zx	Brainstorming

In 1938, Alex F. Osborn, an advertising executive, invented the process of “organized ideation” in a company he headed. The early participants referred to their attempts as “brainstorm sessions,” in the sense that they were using the brain to storm a problem. The term brainstorming has now become the accepted way of referring to group attempts to solve specific problems or develop new ideas by amassing spontaneous, unrestrained contributions by members.

Osborn (1979) credited the origin of the process to Hindu teachers in India, who have used the method of Prai- (outside yourself) Barshana (question) for over 400 years. During such a session, there is no discussion or criticism; evaluation of ideas takes place at later meetings of the same group.

Brainstorming can be used to generate possible solutions for simple problems, but it is unrealistic to expect it to accomplish most problem-solving or planning tasks. The technique is of value as part of a larger effort that includes individual generation of information and ideas and subsequent compilation, evaluation, and selection. Brainstorming can be used to generate components of a plan, process, solution, or approach and to produce checklists.

Osborn (1948) saw the value in a session that was designed solely to produce a list of ideas that could be used later in problem solving or other creative processes. The key to the success of the process is that no evaluation or judgment is made of the ideas as they are being generated. Because of this, creativity is not stifled, it is increased. The objective is to generate as many ideas related to the specific topic or question as possible. Studies have shown that the ideas generated by the group tend to get better as the group gets warmed up.

The value of the process is that more good ideas are produced in less time than would be produced in a typical meeting or conference. Discussion, evaluation, and selection occur at a later time.

One of the reasons why brainstorming works is that ideas generate further ideas through the power of association—a process that has been called “hitch-hiking” or “piggybacking.” Also, the technique of “free association” is more powerful when one is working in a group than when one is working alone. Reinforcement is another factor that leads to increased creativity. In the idea-generation phase of brainstorming, all suggestions are rewarded by being received and listed—a positive reinforcement. Nothing is criticized; there is no negative reinforcement.

The Group

The optimum size for a brainstorming group seems to be six to twelve members, and the optimum group consists of women as well as men. Brainstorming is a total-group effort. Breaking into smaller groups would defeat the purpose of the brainstorming session.

Beginning

Prior to the actual session, group members should be provided with a one-page memorandum that states the problem to be considered and outlines the brainstorming procedure.

At the beginning of the actual session, if group members are not already acquainted with one another, they should be introduced (a getting-acquainted activity can be used for this). It is a good idea to conduct a warm-up activity, with the group members directed to brainstorm solutions to a simple problem that is unrelated to the topic of the actual session.

The Process

The leader begins the work session by stating the problem or topic in specific, not general, terms. The problem should be simple rather than complex, so that the group can focus on a single target. The leader should have a list of categories, classifications, or leads (new uses, adaptation, modification, increase, decrease, substitute, rearrange, combine) that can be suggested to the group members if they seem to be getting off track. The leader also can have a few ideas about solutions ready to throw in when the group seems to lag.

It seems to work best if one idea at a time is offered by any one member. This allows all members the space to participate and encourages “piggybacking” on previous ideas.

A recorder (not necessarily the leader) lists all ideas (but not who suggested them) on newsprint as soon as they are generated. This list is positioned so that all members can see it. The session also may be tape recorded to make sure that no ideas are lost.

The Rules of Brainstorming

The following criteria are essential to the idea-generation phase of a brainstorming session (Adams, 1979):

	1.	There is no criticism, evaluation, judgment, or defense of ideas during the brainstorming session. The purpose of brainstorming is to generate as many ideas related to the topic as possible in the time allowed. Evaluation, judgment, and selection of ideas are the purposes of subsequent sessions.

	2.	Free wheeling and free association is encouraged. Group members are asked to voice any solutions they can think of, no matter how outrageous or impractical they seem. There is no limit on “wild” or “far-fetched” ideas. Every idea is to be expressed. It is easier to tone down an idea and to select out later than it is to think up new and creative possibilities.

	3.	Quantity is more desired than quality. Group members are encouraged to contribute as many ideas as they think of. The greater the number of ideas generated, the more likely it is that there will be several useful ideas.

	4.	Building on ideas is encouraged. Combining, adding to, and “piggybacking” on ideas is part of the creative process. Members can suggest improvements, variations, or combinations of previous ideas.

Stimulating Creativity

Osborn stressed the need for the leader or group to keep the process open. No one should be allowed to comment on the ideas of others unless the comments are totally positive (“that’s great,” “right, right, and . . . .”). In addition, the sessions should be informal: members should be advised to dress comfortably, and meals, if included, also should be informal. A playful atmosphere is most conducive to creativity; often “crackpot” ideas turn out to have a great deal of potential. If it is difficult for the members to loosen up, it may help to create an atmosphere of safety if the norm is established that “no one will comment on who suggested what” outside the brainstorming session.

It is important that the brainstorming session continue after the “first wave” of enthusiastic contributions. Often the most innovative ideas are produced when the group members are forced to push themselves to think of something new.

Subsequent Ideas

It is likely that members will continue to think of ideas for several days after the brainstorming session is held. Some mechanism by which the individual members can get in touch with the leader or recorder after the session will help to ensure that no ideas are lost. In fact, experience indicates that the most valuable ideas are generated after members of the brainstorming group have “slept on” the problem. This process can be facilitated by sending the group members a printed, triple-spaced list of all the ideas that have been generated by the group, with the ideas classified according to categories. A certain amount of time can be allowed for them to fill in additional ideas and return the list.

Only after the group has exhausted its supply of ideas does the brainstorming session move into the idea-evaluation phase. Only now can ideas be criticized as the group strives to reach consensus on a few workable solutions.

Evaluation and Selection of Ideas

There is controversy over whether the group that later evaluates the ideas should be the members of the original brainstorming group. One side argues that it is negative human relations to ask the first group to generate the ideas and then cut them off from the rest of the process. It also may generate negative reactions if they know that others will be critiquing the ideas and deciding which are to be discarded. If the members of the brainstorming group are sufficiently familiar with and interested in the problem to perform their initial task, they are probably qualified to continue the process. This creates a linkage between generation of ideas, evaluation, and development (use of the evaluated ideas) and ensures commitment to the final solution or plan.

On the other hand, some believe that the evaluation should be done by persons who are better aware of feasibilities and who are more objective. It is also recommended that the final evaluation be done by those who are directly responsible for the problem. For several reasons, this may or may not be those who were selected to generate ideas. If the latter course is chosen, however, it is imperative that the members of the brainstorming group be informed of the final disposition of their ideas.

Before it actually begins to consider the list of ideas, the evaluation group (whether it makes final decisions or recommendations only) should establish criteria by which to examine each of the ideas. Such a checklist might include questions about feasibility, complexity, costs, human factors, timing, quality, improvement, resources, safety, work flow, and other pertinent factors.

In many cases, the ideas will pass through several groups before final decisions are made. For example, the critique and evaluation group may be composed of functional managers who make recommendations to higher management. This level of management may consider the recommendations and make decisions or it may select plans to be reviewed and commented on by a cross-section of customers. The ideas may be treated as a springboard for the development of more in-depth plans. Testing may need to be done. In most cases, the nature of the topic or problem will determine how the ideas are handled subsequently.

Individual Brainstorming

Brainstorming can be conducted on an individual basis as well (Hayes, 1981). One can write down possible solutions to a clearly outlined problem, forcing oneself to keep the ideas flowing from the pen without stopping. This use of brainstorming is effective at stopping one of the strongest drains on creativity: self-criticism or negative self-talk. People tend to criticize themselves, their thoughts, and their actions far more than they praise themselves. A person whose every idea is accompanied by the thought, “What a stupid idea; they’ll just laugh at me if I tell them,” is not very likely to share ideas with others. Because the brainstorming process encourages the continual production of uninhibited ideas, it can be an effective exercise in creativity.

Reviewing one’s list when ideas are slow to come may spark new ones. Then, just as in a group session, the individual can consider the list and select those ideas that seem to best solve the problem.

An individual brainstorming session also can be effective when one is trying to write. Just as the idea-generating phase may produce the solution to a problem, it also may help an individual to overcome writer’s block and the inhibitions felt when faced with a blank page.
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	1. 	No criticism, evaluation, judgment, or defense of ideas during the brainstorming session.

	2. 	No limit on “wild” ideas, no matter how outrageous or impractical they seem. Every idea is to be expressed.

	3. 	Quantity is more desired than quality.

	4.	“Piggybacking”—building on ideas—is encouraged.
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zx	The Decision Cycle

The decision-cycle model was developed by Nena and George O’Neill (1974) to illustrate the cyclical nature of decision making and to emphasize the importance of continual reassessment of one’s decisions.

The model offers some important concepts concerning the making and implementing of decisions. First, the decision process is represented not as something people do once in a while but as a continuing process. Second, it points out that the decision process is an internal function. Decision making has no impact on the world outside the individual until he or she makes a commitment and takes some action to change environmental circumstances. Last, when reconsidering a previous decision, an individual can re-evaluate two sources of information: his or her internal thoughts and feelings and the external environment, as perceived by his or her senses. It is important to recheck these sources regularly.

Stages of the Cycle

The basic decision cycle has the following stages:

Sensation. An individual’s senses continually are being bombarded by external occurrences in his or her environment. Only a small portion of this information about the world actually is received—or selectively responded to—by the receptor cells of the senses and transmitted to the brain. As far as an individual is concerned, this sensory input represents the environment.

Interpretation. An individual’s sensory impressions do not mirror the external world. Sensory information is processed (compared with the information already stored in the memory from prior experiences) and interpreted (given meaning). This meaning (impressions, conclusions, assumptions, etc.) is unique to each person because each person’s sensory experiences are unique. Sensory experience is influenced by the individual’s feelings—past and present—experiences, expectations, values, and other learned preferences. People frequently see what they want to see or hear what they expect to hear.

Feelings. Emotions, both new and remembered, play an important role in modifying what is sensed and thought. The same sensory input can be an entirely different experience when a person is very angry, excited, or depressed than it is when the person is relatively calm. Frequently, the existence and influence of strong feelings are denied or repressed because of social pressure.

Intention. Sensory input, thoughts, and feelings are followed, sometimes simultaneously, by intentions. Although these intentions represent the wishes of the individual, many of them never have any effect on the person’s behavior. They simply represent desires, needs, or inferences resulting from the other processes that preceded them.
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�The individual’s sensory experiences, thoughts, feelings, and intentions represent all the information that is available to him or her for making large and small decisions. From this data more intentions are formulated, becoming internal pressures for the individual to modify his or her behavior toward bringing about more desirable circumstances.

Decision. A great number of decisions are made by the individual on an ongoing basis in response to his or her intentions. Most of these decisions are not acted on, and they pass out of consciousness. However, when the person is highly involved in particular decisions, they are converted into behavior.

Commitment. When an individual takes action on a decision, he or she has made a commitment to that decision. The results of this action generally have some impact on the environment, causing a change, however small. This change in the environment stimulates the person’s senses, and the cycle continues.

This model implies that the human information system continually is feeding the decision-making process with data from three sources: senses, thoughts, and feelings. These, modified by the indiviudal’s values, result in decisions. The commitment step is optional. Before making a commitment, people can recycle for more data as long as they desire.

Use of the Model

This model distinguishes between making a decision and making a commitment. This distinction suggests a useful strategy: taking action to indicate genuine commitment to a change can facilitate the processing of that change.

The model clearly identifies intention and decision making as internal processes and commitment as an external process. It suggests that an open channel be maintained to both the external and internal data for use in reassessing and revising behavior.

Source

Adapted from Shifting Gears: Finding Security in a Changing World by Nena O’Neill and George O’Neill. Copyright © 1974 by Nena O’Neill and George O’Neill. Reprinted with permission of the publisher, M. Evans, New York.

�zx	DECISION STYLES AND THE NEED FOR QUALITY AND ACCEPTANCE

Research in the area of problem solving by Norman R.F. Maier (1963) revealed two dimensions that correlate reliably with a decision’s effectiveness: quality and acceptance. In Maier’s formula, the effectiveness (E) of a decision is a function of the quality (Q) of the decision times the acceptance (A) of the decision, or E = f (Q x A).

The quality of a decision is objective; it depends on the decision maker’s utilization of the known facts (external reality). Acceptance of the decision is subjective; it refers to how favorably those who must implement the decision react to it—how they feel about it. A high-quality decision that does not have the full support of the persons who are expected to implement it may lack the necessary support to ensure its success. Thus, decisions may be ineffective because they lack quality, acceptance, or both.

A problem arises in decision making because the methods for dealing with facts are different from those for dealing with feelings. The difference is not always apparent because feelings are often hidden behind rationalizations.

Four Types of Desired Outcomes

Problems differ in the degree to which quality and acceptance are vital to success. Normally, and regardless of the nature of the problem, an individual or group will pay more attention either to quality or acceptance. The required degree of quality and acceptance varies with each decision. Basically, there are four types of desired outcomes.

n	High quality-High acceptance

n	High quality-Low acceptance

n	Low quality-High acceptance

n	Low quality-Low acceptance

The proportion of these two factors determines the decision style that is most likely to be effective. The following discussions show how they relate.

High Quality-High Acceptance: The Consultative Decision

A high quality-high acceptance decision might involve a manager and a work team in a problem-solving process to reorganize the work distribution and work flow. The quality is in the examination of the existing situation with a logical assessment of areas that could be improved. Although the final decision may be the manager’s, all decisions are based on facts presented by the group. Each participant has a psychological investment in the success of the new procedures, thereby enhancing acceptance. In another case, the manager might make the decision after consulting with individuals, but without bringing them together as a group.

High Quality-Low Acceptance: The Command Decision

An example of a high quality-low acceptance—or command—decision is the way in which the price is set on a product. In making the decision, management must take into account such facts as production and distribution costs, competition, marketing opportunities, and profit margin. The employees who produce the item are not really concerned with the selling price because they lack the information necessary to analyze it, and the salespeople readily accept the price that is set by the company.

Similarly, solving a mathematical equation is a high-quality, low-acceptance decision—a logical, rational, cognitive process based on fact.

In an organizational setting, when quality is a requirement but acceptance is not, the leader uses the available information and makes the decision without involving the people who will be executing it.

Low Quality-High Acceptance: The Consensus Decision

A low quality-high acceptance decision is made when quality is of minor importance but acceptance among the people affected by the decision is very important. For example, two of three employees of equal ability are required to work on Saturday. The manager may be satisfied with any of them, but it may be an important issue for the employees. In an example cited by Maier, three secretaries in such a situation were asked to decide for themselves which of the two of them would work. All had dates for the Saturday: one with her husband, one with her fiance, and one with a man she had just met. Because this date was, to the last woman, critical in the development of the relationship, the other two women decided that they would work so that she could have the day off. The acceptance dimension was met.

In another example, the allocation of a new truck to a repair crew presents a problem of perceived fairness if each member feels that he or she is most deserving. When the leader has the crew members participate in making the decision, there tends to be a redistribution of trucks so that all members stand to gain from the introduction of a new truck. Invariably the worst truck is discarded, but the actual allocation varies greatly from one crew to another. Such situations tend to be tailored to fit the values, attitudes, and personalities of the group members.

In these cases, the persons affected by the decision are brought together and the consensus decision evolves from shared information, ideas, and feelings. The decision must be acceptable in some degree to all group members.

