 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 


 = Open interview
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= Documents


[image: image51] = Select on cart “When LGI?

Evaluation instrument for Large Scale Interventions
	Factors 
	Indicators/criteria
	Evaluation method

	1. Context/Task
	Fit of LSI and context
	

	1.1. Importance of the task

(Schruijer 2001, Bunker & Alban 2006, Weisbord & Janoff 2008, Sorrow 2006).
	· A leader with an itch to scratch, a compelling business purpose (Weisbord & Janoff 2008)

· An urgent problem or issue
· A super ordinate goal or shared concern 
· Multilevel issues
· The benefits must outweigh the costs (Polanyi 2002)
	
[image: image1] Client, participants, consultant 
· Why this? 

· Why now? 

· Was it worth the effort? 


[image: image2] Client, consultant, participants
Choose on chart “When LGI” levels of:

· required commitment

· clarity of the issue, way forward

· complexity of situation

· uncertainty of situation

· pre-determination in outcome



	1.2. Interdependency of participants 

(Schruijer 2006, Barbeau & Aronson 2006, Weisbord & Janoff 2008, Gray 1989, Eijbergen 2008)


	· No one of the stakeholders can do alone what they can to together (Gray 1989)

· Need for joint problem definition and strategy in diversity and conflict

· A basic willingness to work together, awareness that collaboration is necessary

· A high level of fragmentation
	

	1.3. Complexity and uncertainty of the situation

(Weisbord & Janoff 2008, Vansina et al 1998, Schruijer 2006, Eijbergen 2008, Barbeau & Aronson 2008)


	· FS is especially useful in uncertain, fast changing situations 

· Multiple complexities and ambiguities to deal with 

· The change is transformational
	

	1.4. Contra indications


	· Issue is not important to anyone (Eijbergen 2008, Weisbord & Janoff 2008)

· Meeting goal is fuzzy or irrelevant to most participants (Weisbord & Janoff 2008)

· Task is abstract and likely to lead to talk without action (Weisbord & Janoff 2008)

· One way in information transfer is required (Eijbergen 2008)

· Individual  professionals can solve the problem
	

	2. Client
	
	

	2.1. Collaborative leadership

(Granata 2002, Schruijer 2001, Schruijer & Vansina 2004, Schruijer 2006, Axelrod & Axelrod 2006, Grieten, Lambrechts & Corthouts 2006)


	Leaders should: 
· Have good intentions

· Be credible, no hidden agendas

· Willingness to work from a shared power base to achieve shared ownership

· Believe that collaboration is more likely to stimulate follow up

· Tolerate uncertainty, be able to stay with “not knowing”
· Minimize the influence of power differences and adopt a neutral position

· Allow local control and establish clear boundaries 

· Are willing to live with the outcome

· Have knowledge of the process, are able to explain the process to colleagues

· Willing to spent time and money to do it “by the book” 

· Are prepared to support follow up, carefully balancing between to much and to little support

· There has to be a champion who sponsors the process 
	
[image: image3] Client
· Were you prepared to support follow up? Did you? 

· Was there a “champion” as sponsor? 
· Can you explain the process?

· What made you say “Yes”?


[image: image4] Participants
· How did you feel when you were invited?

· What were your expectations?



	2.2. Political climate: trust

(Weisbord & Janoff 2008, Eijbergen 2008, Schruijer 2001, Freire 1979, Schruijer & Vansina 2004, Martens, Schweiz & Oleari 2006) 


	· Trust based on a priori expectations, is an indispensable precondition for dialogue

· Realizing and acknowledgement that trust is unlikely to be present from the start (Schruijer 2006)

· create conditions for trust building by providing a minimal structure, because trust takes time, patience and nurturance to develop 

· careful considering of cross cultural communication 

· Degree of negative stereotyping between groups
	

	2.3. Contra indications:

(Weisbord & Janoff 2008, Oels 2002)


	· Highly-charged political situations; fight flight behaviour, apparent indifference

· Leaders delegate the meeting to subordinates and show up only at beginning and/or end 

· A cultural an institutional gab between representative and participative democracy; limited decision-making power of municipalities in multi-level governance

· Focus on personal gain, win-lose dynamic

· Sponsor wants to squeeze work in two days (FS)
	

	3. Consultant: Skills of the facilitators
	
	

	3.1. Contract with sponsor/client

(Weisbord & Janoff 2008; Brown 2001; Sorrow 2006; Bunker & Alban 2006; Axelrod & Axelrod 2006; Cheung-Judge & Powley 2006; Groot 2006; Schruijer 2006; Boone 2007, Brown ; Dannemiller Tyson 2000; Nistelrooij 1999 p. 221; Granata 2002; Königswieser 2000 p. 42)
	· Share information openly before the event: in a workshop/meeting with the management team to demonstrate the principles and need
· Clear goals: Start with solid understanding of what you want to accomplish with the interaction

