phone call from Jane. We spent little time getting to know each other during this first conversation. I had previously completed contracts with her company as an information technology (IT) consultant and found her direct and speedy approach consistent with the company’s management style. Jane told me that she had a good team, however, she wanted me to help them improve. Jane was concerned about her team’s work on cross-functional projects. She said they needed to become more engaged in their work with internal customers and think more critically. Jane supported the presenting problem with comments from other managers and employees regarding their interactions with and observations of Support.

Setting Initial Goals

Following that first telephone conversation, Jane and I included goal discussions in our next three meetings and articulated the following three initial goals: (a) increase customer satisfaction with Support, (b) reduce Support labor cost, and (c) improve Support members’ effectiveness in collaborating with cross-functional project teams during product development. As I will discuss further in this chapter, we modified all three of the preliminary goals. Increasing Support members’ levels of collaboration in cross-functional work, central to the presenting problem, dominated our efforts throughout the project.

The crux of Jane’s concerns was in the cross-functional environment, where her support analysts worked with product and program managers, developers and testers. For example, Jane shared with me that during a recent cross-functional project team meeting, program managers and developers argued for a particular hardware configuration to support a new product. Jane’s organization did not have the resources available to fulfill this new requirement, however her employee did not represent that position strongly enough to dissuade the project team. This project team decision drained Jane’s resources and had a ripple effect into other product development efforts.

Roles and Relationships

As I began to know Jane, I looked forward to spending time with her. One of my objectives was to learn about her responsibilities and where she and her group fit into the company. It became clear to me that Jane had authority to do the project we were embarking on. I was not familiar with her business unit; however, I understood how similar groups in the company worked. Jane and I interacted as peers, each of us talking an equal amount. I brought agendas to our meetings and we both took responsibility for completing them.

I saw Jane as an ambitious, ethical and technically competent manager, with a story that her team was not performing as effectively as they could. Jane’s presenting problem made sense to me; however, I was aware of a lack of empathy in my response that I believe I unconsciously communicated to her. For example, when I sensed that Jane’s emotional intensity increased, I nodded less and used fewer audible signals of agreement. I was aware that I empathized with Jane’s employees even though I had not yet met them. My bias was that support employees had a tough job and typically did not get enough credit. I questioned my ability to promote a clear and connected relationship between manager and team. I was concerned that I would overly identify with her team.

Initial Data Gathering

I looked forward to meeting with my client group and Jane wanted to see progress; however, the winter holidays approached and employees’ availability would be limited. Therefore, on short notice, I scheduled interviews with Support team members and developed a questionnaire that explored their self-perceptions in cross-functional collaboration and related areas (see Appendix A for statistics). My intention for these interviews was to: (a) ensure Support members completed the questionnaire, (b) gain acceptance into the client system, (c) gather data beyond that which the completed questionnaires would provide, and (d) learn about the individuals that made up Support.

I met my objectives in the interviews: (a) respondents completed the questionnaires during or around our meeting times; (b) I shared my background with team members and perceived that a mutual respect was forming; (c) however, I suspected that individuals withheld something significant; and (d) I became acquainted with team members while observing my internal responses to them. It was seven months later that team members shared with me a key challenge in cross-functional collaboration. I will address that discovery and its implications later in this chapter.

I concluded those first interviews with a sense that the group genuinely enjoyed their work. Meeting with my clients, who were all younger than I was, raised my awareness of my chronological age. I enjoyed talking with my clients about their work challenges; however, I think that my lack of consciousness about support employees’ “intrinsic motivation,” as discovered by Nelson et al. (2000), reduced my ability to empathize.

Data Feedback I

I followed the first phase of data gathering with a data feedback meeting. I was determined that we would confirm our goals and measurements for the project in this session. However, in contradiction to Jane’s story, the data revealed that Support employees’ self-perceptions included adequate collaborative behavior in cross-functional projects (see Appendix A for statistics). This brought into question the presenting problem that suggested a need for improvement in cross-functional work. While feeding the data back to the client system, however, I did not underscore the discrepancy between Jane’s view and her team’s self-perceptions. I did not think that surfacing and or exploring this conflict between manager and team would be helpful. Conversely, I wanted to help them strengthen their connection.

A Technical Effort

During this session, I focused on setting goals, and, with Jane’s encouragement, her group organized around two subgoals. I did not actively participate in completing these subprojects, however, I observed my client group as they worked on the first, to combine two service request queues. Customers requested support from my client group via either one of two email addresses and Support members’ work on this subproject would combine them. Accomplishment of this first subgoal would give customers a consistent view of Support and give team members a unified view of customer requests.
Cross-Training

The streamlined process that would result from combining two service request queues supported a second subgoal to develop a cross-training process. Support members tended to have expertise on either one of the two main software applications that they supported. This cross-training effort would mitigate that dichotomy within my client group. Support members subsequently reported progress on this subproject; however, I did not observe their work in this area.

Avoiding the Work

As evidenced by their self-assessment, Support team members did not recognize a need to change their behaviors in cross-functional work. Furthermore, on the surface, they seemed to demonstrate collaborative skill in the data feedback session, as indicated by their articulation of the two subgoals. Support appeared to be a well-functioning team that was taking steps to become more effective. I think I colluded with my client system in avoiding difficult issues by emphasizing the need to establish measurable goals. Our pursuits of service improvement and cost avoidance were, after all, in the company’s interests. This enabled us to avoid adaptive work, such as that associated with manager/team or inter-team relationships. Avoidance of work with relationships was, as Schein (1992) suggested, routine for IT people.
My clients and I had not adequately addressed Jane’s concerns in the area of cross-functional collaboration. Subsequently, but not immediately thereafter, Jane and I returned to that conversation and confirmed our principal goal: to increase Support’s levels of collaboration in cross-functional work.

Assessing Team Health

Support had the subgoals on which to work and Jane and I clarified our principal goal. However, I did not have an intervention strategy. I wanted to observe Support further, thinking that my observations might yield actionable data. I thought I might discover where my clients needed skill improvement and then design and deliver training, ultimately showing results. As they planned their work to combine two service queues, I contracted with the members of Support to observe two work sessions. This was the only work I did with them on the two subgoals. We agreed that I would intervene only when I could immediately increase their effectiveness. These interventions would typically be in the area of task management. As an example, I asked, “Who is writing down the to-do list?” During these observations, I was interested in team health. I wanted to know if members worked to common goals and if everyone contributed.

I observed that team members struggled when beginning the subproject to combine two service request queues. They seemed indecisive and reluctant to set their own objectives. Team members voiced frustration that Jane had not given them enough information or authority. I thought this apparent dependence on their manager and accompanying lack of action might also be occurring in cross-functional project situations. However, so far, I had only anecdotal data about the inter-group dynamics of Support and the other functional groups of the BUIT (product and program management, development and test).

Given clear technical objectives, Support performed effectively. When addressing a problem, members brought data to the table, the group assessed its value, and either accepted or discarded that piece of the solution. I observed assertive, informed exchanges with relatively balanced participation. Impressed with my client group’s productive problem-solving process, I shared my assessment with them. I wanted the members of Support to know how brilliant they were.

However, I believed that team members were missing opportunities to communicate their accomplishments to Jane. At the conclusion of an especially productive session, I asked team members how they would inform Jane of their progress. They answered that she might stop by one of their offices or they would see her in the hallway and she would inquire into the status of their work. I suggested that they might assign an individual to e-mail meeting notes to Jane. I saw this as an opportunity to foster clear communication between Jane and Support. I did not want to discourage their casual conversations with Jane, but wanted to encourage them to maintain clarity on progress toward business objectives.

I believed that a pattern in the way Support team members communicated status at their level might repeat at the inter-group, or cross-functional, level. For example, if a program manager did not receive updates from a member of Support on an issue, she might conclude that their degree of participation in the work was low. I revisited this area repeatedly during the project and Support employees ultimately committed to raise their own awareness about others’ communication needs. I did not believe, however, that this or other observations I made, singly or together, pointed to the cause of an internal customer perception that Support members’ levels of collaboration in cross-functional work was low.