Low Quality-Low Acceptance: The Convenience Decision

A low quality-low acceptance decision is made in a situation in which the choices are equal, the outcome is not really important to anyone, and so on. The manager may make the decision or the group may flip a coin to decide. The leader generally chooses whatever method is most convenient at the time. No special consideration is given to finding the “best” method.

Individual Versus Group Decision Making

The problem of achieving both quality and acceptance is complex because the quality of a decision is related to the logic or rational process used in reaching the decision. If it is made by an individual, the quality of the decision depends on the wisdom of the decision maker (a combination of the person’s knowledge and intelligence). Acceptance of a decision is related to the emotional factors that influence the decision-making process, such as the affected persons’ being allowed to participate in the decision. Because wisdom and participation are not conditions for all decision making, it is necessary to use expertise in some situations, participation in others, and a combination of the two in others.

Decisions requiring acceptance—when quality is not seriously endangered—call for joint participation, and the problem must be stated without offending or blaming. “Tell-and-listen” or “consensus” may be the optimal method in such a case. As the need for both quality and acceptance increases, the “problem-solving” approach becomes more and more feasible. Decisions requiring a high degree of both quality and acceptance require problem-solving and consultation skills. The consultative approach is an effective way to achieve quality decisions in group situations and, at the same time, to gain acceptance through participation. Superior-subordinate problem solving applies whenever a manager wishes to influence a subordinate, gain a subordinate’s acceptance of a change, set priorities, or have the subordinate accept unpleasant tasks or conditions.

When the need for quality is high and gaining acceptance is not an objective, decisions can be made successfully by individuals alone. Because such decisions need only to be communicated clearly, the “tell-and-sell” or command method is appropriate.

The relationships among quality, acceptance, individual decisions, and group decisions can be illustrated as shown in the figure on the next page.

This does not assume that only the two factors of quality and acceptance are to be considered by a leader in selecting a decision style. Other factors, such as time, capability of subordinates, and the level of trust in the group, must be considered as well. For example, regardless of the quality and acceptance factors, time constraints may require the use of the command model. If the level of trust in the group is low, a consensus decision may be difficult or impossible to achieve. If the trust level in the group is high, a consultative decision style may be very effective for achieving acceptable decisions of high quality.

Use of the Model

Rick Roskin (1975) suggests that the decision style one chooses should be appropriate to the type of problem being confronted. This discussion is intended to provide leaders with some guidelines that they can use in determining which decision style is likely to be most effective in a particular situation. This model has significant value in leadership, management, and supervisory programs.

The principal drawback to the decision-styles model is its implication that decision-style selection can be reduced to a formula. However, its major advantage is the suggestion that the leader need not always operate from uncertainty. It offers hope that some aspects of leadership can be subjected to scientific discipline, rather than being considered as functions of art or instinct.
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�zx	THE DECISION TREE

Personalistic decision theory involves an evaluation of alternatives on the basis of the beliefs and expectations of the decision maker. By projecting the possible consequences of the decision and the possibilities of the alternatives in attaining his or her objectives, the decision maker determines the expected utility of a decision or choice (Brinkers, 1972).

A decision tree is a graphic representation, similar to a flow chart, of choices that can be used to help to identify alternatives or multiple choices and their possible outcomes. It provides a way to look at and explore possibilities. In form, it is roughly analogous to diagraming a sentence or constructing a mathematical equation. Both quantitative (financial or objective) and qualitative (emotional or subjective) choices can be evaluated in this manner (Jones, 1972). The figure at the end of this article is a simplified example of a decision tree that might be used in publishing at Pfeiffer & Company.

The possible decisions are represented in a branching mode, i.e., there are points at which one of two or more decisions could be selected. A solid square on the tree represents a decision point. For each possible decision there are potential positive and negative effects, or “consequences.” A consequence written on the decision tree is the decision maker’s best shot at describing the outcome of a particular decision situation. A “strategy” is the sequence of actions to be taken from an initial decision point through each succeeding decision point, in a linear fashion. Numerical values such as percentage probabilities, estimated costs, possible profits and losses, and so on, can be added to the decision tree, as can other factors such as people and risk.

Expected Utility

The decision maker generally identifies preferences between consequences (outcomes) and qualitative probabilities between propositions that reflect the aspects of the situation about which the decision maker is uncertain. Numerical probabilities, called utilities, can be assigned to the consequences so that one consequence is preferred to a second one if, and only if, the utility of the first exceeds the utility of the second. In addition, numerical probabilities can be assigned to the propositions about which there is uncertainty, in such a way that one proposition is preferable to a second if, and only if, the numerical probability of the first exceeds the numerical probability of the second. The expected utility of a strategy, then, is the sum of the consequence utilities weighted by their respective probabilities of occurrence under that strategy. The consequence utilities and the probabilities can be defined in such a way that one strategy is deemed preferable to another if, and only if, the expected utility of the first is greater than the expected utility of the second (Brinkers, 1972).

This method of decision making attempts to establish a balance between the decision maker’s preferences and what is known to be factual. Projections and assumptions must be made, and the ultimate analysis is only as good as the decision maker’s ability to identify probabilities. However, the decision tree does provide a way to look at several proposed choices or courses of action, to evaluate the possible consequences of each, and to evaluate multiple strategies based on likely probabilities.
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zx	Force-Field Analysis

Kurt Lewin (1969) borrowed a technique from the physical sciences and offered it as a way to understand problem situations in social science and to effect planned change. A problem situation exists when there is a difference between the way things are and the way someone wants them to be. The concept of force-field analysis is that any situation is the way it is in any given moment because sets of counterbalancing forces are keeping it that way.

“Force” does not refer to a physical force but to the broad range of influences in the situation or group. One way to achieve fuller understanding of the situation or group is to analyze the forces in it that work for change and those that work against change. One must change the strength of these forces in order to activate movement in the situation. For example, organizational traditions can exert strong pressures on the behavior of individuals and can keep them from experimenting with new ways. Other influences include economic factors, racial or sexual stereotypes, division of responsibilities, personality characteristics of key figures, and rivalry between individuals or groups. These can be either driving forces or restraining forces, depending on the situation and the change that is desired.

The Model

The simplest representation of the model, shown on the next page, portrays driving forces (those that are working in the direction of change) and resisting or restraining forces (those that tend to support the status quo or resist change). These are arrayed against one another within a force field. The line of interaction between these two forces symbolizes current status. The model implies that if the desired change is not occurring, the restraining forces are collectively stronger than the driving forces. The model enables a person to analyze the various forces and to develop strategies for causing change.

Analyzing the Situation and Planning Change

In attempting to analyze a situation and to develop strategies for change, one can proceed according to the following steps:

Step 1. Define the target of change. Identify those things in the situation that you wish to maintain as they are and those that you wish to change. Decided whether the changes you want are improvements in current states or the elimination of current states. Specify the change desired in concrete, measurable terms. Clarify the current state and the direction and amount of change desired.
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The Force Field

�Example:

Current state: Two members of the group do most of the talking; the other five group members usually remain silent.

Direction of change: Decrease the amount of talking by the two group members and increase the amount of talking by the other five.

Amount of change: Perception by the group members that a change is occurring.

Step 2. Outline forces driving toward and restraining change. Once the change target has been defined, the forces that are working for (driving) the change and those that are working against or restraining it should be outlined. One procedure is to list all the factors (forces) that might influence the situation or affect the change target.

Step 3. Identify which are driving forces and which are restraining forces.

Example:

n	Change target: More equal participation in the group.

n	Driving forces:

n	Desire of silent group members to say more.

n	Resentment by silent members of talkative ones.

n	Desire of talkative group members to listen more effectively.

n	Guilt feelings of talkative group members.

n	Frustration felt by silent group members.

n	Commitment to change.

Restraining forces:

n	Ease with which talkative members find things to say and say them.

n	Ease with which silent members remain silent.

n	Habit.

n	Lack of commitment to change.

Step 4. Analyze forces that can be changed. Once the change target has been clarified and the driving and restraining forces have been listed, it is useful to consider which forces are more or less amenable to change. Change may occur by means of two processes: (a) increasing the strength of current driving forces or adding new driving forces, and (b) reducing the strength of restraining forces or eliminating them. Sometimes the strengthening or addition of driving forces is ineffective because it arouses new resisting forces that effectively counter the driving forces. The reduction of resisting forces often is effective because it allows the driving forces already present to have more effect. Of course, a combination of both processes also can be effective. Another way to deal with a restraining force is to convert it to a driving force. For example, if an individual who opposes a change can discover that it offers significant benefits to him and that he may have overestimated its negative impacts, he may change from an opponent to a supporter.

The Value of the Model

This model is one of the most useful problem-solving techniques. It offers a way to analyze the forces one by one and to identify individual strategies for dealing with each. It clarifies concepts that people have been trying to deal with on an unconscious level. Specifically, it helps people to realize what the resistance to change might be on an individual, group, or system-wide level—something that does not always occur in the natural course of decision making and problem solving. In a personal-growth setting, the model becomes a powerful tool for self-insight. An individual can ask, “What am I doing to keep myself the way I am?” It also provides a vehicle for group problem solving. Finally, it is used frequently in organization development not only to analyze and plan change but also to communicate with upper management in the initial phase of gaining their commitment to the concept of change.
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�zx	The Helping Relationship

Gerard Egan (1975a, 1975b) designed the Helping Relationship model to increase the effectiveness and reliability of helping. He describes a repertoire of helping skills, structuring the helping process into progressive, interdependent stages.

The helping relationship is a special form of temporary interaction between the helper and the helpee, with constructive behavioral change as a primary goal. The helpee is a person who is experiencing difficulty with a life situation and its associated problems because he or she lacks certain skills of adaptation, coping, or problem solving. The helper is a person who has achieved an acceptable level of personal adjustment, has the skills the helpee lacks, and is able to help the helpee to learn those skills.

A departure from traditional approaches to helping, the model places joint responsibility on the helper and helpee. The helpee, not the helper, is the principal protagonist in a search for the tools of adjustment. The helpee’s task is to come to terms with his or her life, its problems, and his or her behavioral patterns, and to develop the necessary skills to manage his or her life.

A self-defeating symbiotic relationship can result when one person tries to help another. In such a situation, the helpee looks to the helper for the solution to his or her problems, forming a dependent or manipulative attachment. The helpee may assign general responsibility for improvement to the helper. The helper, on the other hand, may be tempted to assume responsibility and authority for the helpee. This assumption discounts the helpee’s sovereign right and responsibility to manage his or her own life. Furthermore, it works against the kind of learning the helpee must achieve in order to successfully terminate the helping relationship. To avoid developing a symbiotic relationship at the outset, the helper must possess certain interpersonal skills for managing the course of the transaction.

Attending

A skill of overriding importance, attending refers to the helper’s ability to be physically and psychologically “with” the helpee. The helper must be attentive to the helpee’s verbal and nonverbal messages and sensitively communicate the fact that he or she is listening. Attending does not require that the helper intervene in any way in the helpee’s thought processes. Initially what the helpee needs is acceptance, empathy, and understanding. If the helper yields to the temptation to step in and rescue the helpee from difficulties, the helper is offering to engage in a parent-child relationship that may retard the helpee’s progress. The figure shows the three general phases of the helping relationship, from its inception to its successful—and voluntary—termination.
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�The Three Phases

The following defines the nature of the helping relationship and the activities undertaken by the two participants for each of the three phases.

Clarification

During the first phase of clarification, the helper supports the helpee in his or her attempts to focus on “what is wrong.” In most instances of maladjustment, the beleaguered person is unable to state, in simple, operational terms, what is wrong. Once this has been achieved, the person usually is well on his or her way toward recovering from the stated difficulties. During this phase, the helper needs to be available, willing to work on the problem, and able to respond. The helper must understand what the helpee is saying and must be able to communicate that understanding. This is sometimes referred to as accurate empathy—the ability to see the problem from the helpee’s frame of reference, undistorted by the helper’s own values, opinions, or biases. It is vital that the helper demonstrate respect for the helpee, that the helpee is seen as worthwhile. Finally, the helper must view the clarification phase as the establishment of a firm foundation for the following phases. The helper must help the helpee to explore the problem and to define in language that the helpee can understand, the thoughts, feelings, and situations that contribute to the problem.

Problem Solving

During the second phase, problem solving, the helper lends his or her own experiences to the helpee as a framework for finding solutions. The helper offers models of personal adjustment for the helpee to use in assessing his or her own coping strategies. The helper brings into play interpersonal skills, such as nondirective listening, clarification, paraphrasing, limited advising, and direct assistance, to assist the helpee in planning feasible courses of action to solve the problem. In this phase, the helper must guard against inventing. The helper is useful only to the extent that he or she is accurate in hearing, interpreting, and organizing. The helper must not allow his or her own values or biases to override his or her perceptions of the problem and of solutions that may work for the helpee.

As the helper responds to the helpee’s disclosures and behavior during this phase, the helpee will need to learn the skills of nondefensive listening. Many of the disclosures may be painful and difficult for the helpee to accept. Through the trust and support offered by the helper, the helpee can learn to listen more objectively and completely to the helper’s feelings, impressions, and responses. It is not enough for the helpee to understand himself or herself abstractly; he or she must understand his or her behavior concretely in terms of its destructive consequences and the need for change.

Action

During the third phase of action, the helper participates with the helpee in making plans and carrying them out. The helpee will need full attention, respect, and support from the helper in order to be able to change his or her behavior toward more constructive and self-fulfilling patterns. The helper should extend himself or herself in any reasonable and human way to help the helpee act on his or her new plans. The helpee must learn to cooperate, involving himself or herself fully with the helper’s efforts to facilitate the helpee’s new behavior. The helpee must accept the need to take personal risks and to practice risk taking, increasing the risk in reasonable steps toward his or her new behavioral objectives. Above all, in this phase, the helpee must begin to act. He or she must practice the skills he or she is learning, continuing them beyond the helping relationship, to build a fuller and more effective life.

If it will benefit the helpee, the helper should be willing and able to share his or her own personal experiences and feelings. Through self-disclosure, the helper can establish an immediacy with the helpee, exploring the here-and-now of the helping relationship. In that supportive context, the helpee can become more aware of his or her own feelings and behavior. When the helpee experiences difficulty in facing crucial issues, the helper should help the person to confront those issues in a constructive way. If the helper gives a different perspective to dysfunctional behavior, he or she can lead the helpee to more accurate and effective ways of viewing his or her assumptions and behavior.

Value of the Model

The Helping Relationship model bridges a large gap in the study of the helping professions. It suggests for the facilitator, the counselor, the teacher, and others in the helping professions some specific skills and strategies for achieving their goals. Although the model is presented in the context of a dyadic relationship, the skills involved are essential to people who are attempting to help in a group, classroom, or other more structured situations. The model specifies learning goals for the helper and clearly defines the learning he or she must facilitate in the helping situation.

People with problems usually feel confused and anxious because of their lack of ability to understand and control the problems confronting them. The Helping Relationships model can be shared with the helpee so that he or she can see some organization, structure, and meaning to the helping process.
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�zx	LATERAL THINKING

Brain Functioning

The concept of lateral thinking was originated by Edward De Bono (1967, 1968, 1972, 1986). It offers alternatives to conventional cognitive processes. De Bono described the brain as (a) a self-organizing system and (b) a self-maximizing system.

Self-Organization

The first feature, self-organization, is the pronounced tendency of the brain to make sense out of the data provided to it by the sense organs. The brain seems to store information largely in patterns. Each bit of information entering the brain becomes a part of one or more patterns already stored in the brain. This means that an attempt to think about one isolated idea or image will bring with it a large amount of associated information. The more fully developed a cognitive pattern is, the more it tends to dominate thinking processes.