· Making clear of the LSI principles

· Bring  the principles front and centre, not  an LGI method (Axelrod & Axelrod 2006)

· Clear boundaries: why the change, respect LSI principles

· Create boundaries that create a meaningful playing field: enough room for people to play but people do not get lost

· Help leaders manage the anxiety about uncertainty of the process

· Avoid the “they won’t come dialogue”, people nearly always come once they know the importance of the task and who else is coming (Weisbord & Janoff 2008)

· Insisting on adequate time with clients to clarify the contract (Sponsor meeting)

· Build follow-up into their fee structure and offer advice and consultation in ways to increase diffusion and support sustainability 
	
[image: image5] Contract with the client (proposals)
· What goals are mentioned? 

· Are the principles of the approach explained? 

· What boundaries are set? (clear/abstract)

· Is follow up built in or mentioned? 


[image: image6] Client, consultant
· Was there a sponsor meeting? 

· Were principles demonstrated and/or discussed before the LGI? 

· Did the playing field suite the task? (model When LGI?)

· Were the boundaries of participation and responsibility clear to you?


[image: image7] Client, consultant, participants
· Choose interaction levels on chart “When LGI”



	3.2. Work with the planning group
	· Knowledge and ability to help select stakeholder groups, especially the under-bound groups

· Help the planning group find the common ground of interest across all the stakeholder groups

· Help formulate strategic questions for challenging title for the invitation
	 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 


 Reports of planning group meetings, invitation(s)


[image: image9] Consultant, client, planning group members
· Was the stakeholder analyses done with the planning group?

· How was the stakeholder analyses done? (ARE-IN model)

· Are participants invited with strategic questions and a challenging title? (criteria Brown)

	3.3. Gaining of credibility, expectation management

(Schruijer & Vansina 2004; Eoyang & Quade 2006; Bunker & Alban 2006; Groot 2006; Eijbergen 2008; Axelrod & Axelrod 2006; Dannemiller Tyson 2000; Königswieser 2000)


	· Application of LSI is a conscious choice

· Aims of the LSI are made explicit

· Checking and exploring each other’s assumptions about LSI

· Do not raise expectations you can’t fulfil 

· Aim for good enough rather than for unrealistic outcomes

· Always able to explain why you are doing what you are doing (methodical reasoning)

· Powerful and energetic presence 

· Positive personality, appearance of trust, maturity, calmness, integrity
	
[image: image10] Client
· What made you say “yes” to this process?

· What did you say “no” to?

· How would you qualify the consultant in the initial phase? 

· What were your expectations? 

· Looking back, do you consider your expectations realistic?

 
[image: image11] Consultant
· How would you qualify your performance in the process? 

· What were your expectations? 

· Looking back, do you consider your expectations realistic?

	3.4. Awareness of own role

(Bailey 1992; Eoyang & Quade 2006; Polyanyi 2000; Königswieser 2000)


	· Consciousness of their impact on the system, from the start

· Awareness of own assumptions about change and the role of knowledge

· Know their own strength and weaknesses
	
[image: image12]. Client and consultant
· What was your role in the process? 

· What do you consider as your relevant strength and weaknesses for this process? 

	3.5. Containing anxiety

(Schruijer & Vansina 2004; Weisbord & Janoff 2008; Bunker & Alban 2006; Eoyang & Quade 2006; Axelrod & Axelrod 2006; Cheung-Judge & Powley 2006).
	Facilitators: 
· Are tolerant for ambiguity

· Have the objective to accept people as they are, not as you might wish them to be

· Work on staying calm, to contain “messiness” long enough to prevent premature structuring

· Can contain frustration projected onto them

· Are prepared to let go of their need to control the change process, but hold on to a vision during ups and downs of the project

· Promote and teach self management

· Perceive interaction as involving typical group members rather than individuals

· Are experienced enough to deal with the circumstances
	
[image: image13] Participants, client
· Did you feel accepted by the consultant? 

· How did you experience the group process?
· What moments did stand out for you? Why? 
· What did the facilitator do that was important for you? 

· How was time managed?


[image: image14] Consultant
· How did you experience the group process?
· Were there difficult moments for you? What did you do? 

· How did you manage time? 

· Were you satisfied with it? 