Expanding the Project Scope

Meanwhile, during further discussions about our direction, Jane and I reconfirmed the principal project goal to increase Support members’ levels of collaboration in cross-functional work. We included engagement, participation and assertiveness in our definition of collaboration. At times, we avoided the work, evidenced by periods of inactivity. I will address my concerns about project delays in Chapter 5. However, I believe that Jane and I possessed a persistent desire to increase Support employees’ effectiveness in cross-functional work. This topic dominated our conversations.

The improvements that Jane wanted, the data, and my preferences all suggested to me that my clients and I needed to expand the scope of our action research activities. Jane and I were convinced that to address her concerns we must collect data from the product and program managers, developers and testers with which Support members built software. Jane and I did not have the authority to intervene into functional areas outside of Support and; in my opinion, data gathering is an intervention. However, Jane assured me that this was an accepted practice in the company and her peers and their employees would welcome a survey. From the beginning of the project, I resisted yet desired widening the boundaries of our investigation in this manner. I avoided this expanded project scope that included a larger population and additional cycles of action research; however, I was enthusiastic about discovering ways to increase effectiveness in cross-functional work.

Therefore, Jane and I agreed to collaborate in the design of a data collection instrument that would further our understanding about internal customer perceptions of her employees’ performance in cross-functional work. I designed the questionnaire and loaded it into the company’s electronic survey tool. Jane and her employees worked with me on the content of the questionnaire and they submitted the survey to BUIT employees. Figure 3.3 illustrates the flow of inquiry and feedback caused by our expanded data gathering activities.
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Figure 3.3.  Jane and her team caused a flow of inquiry and feedback when they submitted a survey to the product and program managers, developers and testers of their BUIT. As a result, Support members’ received feedback about their participation in cross-functional projects.
The questionnaire that we administered to 28 of Support’s internal customers probed into respondents’ perceptions of Support effectiveness in cross-functional work and the SDLC (software development life cycle) (see Appendix B for statistics). We referred to this data collection instrument as the BUIT survey.

Data Feedback Session II

A Tight Design

After we administered the BUIT survey and worked with the data, I delivered a data feedback session for Jane and her team that included tight time boundaries and an active agenda. I saw this session as an opportunity for my clients to move toward increased self-direction. Though the group wanted 90 minutes or more, I insisted that an hour was adequate, thinking that this might raise the anxiety in the room to a productive level. The session did not go as I hoped.

Consultant as Leader

I was aware that I acted more as a leader than facilitator during the data feedback session. Experienced in my clients’ profession and company, I ardently believed in the value of increasing work life quality while achieving business goals. Bellman (1990) would say these things contributed to my tendency to be in a consultant-leader role. Case in point, I was presenting in a confident and organized manner. I was the oldest and tallest person in the room, and the only person standing. This gave me an aura of authority more similar to a leader’s than a consultant’s presence.

Departure from the Script

During this session, I confronted Support members with data collected from their internal customers as well as my own observations (see Appendix C for a summary of the data). In discussing weaknesses, I conveyed that their internal customers wanted my clients to display more engagement, responsiveness and participation in their work on projects. I told them I thought they lacked passion as a team, were vague in task management, and lacked self-direction. Waiting for group members’ responses, I sensed an emotional flatness in the room that was, in my opinion, incongruent with the situation. However, the lack of energy seemed familiar. I was frustrated that Support members were not reacting to the data. I saw this session as an opportunity for the group to mobilize in response to the feedback and this was not happening. I asked them, "Doesn't it kind of piss you off to hear this stuff?"

Team members demonstrated resistance by questioning the validity and relevance of the data. However, in my judgment, their responses lacked emotion. One member, who was typically contrary and often aggressive, came forward with objections to the process. I considered his contributions valuable and encouraged him to voice disagreement, hoping this would generate a call to action. However, even this exchange soon lost energy. We concluded the session by writing down the following goals, which were similar to the preliminary goals that Jane and I articulated several months earlier: (a) increase customer satisfaction, (b) reduce labor costs, and (c) improve cross-functional collaboration.

I had expected more. I expected group members to express more concern in response to the data and wanted them to seize the opportunity to respond. It seemed that little had changed since our data feedback session six months previously. The preponderance of data now underscored an internal customer perception problem. However, Support members seemed content to respond with a technical fix, for example, by modifying a procedure.

Consultant Self-disclosure

I became aware of heaviness in my chest that I labeled disappointment. I decided not to hold this emotion and, instead, shared it with my client system. I announced: "I am disappointed. I had hoped to accomplish much more today." I was frustrated that after working with Support for months, team members seemed unprepared to acknowledge that their behavior could be a factor in their internal customers’ perceptions. This was a critical incident in the project.

I know that my challenge to manage my frustration with my clients’ progress was a factor. However, I think it was interesting that I demonstrated frustration much like that expressed by Jane several months earlier. When she originally expressed the emotion, I did not identify with it and now it was in me. In retrospect, I think that the emotional system of sponsor, group and consultant became unstuck in that moment. It was as if I became the frustrated leader, freeing Jane of that role. Subsequently, I heard from Jane that her employees felt sad in response to my disclosure of disappointment and that, in their opinion, the data feedback session was productive.

Deeper Discovery

I had a sense that the rising emotions in the system were not a bad thing and remained convinced that a primary objective of the intervention should be to strengthen Jane’s relationship with her employees. Jane and I decided that it was time for a second round of interviews with Support members. I think we both had an unarticulated, intuitive sense that something valuable was ready to transpire between the members of Support and me.

From these interviews, I wanted to learn what was preventing Support employees from demonstrating higher levels of collaboration in cross-functional work. Two team members shared with me that in return for taking a risk in cross-functional work, for example, to take a stand on a position, they wanted Jane’s support. When I asked them how this might look, they both said this would include individual time with her. There was a paradox in this: team members needed to accept dependence on their leader in order to assert independence. I was convinced that the opportunity for effective intervention was at the sponsor/group boundary. I looked for ways to foster O’Neill’s idea of a clear and connected response between manager and team (O’Neill, 2000).

In a subsequent meeting with Jane, I moved into a coaching role and helped her to see the dynamic that existed. Her employees wanted more time with her individually in order to boost their ability to assert themselves in cross-functional work. Jane said she was working on this. I considered coaching interventions wherein I would coach Jane during one-on-one or group sessions with her employees. However, I was concerned that this would put Jane into an overly vulnerable position so I did not propose this intervention.

Planning for Action

In an atypical context for us, sitting in a cafeteria over lattes and pastries, and without an agenda, Jane and I met to plan our next steps. At this time, she spoke of community. She said she wanted life on her team to resemble community. She wanted to lift morale on her team. I aligned with this because I was concerned that we had done little so far to improve the esteem of her employees and that our problem-solving approach may have done the opposite. I think that Jane’s desire to move toward community was a response to her employees’ desire to have an increased sense of support from her.

I researched ways that we might use a community-building intervention to strengthen the connection between Jane and her employees. I based the design of our final session upon future search methodology (Weisbord 1987). The future search model provided a context in which I could support my client system in conversation about the business issues they considered important while improving relations among them (Brown and Isaacs 1995). I believed this approach would provide healing at the sponsor/group boundary, enabling Support members to demonstrate more collaborative behavior in their cross-functional work.

Implementing Future Search

Ten months into the project, I delivered the final session, which I called, with some fanfare, Support’s “Journey to the Future.” We got a large conference room for several hours and Jane made sure there were lots of great food and beverage. I based the design upon future search methodology, which includes time to focus on past, present, and future. I presented the session as an exercise in learning, understanding, and mutual support. In preparation, I invited Support to: (a) review significant events, milestones, highlights, etc., of the last two years in the areas of self, team and society; (b) list current events and trends that are shaping their team’s future; and (c) create a rough draft of a desirable and attainable future scenario for their team.