Self-Maximization

The second feature of brain functioning, self-maximization, operates to confirm certain patterns as information continues to flow into the brain. Once a pattern has developed, it begins to dominate not only the thinking processes, but the perceptual processes as well. The brain begins to select for recognition certain information that is compatible with the established patterns.

The effect of these two features of the brain’s functioning is to create habits of thought that become entrenched. Although a great number of these patterns are convenient and beneficial to the individual (e.g., control of routine mechanical functions and interpretation of standard signals), many others are self-defeating and dysfunctional. Certain patterns, which may be likened to beaten paths within the brain, tend to imprison the individual, binding the person to a narrow range of options for dealing with his or her experiences.

Vertical Thinking

The term vertical thinking describes the habitual style of thinking that is dominated by the brain patterns. Vertical thinking is logical and linear, e.g., if . . ., then . . ., or “cause and effect.” It operates by establishing and following natural pathways, which link ideas together in ways that are consistent with the stored patterns. Vertical thinking is characterized by a logical analysis with one step or premise following another and building to a conclusion or solution. This may be described as “straight-line” or “analytical” thinking.

Vertical thinkers take the most reasonable view of the situation and then proceed logically and carefully to work it out. They tend to assume that there is only one correct answer to the problem, and the approach used to solve it involves the use of mathematics, a model, a matrix, a decision tree, or some other deductive-reasoning processes.

Lateral Thinking

De Bono believed that there are two general approaches to problem solving. The second approach is “lateral thinking” or “creative problem solving,” in which all the things that relate to the problem are considered. The term lateral thinking describes a deliberate, conscious strategy for interrupting linear chains of thought. It does not destroy patterns, nor does it operate without patterns. Instead lateral thinking facilitates transitions between patterns, thereby widening the range of patterns available for dealing with a particular problem. Lateral thinking also is a strategy for creating new patterns that may be useful.

Lateral thinkers tend to explore all the different ways of looking at something, rather than accepting the most promising and proceeding from that. Lateral thinking is typified by the process of brainstorming, in which all solutions are considered, no matter how far-fetched they may seem at first glance. Lateral thinking requires the ability to draw on experience, break down the problem in various ways, try out solutions, recombine ideas with other ideas, and use one’s imagination.

Techniques

Associated with the strategy for lateral thinking are a number of specific techniques for putting it into operation. These include:

n	Free association: random association of ideas to discover relationships that previously were not known or appreciated; e.g., apple and computer.

n	Reversal: negation or inversion of a central idea or its implications to provide new perspectives; e.g., have the rabbit pull the magician out of the hat.

n	Distortion: exaggeration of specific features of known situations to provide new approaches or to clarify the influences of those features; e.g., make the bridge one hundred miles long.

n	Literalizing: association of an abstract, figurative word or phrase with its literal meaning—taking it at its “verbal face value”; e.g., design a clock that tells time by means of a recorded message.

n	Factoring: dissolution of inhibiting patterns by breaking them down into their component parts for repatterning; e.g., determining the smallest step involved in writing a book.

All these methods for rearranging the elements of the problem and for developing new points of entry result in a wider range of alternatives available for consideration.

The vertical thinking process depends on sequential decisions, all of which must be correct for a useful result. Once we have become imprisoned in the vertical-thinking approach to a problem, we are not free to experiment with our thought processes. On the other hand, lateral thinking permits us to abandon the unsuccessful cognitive path. Although the jump may not be successful immediately, at the very least it frees our brains from the tyranny of the unsuccessful pattern.

Vertical thinking seems to be the primary mode of conscious thought in Western culture. De Bono’s work represents lateral thinking as an appropriate adjunct to vertical thinking, not as a substitute for it. Lateral thinking as a strategy appears to be highly effective in improving application of the vertical processes. It capitalizes on known characteristics of the brain’s methods of processing information.

In some cases, vertical thinking may be best and lateral thinking may indicate dishonesty. In other cases (e.g., see “The Pebble Story,” De Bono, 1968), vertical thinking may fail to produce a solution and lateral thinking may be the best approach. There usually are several acceptable answers to problems that require a creative or lateral approach.

De Bono implies that creativity may not be strictly a gift or genetic endowment; it is a strategic possibility available to everyone. Creative thinking is a teachable skill, reducible to methods and techniques that individuals can learn, practice, and apply to practical problems.
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zx	LOGICAL STEPS IN PROBLEM SOLVING

The use of logical steps in problem solving quickly improves the quality and efficiency of any group discussion. Although the actual steps can be described in various ways, most formulas are founded on a traditional, scientific method that includes the following stages:

n	Define the problem;

n	Collect data about the problem;

n	Create an hypothesis about the cause of the problem or how the problem can be solved; and

n	Test the hypothesis by means of an experiment.

Some flexible plan that utilizes logical steps in problem solving is part of the preparation. A synthesis of the most effective method, created by Hedley Dimock (1987), is presented on the next page.

Use of the Method

The greatest advantage of using Dimock’s suggested steps for problem solving is that it requires that groups separate the suggesting of solutions from discussion of them, thus eliminating a step during which many groups get stuck. It is only natural that when one member suggests a solution, other members will reply with an opinion about the suggestion. This stopping and starting slows down the meeting, makes it difficult for all possible solutions to be stated, and tends to put the person who suggested the solution on the defensive. It does not allow for the various solutions to be compared with one another and to rise or fall on their own merits.

By arguing over suggestions, groups may rob themselves of the opportunity to hear additional ones. Furthermore, people who are shy or people who think that they must be on the defensive against nay-sayers may be reluctant to make suggestions at all. Focused “suggestion sessions,” using methods such as brainstorming, help to eliminate unwanted group discussion.

The technique of brainstorming utilizes the logical steps in problem solving by clearly separating the suggestion of solutions from the discussion of their value. The basic rule in brainstorming is that no one can comment on or in any way belittle the suggestion of another member. The only response to another’s suggestion that is allowed is building on it with another idea. This tends to increase the number and variety of suggested solutions, as the threat of having an idea “shot down” by the group is reduced. Much of the value of brainstorming can be achieved by separating step four (the
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�suggesting of solutions) from step five (the discussion and testing of solutions) in the regular use of logical steps in problem solving.

It is likely that the discussion leader will have to focus considerable attention on keeping these two steps separate in the discussion. This can best be accomplished by getting the group members to agree to use such an approach before they start and by training the group in the use of this approach during the meeting. The leader may point out deviation from the agreed-on procedures and encourage others to take responsibility to see that the problem-solving steps are followed in order.
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�zx	Managerial Decision Making( 

Victor H. Vroom (1973) views all managers as decision makers. The managerial task, according to Vroom, focuses on the social process of determining how problems should be solved rather than on finding solutions. Questions concerning what decision-making processes managers should use, what processes managers do use, what considerations affect managerial decisions, and how much decision-making authority should be shared with subordinates, motivated Vroom to seek answers and to formulate a model of managerial decision making.

Vroom believes that the effectiveness of managerial decisions is influenced by three situational factors, the required quality of outcome, the acceptance or commitment required from group members for effective implementation, and the time allotted to reach a decision. Quality refers to the extent to which a decision impacts organizational performance; acceptance refers to the willingness of employees to implement decisions; and time refers to urgency. Vroom noted that managers make decisions autocratically, consultatively, and by group participation. Any particular style may be effective in one situation and not in another.

Vroom argues that the effectiveness of a managerial decision depends on the manager’s ability to adjust his or her decision-making style in accordance with the requirements of the situation. The decision styles and their behavioral characteristics are shown below. 

Style�Typical Behavior��AI�Decision maker solves the problem alone using only the information available at the time.��AII�Decision maker acquires all essential information from group members singly and makes decision alone. The role of group members is to provide information only; evaluations or alternative solutions are neither solicited nor accepted. Group members may or may not be given information about the nature of the problem.��CI�Decision maker shares the problem and gathers ideas from knowledgeable group members singly without bringing them together as a group. Decision maker makes a decision that may or may not incorporate the suggestions of group members.��CII�Decision maker shares the problem with group members as a group to obtain composite information. Decision maker makes a decision that may or may not incorporate group suggestions.��G�Decision maker shares the problem with group members. In group, alternative solutions are generated and evaluated in an attempt to achieve consensus. Decision maker functions as a facilitator without attempting to influence the group. Decision maker adopts and implements the consensus decision.��Managerial Decision Styles

“A” refers to autocratic styles, “C” refers to consultative styles, and “G” refers to group styles. The roman numeral following A, C, or G represents the behavioral variation within the autocratic, consultative, or group style.

Decision Rules

Effective managerial decision making, then, is a cognitive process in which situations are assessed and subsequently matched with the appropriate decision-making style. Vroom has formulated seven rules that take into consideration the required quality and acceptance of a decision, for use in decision-making processes. Three of the rules safeguard decision quality, and four of the rules safeguard decision acceptance.

	1.	The Rule of Information. If quality is important, and the decision maker lacks the information or expertise to decide alone, then style AI should not be used. AI in this situation would likely result in a low-quality decision.

	2.	The Rule of Goal Congruence. If quality is important, and group members (subordinates) do not support the outcome to be derived from the decision, then style G should not be used. Style G in this situation will cancel managerial control and potentially result in lack of quality.

	3.	The Rule of Unstructured Problems. If quality is important, the decision maker lacks the information or expertise to decide alone, and the decision maker does not know what information is required (i.e., unstructured), then decision making must involve an interaction with those who have relevant knowledge or expertise. Styles AI, AII, and CI should not be used. Style AI does not allow for gathering information; styles AII and CI are less effective because they do not allow the interaction of those with needed knowledge and expertise.

	4.	The Rule of Acceptance. If acceptance is critical, and the decision maker is not sure if an autocratic decision will be accepted, then styles AI and AII should not be used. AI and AII do not allow for participation; they risk nonacceptance by some group members.

	5.	The Rule of Conflict. If acceptance is critical, and there is probable conflict or disagreement over the decision, then styles AI, AII, and CI should not be used. The decision should permit those in disagreement or conflict to interact and resolve their differences. Styles AI, AII, and CI are one-on-one interactions and risk nonacceptance by some group members.

	6.	The Rule of Fairness. If quality is important, and acceptance is critical and not likely to result from an autocratic decision, then styles AI, AII, CI, and CII should not be used. Style G is the best option because all others risk potential nonacceptance by a few.

	7.	The Rule of Acceptance Priority. If acceptance is critical, and group members can be trusted to pursue organizational goals, then styles AI, AII, CI, and CII should not be used. Style G provides the greatest potential for equal participation in the decision and maximizes the likelihood of full acceptance by all group members without risking quality. All other decision styles risk lack of full acceptance.

Applying these rules to any decision situation results in what Vroom calls a feasible set of decision styles, that is, a group of style alternatives that may be effective in the given situation. For example, the rule of information contends that when decision quality is important and the decision maker lacks information or expertise to make a decision, alternative AI should be eliminated. Once alternative AI has been eliminated, a feasible set consisting of AII, CI, CII, and G remains. Vroom suggests that when a feasible set of more than one alternative exists, the alternative that expends the least amount of time should be used. In the example of the information rule, alternative AII requires less time investment and should be chosen.

The Decision Tree

The next figure illustrates Vroom’s formulations as a decision tree that incorporates the seven decision rules into a logical yes/no framework. Using the decision tree enables a manager to quickly and accurately diagnose any decision situation by simply answering the seven questions across the top of the tree.

The use of Vroom’s decision tree encourages managers to carefully consider the factors of quality, acceptance, and time in a decision situation. However, as structured, Vroom’s rules for decision making do not consider the long-term consequences of decision-making processes. Vroom acknowledges that, in the short term, the decision derived from the seven rules may be effective, but, in the long run, may not allow for employee growth and development.

Reference

Vroom, V.H. (1973, Spring). A new look at managerial decision making. Organizational Dynamics, pp. 66-80.



�

�

�zx	Perceptual Blocks

According to James L. Adams (1979, p. 13), perceptual blocks are “obstacles that prevent the problem-solver from clearly perceiving either the problem itself or the information needed to solve the problem.” Adams identifies six perceptual blocks that inhibit both our perception of a problem and our creativity when attempting to solve the problem.

Stereotyping

People tend to label things: professions, clothing, objects, even other people. Stereotyping can be a perceptual block because a label produces a limited and limiting vision of whatever is being labeled. The reason that stereotyping is so easy to do and so prevalent is that it is an important part of the mind’s memory system. When the mind receives new information, it “weeds out” and discards what it judges to be less important. The information retained is classified and stored according to how well it fits with previously existing information. Thus, the mind stereotypes and labels new stimuli in order to “make them fit.”

This structuring, although an essential part of the memory’s method of sorting and filing data, can hinder the creative process. Once we have labeled something or someone, it can be very difficult to look at that object or person in a new way. If we look at a filing cabinet and all we see is an object for storing paperwork, it will be hard to think creatively of other uses. If we look at a young woman in a dress and all we see is a delicate, helpless creature, it will be difficult for us to accept her desire to become a world-class athlete.

We also use stereotyping in a way that is often overlooked. Not only do we label others, we label ourselves as well. Most people know of several things they “cannot do” or “cannot do well.” We also think of ourselves in stereotypes: good father/mother/ spouse/friend, conservative business person, avant-garde artist, etc. The bottom line is: if we think of ourselves in terms of limits, categories, and failings, we will naturally regard the rest of the world in a similar fashion. Creativity cannot emerge from behind a wall of perceptual blocks.

Difficulty in Isolating the Problem

In order to solve a problem, the problem first must be correctly isolated and identified. It is easy to become misled or misinformed when seeking to identify a problem. Adams gives the example of the designers of a tomato picker, who were having a terrible time trying to design a device that would not damage the tomatoes. The problem, as it turned out, was not the device at all: it was the tomatoes, whose skins were too delicate for the pickers. The solution: develop new varieties of tomatoes with thicker, tougher skins. It is easy, especially if one has been told that a certain thing is causing a problem, to focus only on that thing and to overlook the other variables and circumstances surrounding the problem. The true cause of the problem, as in the case of the tomatoes, often is not where one has looked in the first place.

Putting Limits on the Problem and on One’s Thinking

Putting limits may, at first, seem to be the opposite of isolating the problem, but although it is necessary to pinpoint the exact problem, it is not a good idea to limit the possible solutions. A classic example is the “Nine-Dots Problem.” The instructions are simple: draw no more than four straight lines through the nine dots (below), without lifting the pencil from the paper.
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What many people do not realize, of course, is that they are not required to stay within the boundaries of the nine dots; yet most people impose this restriction on themselves. This problem, which with such restrictions is very difficult, is quite simple to solve if one permits oneself to “go outside the nine dots” (see figure on the next page).

In other words, it is beneficial to think in the broadest terms possible when attempting to solve a problem. An excellent example of a problem with the possibility for broad thinking can be found in the San Diego, California, area. A measure has been passed that requires employers to provide flexible hours and other incentives to encourage employees to carpool to and from work. The measure is designed to help
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the San Diego area to deal with its freeway-congestion problem. Although it may prove somewhat helpful, the measure is limited in its assessment of the problem. It deals only with the number of cars on the area’s freeways. This assumes that all travel must take place in automobiles. It does not address the question of mass-transit systems. Moreover, it presents as a solution only the idea of persuading people to carpool. It does not, for example, require employers to allow appropriate employees to telecommute—work at home and communicate with the office via modem, FAX, or telephone. A broad-minded thinker must go beyond the “given” in a situation—here, that people commute to work by car.