	3.6. Facilitators believe in the principles of LSI

(Brown 2001; Weisbord & Janoff 2008; Schruijer 2001; Schruijer & Vansina 2004; Bailey; M&S&O 2006; Freire …; Bailey 1992)


	· Adopt an open system perspective, paying attention to fragmentation and limitations

· Recognition and respect for diversity

· facilitators believe that ordinary people can engage in productive dialogue (Brown 2001)

· Input by the participants is taken seriously, so they do not prompt, correct, or interpret people; all participants are seen as experts

· Appreciate the positive tension created by time limitations on tasks (FS)
· See themselves as co-investigators

· Focus on possibilities for the future, not on problems now and in the past

· Accepts people as they are, not try to change them: Seek to alter conditions (structural) rather than behavioural (Weisbord & Janoff 2008)
	

	3.7. Skills to work with large groups

(Schruijer 2001; Tan & Brown 2006; Weisbord & Janoff 2008; Gray 1989; Bailey 1992; Brown 2001)


	· Make people feel welcome, by setting the right tone 

· Set the context: clarify purpose and process

· Deal with differences and competitive attitudes in a constructive way, in function of the jointly defined goals

· Capable of dealing with frustration, anger and anxiety; not ignoring them

· Keep a clear focus on issues

· Facilitate exploration, work with diversity rather than reducing it via power, stereotyping, conflict avoidance, conformity (Schruijer 2006)

· Help people avoiding discussion or debate to engage in constructive dialogue

· Understand thoroughly the level of polarization and manage time to permit the fullest discussion of difference among participants: facilitate the deepest level of common ground instead of a superficial or narrow area (Granata 2005 p. 330)
	
[image: image15] Participants
· Did you feel invited by the consultant? 

· Was the purpose and process of the LGI made clear to you?

· How was dealt with differences, conflicts? 



	4. Intervention
	
	

	4.1. LGI is planned as part of a larger effort

(Bunker & Alban 2006; Gilmore & Bing 2006; Barbeau & Aronson 2006; Tan & Brown 2005; Schruijer 2006; Dannemiller Tyson 2000; Grieten, Lambrechts & Corthouts 2006)


	· LGI is part of a larger effort

· The sequencing of LGI has important effects

· The timing of the LGI: not to early and not to late in the process (Grieten, Lambrechts & Corthouts 2006)

· Ongoing leadership intentions and attentions are required

· Road map of the bigger process
	
[image: image16] Contract, design LGI
· Was the LGI part of a large effort? 

[image: image17] Participants, client
· Was it the right time for you to have the LGI?

	4.2. Compatibility of design

(Cherns 1997; Schruijer 2001; Tan & Brown; Gilmore & Bing; Schruijer 2006; Schruijer & Vansina 2004; Eoyang & Quade 2006 p. 350; Weisbord & Janoff 2008; Bailey 1992; Cherns 1987: Grieten, Lambrechts & Corthouts 2006)


	· Principles of LSI are respected in design, using them in combination

· Design is consistent with the aim of the interventions, interaction processes in line with desired situation

· The pattern set during the event can be amplified or dampened by pattern-setting activities that sustain the effects of change after the event

· There is a correlation between the ease of implementation and organizational culture: compatibility design and culture (B&A)

· Awareness that the mere categorization of people into different groups is a sufficient condition for negative stereotyping to develop

· Enough time for preparation and invitation

· Stakeholders can and will come

· Match timing of the events and circumstances

· Planning team/ steering committee with key stakeholders, people who have the credibility and connections to get all the other participants to come (Weisbord & Janoff 2008, Bailey 1992)

· Planning team with diversity in perspectives, interests, identities, potential contributions 

· Minimal and flexible design for real time adaptation, no more rules than strictly necessary

	 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 


 Design, participant list, report LGI, reports planning team

· Was the planning team a micro cosmos of the system? 
· Compare design with prescriptions LGI method
· What makes the way of working and the outcomes transferable

· Compare design and report: What differences are there?  


[image: image19] Consultant, client
· How was the planning team made up?
· How was diversity invited?

	4.3. Participants: getting the right people in the room

(Schruijer 2006; Weisbord & Janoff 2008; Bunker & Alban 2006; Bailey 1992; Granata 2001; Manning & DelaCerda p. 256 2006)


	· Inclusion of stakeholders: Whole system is in the room (representation, micro cosmos), working across boundaries of the organization

· Invite those who can influence or are influenced

· Build critical mass, with capacity to facilitate and lead change (B&A 2006)

· Highly diverse group: interest, opinion, age, sex, cultural

· Unexpected combination: Provide a forum for dialogue among people who rarely have an opportunity to hear one another (Bailey 1992; Brown 2000; Weick …weak ties)


	 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 


 Invitation, participant list, contract, design, reports of meetings

· Who were invited?

