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Applying Large-Group Interaction Methods
In the Planning and Implementation of
Major Change Efforts

Public policy makers, planners, and managers are increasingly relying on what might be called
large-group interaction methods to involve large numbers of people (from as few as eight to more
than 2,000) in planning and implementing major change efforts. These methods are structured
processes for engaging large numbers of people to: (1) enhance the amount of relevant informa-
tion brought to bear on a problem; (2) build commitment to problem definitions and solutions; (3)
fuse planning and implementation; and (4) shorten the amount of time needed to conceive and
execute major policies, programs, services, or projects. Proponents of such methods claim that
they provide sets of concepts, procedures, and tools that can help public and nonprofit organiza-
tions and communities deal effectively with change. On the other hand, a number of boundary
conditions surround the successful use of the methods. The authors compare and contrast seven
approaches most frequently used in the public sector in the United States and abroad (i.e., Real
Time Strategic Change, Search Conferences, Future Searches, Strategic Options Development
and Analysis, Strategic Choice, Technology of Participation, and Open Space Technology) to
illustrate their compatrative strengths and weaknesses and to develop an agenda for research.

Introduction

Public policy makers, planners, and managers are 8earches, Strategic Options Development and Analysis,
creasingly relying on what might be called large-group iStrategic Choice, Technology of Participation, and Open
teraction methods (LGIMs) to involve large numbers &pace Technology) to illustrate their comparative strengths
people (as few as eight to more than 2,000) in planniamgd weaknesses and to develop an agenda for research.
and implementing major change efforts (Holman arithe methods we have chosen illustrate the range of meth-
Devane 1999). These methods are structured processesdsravailable in terms of (1) their usefulness for dealing
engaging large numbers of people to enhance the amauitt differing degrees of mission, vision, and goal clarity;
of relevant information brought to bear on a problem; &md (2) the differing sophistication of the tools they typi-
build commitment to problem definitions and solutiongally use for problem and solution framing and analysis.
to fuse planning and implementation; and to shorten the
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We have chosen to focus on methods that do not necessajer logistical issues must be addressed involving, for

ily require computer support for successful tse. example, invitations, space, food and refreshments, audio-
visual equipment, and information technology of some

) . kind, such as word processing, graphics, or concept map-

What are Large-Group Interaction ping capacity. And finally, substantial follow-up work may

Methods? be needed to implement strategies and carry out action plans
The intellectual history of LGIMs began in the middlgeveloped by LGIM participants.

of this century with the pioneering work on small groups
done by Kurt Lewin in the United States and Wilfred Biog .
in the United Kingdoni. Lewin and Bion were reacting, enefits and Costs
in part, to the precepts and practice of “scientific man- LGIM proponents assert that a number of benefits flow
agement,” an approach to organizational design aifeim the use of these methods. They typically claim that
change identified primarily with Frederick Taylor anéhese methods: (1) are fast, compared with alternative ap-
Henri Fayol. The role of the scientific management eRroaches; (2) build buy-in and commitment from partici-
pert was to gather information and propose specific soR@nts; (3) use dissatisfaction as a resource to prompt ac-
tions to senior decision makers, who would then impléon on pressing issues or problems; (4) prompt partici-
ment them. The workers themselves were viewed prinfi@nts to draw on their wisdom and experience, successes
rily as cogs in a machine designed by experts and runahy failures; (5) tap participants’ collective brain power,
senior managers. In contrast, Lewin and Bion highlightétfreasing the amount of intelligence brought to bear on
the importance of gathering information and giving it tan issue or problem; (6) get planners, implementers, and
people—particularly to work groups—so they could soh@her stakeholders—in some cases, the whole system—in
their own problems. This led to a search for linked metie same place to address the same issue or problem; and
ods of gathering information and facilitating group protf7) help to build coalitions for politically feasible change.
lem solving. Subsequent theorists and practitioners assdOn the other hand, several costs, risks, and cautions go
ciated primarily with the National Training Laboratorietlong with using LGIMs. Among the most important are
the Tavistock Institute, and the field of organization#pe following: First, the methods do not work if leaders
development have extended this work in a variety of sat€ unwilling to share power and listen seriously to par-
tings and to larger groups. ticipants’ views; instead, they must sponsor events, actively
The development of LGIMs had its beginnings in tH&pport them, and take the process and its results seriously.
1960s, picked up speed in the 1970s, and blossomed indBgond, LGIMs are unlikely to work if participants are
1980s. The LGIMs covered in this paper were developé@willing to find common ground with one another. Third,
primarily in the 1980s and are the best known in the publie!Ms do not work when the events are not focused or
sector. Since the 1980s, a number of “hybrid” methods h&fe focused on the wrong issues or problems. Fourth, the
evolved as practitioners and consultants have mixed &fyes or problems to be worked on must be important
matched elements of the best-known methods to suit gitough to motivate participation. Fifth, events must be well
ticular purposes, specific circumstances, and personal stpkégned, managed, and facilitated, or they will not work.
(Holman and Devane 1999). Sixth, LGIMs are not effective when the wrong people are
All of these methods have the following elements iAvolved, or if too few perspectives are represented to ad-
common: First, they involve large numbers of people, fropduately address the issue or problem. Seventh, LGIMs
as few as eight to more than 2,000 at one firBecond, can be very expensive in terms of participants’ time, espe-
each is structured in specific ways (even when the meti§é@ily when the group is large, and in terms of money for
involves an effort to minimize structure) and involves higkPnsultants, logistical support, and facilities. Finally, ex-
levels of participation. Third, a wide variety of stakeholdensive follow-up may be required to implement the strat-
ers are involved. Fourth, single uses of a method typica@ies formulated or decisions made at LGIM events.
last from a few hours to three days and can involve a serie§pecial note must be made of the costs and benefits of
of workshops or conferences over time. Fifth, a skill&illed facilitation. None of the benefits of LGIMs are likely
individual or team almost always facilitates the workshog8. be realized without skilled facilitation. Facilitation in-
Sixth, extensive planning is involved, including gainingolves an increasingly widely appreciated set of skills that
buy-in from key decision makers and opinion leaders. S@j€ designed, as the word indicates, “to make easier” the
enth, an external process-design consultant and facilitdsik at hand (Schwarz 1994; Bentley 1994). The LGIM
sketches the overall design and works with internal p&acilitator helps groups reach their goals by designing an
ticipants to fill in detail. (This may change as more orgar@ppropriate approach, facilitating the process, and provid-
zations gain in-house expertise with the methods.) E|gHﬂ'g useful advice throughout the process. The facilitator is
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a processand not acontentexpert. Regardless of which1995; Lynch 1996), these products have now had the time
LGIM is chosen, there are four elements to facilitatioto move along the curve, indicating a larger percentage of
(2) helping the group and its leaders clarify the contentaafopters. Now it is not just the avant-gatggng these

the issues to be addressed; (2) designing a process taredhods, but organizations and communities that are far
dress the issues; (3) managing group interactions throngbre mainstream. Pragmatic participatory and communi-
the process; (4) and handling necessary logistics. Becategé/e methods are now so widespread that they are con-
LGIMs are relatively new, outside facilitation is often neidered as constituting elements of “planning’s new para-
essary to gain access to needed expertise in their use.ditpe” (Innes 1995).

minimum number of days of outside consultants’ time Fourth, LGIMs typically require skilled process facili-
needed for a single use of an LGIM varies from one atadion. Therefore, the use of LGIMs has been held back
one-half days for Open Space Technology to five days tontil fairly recently by a relative absence of skilled facili-
Real-Time Strategic PlannirfgThe cost of external fa- tators. As more organizations and communities use LGIMs,
cilitation can range from minimal amounts, if volunteenore facilitators have become available to spread use of
facilitators are used, to $500 to $2,500 per day for highihe methods. Production of this talent also has been en-

skilled facilitators. hanced because the sheer number of skilled facilitators has
increased in recent years. The supply of facilitators has
Why Now? increased because of (1) the development of facilitation as