I felt calm at the outset and confident in my design (see Appendix E for the session design). I planned to stay out of a leadership role, making room for my clients to lead. I asked volunteers to capture data onto flip charts; unfortunately, no one came forward, leaving me in the role of scribe. However, when I was not writing on flip charts, I sat down to keep the focus off me. My role was facilitative. I supported my clients’ conversation as needed, guiding it along productive lines and encouraging inquiry among members. I encouraged difficult conversation, however, protected participants from excessive emotional discomfort.

Looking at the Past

Jane and her team looked at the past in the contexts of team, company and self. The conversation stressed the significance of the group’s formation because of combining two separate functional areas. They spoke of challenges they have come through together, from figuring out how to be a team made up of separate functions, to dealing with changes in the company around them. They told a story of a long journey through ambiguity to a present of relative clarity. Participants spoke with compassion for themselves as they recognized the pressure they have been under to learn new products. My clients named the wearying and numbing nature of change and spoke of those who chose to leave rather than endure. Speaking of the challenges of entering the company anew, one member noted his changing outlook as he moved from temporary to permanent status. Others agreed with him as he described the challenge of working in a company that used e-mail extensively at the expense of face time.

Seeing the Present

My clients used the word pressure when speaking of their current reality. Jane spoke of pressures to move to more consultative, strategic, dynamic ways of operating, and pressure to manage budget and save money. Though the company was healthy, they felt the effects of a sagging economy and sensed people hunkering down in response. Other members voiced their frustration in being part of a company that was admittedly weak in cross-functional teaming, when this was so critical to their success. They spoke of new employees, new products, and accompanying challenges. Team members spoke of barriers between the group and Jane. They said they did not see what she was doing.

My clients created a map of their present environment, shown in figure 3.4. The main issues that my clients perceived as affecting them included:

1. My clients worked within a struggling economy wherein jobs were scarce while workers were expected to produce more.

2. My clients were under pressure to move from a strictly technical support function to a consultative form of service.

3. My clients were required to adjust to facility changes as part of corporate life, for example new offices and cafeterias.

4. My clients’ company lacked cross-functional training resources although their work processes were dependent upon inter-team work.

5. My clients’ design and development activities were affected by new software security initiatives that required, for example, more elaborate measures to protect computer systems from hackers.

6. “Skunk works,” operations that produced new software without formal product or program management, required unplanned support services.

7. Future projects, requiring significant support services, threatened to consume my clients’ resources.
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 Figure 3.4.  Support employees created a map of their present environment that identified the main issues that were affecting them.
Moving into the Future

I sensed a tone of determination in team members’ conversation about the future. They spoke of stress and time management, increased confidence in project meetings, more cross training, and a proactive stance in the process of bringing new products into their inventory. They declared that they would step up their efforts to insert themselves into the early stages of the SDLC. I found the mood in the room celebratory. Moving toward action, my clients and I continued to focus on the future by writing down and committing to steps to go forward. Figure 3.5 shows these next steps. Team members framed this as “doing more of what we’re already doing.”

	Steps to go Forward
	Explanation

	Intra-team cross training
	Continue intra team cross training. This is to reduce the division in the team caused by different origins and associated expertise. This enables the client group to optimize resource usage and be more responsive to customers.

	Be involved in projects early
	Increase efforts to insert support personnel into early stages of software development life cycle. Support team members are to get more involved in requirements and design activities. This avoids costs for the company by reducing rework and addresses the customer perception of engagement.

	Tune in to customers’ and peers’ communication styles
	Maintain awareness of internal customer needs around project communication. For example, accommodate a project manager that needs hallway conversation to supplement e-mail communication. This is to improve the perception of client group engagement.

	Face time with Jane
	Continue regular one on one meetings between Jane and team members. This addresses client group member’s need to feel supported, thereby increasing their assertive behavior in cross-functional work.

	Gather data from customers
	Continue asking for feedback from internal customers via the BUIT survey and other methods.

	Team with groups that are targeted by BUIT survey
	Seek out areas of opportunity to improve cross-functional relations. Diagnose data to determine specific groups that, for example, perceive Support as less engaged. Participate in inter-team-building activities with these internal customers. This will improve cross-functional collaboration in the system.


Figure 3.5.  The steps to which Support employees committed.

Evaluation and Termination

The future search session completed my contact with the client group. At the beginning and end of the session, I distributed a pre-and post-intervention questionnaire (see Appendix D for statistics). As well, I received feedback from the client group and sponsor. I will describe and explore these data in Chapter 4, Results. However, I want to provide a sense of how I left the client system.

My final session with Jane and Support had, in my opinion, a sublime quality. I had a sense that change had occurred, that manager and team were more connected. During that final session, we touched upon sensitive relationship issues evidenced by the flush of emotion in participants’ faces, shifting gazes, and a groping for words. At these times, I tried to keep the heat in the container at manageable levels, letting participants experience brief discomfort before allowing the conversation to flow to less emotional areas. I hope the client system returned to those areas of discomfort as they implemented their plans to improve intra- and inter-team effectiveness, with, I believe, increased resilience because of our work together.

I had a sense of resolution during that final session. I took on a subservient role as I scurried about the walls, capturing my clients’ comments, pausing intermittently to munch on smoked salmon. No longer was I the “leader-consultant.” It seemed that I was simply a servant, providing “support to Support” as they exerted renewed ownership of their power.

Conclusion

In this chapter, I provided a chronology of the project and presented a project narrative guided by the framework of the action research model. In conclusion, I described the final designed intervention and listed the next steps planned by the client system.

In the following chapter, I will discuss results while focusing on project goals and using quantitative as well as qualitative data.

Chapter 4

Results

Introduction

In this chapter, I focus on the principal goal of the client engagement, data that guided the intervention, and corresponding results. The principal goal was to increase Support members’ levels of collaboration in cross-functional work. The quantitative data I review in this chapter resulted from three questionnaires administered to two populations. The first population is my client group, which I refer to as “Support,” and the second is their internal customers (product and program managers, developers and testers). I also include qualitative data in the form of participant and consultant observations of change and conclude with a summary of goal achievement.

My sponsor, Jane, and I initially agreed upon the following goals: (a) increase customer satisfaction with Support, (b) reduce Support labor cost, and (c) improve Support members’ effectiveness in collaborating with cross-functional project teams during product development activities. Throughout the project, I applied my consulting efforts toward what became the principal goal, to increase Support members’ levels of collaboration in cross-functional work. In the first of the two data feedback sessions that I facilitated, Support members committed to two subgoals: (a) combine two service request queues, and (b) develop a cross-training process. I did not directly participate in the subprojects to achieve those subgoals. However, I observed my client group’s work process while they collaborated to combine the two service request queues.

Quantitative Data

I used three surveys to collect quantitative data that guided my intervention. I call these data gathering instruments (a) the preliminary survey, (b) the business unit information technology (BUIT) survey, and (c) the pre- and post-intervention survey. Goffin and New (2001), Jassawalla and Sashittal (1999), Katzenbach and Smith (1993), and Lipnack and Stamps (1994) influenced survey design. These surveys contained statements with five responses from which to choose: (a) almost always, (b) frequently, (c) occasionally, (d) seldom, and (e) never. Rea and Parker (1992) wrote about using this type of survey mechanism:

Some questions require the use of a scaled response mechanism in which a continuum of response alternatives is provided for the respondent to consider. A Likert scale entails a five-, seven- or nine-point rating scale in which the attitude of the respondent is measured on a continuum from highly favorable to highly unfavorable, or vice versa, with an equal number of positive and negative response possibilities and one middle or neutral category. The Likert scale works particularly well in the context of a series of questions that seek to elicit attitudinal information about one specific subject matter. (p. 74)

Preliminary Survey

I administered the first of three surveys to Support members early in the project. I designed the preliminary survey with the intention of capturing team members’ self-perceptions regarding their levels of collaboration in cross-functional work. Results of this survey suggested a gap between Jane’s concerns and her employees’ self-perceptions of the team’s performance (see Appendix A for a table of statistical results). For example, the statement “I feel engaged and interested in the projects I work on,” yielded a mean response of 4.17 on a five-point Likert scale. 83% of respondents indicated “frequently” or “almost always” feeling engaged in cross-functional work. This favorable self-assessment seemed to contradict Jane’s opinion that her employees were not adequately engaged in their projects.