· Who participated?

· How was paid attention to key stakeholders who were not there?
 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 


 Participants, client, consultant

· Where the right people in the room? 

· Who should have been there too? 

· How do you feel about the group size? 

· Was there a critical mass involved in the overall LSI process?

· How was paid attention to key stakeholders who were not present?  


[image: image22] Non-participants
· Did you feel involved in the process? What happened? 

	4.4. Representation: consideration to those who are not present

(Leith 2008; Schruijer & Vansina 2004; Barbeau & Aronson 2006; Pedler et al. …; Gilmore & Bing 2006)


	· Contact needs to be supported by the larger social system

· Prevent “ghosts”: Prebsents (Schruijer & Vansina 2004), champions who are only psychological present, can have a strong impact, real or imagined power

· Identify key stakeholders who were unable to attend and arrange to brief them immediately

· If one is to exclusive in inviting parties, some may feel uninvited or unwanted

· Group size increases complexity in contacts: all parties must be represented in an acceptable way
· Re-use the event briefing materials and working notes to sweep in people who were unable to attend


	

	4.5. LGI: everyone can contribute (inclusiveness, trust)

(Tan & Brown 2006; Weisbord & Janoff 2008; Polanyi 2002; Schruijer 2006; Bailey 1992; Eijbergen 2008; Emery 1992; Boos & Königswieser 2000 p. 20)


	· Meeting managed so that the entire group can be in dialogue in each stage (Weisbord & Janoff)

· No one is in the “expert” role: no long monologues, presentations etc. , each person having a chance to speak and listen

· Self-management of small groups

· Search for common ground: Not an activism against the authority structure, but for the world we want (Tan & Brown; Weisbord & Janoff 2008; B&A 2006)
· Psychological equality stimulates engagement in respectful interaction (Schruijer 2006)

· Powerful questions stimulate mind, heart and soul: attract collaborative engagement 
· Non-coercive process: people are free to come, no threats or sanctions (Polanyi 2002)

· Individual work so everyone can contribute
· Small (table) groups: brings intimacy of small groups
· Facilitator invites openness but participants decide what to reveal (Weisbord 2004)
· Leaders express openness, not being in control, do not intervene or try to control the process and contain anxiety
· A structure that let weaker people contribute as well (Polanyi 2002), also room for individual work (Gilmore & Bing 2006; Adams & Clancey 2006. P. 197); mixture of work in small groups, large group and individual work

· Structure of the event/day facilitates containment, dealing with unpleasant feelings
· A minimal structure and ground rules of logic to establish trust (Gray 1989)
· Procedural requirements to balance intergroup and interpersonal demands (Schruijer & Vansina 2004)

· The composition of the small groups must build trust that this is not another form of manipulation 
· Participants need no special knowledge, “inputs” or prior training to succeed (FS Weisbord & Janoff)
· Balance in energetic level of activities

· Structure of the process facilitates face to face interactions to build trust and share information
	
[image: image23] Design, report
· How much work is done in small groups, how much individual, how much plenary? 

· How high was the potential “contribution time” for each participant?

· What were the ground rules for working together? 


[image: image24] Participants
· Did you feel free to participate or not? 

· Did you feel free in what and how to contribute?  

· What were the ground rules?

	4.6. Structure LGI: explore the whole, engaging new connections

(Axelrod & Axelrod 2006; Freire 1970; Dannemiller Tyson 2000; Weisbord & Janoff 2008; Bailey 1992; Cherns 1987; Weber 2000; Eijbergen 2008; Schruijer & Vansina 2004; White 2002; Pedler et al 2003)


	· Enables people to discover what they know naturally
· Reality is perceived in the complexity of its constant becoming

· Each person is experiencing the whole of their organization or community, in time and space, create and visualize a systems model

· Building a common database of the system (Dannemiller Tyson 2000)

· Making sense together by honouring the past, 

· Engage in dialogue about perspectives on the present, 

· Create stories of the future, aspirations about what the desired future would be like 
· Elicit people’s dreams, a shared picture of the preferred future
· Pressure cooker: participants have little choice except to fight, run away, or deal with each other in a new way (Weisbord & Janoff)

· Introduction of a super ordinate goal gives participants a positive interdependency experience

· Changing of groups ensures maximum sharing of information, attitudes, experiences and feelings, by engaging multiple perspectives and diversity

· Using differentiation and integrating techniques (Weisbord & Janoff 2008; Dannemiller Tyson 2000)

· Choosing another comparison group or dimension stimulates social creativity

· Alternation of functional and mixed groups

· Divergence: Cross pollination by travelling table groups connects diverse perspectives (World Café, FS)

· Critical information is publicly available to stakeholders (Holman & Devane 1999)

· Creating group memory by visualization (White 2002), i.e. working on flip charts

· Sufficient “soak” time to digest all the data, interpretations and emotions (Bailey 1992; Weisbord & Janoff 2008)


	
[image: image25] Design, report

· How was the whole explored? 