Need To Examine a Problem from Various Perspectives

Most of us have been told, at one time or another, “But you just do not understand my point of view!” Unfortunately, this often is true. Problem solvers must be able to divorce themselves from their opinions and look at a problem from another party’s viewpoint. When one considers how many people may be affected by a particular solution, this becomes a difficult proposal indeed.

For example: the local roads commission has proposed that the traffic congestion on Elm Street be eased by widening the road several feet on each side, enough to add two lanes. Some people (those who commute through Elm Street) probably will be very happy to hear this proposal, as they do not like being stuck in the traffic on Elm Street. Owners of businesses located along Elm Street also will be pleased, as more people now will be able to reach their stores with less hassle. Perhaps the city in which Elm Street is located also will encourage the measure, because it will increase tax revenue. However, homeowners whose houses are located on Elm Street may not be pleased that their yards will diminish in size, that their street may become a busy, noisy thoroughfare, and that their properties may, therefore, decrease in value. Parents will be fearful of traffic accidents involving their children and fast-moving vehicles. Obviously, all these viewpoints must be considered before any solution is adopted and carried out.

Saturation

Because the human mind receives far too much input to process and remember, many “ordinary” or “unimportant” stimuli are not stored and are thereby not retrievable. For example, many persons cannot remember the colors in the bathrooms at their offices. They would be unable to recall the exact configuration of the buttons and dials on their television sets. Such data do not need to be remembered, because we see and use them so frequently.

There are times, however, when it becomes necessary to notice and remember details that the brain has labeled as extraneous. Such data could provide keys to identifying a problem or finding a solution.

Saturation also can create difficulty for problem solvers who are searching for that one important detail in the midst of otherwise unimportant data. It can be difficult, for example, for drivers to notice slight oddities in their everyday vehicles, in addition to the car’s customary quirks, squeaks, rattles, buzzers, and blinkers.

Overlooking Sensory Inputs

Human beings have five senses: vision, hearing, taste, smell, and touch. Most of us rely primarily on our eyes and ears to get along in the world. Few people have learned to make use of their noses, tongues, and hands when searching for the solution to a problem. A wise problem solver makes use of all sensory input. A restaurateur, for example, would be foolish to establish a “romantic” bistro with a pastoral view of a dairy farm without first testing the winds.
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�zx	Planned Renegotiation: �The PINCH Model

Planned renegotiation, developed by John J. Sherwood and John C. Glidewell (1973, 1975) and extended by John Sherwood and John Scherer (1975), is based on the premise that relationships in a social system—a pair, a group, an organization, or a community—seldom proceed as planned or expected. The model describes how social systems are established and become stabilized so that work can get done and how change can enter the system.

The Model

As the model describes the probable cycle of relationships, it suggests a strategy for anticipating and controlling change. The cycle consists of four systematic phases.

Sharing Information and Negotiating Expectations

Whenever two or more people begin an association, no matter how brief, they exchange information about themselves. From this information, they begin to predict—although they may not specify—what they can expect from one another and how their association will proceed. Uncertainty is diminished by these implicit or negotiated expectations.

Commitment

As the parties involved begin to understand their respective roles and their shared expectations, they make commitments to one another. The strength of an individual’s commitment and the range of his or her behavior encompassed by the role are measures of the importance of the particular relationship. Whether strong or weak, the commitments represent the agreements by the participants to live up to the expectations. The more important the relationship, the more evidence of commitment is required.

Stability and Productivity

Once commitments are made, the relationship becomes stable. Energy can be turned from sustaining the relationship toward productivity, generally with each person performing in accordance with the shared expectations. Although stability does not guarantee productivity, it is necessary for productive work to occur.

Disruption

It is assumed that a disruption eventually occurs in the stability of any association. The disruption may be internal to the association—one party or the other is not performing in accordance with expectations—or it may arise from some external source, such as the addition of a new person to the group or a reallocation of resources. Disruption is inevitable because individuals, groups, and organizations change as a consequence of interactions with their environments. Thus, new experiences or education may cause disruption, as the changed person returns to the unchanged role.

Opening of the System

When their expectations of an association are disrupted, the participants become uncertain. Their uncertainty is accompanied by anxiety, and the social system of the association is open to change. Expectations are no longer fixed, new information can enter the system, and the renegotiation of expectations can occur.

The paradox is that the very moment the system is most open to change, there are strong inhibiting forces working to return things to “the way it used to be” because of the anxiety that accompanies uncertainty. To relieve their anxiety, the participants might do any of the following.

n	Return to phase one to share information and negotiate new expectations;

n	Terminate the association; or, most likely,

n	Return to the way things were before the disruption.

What often occurs is a ritualized commitment to prior expectations, such as an apology, handshake, or embrace, without admitting into the system the new information. The relationship remains closed to change when the parties deal with the uncertainty and anxiety produced by disruption by returning to the original level of expectations without renegotiation. If this is not feasible, they may end the relationship.

The theory predicts that disruption without renegotiation leads to increasing frequency and intensity of disruption. If the source of disruption is not remedied or improved, if the problem is not addressed, it is likely to persist and to add to the intensity of future disruptions precipitated by new problems. In fact, “return to the way things used to be” is actually a withdrawal of commitment to the relationship or association. The more inflexible the system, the more likely that a final disruptive event will be explosive and destructive.

Planned Renegotiation

The Planned Renegotiation Model offers an alternative course of action. It recommends that an association anticipate disruption and plan in advance for renegotiation of the original expectations. In this way, the participants do not have to make important renegotiations under the stress of uncertainty and anxiety after the disruption, but address these issues as a part of an ongoing, stable process. New information forms the basis for renegotiating the expectations that govern the relationship. When new information is allowed to enter the relationship and is treated in a problem-solving way, new expectations can be formed. These are more likely to be in line with the current realities of the situation, and once commitment occurs, the period of stability is likely to be more enduring before the next disruption.

Even termination of the relationship is likely to be a constructive, problem-solving solution when it is a consequence of renegotiation.

If the parties share this model as part of their mutual expectations, it can increase their tolerance for the uncertainty and anxiety that accompany relationships while expectations are held open during renegotiation. Going through the renegotiation process itself increases the participants’ behavioral skills in doing so.

Pinch

The keys to planned renegotiation are understanding the model of the cycles of a relationship and sharing information whenever a “pinch” is experienced by one or more parties. A pinch is a signal of the possibility of an impending disruption; it describes a sense of loss of freedom within one’s current role. This may be caused by a sense of expanded resources or by subtle constriction of expectations by others. If not addressed, a pinch is likely to become a “crunch"—a major disruption. The question of renegotiation should be raised whenever an individual feels a pinch in the association. Some examples of pinches are as follows:

n	“I think that I would like to go on this trip alone.”

n	“Although I will continue to do the drafting work on this project, I would like to do some engineering work, too.”

n	“I find that I am very hesitant to disagree with you because I am afraid that you won’t like me (then . . . will turn against me).”

n	“I do not express my opinions in this group because all discussions seem to be dominated by a few individuals.”

When the question of renegotiation of expectations is raised at the point in the relationship when one of the members feels a pinch, the parties have more choice and more control over change. They are subject to fewer negotiations “under fire” and they are less likely to become victims of crises or pressures to return to the way things used to be.

The cycle of planned renegotiation can be illustrated as shown on the following page.

It is important that people learn to detect pinches before disruptions develop. A pinch is usually felt by an individual, whereas a disruption is experienced by all parties involved in the relationship. It is therefore the responsibility of the individual who feels 

�

the pinch to raise the issue of renegotiation—rather than asserting that it is someone else’s responsibility—before a disruption engulfs others. All members of the system must understand that anxiety is a natural part of the process and that there must be a mutual commitment to problem solving.

Use of the Model

The Planned Renegotiation model offers a strategy for staying out of trouble rather than getting out of trouble. Those who have implemented the concepts return to praise them and report exciting results. The use of the concepts leads to the learning of behavioral skills through insight, reinforcement, and imitation. In experimental situations, the model can be used to teach process observation and to practice sharing process information. When a group is experiencing anxiety, the model can be used to clarify the situation and the options for the future.

Planned renegotiation is a procedure by which controlled change can enter a system or organization; it is intended to become part of the normative structure of an organization. It is most likely to be successful as a norm-setting intervention in an organization when there is some prior commitment to the concept of organization development. It supplies a theoretical framework to guide behavior in building more productive working relationships.

In using this model, people initially are dealing with the model and trying out problem-solving skills in addition to dealing with the content of the pinch and the situation. Over time, the skills and procedures will become more habitual, and the renegotiation will occur more easily.

It may be helpful to have the parties involved specify in writing what they expect from the relationship (including any desired change) and what they are willing to give in return. In a work relationship, a final, written agreement may specify the agreed-on changes or behaviors expected from each party, including possible sanctions for noncompliance. It is expected that any pinch will be brought up for discussion before noncompliance occurs. Third-party consultation can be very helpful in this process.
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zx	Problem Analysis/Potential Problem Analysis/Decision Analysis

In their book The Rational Manager (1965) and later in The New Rational Manager (1981), Charles H. Kepner and Benjamin B. Tregoe presented their ideas on management and problem solving. They devised a model of the three most important managerial processes: problem analysis, potential problem analysis, and decision analysis. This model is depicted at the end of this article.

According to Kepner and Tregoe, there are four, basic, rational processes that all managers can use for optimal effectiveness, troubleshooting, and problem solving. These processes are based on universal human thought patterns and, therefore, always are applicable and useful.

Problem Analysis

This process is designed to help the manager to deal with a problem that already exists. Problem analysis is particularly helpful when a problem occurs without warning and without apparent cause. The process of problem analysis consists of several steps:

	1.	Define the Problem. Before a problem can be dealt with, it must be defined. All persons involved must be clear and in agreement about what is wrong. A deviation statement must be created, that is, a specific description of the malfunction or problem. Vague or generalized statements are of little help. The description of the problem must be pushed past the vague point until the exact problem—or deviation from the norm—is pinpointed.

	2.	Describe the Problem in Four Dimensions: Identity, Location, Timing, and Magnitude. In this step, the problem (as identified in step one) is described in detail. The manager will need to know:

n	What is being explained (Identity);

n	Where it is observed (Location);

n	When the problem occurs (Timing); and

n	How serious the problem is (Magnitude).

		The second part of step two involves making a comparison between what the problem is and what could have but does not have the problem. For example, a new car stalls frequently. Another car, the same make, model, and year, purchased the same day, does not have this problem. In terms of the four dimensions (identity, location, timing, and magnitude), what are the differences between these two cars? (Compare location, amount of driving done daily, owners’ adherence to maintenance schedules, etc.) Consideration of these factors may be of help in bringing possible causes of the problem to light; it also will serve to discount other factors.

	3.	Reading the Clues: Extracting Key Information. Once an is/could-be-but-is-not list is made (step two), the question, “What is distinctive?” is applied to each factor. In the case of the car, one must determine what is distinctive about the car that stalls in comparison with the car that does not stall.

Car One�Car Two��Stalls

Garaged

Does not receive regular maintenance

Driven 100 miles a day

In California�Does not stall

Garaged

Maintained regularly

Driven 25 miles a day

In New York��		After comparing these factors, one can prepare a list of possible causes. In the case of the car that stalls, possible causes might be:

n	Does not receive regular maintenance and servicing.

n	More run down because of greater use.

n	Warm, dry climate is affecting car’s performance.

	4.	Testing for Most Probable Cause. After all possible causes are identified, it is important to ask of each one: If this is the true cause of the problem, how does it thoroughly explain each dimension of the problem? The true cause must explain each specific effect; we are no longer dealing with generalities. Using this method, it is easy to eliminate many of the possible causes. In the above example, a mechanic might tell the puzzled owner that the California climate is kindest to cars; that extensive driving is good for a car’s system; and that the most likely source of the problem is the infrequent maintenance. To test this hypothesis, the car’s owner needs to begin a program of ongoing, regularly scheduled maintenance. If the car ceases to stall, it is safe to say that a lack of proper maintenance caused the car’s tendency to stall.

Decision Analysis

When evaluating possible courses of action, managers need to evaluate the objectives, alternatives, and potential risks. Decisions can be classified into five categories:

	1.	Complex decisions involve large amounts of information and the input of many people.

	2.	Yes/No decisions involve two alternatives: to take or to reject a proposed course of action.

	3.	Decisions that involve a single course of action: to implement the proposed measure.

	4.	Decisions that involve one alternative: to adopt the alternative measure.

	5.	Routine decisions: hiring, purchasing, developing policies, and so on.

Especially when dealing with complex decisions into which many people have input, it is important to use a rational decision-making method such as decision analysis. By striving to identify the objectives, alternatives, and potential risks surrounding the decision, teams are better able to keep “on course” and are less apt to be sidetracked by personal conflicts or unclear goals.

Potential Problem Analysis

Potential problem analysis differs from problem analysis and decision analysis in that the latter are designed as strategies for coping with immediate situations and currently occurring problems. Potential problem analysis, on the other hand, is designed to assist managers in dealing with the future. Potential problem analysis is a method of predicting future problems and dealing with them before they have a chance to happen. The manager who successfully uses potential problem analysis may seem to others like an eternal pessimist—one who espouses “Murphy’s Law": “What can go wrong, will go wrong.”

The two questions asked during potential problem analysis are, “What could go wrong?” and “What can we do about it now?” Broken down further, potential problem analysis requires the identification of four aspects of the proposed course of action.

	1.	Vulnerable areas of the proposed undertaking.

	2.	Specific potential problems within those vulnerable areas, especially those that pose enough of a potential problem to warrant taking preventative action.

	3.	Likely causes of the potential problems, and courses of action to take to prevent these problems.

	4.	Contingent actions to take, should the first preventative actions fail.

Situation Appraisal

A final tool available to managers, not included in the Kepner-Tregoe model of problem analysis, is situation appraisal. As opposed to problem analysis, potential problem analysis, and decision analysis, which are classified as analytical techniques (they are used to resolve issues and problems), situation appraisal is an evaluative technique; it is used to select and to implement the analytical techniques. By using situation appraisal, managers will be well prepared to utilize the analytical techniques of problem solving and troubleshooting.

The methods of situation appraisal enable a manager to do the following:

n	Recognize problems;

n	Break problems down into their component parts;

n	Establish priorities; and

n	Plan ways to solve problems.

These abilities are represented in the following figure.



Recognize Concerns:

Current or Future

	nñDeviations	nñThreats 	nñOpportunities

Separate:

	nñBreak broad concerns into more clearly defined subconcerns

	nñList additional concerns that must be resolved

Set Priority:

	nñDecide in which order to work on separated concerns

Plan For Resolution:

	nñSelect the appropriate process to resolve each concern

	nñPlan the Who, What, Where, When, and Extent of the resolution��The Stages of Situation Appraisal

Using the techniques of situation appraisal helps managers to evaluate circumstances rationally and set appropriate priorities. When managers and subordinates think each situation through specifically and in detail, consensus can be reached, priorities can be set, and the full energies of the team can be focused on accomplishing each task effectively and without unforeseen problems.
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�zx	Program Evaluation and Review Technique (PERT) and Critical Path Method (CPM)

PERT and CPM originally were U.S. Navy Program Control techniques devised in the 1950s and 1960s to assist program managers to keep Navy-contracted programs on track. They are related to Gantt charts, industrial engineering, and other early (1890-1930) tools of scientific management.