However, responses to the statement: “I influence the approach to and outcomes of projects that I work on,” yielded a less-favorable mean of 3.67. Only 67% of respondents felt they “frequently” influenced project approach and outcomes, while the remainder of participants responded with “occasionally.” This variable supported my belief that employees performing the support function had less power than product and program managers and developers.

The preliminary survey suggested that team members’ perceived a communication issue. The mean response to the statement “I think that my team communicates well,” was 3.33. Only 50% of respondents thought that Support “frequently” or “almost always” communicated well and the remainder responded with “occasionally” or “seldom.”

BUIT Survey

At midproject, Jane and I decided to expand the scope of our action research to include the larger system of the business unit information technology (BUIT), which includes Support, as well as the functional areas of product and program management, development and test. I refer to these other functional groups as Support’s internal customers. Jane and I designed the BUIT survey to elicit information about internal customers’ perceptions of Support employees (see Appendix B for a table of statistical results).

39% of respondents replied “seldom” to the statement “Support personnel demonstrate a high-level of energy and enthusiasm toward projects.” With a mean value of 3 on a five-point scale, I believe this variable suggested an unfavorable perception. The statement “Support personnel are willing to clearly communicate their views in the areas of design and approach,” yielded a mean response of 3.08 with 35% responding “seldom.” The conclusion I draw from this BUIT data is that internal customers wanted Support employees to demonstrate increased assertiveness in cross-functional work.

57% of BUIT employees responded that only occasionally or less often were Support personnel sufficiently involved in the initiating stages of the development process. This variable supported my concern that organizers of cross-functional efforts did not include Support members early enough. 50% of respondents thought that Support personnel only occasionally or less often demonstrated a sense of ownership in project outcomes equal to that of other team members. I believe quantitative data obtained via the BUIT survey suggested a lack of internal customer satisfaction.

Pre- and Post-Intervention Survey

I distributed a survey before and after the future search session that concluded my work with Support. The following seven data points indicated movement of the team toward improved health: (a) I feel a sense of community when I am at work; (b) I think my team is working together toward common goals; (c) I feel positive about where my team is headed; (d) I think information flows well among my team members; (e) I influence the approach to and outcomes of projects that I work on; (f) I think that Support is a high-performing team; and (g) I think that my team communicates well. The increase in the mean value of these seven statements averaged 9%.

The remaining two variables in the pre- and post-intervention survey, “I am able to manage customer expectations well;” and “I am an effective collaborator in the product development process,” did not change.

I did not perform statistical tests. I planned to use the Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed-Rank Test to quantify Support’s self-perceptions of their progress toward increased collaboration in cross-functional work. I intended to test the null hypothesis that there was no change in my client group’s self-perception that they influenced the approach to and outcomes of projects on which they worked. However, I made an error in data collection that prevented statistical testing. The Wilcoxon test requires matched pairs and I did not match the pairs. This made it impossible to perform the Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed-Rank Test.

Qualitative Data

Participants’ Reports of Changes

Several months into the project, client group members reported that internal customer comments indicated an increase in satisfaction. One year after the final designed intervention, my client sponsor reported that internal customers saw Support members as more engaged in cross-functional work.
Consultant Observation of Changes

I observed client group members demonstrate increased assertive and productive behavior during our final session. During previous sessions, I had to coax them to produce outputs. For example, Support employees struggled to set goals and articulate action steps in response to internal customer feedback. During our final meeting, however, team members demonstrated increased activity; for example, they committed to further action toward increased collaboration in cross-functional work.

Summary Statement of Principal Goal Accomplishment

Based upon the quantitative data, I conclude that my clients and I achieved our goal to increase Support members’ levels of collaboration in cross-functional work. The pre- and post-intervention data that I collected from my client group showed favorable movement in seven of nine variables. I think an additional indicator of movement toward the goal was Support employees’ commitment to readminister the BUIT survey and use the data to guide inter-team-building activities. As well, Jane’s report one year after the final designed intervention suggested continued movement toward the goal. In that post-project report, her language included: changed team functioning, more communication, more excitement, and increased engagement.

Conclusion

In this chapter, I reviewed project goals and measurements. I included displays of quantitative data and associated achievement of the stated project goals with measurements. In conclusion, I provided a summary statement of goal accomplishment.

In the following chapter, I will discuss impacts I had on the system.

Chapter 5

Personal Impact

Introduction

In this chapter, I review ways that I interacted with my client system. In the first section, I explore how my family of origin experience influenced my work. In the section on professional background, I explore how my experience in similar systems contributed to my ability to help my client system move in its desired direction. In this chapter, I also address how my physical size, gender, and age factored into my influence on the system. In the section on the sponsor, group, and consultant triangle, I view an interaction through the triangulation lens. I analyze my performance through the framework of the leadership wheel, addressing my abilities to declare a position and build relationships, my openness to learning, ability to understand my own motives, and awareness of my body. Finally, I address feedback I received from my client system.

Family of Origin

Midway through the project, I felt frustrated with what I perceived as my sponsor’s lack of responsiveness. The project was taking longer than I had planned and Jane regularly took several days to respond to my e-mail and voice mail. I became angry, and in a session with my professional consultation group, vented my emotion, stating that I wanted to fire my client. My peers helped me to see that the intensity of my emotion was greater than the situation warranted.

Emotional intensity was a clue that family of origin issues were at play within me. In response to Jane’s lack of availability, my internal experience was like that of a lonely child. Awareness that my client was not the source of my emotional state enabled me to manage myself. I determined that reacting to the emotion would not be logical or helpful. However, my emotion indicated to me that I was not getting all I wanted from the sponsor/consultant relationship. I conveyed my concerns about our progress to Jane, without the emotional intensity, and we recommitted to completing the project.

My work with Jane was an opportunity to experiment with my personal authority. Throughout the project, as we collaborated to set goals, diagnose data, and plan interventions, I chose to be more or less assertive in my interactions with her. When we met, I observed the balance of our conversations. When I saw myself taking a lot of airtime, I made room for Jane. When I experienced her as more directive and vocal, I talked more in order to maintain the balance of two adult professionals.

I experienced another intense emotional reaction to Jane’s behavior after I proposed a team-building intervention, a group drumming experience. I was confident that I could use this method to help the group address issues relevant to our goal of increasing collaboration. When Jane rejected my proposal, I felt ashamed. Upon reflection, I realized this was the emotional response of a child frustrated in his attempts to gain parental approval. With this self-knowledge, I remained in relationship with Jane, working in an adult-to-adult capacity.

Professional Background

Cultural experiences in my adult life also flavored interactions with my client system. My background includes many years of work similar to that of my client group, including engagements with the client company as an information technology (IT) consultant. Therefore, I understood the language and culture of my clients and I think this contributed to their comfort with me. However, I think my professional background as a project manager and business analyst also contributed to the ambiguity of my role. At times, I was unsure whether to offer expertise that Jane and I did not include in our contract. In retrospect, I would attempt to gain more clarity during the contracting phase, negotiating for opportunities to get my expertise used.

Body and Maleness

As well as many years of professional experience, I brought with me the physical presence of a large man in his late 40’s. I think that my knowledge of how others might respond to these traits supported my ability to effectively interact with my client system. Conversely, sometimes my lack of awareness in this area was a hindrance. I inquired into Jane’s experience as a female manager in a male-dominated culture during our first meeting. She confirmed that she deals with this every day and it is tough. I acknowledged her challenge and made a commitment to myself to monitor how I might be contributing to the situation. I began to research in this area of diversity; however, I learned that focusing on Jane’s femaleness would not help her reach her goals. I only resolved to do my part to maintain balance in our relationship, for example, by observing our conversational patterns and my own body language.