· How was the whole visualized? 

· Who did the data gathering? 

· How was the past honoured?

· How was the preferred future explored? 

· How were perspectives exchanged? 


[image: image26] Participants, client

· Did you experience the whole of the system, the context of the issue?
· Did you have an image of your preferred future? 

· What new perspectives did you get? 

	4.7. Collaborative leadership, shared responsibility 

(Gray 1989; B&A 2006; Weisbord & Janoff 2008; Polanyi 2002; Schruijer 2001; Cherns 1987; Tan & Brown 2006; Brown 2005; Gilmore & Bing 2006)


	· Structure facilitates self-management; two facilitators can lead large groups, because the structure puts the participants in leadership roles
· Focus on contribution: focus on the relations, we instead of the I, stimulates contributions and enhances a feeling of community

· No speakers or consultants telling participants what to think or what to do

· People do all their own data gathering, assembly, analyses, dialogue and planning

· Logistic decisions are made in the planning team
· A level playing field, no remote control: people have the work authority needed to accept responsibility for their performance

· Work authority allows people to give what they have to offer, whatever position they come from

· The majority rules, or power plays in the design are unacceptable

· People have a right to hold back and accept the consequences (no outcome)


	
[image: image27] Design, report LGI, reports planning team

· Did the design facilitate collaborative leadership and shared responsibility?

[image: image28] Participants, client

· What was your responsibility as a participant?



	4.8. Collective intelligence

(Tan & Brown 2006; Bohm 1996; Emery 1992; Eijbergen 2001; Weisbord & Janoff)


	· Convergence: Listen together for patterns, insights and deeper questions

· Observing the thought process in yourself and others: notice fragmentation or incoherence

· Suspending judgment, assumptions and certainties: Experience unwritten and unconscious rules and patterns

· Accessing the generative order in dialogue, a mutually shared field
	
[image: image29] Participants, client, consultant
· Did you experience a sense of community?

· How did you look for deeper insights or questions?

· Did it work for you? What insights, questions? 

	4.9. Conference setting

(Bailey 1992; Schruijer &Vansina 2004; Weisbord & Janoff 2008; Eijbergen 2008; Schruijer 2001; Tan & Brown; Owen 1997)


	The physical setting facilitates the process, the room setting symbolizes the principles of LSI:

· Informal and hospitable atmosphere, a well lighted room with windows

· A neutral place for all participants, psychological safe

· location is safe to work with large groups

· Encourages feelings of equality

· Personal comfort: beverages available at any time, good food, atmosphere, logistics

· Meeting physically is necessary to make eye contact: helps building trust, enhances new relationships and invites strategic conversations

· Residential conference gives participants time to interact outside the formal group time, away from other commitments

· Facilitates sharing of information, knowledge, learning
	
[image: image30] Photos, design

· Did the conference setting facilitate the goals of the meeting? 


[image: image31] Participants, client, consultant
· Did you feel comfortable and safe in the conference setting?

· Did the conference setting facilitate the goals of the meeting? 


	4.10. Action planning, measurements

(Brown 2001; Axelrod & Axelrod 2006; Weisbord & Janoff 2008; Eijbergen 2005)


	· Channel the energy and enthusiasm into action planning, identify next steps

· Common ground and future action first; problems and conflicts are background information

· Review agreements

· Celebrate progress
	 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 


 Design, report

· How was action planning done? 

 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 


 Participants, client, consultant

· How was action planning done? 

	4.11. Reflection on conditions and principles during LGI

(Peterson & Peterson 2006; Gilmore & Bing 2006; Axelrod & Axelrod 2006; Tyler, ….& Rowland 2006; Bunker & Alban 2006; Polanyi 2002; Brown 2001; Dannemiller Tyson 2000)
	· Participants understand they have a role in diffusion of the conference outcomes throughout the greater system (Granata 2005 p. 328)

· Continuation thinking begins at start-up, reflection on the action learning questions: what’s happening, what are we learning, what do we need to do next, how to continue (Dannemiller Tyson 2000)

· Help people recognize the core principles and characteristics of the meeting

· Help people explore where and how they can bring new patterns of working in their own organization

· Give attention to the conditions and effectiveness that produced the outcomes


	 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 


 Design, photos, report

· How was attention for the core principles build in? 