) . ) ) a field and the availability of more facilitator training
Before proceeding to a detailed discussion of specifigrses; (2) the growth of organizational development
methods, itis useful to ask why the use of LGIMS is growyhich often makes use of facilitation) as a field; (3) the
ing so rapidly in many countries around the world—pgfycreased demand for facilitated group processes such as,
ticularly in the United States, Can'ada', United K_'”gdo%r example, Total Quality Management (TQM) efforts,
the Netherlands, Germany, Scandinavia, Australia, Bragllam puilding, alternative dispute resolution (ADR), and
and elsewhere. There are several possible explanatigasicipatory strategic planning; and (4) the re-tooling of
First, increasing pressure for responsiveness and accol§ial movement activists (see below). Many of the basic
ability in the public and nonprofit sectors create a needify|s of LGIMs would be familiar to facilitators in gen-

make plans, implement them, and produce results quiCldys| and therefore it has been relatively easy to re-deploy
Getting all key stakeholders involved simultaneously, if5e tools as part of a LGIM.

cluding planners and implementers, is one way t0 achieVesis, another reason for the increased use of these
these outcomes. Shared problem solvmg and participatiQaihods is simply that they are challenging, intense,
can build commitment to plans and to implementing aghly involving, and fun. People remember these events
tions, and it can shorten the process of planning and impiziq after they are finished. Because people are working
mentation. Involving all key stakeholders can enhance & ,5rd and spending more time at work, there is a hun-
gitimacy and accountability. ger for more meaning on the job. Being involved in the
Second, there is a growing awareness that the Wajld:isions that affect one’s life can bring more personal
comprises various interconnected systems, and the systgffkfaction on the job. Some employees are even expect-
must be thought of holistically if any of its parts are to k&g ¢ have “flow experiences” (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990)
acted on effectively (Schein 1971; Checkland 1981; Senggy, their work. A flow experience is the state of mind
1990; Wheatley 1992). This sense of the systemic conigyds occurs when people are completely involved in their
for action is capturgd in the p'hrase think globally, act Ig;q K 5 High stress can burn people out if they do not
cqlly._ LG_IMs provide occasions and _toO|S for systeMsyve frequent flow experiences. In this sense, flow can
thinking, in part by getting representatives of the varioyg seen as an antidote to the stress of today’s fast-paced
parts of the relevant system into the same room. work environments. LGIMs, at their best, induce a kind

Third, another major reason for the increased use of thgs@ o\ experience in their participants, as both authors
methods is simply that they have matured. The inventQts, attest based on their experience.

and practitioners of these methods have been at it, in SOM8jxth there are moves toward democratization around
cases, for almost 30 years. The inventors and their follge world. Part of this move is a desire to empower people
ers have had the time and experience to develop howig) 1o enhance participation in workplaces and communi-
kits of guidebooks, standard session designs, process gujdg: The underlying belief is that better decisions and bet-
lines and checklists, case studies, and, in some cases, gliitizens will result from involving more people (Pateman
porting software. These materials have become “produo@”m; Boyte and Kari 1995; McSwite 1997). LGIMSs typi-

available for use, often by consultants. Because innoygyy are participatory and empowering and thus provide a
tions typically follow an S-shaped diffusion curve (Rogefgn of “technology of democratization.”
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This move toward democratization is, in part, an oufigure 1
growth of the civil rights, environmental, women’s, anduitability of LGIMs: Mission, vision, and goal clarity
other movements in the United States and elsewhere. Amd sophistication of tools
tivists in these movements have helped develop practical
methods for involving large groups of people in organiz&sophisticated

tional and community action (for example Kahn 1982; gg;tgg':

Spencer 1989). Most of this work is highly pragmatic— Development

both philosophically and practically—and has been pro- Analysis

duced in a streamparallel to the tradition of Lewin and Strategic

Bion. There has been little crossover except, perhaps, for Choice

the work of the Institute of (_Zultural Affairs. Now, h.o_w-,SO histication Future Search/
ever, the two streams may join as authors and practitiongisoblem Search Conference
in each tradition become aware of each other’s methoatsi solution Technology

The movements also have produced numerous organiZ@fing and of Participation

. . . . . is tool
and facilitators who later applied their skills to other sitGraYes 1o
ations and provide a pool of talent to be drawn for using Real Time
LGIMs.6 Strategic
Planning Open Space
Simple Technology

Seven Large-Scale Interaction Methods in
More Detail Clear Unclear

In these sections we present, compare, and contrast seven  Mission, vision, and goal clarity at beginning
LGIMs. Our methods illustrate the range of methods avaieeded. SODA has a somewhat more sophisticated analy-
able in terms of (1) their usefulness in dealing with diffesis tool kit available than does SC. Computer software sup-
ing degrees of mission, vision, and goal clarity at the opbrt is available for both methods.
set of LGIM use; and (2) the differing sophistication of the It is important to keep in mind the conditions that are
tools that are needed to work out what needs to be darexessary for successful use of all of the methods: First,
how it should be done, and why, in terms of articulatirigey should be used to address only significant issues that
and achieving the organization’s or community’s missiorequire a broadly based shared understanding of the issue
vision, and goals. We focus on methods that do not typird commitment to do something about it among key stake-
cally, or necessarily, require computer support for succelssiders®. Second, they should be used only when strong
ful use. Figure 1 presents a matrix based on these twoptdcess sponsors support and provide legitimacy and au-
mensions and indicates roughly where we believe edlbrity for their use and are willing to take the process and
LGIM fits in relation to the others. The figure also indiits results seriously; when strong “process champions”
cates the situations in which we think each method is lik€Bryson 1995, 215-17) are there to keep the process on track,
to be most useful. often from behind the scenes; and when enough skilled fa-