I have received feedback that my body positioning can be a misuse of power. For example, in a hallway meeting with Jane and her boss, I found myself standing between the two of them in a way that put Jane into the background. I did not think that my physical presence was contributing to Jane’s effectiveness in that moment. In working with Jane and her group, I experimented with different structures while noting the state of the group. For example, I sat at the head of the table, on the side, or stood at the front of the room and, while I am not certain of the causes, the emotional state of the group varied with the structural changes.

I think that awareness of my body positioning is a tool that I can use to moderate the emotional climate in the room. I think this was particularly true in working with my client system, because I was always the oldest and largest person in the room. When I was facilitating a data feedback session from the front of the room, with everyone else seated, I was frustrated with their lack of participation. I think that I had too much control of the session and, in this case, a way to balance might have been to sit or otherwise reposition myself to lessen this affect.

The Sponsor, Group and Consultant Triangle

During that data feedback session, I became frustrated with group members’ lack of engagement with the issues. Upon reflection, I became interested in how to interpret that critical incident through the family systems concept of the emotional triangle. Kerr and Bowen (1988) wrote:

The triangle describes the dynamic equilibrium of a three–person system. The major influence on the activity of a triangle is anxiety. When it is low, a relationship between two people can be calm and comfortable. A two-person system may be stable as long as it is calm, but since that level of calm is very difficult to maintain, a two-person system is more accurately characterized as unstable. When anxiety increases, a third person becomes involved in the tension of the twosome, creating a triangle. This involvement of a third person decreases anxiety in the twosome by spreading it through three relationships. This formation of three interconnected relationships can contain more anxiety than is possible in three separate relationships because pathways are in place that allow the shifting of anxiety around the system. This shifting reduces the possibility of any one relationship emotionally “overheating.” The ability to spread and shift tension, as well as to contain more of it, means that a triangle is more flexible and stable than a two-person system. (p. 135)

Therefore, one might conclude that my job was to stabilize the client system by forming a triangle with Jane and her employees while they increased their ability to maintain clear contact with each other. With this concept in mind, I think it was interesting to view my frustration with my client group as a milestone in an emotional process.

My own experience of frustration seemed similar to the frustration that Jane described to me during our initial conversations. Gilbert (1992) wrote: “When individuals spend a significant amount of time with one another, they will begin, sooner or later, to trigger each other emotionally, and the phenomenon of ‘passing’ emotions from one to another, in patterns, can be observed” (p. 185). I learned that what I do with emotion passed to me could have a significant impact on the intervention. In this case, I disclosed my emotion. I chose not to contain it and my client group reacted with sadness. Nutkevitch (1998) wrote: “One can state schematically that ‘to contain’ and ‘containment’ are concepts that describe the capacity of any entity to keep within itself parts that arouse anxiety.” I had the capacity to contain the anxiety; however, I chose to disclose my feeling of disappointment.

Perhaps self-disclosure increased my involvement in the triangle, thereby reducing the anxiety in the system and enabling the work to advance. It was shortly thereafter that client group members disclosed essential information to me regarding their relationship needs with Jane. It seemed my challenge was to embrace the paradox that in order for me to experience my clients as engaged, I needed to engage more deeply with their problem.

The Leadership Wheel

In reviewing the influence of my self on the project, I found myself drawn to Weber and Williamson’s (1999) leadership wheel. Its central value of the believing self especially resonated with my challenges in completing this project. As figure 5.1 illustrates, their model includes five “essential values for personal and professional wellbeing, competency, and integrity” (Premises section, ¶ 2). This section reviews these five values in the context of my work in this project. The five values are: (a) The defining self declares a position “in the midst of ambiguity and anxiety” (The Defining Self section, ¶ 1); (b) The relating self “build[s] relationship[s] of trust” (The Relating Self section, ¶ 1); (c) The learning self is creative, not rigid, welcomes contradiction and diversity of opinion while being open to new solutions (The Learning Self section); (d) The believing self understands one’s own underlying motives and values and “craft[s] a moral character with the wisdom of discernment and the commitment to embody those values” (The Believing Self section, ¶ 1); and (e) The breathing self is aware of “body as a source of feedback and wisdom about experience” (The Breathing Self section, ¶ 1).
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Figure 5.1.  The leadership wheel includes five essential values of self with the believing self at the core (Weber and Williamson, 1999).

The Defining Self

In the data feedback session in which I expressed my frustration to my clients, I disclosed my emotional state while prepared to deal with the consequences. I found that naming the emotion that I experienced led to health in the system. Though client group members reacted with sadness, I think that moment was central to the movement of Jane and her employees into closer contact. In that moment, I took on the role of frustrated leader, alleviating my client system of that burden. Following my hunch worked.

Conversely, when I perceived a need to facilitate coaching sessions with Jane and her employees, I was less successful in exercising my defining self. I believed in my ability to facilitate difficult conversations with Jane and her employees, yet I let my anxiety hold me back. I rationalized that this work would be too difficult for my clients. This may be true; however, I regretted not pursuing the idea.

The Relating Self

I think I fostered trust in my client system. This demonstrated my relating self at work. This was especially apparent during my second round of interviews with Support members. By this time, I had both challenged and supported them with feedback on several occasions. I understood and empathized with their situation. I recognized the inequities built into their role and was motivated to bring more fairness into their experience. During the interviews, members disclosed their feelings to me at deeper levels than before. This enabled me to better understand the dynamics of the system.

The Learning Self

I was sometimes rigid in my interactions. One time my clients wanted to plan 90 minutes or more for a session and I insisted on doing it in one hour. My inflexibility may have denied us opportunities to learn. However, near the end of the project, I demonstrated a well functioning learning self in my openness to multiple ideas. Jane wanted community while I wanted to bring her into a more connected relationship with her employees. While open to the differences and similarities in what we wanted, I designed an intervention that creatively advanced the project goal.

The Believing Self

My work on this thesis project surfaced conflicts within me. During the writing process, old patterns in my behavior, archaic images of me, presented barriers to completion. When I explained this to my spouse, she replied, “Oh, you’ve been pedaling your bicycle with the brakes on!” Moving forward required identifying and releasing those hindrances.

With ambivalence, I agreed to work the client engagement, which pulled me back into IT, a culture I thought I was leaving. As a result, I gained perspective on my professional transition. Previously, I was an IT expert, current on the latest technologies. This would no longer be true. I had chosen to be a consultant who is good at working with software development teams. I could work in other systems too, however, I knew much about how IT worked. I saw the connections between human relations and business outcomes in IT. I knew of scenarios that began with a question not asked or an agreement too easily made and led to added costs. I wanted to influence work life quality in IT. The notion of increased fairness in my clients’ work experience kept me engaged with the project. Willing and able to take a stand and deal with the consequences, I brought skills that could help IT organizations succeed. I understood IT people and collaborated with them to advance their goals.

The Breathing Self

Awareness of my body increased as I came to appreciate my self as an intervention tool. Leading sessions for my client system, I became more aware of my size, the physical space I consumed, and how that might be a factor in the emotional climate of the room. I tracked my inner experience and, at times, used that data for action. During this project, I became more aware of my age as a difference that matters. My body holds much wisdom.

Feedback from Client System

Feedback from Jane and her group helped me to increase my self-awareness. The main points I took away concerned my motivation and influence on the climate of work sessions. More than once, I expressed concern about how our work would contribute to my thesis and Jane reminded me that my job was to support her team’s goals. I think it is important for me to remember that my actions should primarily be in the interest of the client.

Jane and her group overwhelmingly commented that our last session was better than the others were. The truth in this for me was about informality. My clients commented that they liked the informal feel of our last session. In earlier sessions, I was more attached to outcome and rigid with structure. In the last session, I was open to whatever might emerge from the group. I think my clients felt this difference and responded with more creativity.