· Signs of attention for the conditions and principles 

· Signs of attention for new patterns and how to continue

· Planned actions for capacity building (training)

 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 


 Participants, client

· What do you consider as conditions for success of this process?

· What was different? 
· What do you do different now, as a result of the process? 


[image: image36] Consultant
· What explicit attention did you give to the conditions and principles? How? 


	4.12. Building of capacity to work participatory

( Bunker & Alban 2006; Axelrod & Axelrod 2006; Eoyang & Quade 2006; Cheung-Judge & Powley 2006; Dannemiller Tyson 2000; Van Nistelrooij 1999)


	· Help people develop new patterns for inter-organizational engagement

· Teaching people to work with a set of principles breaks the cycle of dependency between consultants and clients (Axelrod & Axelrod), training of support teams in designing their own LG meetings; grasping is easy, applying is difficult 

· The use of engagement principles provides a common language and process throughout the organization

· Train people to carry out new roles and to relate with each other in new ways (Dannemiller 2000)

· Combination of training and large group conferences (Van Nistelrooij 1999 p. 217)
	

	4.13. Post-event support structure 

(Bunker & Alban 2006; Eoyang & Quade 2006, Schruijer 2001; Leith 2008; Gilmore & Bing 2006; Axelrod & Axelrod 2006; Bailey 1991; Eijbergen 2008; Oels 2002; Peterson & Peterson 2006; Dannemiller 2000 p. 147; Grieten, Lambrechts & Corthouts 2006; Granata 2005 p. 308 ). 


	· Follow up planning sessions

· Protocol for decision making

· The container that set the conditions for the event must be reinforced to focus attention and energy of the group and to perpetuate the new way of working. 

· Learning Fairs for people throughout the organization to share what they are doing etc. 

· A delivery system for change
· Monitoring of the action plan, measuring of results

· A systematic and stakeholder-oriented evaluation 

· Implementation planning is part of the LGI 

· Spin off teams for follow up

· Initiate ongoing communication processes

· Information system, to be designed in cooperation with primary users (Cherns 1987)

· Measurements of progress and communication: keep people connected to the common database (Dannemiller Tyson 2000)

· Implementation planning teams, task forces and other temporary structures are put in place (Dannemiller Tyson 2000 p. 161)

· A champion who continues sponsoring the process, affirming and supporting the normative change 
· Exchanges continue after the event, facilitating face-to-face interactions and securing equity and fairness

· Circulate ideas from the LGI and invite comments from both attendees and other on specific issues

· Adding representatives to an existing group for new interactions

· Infiltrate agendas of already scheduled meetings both inside and outside the organization with relevant follow up from the LGI


	 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 


 Contract, reports, evaluations

· What post-event support structures were built? 
· What follow up actions planned? 

[image: image38] Client, participants, non-participants, consultant
· What post-event support structures were built?
· What follow up actions were planned?


	4.14. Contra indications

(Eijbergen 2008;


	· People can’t or won’t come 100%

· An important stakeholder group is absent

· Design reinforces the existent power relations (Schruijer 2001)

· No time or resources to realize the design in a proper way
	

	5. Effectiveness: non-sustainable effects
	Non-sustainable, first order or incremental effects are effects to get more work done, they do not challenge the status quo, are not transformational but transactional. They do not “ripple off”
	

	5.1. Short term goal of sponsors is reached

(Schruijer 2006; B&A 2006; Granata 2002; Weisbord & Janoff 2008; Schruijer & V. 2004; Brown 2001; Bailey 1992; Polanyi 2002; Cherns 1987; Boone 2007; Barbeau& Aronson 2006; White 2002; Granata 2005; Van Nistelrooij 1999)


	· Sponsors objectives are met when it comes to action planning, shared vision among stakeholders; desired future being realized (Granata 2002)

· Plans for continuation of change

· New proposals, wishes, needs and interests introduced/ expressed

· Conclusions, designs or redesigns will be better accepted

· Better implementation: broad problem definition, creativity, energy, commitment

· Coherent and effective collaboration on an issue / problem

· Consensus development among organizations and entities outside the formal structures of any of them

· Increased trust enables personal action following the conference

· Commitment to continue to work together is not restricted to the representatives, but includes their constituencies 

· Decision for a new strategy

· Decreased polarization

· Increased engagement with outcome

· Increased knowledge of work processes
	 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 


 Client, sponsor, participants, non-participants, consultant

· Was it a success, did you get what you wanted? Why?

· Do you have any new policies as a result of the process? 

· Have you changed any systems as a result of the process? 

· Have you made any structural changes? Division of labour, of authority? 

· How are outcomes communicated to the larger organisation/community/system?
· Do action groups or follow up structures still exist? 
· What impact did the action plans have? 