The matrix shows that Real Time Strategic Plannimgitators are available. Third, they should only be used when
(RTSP) is most useful when mission, vision, and goals agticipants are willing to find common ground with one
fairly clear, and when simple framing and analysis toasother. Fourth, they should only be used when adequate
are needed to make progress. In contrast, Open Space Tatdmnition can be devoted to event planning, management,
nology (OST) is most useful when mission, vision, arahd follow-up, including how to use the LGIM to focus on
goals are very unclear and very simple framing and analye right issues by having the right people involved. Fifth,
sis tools are needed. Technology of Participation (ToP}hey should be used only when most of the important infor-
best when there is some clarity on mission, vision, amtion needed to address the issue will be present some-
goals; it relies on somewhat more sophisticated tools tiveimere in the group of LGIM participants, though not every
does Real Time Strategic Change (RTSC). Future Seargieson necessarily will have the information at the start.
(FS) and Search Conferences (SC) also assume at I8agh, participation and involvement are increased when
some clarity on mission, vision, and goals, while they tetitere is pressure to shorten the time frame for planning and
to rely on more sophisticated framing and analysis toaisplementation of a change effort. Finally, it is highly de-
than ToP. Strategic Choice (SC) and Strategic Optiaisable to have resources available to implement the event's
Development and Analysis (SODA) work best when theresults prior to beginning the event; however, in certain cir-
is mid-range clarity concerning mission, vision, and goalamstances an event might be used to develop a resource-
and fairly sophisticated framing and analysis tools agequisition strategy. Finally (perhaps this should go without
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saying), LGIMs should be used only when the expectedThe second day starts with a confirmation of the
benefits exceed the likely costs. These conditions indicatganization’s mission and values, perhaps modified by
that use of LGIMs is likely to be relatively infrequent fothe first day’s work. Then a set of activities designed to
any single organization or community. develop strategies for change takes place. These include:
We now present the seven methods in more detail. Y¥¢ hearing from key “customers” about what is happen-
begin with a brief overview of each method, offer a quiegkg and what they need in the future; (2) creating pic-
description of a typical event, and discuss the majmores of success and identifying what needs to happen to
strengths and weaknesses of the method. Event des@&ihieve them; (3) identifying processes, procedures, and
tions will vary because some methods are organizeddnlicies needed to ensure the shared vision; (4) identify-
days, others by steps, and still others by phases. This iig-key issues that need to be addressed to make the
cussion is summarized in Table 1, which also lists the miokranges happen; (5) having each participant select a small
mum external consultant requirements for a single evegtoup to work with on a specific key issue, including
analyzing the current situation and making recommen-
Real Time Strategic Change dations for change; (6) having top positional leaders (such
Real Time Strategic Change is a process principally idés-top organizational managers and union officers) work
tified with Kathleen Dannemiller and Robert Jacol¥ivately to agree on what they will support; and (7) evalu-
(Jacobs 1994; Dannemiller Tyson Associates, Inc. 199aling the second day.
The process fuses strategy development and implementaFhe third day moves toward agreement on specific strat-
tion in real time, thus speeding up and smoothing out #gies and actions. The day starts with positional leaders
change process. RTSC brings the leaders and staff oftating what they will support. Then work occurs in the
organization together to develop a common picture of thadlowing areas: (1) building a common vision of success;
present, to explore and agree on a future vision, to m&Rgidentifying norms that need to be changed or strength-
shared commitments to what needs to be done differergiyed; (3) meeting in actual work unit groups (as opposed
and to develop strategies to accomplish it. Typically, tke self-selected groups) to further explore key issues and
process is used to refine and develop actions for a sead@fon plans; (4) developing strategies to include people
goals and strategies that have already been developedtia did not participate and to ensure that the direction
broad outline by the organization’s leaders. The processated during the three days will be acted upon within the
thus links “top-down” direction with “bottom-up” partici- “back-home realities”; and (5) evaluating and wrapping
pation, validation, and action planning. The process is dg-the third day.
signed principally for intraorganizational use, but it can be Strengths and Weakness&8I' SC has several strengths.
adapted to interorganizational or community use. It is a highly participatory approach to gaining buy-in to
RTSCs guiding principle is that “for change to occugoals and strategies and to producing action plans, where
the product oflissatisfactiorwith the present situation (D),the goals and broad strategies typically are decided by se-
avisionof what is possible (V), arfitst stepgo reach the nior decision makers and action plans are produced by
vision (F) must be greater thassistanceto change (R); implementers. The process is designed to expand partici-
in other words: D x V x F > R” (Jacobs 1994, 122). Theants'’vision (especially lower-level participants) and uses
principle comes from Beckhard (1969) and probably ap-well-documented process to produce action plans. The
plies to all LGIMs. processes’ principal weaknesses are that it depends on
Event DescriptionEvents typically last three days andhighly skilled facilitation and logistical support; it is costly
involve 50 to 2,000 participants. On the first day, activih terms of participants’ time; and it is unlikely to result in
ties focus on assessing the organization and its envirgr@jor bottom-up strategic change. Also, while there are
ment and clarifying the organization’s mission. The dagany testimonials to the effectiveness of the method, we
begins with a welcome and introductions, and the everdte aware of no carefully done, published research studies
purpose and logistics are discussed. A set of related actiwiverify the point. This last criticism applies, more or less,
ties follows: (1) an environmental audit and trends, inclut all LGIMs.
ing use of an external panel of experts; (2) an organiza-
tional diagnosis, focus in on what is working and what i€ Search Conference
not working; (3) brainstorming a list of “glads, sads, and Search Conferences (SC) are two- to three-day events
mads” from participants’ work experiences; (4) celebratesigned to develop a shared long-term vision, achiev-
ing the diversity in the system and understanding differeaiile goals, and action plans around an issue of common
ways of looking at the world; (5) reviewing and confirmeoncern. An SC is a participatory, democratic strategic
ing or questioning the organization’s mission, vision, vglanning method that, like RTSC, seeks to speed up re-
ues and key strategies; and (6) evaluating the first daysponses to changing environments and develop cross-
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functional collaboration. Unlike RTSC, goal formulatiofruture Search

is an important part of the process. SCs try to build com-Future Searches (FS) bear a strong resemblance to
mitment, initiative, and innovation among peoplgearch Conferences—in part because of a shared theoreti-
throughout an organization or community and teaghl base in sociotechnical systems theory, and in part be-
people how to design and redesign their work in a charguse the FS originator, Marvin Weisbord, has been di-
ing environment. The method grows out of thgctly influenced by the Emerys. FSs are most clearly de-
sociotechnical systems theory and practice work of Eggribed in Weisbord and Janoff (1995). FS events typically
Trist and Fred Emery (1960) and is most clearly artictake all or part of three days—half of the first day, all of
lated in Emery and Purser (1996). the second day, and half of the third day—and involve 30
Event DescriptionSCs typically take two to three dayso 85 participants. Participants represent a cross-section of
and involve 15 to 60 people. (Larger numbers can be iRe organization or community. Their purpose is to design
volved by running “multi-searches”™—that is, severain organization’s or community’s desirable future and to
search conferences run parallel or sequentially.) Partigirmulate strategies to bring the desired future to life. Par-
pants are selected based on their expertise, knowledggegfants manage the work themselves and are expected to
the system, influence, and ability to implement confegke responsibility for their agreements.
ence outcomes. All work is shared and open; no privateEvent Description.FS events break down into three
writing or sharing of ideas is allowed. The SC has foghases: past, present, and future. The events use a demo-
phases. cratic process of stakeholder participation with no desig-
In the first phase, participants share their perceptionsyated experts. There also are no specially-trained small-
changes over the past five to seven years. In the secgiflip facilitators. In the phase focusing on the past, the
phase, the environment is “appreciated” by focusing gferall task is to review the relevant history (personal, or-
the system’s past, present, and future. This occurs in thgggizational, community, and world) over a particular pe-
steps. In the first step, participants tell their stories ab@igid of time through the use of participant-created time
critical events, key issues, and changes that have occunigés. People look at the time lines and tell stories, work-
In the second step, people identify ways to improve tfig) to help each other understand how they and others fit
current system. Finally, in the third step, participants woifko a larger picture.
in small groups and develop a list of key elements for theThe phase addressing the present begins with the task
system in the future. Groups report back and all confgf-examining the organization’s or community’s current
ence participants agree on strategic goals. reality and the issues affecting it. The group then selects
In the thirdphase, the final phase of the conference geven to 10 of the most important factors affecting the or-
self, constraints are addressed and groups of participgjisization. The third task takes place in small groups and
select a strategic goal and work in self-managed teamnilves discussing each of the priority trends in more
develop action plans. The fourth phase, which occurs afiepth, including what is currently being done about the
the conference, focuses on implementation and usuadhd and what people would like to do in the future. A
includes changing the organization’s ways of working. discussion of “prouds and sorries” is the fourth task. This
Strengths and Weakness&3Cs have several strengthss a time for participants, who are organized into stake-
They have an impressive track record on several comiéider groups, to talk about what they are proud of and
nents, and they have been used in public, nonprofit, gkt they feel sorry about in relation to the issue or con-
business settings, both intraorganizationally and férence theme. The intent is to examine the system as a
interorganizational or community settings. SCs have a regole and to assume responsibility for what has and has
sonably well-articulated theoretical base in sociotechnig¢glt occurred.
systems theory. The method seems to inspire people to finth the phase focused on the future, participants work in
common ground and a future focus, and to agree on jaifferse groups to brainstorm visions for the future. Groups
action. Devoting a full day to developing action plans ispesent their ideal future scenarios and then work to iden-
plus. Finally, there are published, well-documented desctify common themes, potential projects, and unresolved
tions of the method in practice. However, there also afigferences. The final step is to develop action plans for
some weaknesses. As with all the methods, expert facilffge common themes and to discuss how participants will
tion is required and there are significant logistical requirg€ontinue the work following the conference.
ments. The method is expensive in terms of participant'sstrengths and WeaknesseBhe strengths of the FSs
time. This method also does not necessarily involve extgfe similar to those of SCs. FSs also have been used exten-
nal stakeholders, other than those responsible for imggrely on several continents, and in public, nonprofit, and
mentation—which may be a strength, but also might b@@siness settings, both intraorganizationally and in
weakness. interorganizational or community settings. FSs draw on
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much the same theoretical base used by SCs. The metdattessed. Participants are invited see their own concepts
seems to inspire people to find common ground and aifu+relation to the concepts of the other participants. The
ture focus and to agree on joint action. The half-day fuffroup then focuses on the individual issues and clusters
day half-day format seems to work well. Finally, there atieat emerge, often aided by the analytical capabilities of
published, reasonably well-documented descriptions of thepecial software package call®ecision ExplorerDia-
method in practice (Weisbord et al. 1992). The method hague is encouraged to deepen the understandings and