Jane told me that she was sometimes unsure of my ability to implement interventions that were appropriate for her company’s environment. From this feedback, I take away the need for me to be sensitive to the client’s needs and to work toward fostering a sense of confidence and security from my position in the client/consultant dynamic.

Conclusion

In this chapter, I reviewed how my family of origin issues and professional background came into play during the project. I addressed self-management of my physical presence in the system. I described an interaction through the lens of the emotional triangle. In the leadership wheel section, I described my successes and challenges in taking a stand, developing relationships, being open to learning, understanding of my own beliefs, and awareness of my body. Finally, I discussed feedback I received from my clients. In the following chapter, I summarize the project and what I learned.

Chapter 6

Summary and Conclusions

Introduction

I begin this chapter with a summary of the project. In the conclusions section, I identify factors that I believe contributed to as well as hindered my client system’s movement toward its goals. In the summary of learnings, I explore implications for my future consulting practice, link project outcomes to the client company’s mission and objectives, and discuss what I might do differently. In this chapter, I describe my learning about action research methodology and explore learnings about myself. In conclusion, I identify challenges for change agents working in software development organizations.

Summary of the Project

I engaged with a support group within a software company. My sponsor, Jane, had a team, which I refer to as Support, that was performing well and she wanted to help them become even more effective. Support’s internal customers were dissatisfied with their level of participation in cross-functional work. I also found this dynamic existing at the boundary of sponsor/group and experienced it at the consultant/sponsor and consultant/group boundaries.

I found it challenging to manage the project scope. My client system, Jane and her team of support analysts, were one part of a cross-functional system. I felt a constant pull to expand the project to include the groups of product and program managers, developers and testers with which the members of Support interacted. The outcomes from a first round of action research indicated that I had not addressed Jane’s concerns about her employees’ levels of collaboration in cross-functional work. Therefore, with Jane’s authorization as well as the participation of her and her employees, we expanded the scope of our investigation to include the larger system of the business unit information technology (BUIT). The BUIT included groups of product and program managers, developers, testers, and their managers, as well as Jane and her group.
The data we gathered in the cross-functional environment guided the intervention, however, my focus ultimately narrowed to the sponsor/group boundary. My theory was that if we could improve the relationships of Jane and her employees, they would demonstrate increased collaboration with their internal customers. Support members, though possessing the knowledge and skills for independent action, thought that more support from Jane would enable them to be more self-directed. I concluded that developing better connections between manager and employees would advance the goal to increase collaborative behavior by the members of Support.

I chose not to propose interventions that might put my clients into emotionally intense situations. My understanding of information technology (IT) culture included a belief that IT people rarely discussed relationships. My challenge was to persuade the members of my client system to engage with issues they normally avoided. I considered, but did not propose, live action coaching, which I believed would surface difficult issues. I designed a final intervention with the intention of providing a supportive environment for my clients where difficult issues could surface. However, I challenged as well as supported my clients in interviews, data feedback sessions and process consultation interventions. I proposed a community drum circle intervention to address issues of participation and engagement; however, Jane did not accept this.

As I defined in chapter 2 and described in chapter 3, future search methodology (Weisbord 1987) was the basis for my final designed intervention. Within that non-threatening context, my clients progressed toward deeper and more honest conversation regarding their relationship needs. They came out of the session with a list of tasks that included continued increased contact at the sponsor/group boundary. Their list also included continued inquiry into their internal customers’ needs with the intention of planning inter-team-building events at the group boundaries.

The data indicated little change in Support employees’ perceptions of their levels of influence in cross-functional work. However, anecdotal customer data suggested internal customers perceived that my clients’ participation levels increased. Jane told me that she noticed positive changes in her team. She saw her team as more interactive with each other and excited about their work. Customers saw Support personnel as more engaged in projects.

Conclusions

Factors Moving the Intervention toward Success

1. My clients demonstrated ability to self-examine for the sake of performance improvement. Self-correction was a norm in the client company.

2. Jane’s and my goal to increase Support members’ levels of collaboration in cross-functional work remained steady. Our view of the best way to get there developed throughout the project.

3. I think my background in IT, including previous work with the client company, enabled my sponsor and group to accept and trust me. I think this shared background helped us work productively in the early phases of the engagement and continued to be a factor throughout the project.

4. My long-held desire for improved quality of work life contributed to my resilience and perseverance. I had a conviction that our intentions and efforts were leading toward increased systemic health.

Factors Hindering Goal Achievement

1. Jane’s sponsorship was adequate for intervention at the level of Support; however, sponsorship at a higher system level, for example, BUIT Director, might have increased the sense of urgency for the project and opened more intervention options.

2. The project scope excluded my client group’s internal customers, although we did cross that boundary to gather data. Given the scope and authority to include the whole cross-functional system, I might have intervened at inter-team boundaries. However, I believe that we started in the right places, and inter-team work would logically follow.

3. My decision to not coach Jane more in her relationships with her employees was a hindrance. Though I identified the manager/employee boundary as the primary intervention point, I did not provide adequate coaching to support improved relationships between Jane and the members of Support.

4. My IT background was inductive. Accustomed to the hierarchical nature of the culture where expertise is a ticket to leadership, at times I fell into controlling behavior.

Summary of Learnings

Implications for My Future Consulting Practice

The sponsor of this project wanted to improve team performance, and I was, therefore, tempted to focus the intervention on the team. However, Jane had such influence on her team that, in my opinion, the sponsor/group boundary was a logical intervention point. In a more self-directed team, this might not be as true. As well, Support was part of a cross-functional system; therefore, inter-group relationships were important to the functioning of the overall system. Interventions focused on the team can be effective; however, I think the consultant should view the team in the context of its role in the larger system.

I think that companies doing product development using cross-functional teams can realize improved service and reduced cost through improved teamwork. My client’s concern was that internal customers perceived her team as lacking engagement in project work. Improving this customer relationship area was adequate and showing a connection to reduced cost was not necessary to justify this project. However, I believed that improved cross-functional collaboration could lead to improved service and reduced cost. I think that consultants who understand their clients’ business processes can help cross-functional teams improve in ways that influence financial results. The observant and informed consultant can, for example, track an event like a design decision that caused rework and recommend alternative scenarios, cuing leaders to opportunities for savings in design and development costs.

When attempting to improve collaboration in a cross-functional system, I recommend the consultant begin the effort with a single functional group. I found that coming to understand the dynamics in the system of my sponsor and group was an important starting point. However, as Support employees suggested in our final session, a next step might be to work at a cross-functional boundary. For example, Support members might be curious about feedback they received from product managers. As figure 6.1 illustrates, a secondary intervention focus might be an inter-teambuilding intervention to help the members of the two groups increase their skill in working together. Subsequent consulting might include focused inter-team-building activities throughout the cross-functional system resulting in product design and development cost savings.
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Figure 6.1.  My intervention focused at the boundary of Jane and her team, however, a secondary intervention point might be the boundary between Support and another team, for example, Product Management. Subsequent interventions at group boundaries could continue to improve service and reduce costs.

Linking Outcomes with Overall Mission and Objectives of Company

My clients and I improved internal customer relationships by starting with one group and its manager. Support’s next steps included work with other functional groups to improve their relationships. This was in line with the company’s efforts to repair their aggressive reputation. Known for crushing the competition with questionable business practices and behaving arrogantly with legal authorities, the company’s CEO began to speak in terms of cooperation first. He was leading change toward becoming a more cooperative company. I believe that this project supported the company’s cultural change efforts.

We did not measure costs. However, my clients progressed toward improved cross-functional effectiveness, which, I believe, promotes reductions in rework and support demands. Reduction in product rework logically follows improved cross-functional collaboration. As well, reduced support demand follows improved project team decisions. These cost improvements support the company’s efforts to protect shareholder value. In my experience, however, these were often overlooked opportunities. I think that successful team-building consultants in software and other complex manufacturing environments will make the connection between cross-functional dynamics and product design, development and support costs.