The Program Evaluation and Review Technique (PERT) is an analysis and flow-charting procedure that begins with identifying the sequences of dependent activities necessary to reach a specific goal or outcome. It is a way of charting both simultaneous and sequential activities in order to plan a complete project. PERT is an effective means of scheduling a related sequence of events so that a goal will be accomplished at a previously-decided time.

A variation of PERT is known as CPM, or the Critical Path Method. When using CPM, one plans the PERT “flow chart,” then looks for parallel activities—things that can be accomplished at the same time. The critical path is the activity among the simultaneous ones that consumes the most time. Looking for the critical path can save time by combining activities that can be accomplished simultaneously. When planning a schedule using CPM, it is necessary to plan within the critical path’s time allotment (the time needed for the longer activity) in order to not be caught short on time.

The process requires the answering of certain basic questions:

n	What time is available?

n	What are the actions or tasks to be completed?

n	How quickly can each task be accomplished?

n	Who will accomplish each task?

The key to using PERT is to think backward in time from the desired outcome, not forward from some arbitrarily assigned starting point. For example, suppose we are planning a bank robbery; we would complete the PERT chart as follows:

	1.	Describe the end result and then identify the necessary actions, tasks, or “activities” to achieve each major state, stage, or “event.” List these in chronological order.

	Activities:

a.	Drop off one gun person and the safe cracker in the alley behind 	the bank.

b.	Drop off the other gang members in front of the bank.

c.	Everyone enters the bank at the same time.

d.	The gun people take up their position and point their weapons at 	everyone in the bank.

e.	The counter leaper leaps over the counter and empties the money drawers.

f.	The safe cracker cracks open the safe and empties it.

g.	All members of the gang leave the bank at the same time.

h.	The driver meets the rest of the gang in front of the bank when the robbery is completed.

	2.	Identify the participants. People can be assigned to each activity now or at a later date, depending on whether the person(s) selected will affect the time needed to complete the action. (It frequently is helpful if those involved participate in the planning.)

	3.	Identify the end time (due date or total time allowed) and then back-time each activity. This means that the time required to complete each activity must be computed or estimated closely.

	Timing:

a.	Two minutes to pick the lock on the rear door.

b.	The alarm goes off when the back door is picked; the police arrive in seven minutes, thirty seconds.

c. 	Forty-five seconds to drive from the alley to the front of the bank.

d.	Thirty seconds for the gun people to enter the bank and take up their positions.

e.	Sixty seconds for the safe cracker to reach the safe from the back door.

f.	Thirty seconds for the counter leaper to leap over the counter and start to empty the drawers.

g.	Three minutes to empty the tellers’ money drawers.

h.	Two minutes to open the safe.

i.	Two minutes to empty the safe.

j.	Forty-five seconds to exit from the bank and reach the car at the front curb.

	4.	If there are simultaneous actions to be performed (two or more activities being done within the same time frame), add up the ones that will take the most time. These are the activities that will be shown on the “critical path.” The activities that will be performed simultaneously will be depicted as side paths.

	5.	Draw a diagram (or “flow chart”) of sequential and simultaneous activities, with timing (and personnel, if possible) indicated. It is crucial to identify the necessary activities that will take the most time—depicted as the critical path. The plotting of this path is algorithmic.

	6.	Calculate the time that each activity on the critical path will take and compute the total time backwards; this will indicate when you must begin. If you cannot begin by that time, you must shorten the time required to accomplish one or more of the activities on the critical path. If you cannot do that, you must revise the plan.

If the activities on the critical path are not properly controlled and the phased work brought forward from them, the entire PERT will become bottlenecked. In this sense, there are critical and not-critical paths. Even though all activities may be required for successful completion of the plan or project, the timing of the activities on the critical path is a major factor.
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zx	Six-Step Problem-Solving Model

Developed by Roger Kaufman (1982), the six-step problem-solving model presents a method for solving problems that Kaufman describes as getting from “what is” to “what should be.” Described as a management plan, the model is a series of products—in other words, results of consequential decisions that are arranged in order from start to finish. This process is depicted in the figure on the next page.

In step one, Identify problem based on needs, the gap (need) between current outcomes and desired outcomes (or any gap in results) must be identified.

In step two, Determine solution requirements and identify solution alternatives, all requirements for getting from “what is” to “what should be” must be analyzed. Alternative methods of meeting these requirements also must be identified, although they are not selected at this stage.

In step three, Select solution strategies, one must choose the most effective and efficient means of meeting the solution requirements and achieving the goal.

In step four, Implement, the chosen method of reaching the goal must be put into practice.

In step five, Determine effectiveness, one must determine how well or how poorly the requirements have been met.

In step six, Revise as required, changes in planning and implementation are made as needed to reach “what should be.” When changes are made during the process of problem solving, this is known as formative evaluation. Changes made after program results are complete are known as summative evaluation.
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�zx	Solving Interpersonal Problems

In his book Reaching Out: Interpersonal Effectiveness and Self-Actualization, David W. Johnson (1972) outlines a system or model that can be used to work through a problem that one person is experiencing because of another person.

In order for this procedure to be applicable, the following requirements must be satisfied:

	1.	The problem must be personally important to the individual;

	2.	The individual must be personally involved;

	3.	The individual must truly desire a solution; and

	4.	The problem must be able to be solved.

Once it has been determined that the above requirements are satisfied, Johnson asks that the problem solver write a statement expressing his or her current perception of the problem. The writing of the statement should be spontaneous rather than planned.

Johnson’s model of problem solving comes into play at this point. He asserts that there are four stages of thinking about problems. These stages range from the general and accusative to the specific and behavioral, the latter being thought out, targeted, nonoffensive, and most helpful when presented to another person as feedback. Below is a brief summary of the four stages.

n	Stage One: The problem is bad, the other person is bad, but you personally are not affected.

n	Stage Two: The problem is bad, the other person is bad, and they both affect you in a negative way.

n	Stage Three: The problem is personally upsetting to you because it causes you to feel and react in a certain manner.

n	Stage Four: You realize that something the other person does bothers you, but you also realize that you contribute to the problem.

In an example of how Johnson’s problem-solving process works, the characters are a husband and wife named Joe and Susan. In the example, Joe is experiencing a problem with Susan.

Problem statement: Susan never calls to tell me that she’ll be working late at night.

The next step is to compare Joe’s problem statement with the four stages, and to decide in which stage he is thinking about the problem.

Stage One: Is it a general complaint with no personal bearing on Joe? No, because Joe obviously becomes upset when Susan does not call him to warn him that she will be working late.

Stage Two: Is it a general complaint that involves Joe personally? Yes; Joe is personally affected by the problem, which is described in fairly general terms.

Stage Three: Is it a general complaint that affects Joe personally, and does Joe express his feelings and reactions to this problem? No, Joe does not express his feelings at all. Therefore, this is an example of stage-two thinking.

To sort out this problem, Joe now needs to express how Susan’s failure to call makes him feel or react (how the problem affects him). He responds as follows:

I hate it when Susan doesn’t call to warn me that she’s working late because I figure if she cared enough, she’d call. I’m always careful to let her know if something comes up on my job, and it makes me feel insignificant to know that Susan doesn’t bother to do the same for me. In addition, I can’t help but wonder sometimes if Susan doesn’t call because she’s trying to hide something—is she really working or is she doing something else? At any rate, it’s an inconvenience to me.

By stating how he feels about and reacts to the problem, Joe has clarified his own thoughts about why Susan’s actions bother him. He now has specific feedback that he can give to Susan about how her actions affect him.

To make the transition to stage-four thinking, Joe now must examine how he contributes to the problem. Contributions to a problem may be through actions or a failure to act. This step may be explained with the phrase, “If you’re not part of the solution, you’re part of the problem.” Joe responds:

Maybe Susan doesn’t call me diligently because she thinks it doesn’t matter whether she’s home or not. I realize that I sometimes pay less attention to her than I should. Our routine consists of opening the mail, fixing and eating dinner, watching television, and going to bed. Perhaps if I showed more interest in her work day, and we made time for more quiet conversation at home, Susan would come to value her evenings more and realize that I really do miss her when she’s gone.

 The process of moving a problem through Johnson’s problem-solving process may change the way in which the problem is perceived and understood. It may even change one’s feelings about the problem as a whole. Johnson recommends that, once a person has finished moving a problem through the stages, he or she write down any changes in understanding and/or feelings about the problem. Next, it is helpful to review the list of skills on the next page and identify those that could help to resolve the problem.

Next, it is helpful to list the skills or strengths that one already possesses that would assist in solving the problem. Then Johnson suggests completing the following statement:

In relation to the problem I’ve described and any changes in understanding of and feelings about the problem which I’m experiencing, the following specific changes in my behavior would be helpful in solving the problem: 

Finally, the person who wishes to effect behavioral change should rate his or her willingness to change on a scale from one to ten (ten meaning a high willingness to change). Johnson stresses that the likelihood of change being effected is directly related to the attitude, willingness, and behavior of the person who states the problem. In other words, if a person is experiencing a problem with another person, the other person must not be the only one who is expected to change. The person who is doing the criticizing must also be open and willing to examine how his or her behavior contributes to the problem, and to change those behaviors to help achieve the desired result.



	1. 	Self-disclosure.( 

	2. 	Behavior description.

	3. 	Personal statements.

	4. 	Relationship statements.

	5. 	Direct description of one’s feelings.

	6. 	Nonverbal expression of warmth and liking.

	7. 	Giving the other person helpful feedback.

	8. 	Perception check of the other’s feelings.

	9. 	Confirming the other’s strengths.

	10. 	Reinforcing the other’s strengths.

	11. 	Expressing acceptance of the other person.

	12. 	Understanding response.

	13. 	Negotiating-for-meaning response.

	14. 	Evaluative response.

	15. 	Interpretative response.

	16. 	Supportive response.

	17. 	Probing response.

	18. 	Confronting the other person.

	19. 	Building trust.

	20. 	Modeling ideal behavior.��Reference
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Solving Interpersonal Problems



n	Stage One: The problem is bad, the other person is bad, but you personally are not affected.

n	Stage Two: The problem is bad, the other person is bad, and they both affect you in a negative way.

n	Stage Three: The problem is personally upsetting to you because it causes you to feel and react in a certain manner.

n	Stage Four: You realize that something the other person does bothers you, but you also realize that you contribute to the problem.
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�zx	STRIDE: The Breakthrough Process

The results of an organizational effectiveness survey by Crosby and Scherer (1985) showed that although American organizations tend to do a lot of “problem solving,” the same problems keep reoccurring. Apparently, solutions are agreed on, but the real issues or problems are not addressed. Things that need to be changed exist just under the surface, then rise to the surface somewhere else as the same or “another” problem.

Another reason why the same problems keep occurring is that follow-through is not complete. The STRIDE process, developed by John J. Scherer (1986), is designed to identify root issues and produce high-quality solutions that actually are implemented. The process also creates the potential for a “breakthrough,” which is very different from the typical “solution.”

Breakthrough

A breakthrough is a fundamental shift in the situation, usually experienced as a basic or profound change in the way those involved view the problem—a new mind set. It creates the space for something totally new to happen.

A breakthrough solution is accompanied by unusual amounts of energy released in the people involved as well as by a high level of confidence in the ultimate success of the decision. There is a strong commitment to see that the solution works.

Often, all the information needed for a successful resolution of a problem already is present in the system. Valuable information or a crucial point of view may not be recognized by the person who holds it—much less by the group—or it may not be available in the right format at the right time in order to be utilized. After a breakthrough, people usually say, “Why didn’t we think of that earlier?”

Resistance: Why We Fight the Best Solutions

Most groups and people are afraid of something different. They realize that to attain something, they must give something up. Also, the way in which one thinks about something is very personal and, thus, very precious. By unwittingly holding on to a problem while trying to “solve” it, we allow ourselves to retain our views of the way things are. Many of us would rather be “right” and have valid reasons for why things do not work than be “wrong” about something and obtain the results we want.

Conditions for Breakthrough Problem Solving

In order to achieve breakthrough, the individual or group must be in the right frame of mind (context) and then think about the right things at the right time (process). The context is characterized by four conditions that must exist before the problem is attacked. Within this context, however, virtually any problem-solving process will work.

Alignment

Alignment implies a “critical mass” of participants in agreement on the ultimate purpose of the group or system and agreement about how the breakthrough will contribute to it. All perceive the opportunity as important. There also must be clarity and agreement about how the final decision will be made (i.e., how much influence the boss will have and how much the group members will have).

Integrity

Each individual in the group must believe that the others will do what they say they will do. Everyone must commit to create and maintain trust.

Responsibility

Each person must be willing to take 100 percent responsibility for resolving the situation. The group must identify those who have the power to create the change. No one must blame while waiting for someone else to change. Everyone must believe that he or she makes a difference.

Commitment

The group must state that it is going to see to it that the breakthrough occurs, no matter what. The will and energy to make it happen will rise above “common sense” reasons why it cannot.

Creating the Right Context

To help the group to prepare for the STRIDE process, each member must do the following:

n	Tell the truth, at least to himself or herself.

n	Adopt the position that “I don’t know . . .,” rather than “I already know . . . .”

n	Be willing to let go of whatever is not working.

n	Keep the image of the transformed situation and ultimate mission in mind at all times.

n	Approach the problem-solving session believing it can transform the situation.

n	Allow any cynicism and resistance also to be transformed by the process.

The group members must ask, “What is the problem trying to tell us about our group or system?” and “What will still be unresolved if we solve this specific problem?” The process may have to be repeated until the group reaches the “source issue"—the root of the problem, and each “trip” through the STRIDE questions may produce a new awareness of the situation. Every superficial solution produces new dilemmas.

The STRIDE Process

The odds of achieving a lasting, reality-based solution to a problem are raised appreciatively when these six critical concerns are addressed before deciding.

S: The Situation Now

Any breakthrough must start with what is. Clearly identifying the present situation can help to provide the commitment needed later on. The group members must identify the following:

	1.	What is happening now in the situation we intend to transform?

	2.	What is a recent, concrete example of the problem?

	3.	What/how is the situation costing the group or system? Who is suffering the most?

	4.	Who else do we need to involve or talk to if we are to succeed? Who is affected by or will have to carry out the solution? How should we involve them?

	5.	How will the breakthrough affect our mission/purpose?

	6.	Where is the impetus for change coming from? Who “owns” the problem?

T: The Target

Groups that achieve the most have a clear picture of the possibility a breakthrough represents and direct efforts toward it. Groups that focus only on the problem achieve less than do groups that focus on desired outcomes. The following questions can help the group members to develop a “target.”

	1.	What would success look like? What will happen/not happen (in concrete examples) when we create the breakthrough?

	2.	Who shares this picture of the way things could be? Who would like to see this happen?

	3.	How should these people/groups be involved in the process?

Group members can use guided imagery to envision the way things could be. Useful insights and positive mind sets are generated by this process.

R: Reasons/Restraining Forces

An accurate analysis of the forces that restrain or oppose a solution or breakthrough is necessary. Every problem serves some function in the situation and will leave a hole when the solution is found. The “opposition"—people who hinder the envisioned solution—also must be identified.