the same weaknesses as the SC. insights. Opportunities for action are identified, along
. _ . with areas where further analysis is needed, such as fi-
Strategic Options Development and Analysis nancial modeling, simulation modeling, market research,

Strategic Options Development and Analysis (SODANd statistical analysis. Relationships among the issues
is a method developed by Colin Eden and Fran Ackermaatid clusters are examined within the broader context of
(Eden 1989; Eden and Ackermann 1998he method is all the concepts in the map. Commitments are sought to
based on personal construct theory (Kelly 1964), soctglecific missions, goals, strategies, and actions. Finally,
interactionist sociology, and operations research. It has aneagreed-upon system of reviewing progress and stay-
of the best-articulated theoretical bases of the LGIMBg on track is developed.

SODA is a method particularly well suited to working on Strengths and Weakness&ODA has been widely used
complex problems because of its use of “concept mapsfrtdhe public, nonprofit, and private sectors in the United
make sense of problem areas and to figure out what mightgdom, and it has recently begun to be used in the United
be done about them. The maps consist of action-orienfgdtes (Bryson 1995; Bryson and Finn 1996). It has one of
statements linked by arrows, indicating influence relatiotire best-articulated theoretical bases of all the LGIMs. It
ships among the actions. “Arrows in” to a concept inddso provides the best “problem structuring™—that is, care-
cate what it would take to make something happen, wHilé articulation of exactly what the problem is and what
“arrows out” of a concept indicate the consequencescai be done about it—because of its reliance on concept
taking the action. These concepts are ordered hierarchipping. Théecision Exploresoftware provides a pow-
cally into statements that indicate possible missions, go&yl data management and analytic capability for handling
strategic issues, and actions to deal with the issues. A thsge amounts of qualitative data. This method, along with
logue process is then used to agree on the actual missidrgtegic Choice, provides the most balanced attention to
goals, strategies, and actions that will be used to deal widih content and process issues; the other LGIMs pay less
the problems of conceffi.Maps of small groups or indi- direct attention to content and provide few tools for deal-
viduals are integrated into a larger group map. The pig with it. There are two main weaknesses of this method.
cess attends to both content and process aspects of the jiits; it is important to have a facilitator skilled in concept
lem and seeks to build consensus and commitment to B@pping and, if it is employed, in the use of the computer

SODA workshops typically involve up to 24 peoplesoftware. Second, the maximum number of participants in
making the groups among the smallest used in LGIMsMapping session is about 24, although multiple groups
Larger groups of up to 200 can be used, however, oft&mn be used and the resulting concept maps merged. This
involving sequential, parallel, or crossover construction wfeans that the method is typically used with relatively
maps by subgroups and then merging them into one lasg#ll groups and not with entire organizations, although
map. Maps can become very large, including upwardsesttire organizations can be involved using a multiple-work-
2,000 concepts. Computer support, either uBiagision shop format.

Exploreror Group Explorersoftware, is necessary to man-
age and analyze larger maps. Strategic Choice

SODA workshops typically take two days, but they can Strategic Choice (SCh) is designed to help participants
last as little as two hours. During workshops, groups maaanage uncertainty and cope with complexity in intercon-
construct a shared map from scratch, or they may workratted problem or decision areas. The purpose of the ap-
a map that has been fitted together from individual mgm®ach is to promote strategic decision making in these
developed during a pre-workshop interview process. lageas. Participants are encouraged to move incrementally
map based on separate interviews is to be used, consitheough a series of exercises to articulate the content of a
able advance preparation is necessary. set of interconnected decision areas and to choose appro-