· What do you do in a different way as a result of the process? 

· Did new relations or new networks emerge? 


[image: image40] Ask for proof, observables:
· action plans: how shallow/penetrating/profound


	5.2. Awareness and understanding of the system and context

(Polanyi 2002; Bailey 1992; Schruijer 2006; Weisbord & Janoff 2008; Eoyang & Quade 2006; Brown 2001; Barbeau & Aronson; Dannemiller Tyson 2000; Granata 2005; Nistelrooij 1999)


	· Awareness of larger systemic developments

· Discovery of generative themes, emerging patterns of working

· A picture or model for operating in a more coherent, integrated way

· Deepening participatory understanding and acceptance of other experiences

· Common ground for information gathering, education, raising awareness

· Shared meaning

· Mutual understanding and learning occur

· Progress is monitored and communicated (Dannemiller Tyson 2000)

· Decreased polarization

· increased engagement with outcome

· increased knowledge of work processes
· Diffusion of the desired future is only partly communicated to the larger community (Granata 2002)
	· 

	5.3. Energy and motivation

(Billy 1992; Granata 2002; Schruijer 2001; Eijbergen 2008; White 2002; Van Nistelrooij 1999)


	· Evocative methods break down barriers and motivate change

· Get people committed to do something together, getting diverse interest groups together discussing real issues

· Energized stakeholders

· Commitment

· Enthusiasm

· Support for plans

· Players take responsibility for the issue

· Energy levels are generally high, but vary depending on participants expectations (Granata 2002)

· A buzz of qualitative change, reverberation (White 2002)

· Viable action groups
	

	5.4. New relationships 

(Bailey 1992; Polanyi 2002; Tan & Brown 2005; Gilmore & Bing; Granata 2002; 


	· Learning bridges between those in power and other voices, so something new can emerge

· Emotional bond between participants

· New networks and relationships are created
	

	5.5. Elements of LSI are transferred

(Groot 2006; B&A 2006; Tan & Brown 2005; Weisbord & Janoff 2008)


	· Participative follow up meetings

· Groups start incorporating some elements of LGI in their own meetings (sitting in circles, using talking stick, inviting “strangers”)
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	5.6. Efficiency

(Weisbord & Janoff 2008; Eijbergen 2008)


	· Condensation of work: People do in a view days what once took month or could not be done at all, less disturbance

· Better use of the resources they have
	
[image: image42] Client, sponsor, participants, non-participants, consultant
· Was it worth the effort? 
· Would you do it again? 

	5.7. Undesired side effects

(Schruijer 2006; Schruijer & Vansina 2004; Bunker & Alban 2006; Gilmore & Bing 2006; Oels 2002; Polanyi 2002; Granata 2000; Manning & DelaCerda)


	· Cynicism and greater resistance to change 

· Apathy among some people

· Frustration about unfulfilled expectations

· Withdrawal of champions after the conference event

· Dissipating energy and frustration when people return to their demanding workplaces even when the follow up seemed ok

· People agree only at a high level of abstraction doing relatively minor, non-controversial projects

· People awaiting further action of leaders

· Discouragement among people who were not invited

· Power game

· Distrust

· Collusive climate

· Lack of open communication

· Conflict, overemphasis of group interests at the expense of the personal affiliate 

· Dead zone: switch to other work to get relief and make up for undone work
	 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 


 Client, sponsor, participants, non-participants, consultant

· What were undesired effects? 

	6. Effectiveness: sustainable effects 
	Sustainable effects are transformational, second order, shift the norms in relationships and communication
	

	6.1. Collaborative learning

(Brown 2001; Schruijer 2006; Weisbord & Janoff 2008; Oels 2002; Tan & Brown 2005; Lent & van Patter & Phair  2006; Dannemiller Tyson 2000; Boos & Königswieser 2000 )


	· Assessing collective intelligence for fostering social transformation, generative learning

· The system has learned how to influence its own destiny in a more conscious manner

· A collaborative community

· Transition from bureaucratic to learning organization 
· Deepened dialogue between leaders and the entire organisation 
· Microcosm practices continue: large group meetings, deep divers, checkpoints, reunions, action teams (Dannemiller Tyson 2000 p. 151)

· Empowerment shows in self management, more distributed leadership

· Capacity to deal with uncertainty and chaotic circumstances
	 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 


 Client, sponsor, participants, non-participants, consultant

· Were there more LGIs ore “microcosm practices” ? Why? 
· Is leadership more distributed? How?