The group must accomplish two things in order to deal with these issues. They are:

	1.	Determine why the problem continues to exist. (Why has it not taken care of itself?)

	2.	Conduct and draw a force-field analysis of the solution.

I: Identifying Key Restraints/Ideas

It is necessary to identify the one or two most important aspects of the situation known so far. A single factor, or a cluster of them, usually emerges or is sensed by the group. If members can agree to a commitment to transform that, they have won half the battle. The following questions may help in this process.

	1.	Which of the restraining forces are both significant and reducible?

	2.	Which ones seem closest to the source of the issue?

	3.	What specifically needs to happen that is inhibited by these forces?

	4.	What might the group do about these things?

D: Deciding/Doing/Designing

The views of the minority should be considered. Each alternative should be tested against concerns surfaced so far, then the decision should be made. Total commitment must be obtained. It helps to be clear from the beginning about how the final decision will be made and by whom; this helps to avoid resistance, reluctance to commit, and picky arguments about details. The following questions can help the group to prepare for action.

	1.	What do we agree to do? Are we willing to commit ourselves 100 percent to do this?

	2.	What do we need to have others do?

	3.	What is our plan of action? Who will do what? By when?

E: Evidence of Success/Evaluation

This is an important step and often is overlooked. It closes the loop and creates accountability. When signs of success are identified, the breakthrough is supported in the face of resistance. The questions that follow will help the group members to evaluate their progress.

	1.	What will be the signs of success? What evidence will convince us that a breakthrough has occurred?

	2.	Who will be responsible for ensuring that these things are achieved?

	3.	How long will it take for us to decide or know? Who else will have to agree?

	4.	How will we celebrate or acknowledge our success?

During the STRIDE process, the group must check continually to ensure that all four contextual conditions (alignment, integrity, responsibility, commitment) are present. If one or more is absent, the group must stop the process and work on the contextual issue(s).

Although the process is presented in a linear sequence, it need not occur in that order. If a great idea emerges, it may be most feasible to work outward from there, going backward and forward in the model until all the steps have been covered. If confronted by an obstacle, it may be wise to start with identification of the restraining forces and proceed outward from there.

As with any new process or skill, the time that it takes (and the self-consciousness that it engenders) diminishes as it becomes familiar and experience is gained in using it.

How Trainers and Consultants Can Use the Process

With a work team or intact group, the STRIDE process can be used for problem solving. A suggested format for this is:

	1.	Deliver a lecturette on the four contextual conditions necessary for breakthrough.

	2.	Obtain a statement of group alignment on the ultimate purpose or mission of the group or organization.

	3.	Ask “Who is willing to take personal responsibility for ensuring that a breakthrough occurs here?” Do not proceed until at least one solid commitment has been made.

	4.	Deliver a lecturette on the STRIDE process.

	5.	Post a sheet of newsprint on the wall and record all aspects of the STRIDE process. Tell the group members not to worry about “getting ahead” or “being off the subject.”

	6.	Start with the situation and move ahead.

	7.	Stop periodically to check for the four contextual conditions.

The process can be used as a consulting model to guide the conditions required in one’s working relationships with clients. A description of the STRIDE process can be distributed to key participants, and the similarity between STRIDE and an action-research model of change can be pointed out.

The STRIDE process can be used as an interviewing framework or in making a first personal or telephone contact. It also helps to keep the discussion on track.

In designing training events, the model can be used to ask the client the right questions.

How Managers Can Use the Process

STRIDE is particularly effective as a problem-solving process, both in meetings and for thinking through a problem alone before deciding how to handle it. It also has value as a model of transition management because it clarifies how one wants to work with a new group or organization. Finally, the process can serve as a consultant-client model for the manager, to guide the consultant in dealing with the manager’s issues and in working with the manager and his or her people.
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The STRIDE Process

�zx	Synectics

Synectics refers to the study of human creative processes, especially the manner in which creative processes are used by diverse groups to solve problems. The word “synectics” is derived from Greek and means “to join together different and unrelated elements.” As a discipline, synectics has evolved from research on human creativity that began in 1944. Preliminary results suggested that underlying psychological processes operate during creative activity and that:

n	Creative activity can be increased if the underlying psychological processes are described and understood;

n	Emotions and irrationality are more important than intellect and rationality during creative activity; and

n	Problem identification and problem-solving proficiency can be increased if creative processes are understood and are worked with.

Creative Processes

The creative process is defined by Gordon (1961) as a mental activity used in problem-stating and problem-solving situations from which artistic or technical innovations result. In synectics theory, there are no differences in the psychological processes and mental activity needed for artistic innovation and those needed for technical innovation. Furthermore, the use of the term problem-stating is deliberate and is intended to illustrate the importance of including problem definition and problem understanding as part of the problem-solving process.

Synectics research focuses on creative activity within groups. Research results indicated that groups that maximize their creative capacity for innovative solutions pass through identifiable psychological states prior to reaching a final solution. These psychological states include but are not limited to:

n	Suspension of adult-like disbeliefs about what is possible or not possible;

n	Tolerance of and use of irrelevant material as though it were important;

n	Involvement;

n	Detachment; and

n	The capacity to play with words, meanings, definitions, laws, concepts, and metaphors.

Although synectic researchers believed that creative problem-solving processes contain underlying psychological processes, they also believed that psychological processes are nonobservable and must be inferred from behavior. Therefore, they concluded that creativity in problem stating and problem solving cannot be taught to others based on psychological processes.

The Synectics Process

Synectics research continued with an emphasis on discovering the elements of creative activity that can be defined operationally. From the study of effective, creative problem-solving groups, two elements emerged that consistently drew group members into the prerequisite psychological states for creative problem solving. These two elements, making the strange familiar and making the familiar strange, comprise the synectics process.

Making the Strange Familiar

The primary task of any problem-solving group is to understand the problem. Making the strange familiar (making the unknown known, reducing uncertainty, and structuring the problem) is a natural response to the unknown. Analysis and observation are the most common forms of making the strange familiar. However, a preoccupation with analysis can constrict the group with too much detail. Most importantly, when used alone, this process produces only superficial and ineffective solutions.

Making the Familiar Strange

As the group gains knowledge and an understanding of the problem, the problem or situation becomes familiar. During this second stage, the group’s task is to reverse its thinking and make the familiar strange. Making the familiar strange is a conscious effort to view the known in different ways. It does not attempt to make the known bizarre but rather attempts to view the known in a slightly out-of-focus manner in order to take a different look at it and to insert new meaning into the problem or situation under consideration.

Gordon (1961) describes four mechanisms or psychological tools that groups can use to make the familiar strange.

	1.	Personal Analogy. In a personal analogy or empathic personal identification, the analyst’s psychological detachment is abandoned and one enters into and becomes part of the problem. For example, if one were attempting to solve a problem involving cancer cells, one metaphorically could enter the cancer cell and “become part of the cell” to explore how the cell grows, nourishes itself, and reproduces. Personal identification liberates the problem solver from the problem in terms of its analyzed elements. The process requires the problem solver to completely step out of his or her self and to merge with the problem or situation.

	2.	Direct Analogy. Direct analogies compare problems or situations with known facts, knowledge, and technology. Concepts often are borrowed from seemingly unrelated areas and are used to illuminate parts of the problem. For example, one could draw a direct analogy between closed hydraulic systems and the systemic nature of organizations. Gordon (1961) noted that diversity in the members of the problem-solving group is vital if direct analogy is to be most effective.

	3.	Symbolic Analogy. Symbolic analogies utilize symbolic images to present compressed portraits of the elements or functions of a problem. The images are not necessarily technologically correct but do hold meaning for and are satisfying to the viewer. The symbolic analogy is qualitative.

	4.	Fantasy Analogy. Fantasy analogies are wish fulfillments. They involve questions such as, “How do you, in your wildest fantasy, want this to work?” The operative principle of a fantasy analogy is conscious self-deceit, which means that one must be willing to suspend one’s disbelief by assuming that all laws pertaining to an orderly physical and psychological world are no longer valid. Fantasy analogies are particularly effective when used during the first stages of the making-the-familiar-strange phase and are especially useful for bridging the gap between problem identification and problem solving.

Synectics research has determined that problem-solving groups are ineffective without the use of the synectics process and the four psychological tools presented above. Fortunately, the presence of these tools is not an either/or situation. Synectics research has documented that the mechanisms for making the strange familiar and for making the familiar strange can be learned and developed through practice.

A Formalized Process

Synectics®, Inc., of Boston, Massachusetts, contrasts the synectics process with the brainstorming process (Adams, 1979). In brainstorming, group members are encouraged to generate as many potential solutions as they can, regardless of how outrageous, impractical, or crazy they might seem. The cardinal rule of brainstorming is that group members are not allowed to criticize or make fun of others’ suggestions during the idea-generating process; evaluation of ideas takes place at a later time. The synectics technique, unlike brainstorming, allows for criticism but in such a way that group members do not feel put down or inhibited.

The process begins with a client, who presents a problem to the group. The group then generates ideas and solutions from which the client will choose one. The group leader or facilitator serves only as a secretary, contributing no solutions and thus feeling no responsibility for the group process or for the outcome. The synectics process is depicted on the following page.

The synectics process has two unique characteristics. First, ideas are not free flowing as they are in a brainstorming session. Rather, a few ideas are produced with the specific goal of meeting the client’s needs. Second, criticism is part of the process. The synectics process is designed to make criticism as constructive and as gentle as possible. Criticisms are presented only after two positive statements about the idea have been made; then they are dealt with immediately. This feedback structure greatly reduces the possibility that there will be inhibitions or bruised egos on the part of the solution-generating group. At the same time, the synectics process is designed to encourage clients to be honest about their reactions to the proposed solutions, which increases the chances that they will be pleased with the end results.
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�1.	Task Headline( �One sentence that invites ideas for action vs. unfocused discussion.���2.	Analysis�• Why is this a problem or opportunity?

• Give a brief history.

• What is your ownership/clientship?

• What have you already thought of or tried?

• What would you like from this meeting?���3.	Springboards�Generate “I wish” and “how to” statements by converting facts, feelings, concerns, opinions, and wishes from the Analysis and previous thinking on the subject.���4.	Selection�Client selects a Springboard (or a combination of 2 or 3) to pursue further.

a. If a client has an idea for how to do the 

    selection, have client state the idea.

    (Option: group can add additional ideas.)

b. If client needs help, group generates ways to 

    do the selection.���5.	Summarize Emerging Idea�Client states emerging idea, incorporating selected ways to accomplish it.���6.	Itemized Response�Client’s friendly evaluation of the emerging idea:

1. At least 3 plusses (specific, useful elements; advantages);

2. Key concern(s) in “how-to” form (to invite further �    development of the idea).���7.	Modification�Generate ideas for overcoming concerns (one at a time, in order of importance to the client).���8.	Restatement As Possible� 	Solution�Client states modified Possible Solution that helps to solve a piece (or pieces) of the original task.

The Possible Solution may be checked for:

• elements of newness,

• enough feasibility,

• enough commitment to take a next step.��9.	Next Steps�Client lists actions to be taken, specifying:

• by whom,

• by when.��Synectics®, Inc., Basic Problem-Solving Flow Chart





�zx	The Targeted-Innovation Process

The targeted-innovation (TI) process (Gryskiewicz & Shields, 1983) is an attempt to reconcile creativity with specific, controlled results. Traditionally, managers have not had to concern themselves with employee creativity and innovation. Today, however, change is so rapid and competition so fierce that organizations must adapt and innovate in order to survive. The TI process was developed to assist those managers who are faced with the need to be innovative but who do not know how. Targeted innovation does not allow creativity to diverge indefinitely, but guidelines are set for the innovators to converge on the solutions that will specifically satisfy their needs. The process consists of four stages, which are depicted in the figure below.



Problem Exploration

n	Sharing of Problem Statement

n	Sharing of Brief Background of Problem

n	Purging of Initial Ideas

n	Initial Statement of Problem

Problem Restatement

Idea Generation

Converging and Evaluation

Implementation Planning��The Targeted-Innovation Process( 

Problem exploration

During the initial planning meeting, the manager and a facilitator clarify the problem and prepare for the problem-statement meeting, which will include the resource-group participants.

In the problem-statement meeting, the facilitator announces the initial problem statement that was formulated with the help of the manager. The manager then briefly explains just enough of the background of the problem—such as essential information or any previously attempted solutions—to stimulate ideas. The manager then answers any questions from the participants.

During the “purge” session, participants are encouraged to generate the most immediate, spontaneous, and obvious solutions to the problem. In theory, as the participants state the more obvious ideas, room is created for more creative thinking later on. The manager often can tell from the purge session whether the participants are channeling their thinking in a feasible direction.

Problem Restatement

Next, the manager and the participants restate the problem from all possible perspectives in order to eliminate the chances that the final solution will be biased or inaccurate. Restating the problem also helps to eliminate the possibility that the group will be attempting to solve the wrong problem. By being phrased differently, the problem often can be made more clear and focused. The facilitator must emphasize that this phase simply concerns itself with problem restatement, not with solution generation. The following techniques can help the group to generate a variety of restatements.

n	Restate the problem in a less-specific manner. For example, the initial problem-”How to improve our soap”—could be restated as “How to produce an optimal cleansing product.”

n	Challenge old paradigms. During problem solving, it is easy to take traditional ways of thinking and doing for granted and not to consider changing them. The components of the process or product and assumptions about goals often go unchallenged.

n	Break problems into their individual components. Many factors—people, resources, timing, motivation, norms, distribution, and so on—contribute to the existence of a problem. By breaking problems into individual factors, one can address the factors separately, and the true cause of the problems may surface. For example, difficulty in meeting deadlines may have many contributing factors: scheduling, lack of uninterrupted work time, unmotivated employees, insufficient supplies, and so on.

n	Look for the underlying cause of the problem. Using the above example, difficulty in meeting deadlines may be caused not by staff, scheduling, or supplier problems but by the fact that the organization has expanded too rapidly and needs to scale down its product lines.

n	Dream. Allowing a problem-solving committee or task force to fantasize about ideal situations with no limits can trigger both insights into the problem and creative ideas for later solutions. There may be a way to make at least part of a dream come true.

When the group has generated at least a dozen restatements of the problem, the manager selects or combines one or more to create an appropriate restatement of the problem—one in which the group is interested and that is workable—on which the group can focus and begin to generate solutions.

Idea Generation

During this stage, the group works to generate a number of ideas about the problem statement. This period of creativity is known as brainstorming, which is an idea-generation process with specific rules: quantity is more important than quality; criticism is not allowed; analysis or judgment of others’ ideas is forbidden; and free association and “piggybacking” on others’ ideas are encouraged. The facilitator encourages the group to take risks, to suggest seemingly wild or outrageous ideas, and to build on ideas without restriction. Brainstorming is an integral element of the targeted-innovation process.

Converging and Evaluation

When a sufficient number of ideas have been generated, it is time to evaluate the various options. This usually is done by the manager with the facilitator’s help. If there are ideas or concerns about which the manager seeks clarification, the resource group can be asked to consider them as new problems. During this stage, the manager attempts to choose solutions after all options have been explored and analyzed.

Implementation Planning

Once a solution has been selected, it must be implemented. The resource-group participants supply the manager with all problem restatements and ideas for solutions. Often, the manager will confer with the participants in order to obtain any unrevealed or late-surfacing ideas.

References

Coates, D.E. (1984). Targeted innovation facilitator’s guide. Greensboro, NC: Center for Creative Leadership.

Gryskiewicz, S.S., & Shields, J.T. (1983, November). Targeted innovation. Issues & Observations, pp. 1-5.