Event DescriptionSODA workshops usually proceedpriate courses of action. As with SODA, the process at-
through a series of steps. If a composite map has beards to both content and process aspects of the problem
prepared in advance, the facilitator provides an overviand seeks to build consensus and commitment to act on
of key goals, important issues, major options, and assurpgeferred solutions. The approach is identified principally
tions as a backdrop or context for the specific issue beimigh John Friend and Allen Hickling (Friend and Hickling
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1987, 1997) and is used most extensively in the public s#e differing kinds of uncertainty. The use of BiIERAD
tor in the United Kingdom, the Netherlands, and Latsoftware provides a data management and analytic capa-
America, typically as a method for fostering interorganizhtlity for handling complexly interrelated quantitative and
tional collaboration. Because the approach has developedlitative data, if that becomes necessary. The method,
primarily out of years of trial-and-error practice, it doeslong with SODA, provides the most balanced attention
not have a well-articulated theoretical base (Brysaio, both content and process issues. SCh shares two main
Ackermann, and Eden, forthcoming). A software packageaknesses with SODA. First, it is highly dependent on
calledSTRADcan help manage the content of the processlled facilitation; in SCh’s case, it is particularly impor-
(STRAD 1996), although in most applications of SCh thant to have a facilitator with some graphic ability, as well
software is not used. as the ability to use tH&€TRADsoftware, if it is employed.
The approach focuses attention on managing of thecond, the maximum number of participants in a session
types of uncertainty, each of which calls for a different kinslabout 24, although multiple groups can be used and ple-
of response. These uncertainties pertain to the working eary sessions held to merge the work of subgroups. This
vironment, guiding values, and related decision areas. Likeans that typically the method is used with relatively
SODA workshops, SCh workshops typically involve nemall groups, and not with whole organizations, although
more than 24 participants. Larger groups can be used, haith careful management and support entire organizations,
ever, by having multiple subgroups work in parallel and thewultiple organizations, or communities can be involved
using plenary sessions to bring small groups together. through their representatives. A third important weakness
Event Description The process of strategic choiceés that SCh, unlike SODA, does not have a well-articu-
moves through, and back and forth among, four modedaiéd theoretical base.
activity and suggests methods or techniques suitable for
each. Many of these methods are graphics-based, and the@ehnology of Participation
fore require facilitators and sometimes participants to haveThe Institute for Cultural Affairs has developed an ap-
graphic representation skills. The modes include: (1) th@ach it calls the Technology of Participation (ToP), which
shaping mode, which looks at concerns about the structiinieas used in large group events throughout the world
of a set of decision problems; (2) the designing mode, whi@pencer 1989). Events may include from 10 to 200 people
focuses on concerns about courses of action; (3) the camd can last from two to seven days. ToP includes meth-
paring mode, which attends to the consequences or oty of event planning and orchestration; encouraging par-
implications of different courses of action; and (4) thitipation and elicitation of group insights; and focusing
choosing mode, which addresses concerns with comrgiteup conversations. The goals of the approach are simi-
ment to actions over time. lar to those of other LGIMs: to encourage participation as
The approach uses four operational guidelines focugetheans of getting people to take responsibility for their
on technology, organization, process, and products. Trganizations or communities; to speed up planning; to
technologyis designed to allow people to interact and pasroduce plans that get implemented; to bring together a
ticipate as fully as possible. The suggested organizatifiversity of perspectives; and to build team spirit.
involves small groups of up to eight participants to com- Event Description ToP events follow a five-step ap-
bine informality and diversity of perspectives, and to ghroach that focuses on answering five different questfons.
low for active participation by all. In other words, both thEhe first step involves developing a common, practical vi-
technology and organization are designed to foster intsibn by answering the question, “What should our organi-
action. Larger groups can be involved by combining thation or community look like in five years?” The second
work of small groups in plenary sessions. The processstep focuses on analyzing the underlying contradictions or
volves managing time and opportunities for interactirriers, both internal and external, to achievement of the
learning across the four work modes (shaping, designingsion. The relevant question is, “What stands in the way
comparing, choosing). The products include recommendsfdealizing the vision?” The third step sets strategic direc-
actions, policy changes, and “invisible products” such #éns by answering the question, “What activity will re-
changed outlooks, perceptions, and appreciation of Higve the contradictions or overcome the barriers and make
views of other participants. The operational guidelines ah@ vision a reality?” The fourth step focuses on designing
thus quite similar to those of other LGIMs. actions that will implement the vision. The operant ques-
Strengths and WeaknesseSCh provides excellenttion is, “What specific actions will implement the strategic
“problem structuring”—that is, careful articulation of exeirections?” The final, or fifth, step involves drawing up an
actly what the problem is and what can be done about itmplementation time line. The question to be answered is,
because of the size and variety of the techniques and tog/dat steps are required to implement each action, and
it has at its disposal. A particular strength is its attentionttow will they get done, where, by whom, and when?”
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Strengths and WeaknesseEhe strengths of ToPs areconcern and that relatively little advance planning and lo-
similar to those of SCs and FSs. ToPs have been usedyestical support are necessary. There is a kind of “what-
tensively on several continents in public, nonprofit, arer will be, will be” philosophy behind the method, and a
private settings, both intraorganizationally and ibelief that whatever happens is okay. The assumptions and
interorganizational or community settings. A particulghilosophy are both the major strength and weakness of
strength is the use of simple technologies for eliciting atite method.
clustering ideas according to related thefiékhe atten-  Event Description Events can involve up to 500
tion to articulating barriers and overcoming them, alomgople over one to three days. Most of the process in-
with the emphasis on action planning and building cowelves a set of freewheeling discussions around topics of
mitment to implementation are also strengths. Finally, theneitual interest, with participants coming and going as
are published, reasonably well-documented descriptidghsy please. The opening session covers a number of
of the method in practice (Spencer 1989). The method gasund rules that embody the approach’s assumptions and
the same weaknesses as SC and FS. In addition, the theidesophy. In particular, the “Law of Two Feet” is ob-
retical base on which ToPs draws is not well articulatederved—namely, that participants have the right and re-

sponsibility to use their feet to go to a productive and
Open Space Technology meaningful conversation or place for themselves. There

Open Space Technology (OST) is principally identifiealso are four principles: (1) Whoever comes are the right
with Harrison Owen and builds on the traditions of theeople. (2) Whatever happens is the only thing that could
Kpelle people in Balamah, Liberia, and certain Nativgave. (3) Whenever it starts is the right time. And (4)
American tribes. OST is the least structured of the LGIM&henever it is over, it is over.
though it shares the same goals of most of the other methFhe process does follow a set of steps. Step one involves
ods—namely, to create whole-system organizational @yening the event and describing the process. Step two is
community change by getting as many members of thgenda setting. In this step, participants determine what
system involved in the same event. The idea is to brithgy want to accomplish, preferably stated in the form of
together and unite diverse groups of people around a tapiestion focused on something that is real and that people
of shared interest, address their issues and concerns,asagassionate about. People with agenda items to propose
achieve major change. The unstructured nature of giate the theme of the item, describe the process to be fol-
method, however, places the burden for creating agenld&eed, create a “bulletin board” to which other partici-
and self-organizing on the participants, and changes [@ats might contribute, and “open the marketplace” to all
facilitator’s role to someone who “holds the space” so thaho come to contribute. Step three is called “open space.”
participants can do their work. Facilitator interventions al this step, participants engage in any conversations they
minimal. The potential for tapping people’s creativity andish, moving about the room from conversation to con-
energy may be greater, while logistical demands are leggsation (or bulletin board to bulletin board) when they
The unstructured nature of the process, however, carfasi like it—that is, following the Law of Two Feet.
very frustrating to participants and may increase theStep fourcan happen at any time and consists of an-
chances of failure. nouncements. (If it occurs during the morning, it is called

The assumptions underlying this method are worth €raorning announcements.”) This is a short session to bring
ploring in more detail. They include the following: (1) Eventgeople up to date on what has been happening and to an-
must focus on an issue of concern, and when the purpagence future activities. Step five occurs at the end of a
becomes clear, the appropriate event and project structdi@sand is called “evening announcements.” This session
will follow as a natural expression or embodiment of the for group announcements, reflection, and a time to have
purpose. (2) People can and will self-organize based on tseime fun and to tell stories about what happened during
interests. Everyone has the right and responsibility to pue day. Step six is a time to celebrate the group’s accom-
items on the agenda. Everyone has creative potential, pighments. The celebration is not planned in advance (other
his or her energy can be tapped. Groups will generate titigén perhaps providing some music) and draws on the tal-
own leadership. (3) Experts and analysts are needed angsig of the group. The group can do what it wishes—sing,
the participants. There should be no expert help from od@nce, play musical instruments, offer testimonials, and
side the group. And (4) you can work with the chaos & forth. Step seven is a formal closing. This is a time for
these events. It represents an opportunity for growth, orgarticipants to express what they have done and intend to
nizational learning, and improved effectiveness. do. The step is meant to be simple and serious. The closing