	6.2. Reflective self awareness

(Eoyang & Quade 2006; Brown 2001; Polanyi 2002; Eoyang & Quade 2006; Cherns 1987)


	· Questioning of conventional ways of looking at issues

· Self evaluation among leadership is conducted

· Discussions on what is working or not with relationships are included in meeting agendas

· Reflective questions are asked, so participants access their own assumptions and beliefs

· distinctions between lived and spoken beliefs are explored

· Teams learn to review and evaluate their performance 

· “Noise” in the change process is explored and amplified: does it help or hinder the process

· The way of interaction is reflected: time for stopping and reflection is taken

· Profound mind-set shifts for some people
	 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 


 Client, sponsor, participants, non-participants, consultant

· How are processes evaluated? 

· How is interaction evaluated?

· Did new words, new language, arise as a result of the process? 


	6.3. Opening up the organization, inviting diversity

(Weisbord & Janoff 2008; Bailey 1992; Eoyang & Quade 2006; Granata 2001; Polanyi 2002; Gray 1989; Schruijer & V. 2004; Eijbergen 2008, Dannemiller Tyson 2000)


	· Develop a shared perspective on their own systems with stakeholders

· Cross functional teams have decision making power

· Connections across groups are made, sessions where groups are mixed

· People engage in dialogue that led to mutual understanding

· Stakeholder or customer review for input in progress

· Increase of participation of often excluded groups

· Able to work with diversity: identify relevant diversity and value diversity

· Different views are not minimized or discounted

· Shared decision making in action teams (Dannemiller Tyson 2000)
	 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 


 Client, sponsor, participants, non-participants, consultant

· Do you meet differently as a result of the process?
· How is diversity invited? 

· Stakeholder reviews? 

	6.4. New structures to sustain participative change

(Gilmore & Bing 2006; Sorrow 2006; Schruijer 2006; Eoyang & Quade 2006; Oels 2002; Weber 2000; Tan & Brown 2006; Groot 2006; Axelrod & Axelrod 2006; Weisbord & Janoff 2008; Bailey & Dupré 2006; Holman & Devane … ; Dannemiller Tyson 2000; Granata 2005)


	· A strategy to capitalize on the hoped for momentum and to avoid the dead zone, creation of a delivery system

· Chain management

· Communities of practice are established

· New, more participative patterns of working

· Meetings with an “engagement edge”: more efficient, effective and participatory

· Shift of policy decisions; leaders more aware of the need of the ground level to make policies that actually work

· Tools learned during the event are used to ensure continued learning 

· Ongoing participation: New partnerships, collaborations Improved capacity to work with the principles; design ideas can come from anyone

· Sponsor uses LSI more often

· Increased self-organizing capacity

· Action groups remain viable (Granata 2002)

· Systems changes, especially human resource systems changes, that build and support the new culture (Dannemiller Tyson 2000)

· Progress is monitored, feedback provided,  midcourse corrections and directions changed (Dannemiller Tyson 2000)

· Leaders are coached in their roles in the change process 
	 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 


 Client, sponsor, participants, non-participants, consultant

· Are there any new structures made as a result of the process?

· Do you meet differently?

· Are action groups still active? 

· Is the process monitored and discussed? 


	6.5. Disputes between LGI methods


	· Although all LSIs share most criteria for effectiveness, there are some points of dispute in prescriptions of methods: 

· Who are the right people? (FS versus OS and WC)

· What are the right boundaries? ( safety versus diversity and inclusiveness)

· Representation: Total inclusivity introduces selection bias and unbalances the picture of the entire system, because the Search is about knowledge, not just about people (Granata 2005 cites Merrilyn Emery …)

· Follow up planned in LGI (FS, OS) and leave it to the participants to plan the follow up or work on follow up structure in advance

· How to deal with conflicts? (common ground versus mediation)

· How is dealt with time limitations (FS versus OS)

· Constructive dialogue versus natural conversations (Stacey); how realistic?

· Self-management (Brown, Weisbord & Janoff, Owen) versus pre-briefed or trained reporters /process leaders in small groups (Leith, Jacobs)

· Pre-work not necessary for participants (FS, OS, WC) versus investigations and data gathering (RTSC, SC,..)

· Facilitator of design group is trained to examine the stakeholder field for under-bounded stakeholders (Granata 2005)

· Small change in one system can bring big change in another one
	


The factors are distilled from reported experiences of concrete LSI cases. The reports are gathered from a diversity of sources:

1. Research papers on effects of LSI

2. Research papers on effects of related participative interventions

3. Self reported cases in literature 
4. Interviews with practioners

5. Online communication in networks

6. Internet platform for this research project: Wiki www.tonnievanderzouwen.nl/wiki 

7. My own experiences with LSI trajectories as a practioner 
(A list with references will be added)
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