�

q	Problem-Exploration Meeting

	n	Client-Facilitator Planning

	n	Determine Initial Problem Statement

q	Idea-Generation Meeting

	n	Problem Statement Shared with Resource �		Group

	n	Brief Background Shared

	n	Purge of Initial Ideas

	n	Problem Restatements

	n	Idea-Generation Technique Used

q	Converging and Evaluation

q	Implementation

��The Targeted-Innovation Process

�zx	Conflict-Resolution Strategies

Conflict is a daily reality for everyone. Whether at home or at work, an individual’s needs and values inevitably come into conflict with the needs and values of others. Some conflicts are relatively minor, easily handled, and simply overlooked. However, other conflicts are of greater magnitude and require a strategy for successful resolution.

The ability to resolve conflict successfully probably is one of the most important social skills an individual can possess. Yet, there are few formal opportunities in our society to learn conflict-resolution skills. Conflict- resolution skills can be learned; and like other skills, they consist of a number of subskills, each separate and yet interdependent. Conflict-resolution skills need to be integrated at both cognitive and behavioral levels (i.e., Do I understand how conflict can be resolved? Can I resolve specific conflicts?).

Responses to Conflict Situations

We develop our own preferred approaches for dealing with conflict when we are children. Even if our preferred approaches do not resolve conflicts successfully, we continue to use them because we lack awareness of alternatives.

Conflict-resolution strategies can be classified into three categories: avoidance, defusion, and confrontation. The accompanying figure illustrates that avoidance is at one extreme and confrontation is at the other extreme of a continuum.

�

Avoidance

Some people attempt to avoid certain types of conflict situations or avoid conflict situations altogether. These people tend to repress emotional reactions, look the other way, or withdraw from a situation entirely. For example, one may resign from a job, leave school, or become divorced. The person either cannot face the situation effectively or does not have the skills to resolve the conflict situation effectively.

Although avoidance strategies have survival value in those instances in which escape is possible, they usually do not provide the individual with a high level of satisfaction. Avoided conflict situations often result in doubts and fear about meeting similar situations in the future and about such valued traits as courage or persistence.

Defusion

Defusion essentially is a delaying tactic. Defusion strategies attempt to tone down and cool off the situation, at least temporarily, or to keep the issues so unclear that attempts at confrontation are unlikely. Resolving minor points while avoiding or delaying discussion of major issues, postponing confrontation until a more favorable time, and avoiding clarification of the prominent issues underlying the conflict all are examples of defusion tactics. As with avoidance strategies, defusion tactics often work when delay is possible. However, such tactics typically result in feelings of dissatisfaction, anxiety about the future, concerns about oneself, and decreased self-esteem.

Confrontation

The third major conflict-resolution strategy involves confronting conflicting issues or persons. Confrontation can be subdivided into power and negotiation strategies. Power strategies include the use of physical force (i.e., a punch in the nose); bribery (i.e., money and favors); and punishment (i.e., withholding love, money). Power tactics often are very effective from the point of view of the “winner” or “successful” party in the conflict. Unfortunately, the real conflict may have only just begun. For the “loser,” getting even, hostility, anxiety, and actual physical damage frequently are the residual effects of win-lose power tactics.

Negotiation strategies, unlike power confrontations, present opportunities for both sides to win. The objective of negotiation is to resolve the conflict with a compromise solution that is mutually satisfying to all parties involved in the conflict. Of the three conflict-resolution strategies, negotiation seems to provide the most positive and the least negative residuals.

Negotiation Skills

Successful negotiation requires skills that must be learned and practiced. These skills include:

n	the ability to diagnose the nature of the conflict;

n	effectiveness in initiating confrontation;

n	the ability to listen and willingness to hear another’s point of view; and

n	the ability to make use of problem solving processes in bringing about a consensus decision.

Diagnosis

Diagnosing the nature of a conflict is the starting point for any attempt at conflict resolution through negotiation. The most important issue that must be decided is whether the conflict is a values-driven (ideological) conflict, a “real” (tangible) conflict, or some combination of both. Value conflicts are extraordinarily difficult to negotiate. If, for example, one party to the conflict believes that women should be treated as equals in every phase of public and private life, and another party believes that women should be prohibited from performing certain activities, it would be difficult for both parties to arrive at a mutually agreeable solution.

However, differing values are significant only when conflicting views affect the parties in some real or tangible way. As an example, if one’s values regarding women’s rights results in a woman being denied employment for which she is qualified and that employment is desired by her, then there is basis for a negotiable conflict. Neither party needs to change his or her personal values in order to reach a mutually acceptable resolution on the tangible issue. Notwithstanding, if each opposing party stands on value laden principles and maintains a value conflict, the likelihood of resolution is minimal. But if the conflicting parties focus on the tangible effects within the conflict, they may be able to negotiate a realistic solution.

The Israeli-Arab conflict provides a good example of this point. In order to resolve a tangible element within the conflict—i.e., who gets how much land—the ideological differences between Israelis and Arabs need not be resolved. Land usage is the tangible element of the conflict that is amenable to a negotiated settlement.

Critical diagnostic skill is an ability to determine whether a conflict is a real (tangible) or a value conflict. If the conflict is a conflict in values resulting in nontangible effects on either party, then it is best tolerated. However, if tangible effect exists, then the tangible elements can be resolved.

Initiation

The second conflict-resolution skill is effectiveness in initiating confrontation. Confrontation does not mean attacking or demeaning the opposing party. Attack almost always elicits a defensive reaction that blocks a quick resolution of differences. A more effective way of confronting is for one party to state the tangible effects that the conflict has on him or her. For instance, “I have a problem. Due to your policies on hiring women as executives, I am unable to apply for the supervisory position that I feel I am qualified to handle.” Stating tangible effects is more effective than saying, “You male chauvinist pig; you’re discriminating against me!” In other words, confrontation is not synonymous with verbal attack.

Listening

After confrontation has been initiated, the confrontor must be willing and able to listen to the confrontee’s point of view. If the confrontee’s initial response is not what the confrontor had expected to hear, defensive reactions within the confrontor can follow. Argument-provoking replies should be avoided at all costs. The confrontor should not attempt to “defend” himself or herself, explain a particular position, or make demands and threats. Instead, the confrontor must be able to engage in a skill termed reflective or active listening.

In reflective listening, the confrontor listens, reflects back, and clarifies the confrontee’s position. When the confrontor has interpreted the conflicting position to the satisfaction of the confrontee, then the confrontor should again present his or her own point of view, being careful to concentrate on tangible outcomes and avoid value-laden statements. Usually, when people listen to one another, defenses are lowered and both parties become more receptive to other points of view. When both parties are skilled in reflective listening, the likelihood of successful negotiation is greatly enhanced.

Problem-Solving

The final skill necessary for successful negotiation is the use of problem-solving processes to negotiate a consensus decision. The steps in this process are simply stated and easy to apply. They are:

n	Clarifying the problem, identifying tangible issues, and determining where each party stands on the issue.

n	Generating and evaluating possible solutions. Realistically, generating and evaluating alternative solutions should be done in two steps. First, all possible solutions should be surfaced in a brainstorming session, and, second, each proposed alternative should be evaluated.

n	Deciding together which is the best solution. The one solution most acceptable to both parties should be chosen. This is a consensus—not a voting—process.

n	Planning the implementation of the solution. How and when will the solution be carried out?

n	Planning for an evaluation of the solution after a specified period of time. The last step is essential because the first solution chosen is not always the best or most workable. If the first solution has flaws, the problem-solving process should be begun again at step 1.

Because negotiation is the most effective of all conflict-resolution strategies, the skills necessary to achieve meaningful negotiation are extremely important in facing inevitable conflicts.
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�zx	Managing Conflict from the Inside Out

Marc Robert’s (1982b) system for managing conflict is based on the premise that strife is best handled by those who have a clear sense of themselves. Therefore, the key to conflict management is self-awareness. Robert suggests strategies for dealing with interpersonal conflict. These strategies include advice on how to avoid becoming embroiled in unproductive conflict, how to handle unavoidable conflict, how to use power and problem solving in managing conflict, and how to help others handle conflict. Finally, he offers some ideas about what to do when you are the loser in a conflict.

Self-Awareness: The Key to Conflict Management

We cannot trust ourselves in conflict situations because the stress we experience usually short-circuits rational responses. But the more people learn about how they might react to controversy, the greater the chances to act appropriately. Still, the requirement to examine oneself can make one uncomfortable. When one pushes through the discomfort, however, the payoff is a more self-confident and hassle-free lifestyle.

For those of us who are not “naturals” at handling conflict, Robert recommends four pathways to self-awareness:

Pathway 1: Intrapersonal awareness. When you are faced with conflict, there is usually a conversation going on inside you. Pay attention to it. If the person with whom you are in conflict can predict your responses better than you can, you are seriously handicapped in emotionally charged situations. To become more aware of your feelings, practice listening to yourself during emotional moments. Avoid lying to yourself or denying your true emotions when you are involved in a conflict.

Pathway 2: Scanning others for clues about ourselves. Redevelop your radar, which may have atrophied from disuse and self-protection. Look for subtle changes in the voices, facial expressions, or body language of others. Pay special attention to people who are not intimidated by you. Analyze reactions to your clothing, adornment, and grooming. Experiment with different (not bizarre) behaviors. Pay attention to the teasing you receive.

Pathway 3: Seeking feedback from others and practicing self-disclosure. Feedback prevents us from judging ourselves by our intentions while others judge us by our behaviors.

Pathway 4: Formal and informal behavioral appraisal. Behavioral-science instruments provide self-knowledge by a procedure that is less demanding than those mentioned above. The following two instruments are useful:

The Thomas-Kilmann Conflict Mode Instrument (CMI) (Thomas & Kilmann, 1974), which measures relative use of five conflict-handling modes in situations in which one’s wishes differ from those of another person.

The Conflict-Management Style Survey (CMSS) (Robert, 1982a), which reveals a person’s style of response to everyday conflict. Robert’s book (1982b) includes the CMSS and activities to help respondents to share results.

How To Avoid Becoming Embroiled in Unproductive Conflict

We all know people who seem to spend their lives embroiled in conflict. These people probably are doing exactly what they need to do, given their perceptions of reality. Conflict can help to clarify issues, strengthen relationships, solve problems, and enrich our lives. However, conflict also can be unproductive and destructive. Following these rules can help to avoid unproductive conflict:

	1.	Know the difference between your principles and your preferences. Refuse to “sweat the small stuff.”

	2.	Test your expectations against reality. When we expect more than others are prepared to give, we run the risk of unwarranted conflict.

	3.	Save and spend trust credits. In the give-and-take of human relations, accounts of trust and credibility credits are slowly built up. Everyone in an inequitable relationship feels uneasy. When trust accounts are out of balance, the potential for unproductive conflict increases.

	4.	Handle criticism as a live bomb. Our species has not evolved enough to accept criticism gracefully. Therefore, consider these cautions:

n	Examine your intent before you criticize.

n	Study the potential recipient’s vulnerability.

n	Consider modeling the desired change instead.

n	Describe behavior without a value judgment.

n	Wait five minutes; the critical urge may pass.

n	Criticize kindly and constructively.

	5.	Practice the power of optimism. Emulate the behavior of cheerful people. Most people with whom you are in conflict want to stop hurting just as much as you do. When involved in a game of “ain’t it awful,” work to change the focus.

	6.	Be aware of personal-growth hazards. Ironically, pursuit of self-knowledge to improve relationships may put us so far “into ourselves” that we lose sensitivity. Examine what is happening; become aware of the responsibilities of living among others.

	7.	Recognize day-to-day conflict traps. Avoid stressors, such as:

n	crowding in the home or work environment;

n	overstimulation by telephones, odors, etc.;

n	rushing to meet time binds;

n	concerns regarding physical safety;

n	problems with transportation;

n	living beyond one’s financial means;

n	overcommitment to projects and people; and

n	failure to look after your own physical health.

	8.	Avoid assumptions. The human mind refuses to stay empty in spite of lack of information. Consider what you do when you are unclear about an interpersonal message.

	9.	Sensitively anticipate destructive conflict. Avoid incipient conflicts by sharing information and negotiating expectations, by defining roles, and by renegotiating roles as necessary.

How To Handle Unavoidable Conflict

Regardless of what we do to minimize conflicts, we are faced with disruptions. The following techniques can help in coping with them:

n	Systematic Desensitization. Perform relaxation techniques, vividly imagine the impending conflict until you become tense, and then resume the relaxation techniques. Repeat until the crisis has passed.

n	“Psyching Down” Through Relaxation. Condition yourself to relax when crises are imminent.

n	Centering and Self-Monitoring. When conflict strikes, ask yourself whether you are in touch with your inner emotions, whether you are focused on the here and now rather than what might or already has happened, and whether your body language expresses control of yourself.

n	Putting It in Perspective. Believing that “this, too, shall pass” can be liberating. Situations rarely turn out as badly as anticipated.

n	Examining Ogres. The worst ogres are in our minds. Identifying and exploring the worst-case scenario can restore emotional equilibrium.

n	Thought Stopping or Diversion. By rationally blocking anxiety-producing thoughts, we can restore our emotional equilibrium. Some behaviorists suggest placing a rubber band on one’s wrist and snapping it to cause pain when unwanted thoughts appear.

Conflict often involves anger. We can deal positively with our own anger by understanding that its source almost always is a perceived threat. We can effectively confront the anger of others by not allowing it to hook us into conflicts that are none of our business; by recognizing the futility of attempting to dissolve fear or anger in others through logic; by stating what we feel and want as clearly and pleasantly as possible; by being reasonable but sticking to our principles; by training ourselves to renege on statements made in the heat of anger; by ignoring abuse and responding only to reasonable statements; and by avoiding escalation.

Robert recommends fourteen strategies for communications that involve conflict:

	1.	Avoid being judgmental.

	2.	Deal with present behavior rather than past or potential injustices.

	3.	Pay attention to the nonverbal content of communication.

	4.	Use “I” messages that describe behaviors, feelings, and effects; e.g., “When I did not receive a call back from you, I feared that the deal was off,” not, “You never return calls.”

	5.	Practice strategic openness about feelings.

	6.	Choose your words carefully.

	7.	Allow the other party to withhold information about feelings, which paradoxically often makes disclosure safe for the other person.

	8.	Restate what the other party says.

	9.	Actively listen to the other party.

	10.	Use questions of clarification; avoid accusatory questions.

	11.	Break the interruption habit by using silence and delayed response.

	12.	Do not fear to tell others that they are correct about something.

	13.	Avoid interpreting the motives of others.

	14.	Refrain from giving advice.

Conflict sometimes leads to violence. Learn to recognize the signs of potential attack. Identify avenues of escape. Respect other’s positions and refrain from escalating passions; maintain nonthreatening body posture; speak calmly, firmly, and soothingly; do not touch a potentially violent person; suggest a move to a more spacious environment; listen intently to your adversary; refrain from mind reading; use distracting questions to defuse violent energy; and begin with the least aggressive methods.

If all else fails, some high-risk methods may head off violence. Although it may be best and most appropriate to keep humorous insights to oneself, sensitively and well-delivered humor can defuse a conflict. Hard-shock methods (such as yelling and using words like “stop,” “shutup,” or “that’s enough”) may startle the other person and prevent escalation, but they are risky. Dire predictions regarding the conflict (such as “Do you want to end up in jail?”) may interrupt the situation long enough to restore sanity. Finally, if you have exhausted all your resources to no avail, leave the scene with as much dignity as you can muster.