These assumptions embody a very optimistic view itludes the announcement of commitments and next steps,
people and change. The belief is that good things will comued listening to participant reflections about what the event
out of getting people together to address issues of mutug$ meant to them. The firstkep includes making formal
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reports available. Rather than report on sessions, the foron the other hand, those interested in using LGIMs,
mal reports contain all of the participant-created task forglgould first explore whether the necessary conditions for
reports. During the conference, each task force is respsmecessful use (discussed in a previous section) can be met,
sible for recording their proceedings. A written report and whether the potential benefits of using an LGIM are
then available as people leave the conference. greater than the potential costs. In making this calculation,
Strengths and Weaknessé3ST has been used in pubene must also factor in the consequences of outright fail-
lic, nonprofit, and private settings, both intraorganizare and consider the necessary pre-planning and mid-course
tionally and in interorganizational or community settingsprrections that might be needed to avoid failure.
to help participants find common ground and agree on arlt is important to select the right LGIM based on the
agenda for action. A particular strength of the method isligsel of mission, vision, and clarity at the start of an LGIM
reliance on participants organizing themselves and sett@wgnt, and based on the sophistication of the tools needed
their own agendas. As a result, the logistical demands &mérame and analyze problems and solutions. We have ar-
demands on event facilitators are less. Finally, there greed that the seven LGIMs discussed in this paper differ
published, reasonably well-documented descriptions of theheir usefulness based on these two dimensions. Beyond
method in practice (Owen 1991, 1997a, 1997b). There alsat, however, it is important to keep in mind that because
are some weaknesses. As with all the methods, expertli@-demands of situations can vary a great deal, and be-
cilitation is required and there are significant logistical reause facilitators vary in their knowledge and abilities, the
quirements. The necessary facilitation is different, howaetual LGIM that is used in practice is likely to be a hybrid
ever, from the other methods, in that facilitators are mairdf some sort. That explains, in part, the proliferation of
required just to “hold the space” and intervene as little gpes of LGIMs in recent years (Holman and Devane 1999).
possible. This is a hard role for many facilitators to play. We have seen many different kinds of LGIMs work very
And, of course, the method is expensive in terms sifccessfully, often in very difficult circumstances. On the
participant’s time. The theoretical base on which OSther hand, because relatively little careful, comparative
draws is not well-articulated. The method also does mesearch has been done on which methods work best under
necessarily involve content experts when they might Which circumstances, little can be said with absolute cer-
needed. The method is probably best for creating ide@anty about how best to use them. It is clear that each of the
not necessarily action. methods reviewed has been quite successful at times, but
the evidence is primarily anecdotal. There is a real need for
. PO carefully done, longitudinal, quantitative and qualitative re-
Conclusions and Impllcatlons search studies to clarify the comparative strengths, weak-
for the Future nesses, and conditions governing successful use of each
Use of LGIMs is becoming increasingly common, angethod.
we expect that they will soon become standard practice irOne of the difficulties in researching LGIMs is that it is
the public and nonprofit sectors (Holman and DevaRgrd to say precisely what each of these methods is in prac-
1999). The methods engage significant numbers of peojde (Eden 1995). Each method comprises a fairly com-
for relatively short periods of time to gather large amourgiex collection of concepts, procedures, tools, and tech-
of information about problems and solutions, build comiques. Each involves a system of interacting roles for vari-
mitment to problem definitions and solutions, fuse plagus stakeholders. Most require highly skilled facilitation,
ning and implementation, and shorten the time it takesgfich adds even more complexity to a particular method,
develop and implement major policies, programs, servicgs, each facilitator adds a particular twist to the LGIM in
projects, or other changes. practice (Cropper 1990). Therefore, a first step in research-
A particular strength of the methods is their ability tig LGIMs is to codify clearly what each is. Several in-
foster broad-scale participation on the part of key stak@ntors or users of particular LGIMs have made this easier
holders to deal with important issues. As a result, whep providing what are essentially user guides (Spencer
used appropriately, the methods may provide importargg: Jacobs, 1994; Weisbord and Janoff 1995; Emery and
means for enhancing the legitimacy, efficacy, and effgeurser 1996; Eden and Ackermann, forthcoming; Friend
tiveness of public action generally, and of public adminignd Hickling 1987, 1997; Holman and Devane 1999).
tration specifically. For example, the methods provide Another difficulty in researching LGIMs is that the theo-
group process technologies for fostering collaboration agrgical bases for each approach need to be articulated bet-
partnerships across organizational and other boundarigs.Some of the developers have been careful to articulate
They also provide a group process technology for enggge theoretical bases underlying the method; for example,
ing citizens, in particular, in public work (Boyte and Kaftden and Ackermann, the developers of SODA (Eden and
1996; McSwite 1997). Ackermann 1998) and Emery and Purser, who are among
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the developers of the Search Conference (Emery and Puiagtfitation!* There is a lot of “craft knowledge” about
1996). But most LGIMs have been developed by practihat makes a good facilitator. We need to know more in a
tioners who are less concerned with clarifying the the@gholarly sense about what makes a good facilitator and
supporting their methods. As a result, many LGIMs worihy. And then we need to learn how to train them better.
in particular circumstances and do not work in others, butFinally, we believe that these methods should be
it is not clear why. Another reason why the theory behitaught—in addition to researched—in schools of public
most methods is difficult to articulate is that each methaéfairs and administration. At present, the majority of these
is necessarily interdisciplinary. Each draws or touches methods are being taught by their advocates outside of the
various aspects of psychology, sociology, social psychatademy. We believe that the more these methods are taught
ogy, organizational behavior, operations research, adalacademic settings, the more likely we are to learn in a
education, planning and management, human resowomparative sense what works, under what circumstances,
development, and intercultural communication. Each afd why; then we can offer academically rigorous under-
these fields thus has something to contribute as we trystanding and training in the use of the methods. The world
better understand these methods. of practices has shown that LGIMs clearly can make a
Since these methods are so facilitator-dependent, itdmtribution to enhancing the legitimacy, efficiency, and
particularly important to explore the role(s) of the faciliteffectiveness of public administration. Significant aca-
tor in each LGIM carefully. In spite of the increasing imdemic teaching and research work is needed to help make
portance of facilitation, remarkably little scholarly workhe most of that promise.
has been done on the nature, requirements, and skills of

Endnotes

1. We thus have not included, for example, System Dynamid The written materials on these LGIMs are often vague about
Modeling or Decision Conferencing, both of which typically =~ some of the more important points for comparison, such as
require the support of sophisticated computer software (see the precise purposes for which the methods are useful and
Eden 1992). In relation to Figure 1, system dynamics model- the boundary conditions on the uses of each. Our presenta-
ing would be in the middle in terms of mission, vision, and tion, therefore, must be viewed as a preliminary account. A
goal clarity, and at the very sophisticated end in terms of tools fuller treatment awaits development of a more complete lit-
used. Decision Conferencing generally works best when mis- erature on each LGIM.

sion, vision, and goal are clear and uses sophisticated mul§- | GIMs are useful in situations that Thomas (1993) defines
attribute utility analysis tools to make resource-allocation s requiring public consultation or public decisions.

decisions among or across policy options with which t0 pulg  The method has recently been further developed by Eden
sue the mission, vision, and goals. and Ackermann into an elaborate and intellectually ambi-
2. See Bunker and Alban 1997, 11-27, for a good overview.  tious strategic management process called “journey mak-
3. For our purposes, a small group has fewer than eight mem- ing.” Journey making includes a number of elements in ad-
bers, and a large group has more than eight members. Thisdition to SODA (Eden and Ackermann 1998).

is an arbitrary distinction, but skilled facilitators know thato. SODA may be viewed as a potentially powerful strategic
group dynamics often seem to change when a group has planning tool; see Bryson 1995, 257—75.

more than seven members; a different dynamic tied t0 Size gpecial audiovisual equipment may be used to project a large
begins to emerge. map onto a screen so the group can work on the map interac-
4. The minimum number will increase with the need for ad- tively. If computer support is involved, dual facilitation may
vance planning, the number of LGIM participants, and the pe necessary, with one facilitator managing the group pro-
need for fO”OW-Up work. The minimum numbers do not in- cess and one managing the computer support. Two specia|
clude the need for any required external consultants expertin software packages have been developed to support mapping.
the content being addressed. Decision Explorer allows for entry of concepts by the com-
5. In “flow” experiences, people are focused; the activity is en- puter support person; the other, Group Explorer (Eden and
joyable; there is a sense of involvement in something outside Ackermann 1997), allows direct entry by participants.
everyday life; there is goal clarity with clear feedback; the2. See also Bryson (1995, 33, 139-42).
challenge of the situation is in balance with available skillsg gee also Bryson (1995, 93-95).
there is a sense of serenity as time almost seems to ST\A]

d A
) R S . ; . . For good treatments of general facilitation, see Schwarz
still; and intrinsic motivation is high (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990). (1992) and Bentley (1994?_ for good discussions of facilita-

6. For example, the authors of this article began their profes- 4 i relation to LGIMs, see Eden and Ackermann (1998)
sional careers as community organizers in the late 1960s and 5,4 Holman and Devane (1999).

now work as process facilitators in a variety of settings.
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Approach
Real Time

Strategic
Change

Key resources:

Real Time
Strategic
Change:

A Consuitant
Guide to Large
Scale Meetings,
Dannemiller
Tyson
Associates, inc.