Things I Would Do Differently

I am optimistic about implications for whole system cultural and financial improvements raised by this project; however, given the opportunity to do it again, my focus for improvement would be in the way I worked with the sponsor and group. I think I demonstrated skill in diagnosis by naming the manager/employee boundary as the key intervention point; however, my subsequent implementation lacked directness. I did not push for live-action coaching, ostensibly out of concern for the client; however, given another chance, I would explore this further. For example, perhaps my clients would have agreed to work in subsystems of manager, one employee, and me as coach.

Another area where I would modify my approach is in my relations with my client group. I was concerned that I would ally too strongly with group members and interfere with the sponsor/group relationship. Therefore, I enforced self-discipline in my communications, often avoiding e-mail or phone calls to the group. I think that I was overly rigid in this area. In particular, when we were preparing to collect data from the group’s internal customers, I felt responsible to give them coaching about receiving feedback. I proposed this to my sponsor; however, I did not get the opportunity to work with her group on this topic. I think this is an example of where, with her permission, going directly to the group would have been helpful.

I assumed that my background in IT prepared me well for working with my client population. However, I was not aware of all the personality traits of support personnel. In the future, I plan to research my client population more thoroughly. Early in the project, my client group gave themselves high self-assessments regarding their participation in projects. This data contradicted my sponsor’s presenting problem, which suggested her employees’ participation levels in cross-functional work were low. I avoided surfacing and exploring this conflict. In retrospect, I think that examining the self-perceptions of my client group would have enriched the study. The disparity between my clients’ and their internal customers’ perceptions was, I think, potentially valuable data.

The difference between Jane’s and her employees’ perceptions of the presenting problem was apparent early in the project. The preliminary survey provided quantitative data that demonstrated the conflicting views of sponsor and group. My thinking was that exploring this conflict would not contribute to O’Neill’s (2000) clear and connected sponsor and group relationship. However, I now believe that by not exploring the conflict, I missed an opportunity to bring Jane and her group into healthier relationship.

Learning about Action Research

I learned several things about applying action research methodology, including: (a) the presenting problem can be a good starting point; however, it is only a starting point; (b) data does not necessarily fit into a computer database; (c) analogies and stories can be helpful diagnostic aids; (d) bringing the client group into contact with the data may require creativity; (e) the sponsor, group, and consultant may want different things and that is not necessarily a bad thing; and (f) it is difficult to complete all the action research steps within a project’s time constraints.

I found the presenting problem, that client group members lacked collaboration in cross-functional work, to be a good starting point. I learned how the sponsor/group dynamic might be contributing to the presenting problem only after several months of intermittent contact with the client system. I learned that the presenting problem is not necessarily wrong or misleading; however, it is only a starting point and the consultant’s job is to peel through the layers below it.

As I did the work of data collection in order to find what was behind the presenting problem, I sometimes doubted my tactics. The project goal of increasing Support members’ levels of collaboration in cross-functional work implied that there was something lacking in the client group. I think that, too often, my inquiry promoted the idea that our project was about fixing my client group. I learned that the act of data gathering could potentially exacerbate an existing problem or create the appearance of one where there was none. I think that using a systems view and an appreciative eye can help avoid this negative aspect of problem solving.

I clarified my definition of data. I worked with data for many years in IT and thought I understood what it was. Data, to me, was something that one could store in a database, perform calculations on, and display on a screen or report. During the course of this project, my mental model shifted away from that IT concept to a wider definition of data. I now see that data could include the emotion I felt when interviewing a client, the patterns of interactions I observed in a group work session, or the length of time it took my sponsor or me to respond to e-mail.

While jointly diagnosing data with the sponsor and group, I sometimes found it difficult to convey the dynamics I was seeing. When I used stories and analogies to teach or make a point, I had some success. I think that with planning and practice, I can use these methods effectively.

As the sponsor and I designed the intervention, I wanted to focus on the sponsor/group boundary while she introduced the idea of community building. Our design, therefore, addressed both of these complementary desires and advanced our goal of increasing engagement with internal customers. I learned that what I want for the client system does not necessarily need to match my clients’ wants.

Even though the project took several months longer than planned, we left work undone. I plan to find ways to move through the action research steps more efficiently in order to attain faster results for my clients.

Learning About Myself

One of the most important things I learned about myself from the project is in the area of my own power and authority and how I can use it to help my clients meet their goals. I find it telling that, though I clearly saw the manager/employee boundary as the most effective available intervention point, I did not propose live action coaching sessions. I thought a good intervention would be to bring my sponsor into contact with her employees around difficult issues. Though work at the manager/employee boundary took place during my designed future search intervention, and the client system committed to continuing in this direction, one could argue that my approach was overly subtle. I rationalized that pressing for live enactment of the manager/employee dynamic would create too much anxiety for my sponsor. I intended well; however, I see myself as capable of facilitating the manager/employee process even when difficult. My choice to not propose and contract for this type of intervention may point to caretaking behavior on my part. In the future, I plan to continue to care for my clients’ well being while being willing to invite them into difficult conversations.

Another aspect of power and authority that the project clarified is my ability to lead and influence. Many times, I found myself in roles of leadership. I am most aware of this occurring when I was in sessions and interviews with my client group. While intervening into their group process, inquiring into an individual’s work style, or feeding back data to the group, I sensed strength, skill, and authority in my presence. My clients listened to me. I realize that I do have strong leadership ability. I no longer need to wonder whether I have these skills. It is now a matter of using them well to help my clients achieve their goals.

Future Challenges for Change Agents

Software development organizations are dependent upon effective cross-functional work. It follows that human relations issues are unavoidable. However, relationships are not preferred topics in IT culture. Therefore, I think a challenge for applied behavioral scientists is to find effective interventions that software developers will embrace.

Entry into the system might be dependent upon presenting problems that focus on teams. However, the leadership factor is critical. Repeatable whole system designs can address typical interactions in the software development environment. Unfortunately, I am skeptical of the effectiveness of packaged interventions. I suspect that starting team-building efforts with one group and then daisy chaining through the system will be most effective. I think that improving cross-functional collaboration is an opportunity for the whole system. However, I think that change agents need to develop and apply solutions at all levels, with special attention to how leadership is influencing team dynamics.

Conclusion

I began this chapter with a brief summary of the project. In the remainder of the chapter, I focused on what I learned while participating in the effort. I described factors that moved my client system toward achievement of its goals and identified hindrances. In the summary of learnings section, I included implications for my future consulting practice and identified the linkage between project outcomes and my client company’s mission and objectives. I reviewed aspects of my approach that I would change. The learning about action research section described how my understanding improved in several areas. In this final chapter I explored what I learned about myself. In conclusion, I discussed what I believe are critical aspects of consulting in the software development environment.
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Appendix A

Preliminary Survey Statistics

The following statistical results are based upon a five-point Likert scale: 1 = Never, 2 = Seldom, 3 = Occasionally, 4 = Frequently, 5 = Almost Always.

	Statement
	Mean
	Median
	Mode
	Std Dev

	I feel engaged and interested in the projects I work on.
	4.17
	4.0
	4
	.68

	I influence the approach to and outcomes of projects that I work on.
	3.67
	4.0
	4
	.47

	I believe that my voice is equal to that of other project team members.
	4.00
	4.0
	
	.82

	I believe that other project team members appreciate the contribution that Support makes.
	3.83
	4.0
	4
	.68

	I think that Support is a high-performing team.
	4.00
	4.0
	
	.82

	I think that my team manages tasks efficiently.
	3.66
	4.0
	4
	.47

	I think that my team communicates well.
	3.33
	3.5
	
	1.11

	I think that my voice is heard on my team.
	4.00
	4.0
	
	.82


The preliminary survey was based upon conversations about the presenting problem that Jane and I had. Goffin and New (2001), Katzenbach and Smith (1993), and Lipnack and Stamps (1994) influenced survey design.