Real Time
Strategic
Change: How fo
Involve an Enfire
Organization in
Fast and Far
Reaching
Change,

Robert Jacobs

Assumptions
Change occurs at a fast pace, in

real time, and simultaneously
throughout an organization.

Planning far change must be fast,
and common approaches are not
effective or fast encugh.

People who are affected by change

should be involved in its planning
and implementation.

Change is everybody’s business,

Buy-in, commitment, and
ownership of a change effort are
natural by-products of involving
people.

People are more apt to support
change when they see itin the
broad view of the organization's
reality.

The leadership team and
consultants have power and
responsibility.

Strengths
Provides a step-by-step
how-to process.

Expands people’s visions
while also resulting in
action steps.

Develops broad strategies,
goals, objectives, and
action plans.

Highly participative
approach to gaining buy-in
to goals and strategies
and to producing action
plans.

Table 1 Assumptions, strengths, weaknesses, and key features of
LGIMs

Weaknesses

Facilitators in small groups
are often assumed to be
trained and not given training.

Unlikely to result in major
“bottom-up” strategic change
because the process design
is strongly influenced by an
erganization’s leaders and
their goals.

Requires major logistical
support or effort.

Needs skilled facilitation.

Takes considerable
participant time.

Key features
Number of people involved: 50-2000

Duration: Three days

Staff needed: Design team
Logistics team
Facilitator

Minimum requirement for external consultant if
internal expertise is not available: five consultant
days.

Sequence of activities:

Environmental audit and industry trends
Qrganizational diagnosis

Brainstorm “glads, sads, and mads”®

Review organization’s mission

Hear from key customers

Create picture of success

Identify processes, procedures, and policies
to implement vision

8. Small-group work on key issues

9. Positionzl leaders state what they will support
10. Build new shared vision

11. ldentify norms

12. Develop action plans

NomsLN =

Theoretical base:

- Organizational development strategies of
Richard Beckhard (1969); Dissatisfaction x
Vision x 1% step > Resistance.

- Lippitt's belief that people should be engaged
in planning their own future (1983).
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Approach
earc

onference
Key resources:

The Search
Conference: A
Powerful Method
for Planning
Qrganizational
Change and
Community
Action,
Merrelyn Emery
and Ronald
Purser

Assumptions
Planning should be done at the

grass-roots level.

People are purposeful, want to
learn, and want {o take
responsibility for their future.

People accept responsibility for
things that are important to them.

Participation engages people in
learning and creativity.

Participants can rise above self-
interest and make decisions for the
common good.

People must move from a mindset
of a stable environment fo one that
recognizes their turbulent
environment,

Diverse groups of people can find
enough commenality to work
toward a shared purpose.

People should have open
communication and trust.

This approach is based on oral
communication.

A key ground rule: All perceptions
are valid.

Strengths
Inspires people to find

common ground, future
focus, and joint action.

Fosters good citizenship
behaviors.

Creates learning—planning
communities.

Approach has been used
in many countries/cultures
{India, England, Honduras,
Mexico, and Norway).

The processes delegate
power to those who have
responsibility.

Takes into consideration
the wider social context.

Gives a full day to the
development of action
plans.

Reasonable theoretical
base: sociotechnical
systems theory and action
research theory.

Can be used in nonprofit,
business, and public
organizations.

There are well-
documented descriptions
and analyses of the
method.

Weaknesses
Individualism and
bureaucratic organizations
are restraining forces.

Most work is done in large
groups.

Involves a limited number of
external stakeholders (only
those responsible for
implementation).

The role of the manager is
not well defined.

Requires a skilled facilitator.
Althcugh there are many
testimonials, there is little
analytic research.

Takes a considerable amount
of participants’ time.

Key features
Number of people involved: 1580

Duration: Twe to three days
Skilled facilitator or facilitator

team
Conference manager

Staff needed:

Minimum requirerment for external consultant if
internal expertise is not available: four fo five
consultant days.

Sequence of activities:

1. Scan the environment.

2. Appreciate the environment,

3. Deal with constraints and develop strategies
and action plans.

4. Implement the action plans.

Theoretical base;

- Methodology evolved from the work of Fred
Emery and Eric Trist and sociotechnical
systems.

- Work by Nationa! Training Labs in the 1960s.
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Approach
Future

Search
Conferences

Key resources:

Discovering
Common Ground:
How Future
Search
Conferences Bring
People Together
to Achieve
Breakthrough
Innovation,

Marvin Weisbord

Future Search,
Marvin Weisbord
and Sandra Janoff

Assumptions
People should think globally

and act locally.

Focus is on the entire system,
not just the problem.

Change involves the whole
person: body, mind, and spirit.

It is important to explore and
validate differences.

People will support what they
create.

Everyone (as opposed to
experts) solves problems.

Getting everybody to improve
the whole system yields long-
term dignity, meaning, and
community.

The best action plans come
from people finding common
ground in dialogue.

People can change the present
and the future.

Common ground cannot be
separated from the problems
people are trying to solve.

Strengths
Brings people with divergent
views together, including outside
stakeholders.

Has been used in profit, nonprofit,
and public sectors.

Has been used in several cultures
(America, Asia, Europe,
Australia), and many cultures
have made successful
adjustments.

Addresses complex system
issues.

Process takes breaks (soak time)
to allow people to reflect.

Focuses on creating the future;
collaboration creates energy and
action to improve the future.

Process looks at both content and
process.

Creates the big picture and
identifies common ground.

Proactive approach.

Diversity is appreciated and
valued—conferences reflect the
values and knowledge of
participants.

Explores and examines new ideas
and different views.

There are well-documented
descriptions and analyses of the
method.

Weaknesses
Data comes only from the
group participating in the
conference.

Follow-up depends on the
culture of the organization.

Most work is done in large
groups.

Involves limited number of
external stakeholders.

Requires a skilled facilitator.
Although there are many
testimonials, there is little
analytic research.

Takes up a considerable
amount of participants’ time.

Key features
Number of people involved: 30-85

(Can run several conferences at once to
involve more people)

Duration: Three days

Staff needed: Skilled facilitator

Planning group to:

-decide on conference purpose

-decide what stakeholders will
be invited

-decide how conference results
will be carried forward after
conference

Minimum requirement for external
consultant if internal expertise is not
available: four to five consultant days.

Sequence of activities:

1. Review the past

2. Review the present (map current
reality and do an external and
internal analysis)

3. Create future ideal scenarios and
develop action plans

Theoretical base:

- Methodology evolved from the work
of Fred Emory and Eric Trist and
sociotechnical systems

- Action research theory
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Approach
Concept

Mapping for
Strategic
Options
Development
and

Analysis
(SODA)

Key resources:

Making Strategy,
Colin Eden and
Fran Ackermann

Assumptions
Problems can be messy.

Subjective views of the “real’
problem must be brought to the
surface.

A contingent and cyclic (vs.
linear) approach to working on
problems is important and
desired.

Flexibility is desired and
important.

The wisdom and experience of
individuals is valued.

The individual is a problem
finder, a problem solver, and
works to make sense of things.

Collective wisdom and multiple
perspectives add value.

Strengths
Provides excellent articulation of
exactly what the problem is and
what can be done about it.

Deals with both content and
process.

Provides a process to develop
consensus (vs. compromise) and
commitment (vs. agreement only)
to act across mission, goals,
strategies, and actions.

Helps to build shared meaning.

Can be used to manage messy
situations and get action and
learning.

Fits in with broader change—
change process called “journey
making.”

Based on personal construct
theory and social interactionist
sociology and operations
research.

Allows individual to express
opinions without consequence.

Weaknesses

Consultant relates personally
with up to 24 people as partici-
pants, work is typically with
groups and not organizations, but
has been used for organizations.