Appendix B

BUIT Survey Statistics

The following statistical results are based upon a five-point Likert scale: 1 = Never, 2 = Seldom, 3 = Occasionally, 4 = Frequently, 5 = Almost Always.

	Statement
	Mean
	Median
	Mode
	Std Dev

	How would you rate Support's effectiveness?
	3.78
	4.0
	4
	.82

	I understand the role of Support in the SDLC.
	4.42
	5.0
	5
	.79

	How valuable is the role of the Support team in project meetings?
	3.57
	4.0
	3
	1.03

	How valuable is the role of the Support team in the SDLC?
	4.11
	4.0
	5
	.88

	I experience Support as responsive when handling support related issues.
	3.75
	4.0
	4
	.97

	I experience Support as efficient.
	3.71
	4.0
	4
	.96

	Production is sufficiently involved in the initiating stages of the development process.
	3.32
	3.0
	3
	.98

	In my view, Support has a level of stature and influence equal to any other project team member.
	3.64
	4.0
	4
	1.06

	Support personnel demonstrate a high-level of energy and enthusiasm toward projects.
	3.00
	3.0
	2
	1.12

	Support personnel demonstrate a sense of ownership in project outcomes equal to that of other team members.
	3.29
	3.5
	4
	1.15

	Support personnel participate during team meetings.
	3.32
	3.0
	3
	.98

	Support personnel participate in email threads, phone calls and other forms of communication regarding development issues.
	3.38
	3.5
	4
	1.02

	I understand Support team members’ roles and responsibilities.
	4.00
	4.0
	4
	.90

	Support personnel are willing to clearly communicate their views in the areas of design and approach.
	3.08
	3.0
	2
	1.16


Goffin and New (2001), Jassawalla and Sashittal (1999), Katzenbach and Smith (1993), and Lipnack and Stamps (1994) influenced design of the BUIT survey.

Appendix C

BUIT Survey Feedback

I collaborated with my sponsor and her team to survey 28 of their internal customers (representing the functions of product and program management, development, and test). We referred to this as the BUIT (business unit information technology) survey. I facilitated a data feedback session to Support wherein I presented this summary of their internal customers’ responses. Internal customers had good things to say about Support, including:

	Good team, good job
	Making strides in the right direction

	Superb job, enjoy working with them
	19 of 28 said Support is frequently or almost always effective and efficient

	17 of 28 said Support is frequently or almost always responsive
	Great attitude and strong team players

	Knowledgeable about systems
	Smart people, good personalities

	Small queue process working
	


The survey was an opportunity for internal customers to voice their concerns. Some Support weaknesses identified by respondents follow:

	Lack of communication
	Lack of participation early on

	Work on projects needs improvement
	Support rarely offers input as to what can be done

	Seem to serve rather than lead
	10 of 28 said Support is occasionally valuable in project team meetings

	Support is not fully engaged in projects
	You act as thought you have no impact


Via the BUIT survey, customers articulated ways that Support could improve service and better satisfy business needs. Respondents indicated that they wanted the following:

	Support to be more engaged in offering solutions
	Support to be more proactive in forwarding information

	Support to be more responsive
	Support to contribute to increased cross-group communication

	More feedback from Support to project teams in order to improve application designs
	Increased physical and interactive presence of Support

	More feedback from Support to project teams on status
	More questions from Support

	Increased responsiveness/engagement from Support
	Support’s full participation in the SDLC


We asked internal customers what it looks like when Support is effectively contributing to the SDLC. Some internal customer responses follow:

	Active team participation
	Engaged in the project

	Offering recommendations early on
	Helping to bridge the gap between end users and development/test

	Solid input/teaming
	Support concerns brought to attention of all parties

	Actively engaged
	


During this data feedback session, I offered my impressions of Support:

	Support is made up of highly proficient individuals
	Support’s problem solving process is very effective

	Support team members respect and like each other
	Support wants to improve processes


As well as strengths, I also presented Support with my opinion on where they needed work:

	Support lacks passion
	Support is less than proactive

	Support’s task management process can be vague
	Support lacks self-direction


Based upon the internal customer feedback and my own observations, I recommended the following:

	Focus on how Support can become perceived as more proactive and engaged
	Identify what it looks like when internal customers view Support as more proactive and engaged

	Identify steps to move forward
	Work with Keith to make behavioral changes

	After addressing behaviors, do ongoing skills practice
	


Appendix D

Pre- and Post-Intervention Survey Statistics

The following statistical results are based upon a five-point Likert scale: 1 = Never, 2 = Seldom, 3 = Occasionally, 4 = Frequently, 5 = Almost Always.

	Statement
	Mean (Pre-)
	Mean (Post-)
	Median (Pre-)
	Median (Post-)
	Mode (Pre-)
	Mode (Post-)
	StdDev (Pre-)
	StdDev (Post-)

	I feel a sense of community when I am at work.
	4.00
	4.23
	4.0
	4.0
	4
	5
	.58
	.76

	I am able to manage customer expectations well.
	3.86
	3.86
	4.0
	4.0
	4
	4
	.69
	.69

	I think my team is working together toward common goals.
	3.86
	4.14
	4.0
	4.0
	4
	4
	.38
	.38

	I feel positive about where my team is headed.
	3.71
	4.00
	4.0
	4.0
	4
	4
	.49
	.58

	I think information flows well among my team members.
	3.71
	4.14
	4.0
	4.0
	4
	4
	.49
	.38

	I influence the approach to and outcomes of projects that I work on.
	3.43
	3.57
	4.0
	4.0
	4
	4
	.79
	.98

	I think that Support is a high-performing team.
	3.71
	4
	4.0
	4.0
	4
	4
	.76
	.82

	I think that my team communicates well.
	3.57
	3.71
	4.0
	4.0
	4
	4
	.53
	.49

	I am an effective collaborator in the product development process.
	3.43
	3.43
	4.0
	4.0
	4
	4
	1.27
	1.27


Goffin and New (2001), Jassawalla and Sashittal (1999), Lipnack and Stamps (1994), and Katzenbach and Smith (1993) influenced the pre- and post-intervention survey design.
Appendix E

Intervention Micro-Design

	CONTENT
	TIME
	MATERIALS

	Startup
	
	

	· Check In
	10
	

	· Provide outline of day
	10
	Prepared flip chart

	· Ground Rules
	10
	

	· It’s not a problem-solving session. It’s an exercise in learning, awareness, understanding, and mutual support.
	
	

	· Every idea and comment is valid. People need not agree.
	
	

	· The team generates and analyzes information, derives meanings, proposes action steps, takes responsibility for output. Consultant may add two cents but not lecture.
	
	

	Past
	
	

	· Have participants, alone, make notes on significant events, milestones, highlights, or activities they recall over last two years.
	15
	CD Player

CD

	· Categories will be Self, Team, and Society. Group was prepped to be thinking about this. Remind participants to emphasize things that worked well.
	
	

	· Have participants transfer their memories to the appropriate sheets on the wall.
	15
	3 prepared flip charts

	· Support participants in finding patterns among the three flip charts. Consultant captures themes and patterns.
	20
	Flip chart to capture themes and patterns

	Present
	
	

	· List external events, trends and developments shaping the future right now. Consultant can scribe this. Group was prepped to be thinking about this. Ask participants why events are important and write down their remarks.
	20
	Flip chart to capture list of events

	· Pool the themes onto one flipchart.
	20
	Prepared flip chart

	· Generate lists of “prouds” and “sorries,” the things going on right now within the organization about which they feel good and bad. Have participants cast votes for “proudest prouds” and “sorriest sorries.” Discuss these. Consultant actively probes, summarizes, and notes key statements on flip chart during the dialogue.
	
	

	Future
	
	

	Participants create a rough-draft “preferred future” scenario. Imagine the most desirable, attainable future two years out. Important thing is to disconnect from the present so that dreams and ideals take over.
	30
	

	Action Planning
	
	

	What steps does the team intend to take now to ensure the envisioned future?
	30
	


I based this design upon Weisbord’s (1987) future search methodology.