Maximum number of
participants for group mapping
is about 24, although multiple
groups can be used and the
resulting concept maps
merged.

Relies on a skilled facilitator
until the group learns how to
do mapping; even then, a
facilitator can help.

Takes up a considerable
amount of participants’ time.

Key features
Number of people involved: up to six to eight;
More groups can be used to construct maps
that will be merged at a later time; 24 is the
maximum.

Duration: Two hours to two days

Staff needed: Experienced facilitator
Decision Explorer or
Group Decision Explorer
software is optional.

Minimum requirement for external consultant if

internal expertise is not available: Three to

four days.

Sequence of activities:

1. Facilitator provides an overview of key

goals and issues.

Participants see their own concepts in

relation to concepts of others.

Focus on individual issues.

Opportunities for action and areas for

further analysis are identified.

Examine the relationships between issues

and the broader context.

6. Gain commitment to mission, goals,
strategies, and actions.

7. Develop a system for reviewing progress
and staying on track.

rw N

o

Theoretical base:

- Four theoretical perspectives about the
individual, the nature of organizations,
consulting practice, and the role of
technology and technique lead to the core
notion of SODA as a facilitative device to
deal with both content and process.

- This approach is grounded in subjectivism,
that holds that each person has his or her
own subjective view of the real problem
(see Kelly 1955).

- E. C. Tolman first used the cognitive
mapping methodology in the late 1940s.
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Approach
Strategic

Choice

Planning Under
Pressure,

John Friend and
Allen Hickling

Assumptions
Need to tap intuition.

Tackling real problems is
messy.

There are many
ways/levels/spheres to
approach a problem (can use
many in this approach).

It is important to have a range of
approaches for different aspects
of the problem.

Need to have a willingness to
address interconnected decision
problems in a strategic way.

Strengths
Provides excellent articulation of
exactly what the problem is and
what can be done about it.

Attention to differing kinds of
uncertainty.

Cyclic model (nonlinear
development of understanding).

Dynamic learning process.
Multiple levels of understanding.
Tool to manage uncertainty.
Develops “both/and” thinking.
Interactive working style.
Creative learning process.
Integrates experience.

Works under conditions of
uncertainty and confiict.

Weaknesses
Choice ultimately means
taking a risk, not merely
adding up the analytical
components in this model.

Experiences can be
flawed—not generalizable.

Designed to make incremental
progress versus finding the
answer.

Requires a very skilled
facilitator.

Requires good drawing and
graphic skills to use many of
the tools.

Maximum number of
participants for mapping group
is about eight, although
multiple groups can be used
and the resulting concept
maps merged.

Takes a considerable amount
of participant's time.

Key features
Number of people involved: up to six to eight;

More groups can be used to construct maps
that will be merged at a later time; 24 is the
maximum.

Duration: Two days

Staff needed: Very skilled facilitator (including
Graphic representation skills);
Stradplan software is optional.

Minimum requirement for external consultant if
internal expertise is not available: Three to four
days.

Sequence of activities:

1. Shaping mode (looks at concerns about
the structure of a set of decision
problems).

2. Designing mode (focuses on concerns
about courses of action).

3. Comparing mode (attends to the
consequences or other implications of
different courses of action).

4. Choosing mode (addresses concerns with
commitment to actions over time).

An approach for understanding what is going
on, cope with complexity, and manage
uncertainty in environment, values, decision
fields.

Theoretical base:

- This approach evolved from research
observing strategic decision-makers in
action address day-to-day dilemmas
conducted by operational research
workers and social scientists from the
Tavistock Institute of Human Relations
during the late 1960s and 1970s. The
evaluations of the approach have since
primarily involved learning from practice.
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Approach
Group

Facilitation
Methods of
the Institute
of Cultural

Affairs

(Technology of
Participation)

Key resources:
Winning Through

Participation,
Laura Spencer

Assumptions
Participatory management is the

style of the future.

Participation is a structured
process and involves learnable
skills.

Participation requires openness.
Participation creates alignment.

Participatory management is an
art—goes beyond theory.

Situations can only be
understood and interpreted in
light of a vision.

The strength of this method is
the people and organization
themselves, their creativity,
innovativeness, and openness.

Strengths
Creates a climate for cooperation.

Develops a methodology for
managing the process of
participation.

Applicable to all types and sizes of
organizations.

Conversation is holistic. Facts,
feelings, and values are
considered in making decisions.

Analysis encourages learning.

Empowers people to take
responsibility.

Used extensively on several
contents in public, nonprofit,
business, and community settings.

Inspires people to find common
ground and agree on joint action.

Uses simple technologies for
eliciting and grouping ideas.

Published documents offer
descriptions and uses of this
method.

Weaknesses
No clear framework is
developed to align the
methods and techniques; the
method is really a combination
of methods and workshops.

Participants organize their own
data, but few skills are taught
to do this work.

A skilled facilitator is required.

Significant logistical
requirements.

Takes considerable participant
time.

Method does not necessarily
involve content experts when
they might be needed.

Key features
Number of people involved: 10-200

Duration: Two to seven days

Staff needed: Facilitator
Steering committee

Minimum requirement for external consultant if
internal expertise is not available: Three
consultant days.

Sequence of activities:

1. Map a common vision (includes scanning
past and future trends).

Scan environment.

Look for contradictions to their work.

Set strategic direction.

Develop action plans with a timeline.

kN

Theoretical base:
- Process developed in community
organizing and development.



2 'ON ‘09 ‘I0A ‘0002 [HdV/YoIe « M3IASY UORBNSILIWPY dlignd 29T

Approach

Assumptions

Open Space The event must focus on an

Technology

Key resources:
Riding the Tiger,

Open Space
Technology: A
User's Guide,

Expanding Our
Now: The Story
of Open Space
Technology,

Harrison Owen

issue of concern.
Natural systems are open.

Participants can identify and
facilitate discussions of their
own issues. Everyone has the
right and responsibility to put
things on the agenda.

Individuails must take
responsibility and initiative.

Performance is enhanced when
the body, mind, and intellect all
come together.

The quality of interaction is most
important.

People must volunteer. There
should be no forced
participation.

When the purpose is clear, the
structure comes as a natural
expression.

Everyone has creative potential.

People will self-organize based
on interest; groups generate
their own leadership.

Not a process to be used when
present and future agendas are
clear.

Strengths
Agenda flexibility.

Power and control to the
participants. They choose where
they want to engage, learn, or
contribute.

Recognizes or embraces chaos
and the whole.

Can help create whole-system
change and enhance human
performance.

A process for creating dialogue
and organizational learning.

Puts responsibility and ownership
for ideas on the participants.

Can be used in public, nonprofit,

business, and community settings.

Published descriptions and
analysis of the method.

Weaknesses
Lack of control by positional
leaders of the group or
organization.

No advance agenda or
outcome, since it is determined
by the participants.

People must take responsibility
for their own participation and
follow-up action.

People must be open; no
advance expectations about
outcomes.

The process is holistic, not
orderly or linear.

People cannot be forced to join
or be given a specific agenda.

Analysts, masters, and experts
are required among
participants—no expert help
from the outside.

Expert facilitation is required.

Significant logistical
requirements for this process.

Takes up a considerable
amount of participants’ time.

Key features

Number of people involved: 5-500

Duration: One to three days

Staff needed: Facilitator

Min
inte
and

imum requirement for external consultant if
rnal expertise is not available: One to one
a half consultant days.

Sequence of activities:

1.
2.

PN AW

The

Opening and description of the process

Agenda setting (determine what you want
to accomplish, best stated in a question,
something real that is of concern—that
people have passion about)

Open space

Morning announcements

Evening news

Celebration

Closing

Formal Reports
oretical base:

Comes from Owens’s observations and
experience in Liberia with the Kpelle
people in Balamah, and Native American
tradition.