How To Use Power and Problem Solving �in Managing Conflict

The use of power per se is neither good nor bad. How to use power depends on several circumstances, including what kind of power is being considered. Robert identifies eight types of power:

	1.	Natural power, which is derived from attributes, such as beauty, size, strength, intelligence, and wisdom.

	2.	Acquired power, which is obtained by study, hard work, and so on.

	3.	Top-dog or parent power, the power of domination. (This form of power is abused, resented, and resisted.)

	4.	Force or coercive power, whose results are risky and unpredictable.

	5.	Underdog or “helpless” power, achieved by destructive, manipulative resistance, diversion, and delay.

	6.	Independence power. Others control us only by controlling what we want.

	7.	Interdependence power, the power derived from the support of friends.

	8.	Self-confidence power, which helps us manage conflict in ways that enable us to feel good without having to make others feel bad.

Robert suggests two specific methods to solve problems:

	1.	Practice Problem-Centered Self-Talk. Send yourself the following problem-focused messages:

n	Self-Talk Message 1: “This is a situation that needs careful attention. How can I (we) work it out?”

n	Self-Talk Message 2: “There is always something that I (we) can do that will work better than this mess we are in now.”

n	Self-Talk Message 3: “They [whomever you are in conflict with] are doing exactly what they need to do. I can control only what I do.”

	2.	Practice the Six-Step Problem-Solving Process:

n	Step 1: Define the problem.

n	Step 2: Clearly state what you think.

n	Step 3: Generate possible solutions.

n	Step 4: “Reality test” each solution.

n	Step 5:  Make a “what-if” contingency plan.

n	Step 6: Do it.

How To Help Others Handle Conflict: �Being an Effective Third Party

Most of us are untrained as peace makers. Nevertheless, as parents, friends, lovers, family members, bosses, and colleagues, we are asked to help others work out their conflicts. Before becoming involved, determine whether you have the resources to be helpful, whether it is too late to be of help, whether the parties could resolve the conflict better on their own, whether your intervention is desired, and whether it feels right to meddle.

If you do intervene, recognize the limits of your power and your own vulnerability. As referee, confer one-on-one with each side to obtain an accurate picture of the conflict. Often, disputants are not equally powerful, so balance power through ground rules on matters such as “equal air time.” Negotiate on neutral turf and allow both parties adequate time to prepare. Determine early whether each party is motivated to resolve the conflict. Then help them to identify points of agreement, so that they can make at least one positive connection. Make sure that an alternate third party is available, if the dispute will be protracted. You may not always be available, and the alternate mediator could keep the peace process on track.

As manager of the communication, try this seven-step process of mediation:

	1.	Elicit a suggested solution to the problem from one of the disputants.

	2.	Check the suggested solution with the other party.

	3.	Elicit and check out proposals until both parties agree on a course of action.

	4.	Work out details of the plan and obtain implementation commitments.

	5.	Closely monitor the follow-through and make alternate plans as needed.

	6.	Do not despair if agreement is not reached; look at alternatives.

	7.	Persist; don’t give up.

What To Do When You Lose

The law of averages guarantees an occasional interpersonal defeat. Defeat is a stressful experience. For these occasions, Robert recommends one or more of the following coping strategies:

	1.	Physical activity—aerobic exercise—to relieve stress.

	2.	Thought control, e.g., positive denial, healthy distraction, altered perception, acceptance (not toleration), reprograming belief systems, patience, and learning from mistakes.

	3.	Let go of negative thought patterns and stressful emotions.

	4.	Social and environmental nurturing by distancing oneself from the problem; seeking relief by enjoying pleasant sights and sounds, diversifying interests, or seeking the support of friends.
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�Eye Contact

Avoidance; shifty	Hard and unblinking

eye movements	stare

	

(Practice focusing on various parts of a person’s face until you become comfortable with direct eye contact. From four feet away, people cannot tell where you are looking.)

Facial Expression

Misfit with	Perfect fit

verbal message	with verbal message

	

 (Some people smile when they are angry, talk about happiness with a pained look on their faces, or have no expression at all. If you are to be taken seriously, there must be some consistency between your face and your words.)

Gestures

Hardly any	Extreme

movement	animation

	

 (Movement of the body must also match the verbal message. Inappropriate gestures can confuse and distract. When in doubt, be economical with your movements. Be aware also of excessive coughing, blinking, and other mannerisms that may cause confusion or misinterpretation of the message.)

Body Orientation

Slumped and 	Direct, face-to-face,

leaning-away stance	head-on stance

	

 (A modified frontal stance angled about 20 degrees from face-to-face posture seems to be most acceptable for confrontation that reflects assertiveness but not belligerence or passivity.)

Continuua for Self-Ranking �Nonverbal Behaviors

�zx	Managing Intergroup Conflict

Various subgroups of organizations are prone to conflict with one another. The divergent interests and perspectives of unions and management obviously lead to controversy. Departments at the same or different levels of an organization often engage in struggles over resources or rewards. In large, multiunit organizations, there are inherent differences that lead to strife between headquarters and field units. Mergers and acquisitions sometimes create disharmonious marriages between unequally powerful and previously independent organizations. The age, gender, political, ethnic, and racial cleavages of our society often are expressed in organizations as informal subgroup allegiances that result in friction.

If organizations are to be effective, it is imperative that they deal with the omnipresent intergroup conflicts. Robert Blake, Herbert Shepard and Jane Mouton (1964) developed a theory to analyze intergroup conflict.

Nine Classifications of Conflict Resolution

Blake, Shepard, and Mouton’s (1964) theory categorizes intergroup conflict into nine classifications of likely conflict resolution. According to the theory, feuding groups choose from the nine methods to resolve their disagreements, in accordance with their basic assumptions about the conflicts. The theory posits that parties will base their assumptions about a conflict on two factors, their orientation toward the conflict and the importance of the issues involved. The theory encompasses three levels of conflict importance and three possible orientations to the conflict. Taken together, the two factors account for the nine different classifications of possible conflict resolution.

Three Levels of Importance

The three levels of conflict importance are:

n	High-payoff conflicts, in which the participants are actively involved;

n	Moderate-stakes conflicts, in which the participants are moderately involved; and

n	Low-payoff conflicts, in which participants are only passively involved.

Three Orientations

Depending on the level of importance the groups give to the controversy, each of the three orientations can lead to one of three different modes of conflict resolution. The orientations and their associated resolutions follow:

Orientation I. The clash can not be avoided and agreement is unattainable. If disputing groups view the conflict as unavoidable and irreconcilable, it is likely that they will assume that the disagreement will be resolved by a decision in favor of one party and against the other.

For example, the hypothetical Riverdale and Jefferson campuses of the University of the State of Lincoln are vying to become the location for an institute to research and develop supercomputer technology. Both divisions of the university want to establish the new activity in order to build reputation, to maintain employment, to attract other grant funds, and to provide promotional opportunities for personnel. Each campus has prepared presentations to the state university’s board of regents, touting its own competitive advantages. Community leaders in the two potential locales have supported the proposals, offering to donate municipal land for the construction and proposing to build access roads. A favorable outcome for both campuses is mutually excluded, because there will be only one center. This is the classic zero-sum game; if I win, you lose, and vice versa.

Under this orientation, there are three possible resolutions:

	1.	One side will lose a winner-take-all fight over a high-payoff conflict. In the example, both campuses could invest substantial discretionary resources in proposals and public relations campaigns to lobby for a decision that the university’s board of regents will make in favor of only one campus.

	2.	A third party will adjudicate a moderate-stakes dispute in favor of one party or the other. If the two university administrations will be only moderately affected by the outcome but still cannot agree between themselves, they might seek an early decision by an impartial board of regents study group, thus saving one of the campuses the expense of unnecessary plans and proposals.

	3.	The parties will allow fate to determine the outcome of a low-payoff conflict. If the university’s administrations perceive that they have little to gain or lose, they might make little or no effort to influence the decision. The decision by the regents would almost—but not quite—be a flip of a coin. The regents probably would study the decision systematically, but from the point of view of the two university administrations, the decision would be left to chance.

Orientation II. The clash can be avoided because the groups can act independently. In this situation conflict is avoidable, but the two parties will be unable to agree on a resolution.

For example, each of two identical refineries of a major petrochemical company acts autonomously in its market. In this case, the engineering departments of the two refineries disagree about the schedule for modernizing certain equipment. The management of one refinery claims that it would be a better strategy to postpone introducing more efficient equipment until the following fiscal year when interest rates for the needed capital are predicted to decline, even though the delay will diminish near-term profits slightly. The management of the other refinery believes that the greater efficiency will decrease costs sufficiently to offset the higher interest costs. Engineers for both refineries concede that it is impossible to predict how efficiently the new equipment will work until it is actually installed. Financial analysts for both sides also concede that the anticipated decline of interest rates is by no means guaranteed. Hence, neither side of the controversy can predict how much money the new process will save and how much its immediate installation could compensate for extra interest costs. However, it is known that the dispute cannot be settled by a compromise; at either refinery the equipment will be installed this fiscal year or it will not.

This orientation also permits three possible resolutions:

	1.	One of the groups can defer to the other, if the payoff is high but interdependence is unnecessary. Blake, Shepard, and Mouton (1964) characterize this outcome as a form of “withdrawal.” One of the two refineries’ managerial staffs might simply decline to contest the analysis of the other staff. Thus, any company-wide decision about installing the new equipment would be influenced solely by the other group.

	2.	The parties of the conflict can be kept apart in a situation of only moderately high payoff. It may be decided that the two refineries can act independently on the issue of introducing the new equipment. In effect, the company would thereby decentralize the decision about which strategy is correct. The two refineries might make different decisions about introducing the equipment. To the extent that the refineries are truly independent, this state of affairs might reduce conflict without doing great harm to the overall business.

	3.	When decision payoffs are low, the parties might resolve a conflict by acting indifferently to the disagreement. For instance, the two refineries could ignore their difference regarding the best economic strategy for modernizing the equipment.

Orientation III. The clash can be resolved in the context of interdependence. The participants view the conflict as one for which agreement is possible, although the conflict definitely exists.

For example, a labor union and management may disagree about the type of medical benefits to be provided under the upcoming contract. The members of the union have voted to strike if the organization will not agree to an insurance plan under which the members can choose their own physicians and make reimbursement claims against the policy. Management, on the other hand, is adamant that the organization continue using its apparently less expensive, prepaid health plan, which requires members to see the physicians and specialists on duty at a clinic.

The third orientation also allows three possible resolutions:

	1.	The parties to the conflict can come up with a solution that is advantageous to both parties, if the payoffs are sufficiently high to encourage creative problem solving. Ideally, this is the “win-win” outcome. For instance, instead of either medical plan by itself, the two sides might agree on a “wellness in the workplace” plan. The plan might be structured to give the employees a medical-insurance policy with an employee deductible that makes the premium affordable for the company. Alternatively, the plan might retain the less expensive prepaid medical provider. In a third alternative, employees might have a choice between the affordable insurance and the prepaid medical care. However, under all three options, the deal would be sweetened for the employees by providing company time to participate in health activities, such as stress-management workshops, aerobic exercise, safety courses, and stop-smoking programs. The company wins under this program, too, because healthier employees might be both more productive and less costly as health-insurance risks.

	2.	The parties could arrive at a compromise decision that “splits the difference,” if the issue offers both sides only moderately high payoffs. The labor-management dispute might be solved by contracting for a medical insurance plan with a higher employee contribution than the union wanted. This way both sides give up something to get something. The company has to pay more for medical benefits than it wished, and the union has to convince its members that they are better off paying somewhat more of their own money in order to have a choice of physicians. Under a compromise, both sides get less than they wanted but both sides get a decision with which they can live.

	3.	If the payoffs are low, the parties can make a de facto compact to agree to disagree. In effect, they will smooth over their differences in the interests of peaceful coexistence. The negotiations between the company and the union could focus on issues other than the medical plan, which both sides regard as a relatively trivial matter. The union negotiators might get more important concessions in other areas, which allow them to convince their members to overlook their discontent with the medical benefits. While the union is free to raise the medical benefits issue in a subsequent negotiation, for now both sides have agreed that the issue is less important than the other issues on which they have agreed.

Summary: A Conflict-Resolution Matrix

In summary, there are nine possible ways in which the three conflict orientations and three levels of conflict importance can be combined. According to the theory, each of the nine possible conflict resolutions corresponds to one of the nine combinations of conflict orientation and importance depicted by the matrix on the next page.
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�zx	Modes of Conflict

Thomas (1976) defines conflict as the “process which begins when one party perceives that the other has frustrated, or is about to frustrate, some concern of his” (p. 891). Concerns in this sense refer to needs, wants, and values. Thus, “conflict situations” are situations in which the needs, wants, or values of two parties clash or in some way interfere with each other.

Thomas (1976) argues that conflict itself is not harmful. It can be made helpful or harmful, however, depending on how one handles and responds to the conflict. Similarly, Thomas and Kilmann (1974) theorize that all reactions to conflict stem from two general impulses: (a) the desire to satisfy personal concerns, which is manifested as assertive behavior, and (b) the desire to satisfy the concerns of others, which is manifested as nonassertive behavior. These two behavioral dimensions provide the foundation for what Thomas and Kilmann call conflict-handling modes.

Five Basic Reactions to Conflict

Thomas and Kilmann (1974) discovered that people react in one of five basic ways when faced with interpersonal conflict: by competing, collaborating, compromising, avoiding, or accommodating. Working from research by Thomas (1976) and by Blake and Mouton (1964), Thomas and Kilmann developed a figure that illustrates these behaviors. The five behaviors are arranged along two dimensional axes: from assertive to nonassertive and from cooperative to uncooperative. The figure below depicts the two dimensions and the various responses to conflict.

�

Modes of Handling Conflict( 

Competing

The competitive style is characterized by a desire to satisfy one’s own concerns at the expense of others. Competitively oriented people often act in an aggressive and uncooperative manner. Win-lose power struggles and attempts to dominate are common. The opposite of the competing mode is the accommodating mode.

Collaborating

The collaborative style is characterized by a desire to satisfy both parties’ concerns in a dispute. People with a collaborative orientation tend to demonstrate highly assertive and highly cooperative behavior. Collaborative people value mutual benefit, integration, and win-win solutions. The opposite of collaborating is avoiding.

Compromising

The compromising style is an intermediate, “middle-of-the-road” approach to conflict. Compromising people are satisfied if both parties in a dispute achieve moderate—if perhaps incomplete—satisfaction. Each side gives up something to gain something in exchange. A person who practices the collaborative style neither fully avoids the problem nor fully collaborates with the other party. The compromising mode is at the midpoint of both the cooperativeness and the assertiveness scales.

Avoiding

People who practice the avoiding style tend to behave as though they were indifferent both to their own concerns and to the concerns of others. The avoiding orientation often is expressed through nonassertive and uncooperative behavior. Avoiders prefer apathy, isolation, and withdrawal to facing conflicts. They tend to rely on fate to solve problems instead of trying to make things happen.

When faced with a potential conflict, an avoider might seek to distract attention from the issue or might attempt to ignore the issue entirely. Depending on the circumstances, this behavior can be perceived either as evasive or as effective diplomatic maneuvering.

Accommodating

People who favor the accommodating style are more concerned with pleasing others than with meeting their own needs. They tend to be nonassertive and cooperative. People who practice this style of conflict management sacrifice their needs and desires in order to keep the peace and to make others happy.

According to Thomas and Kilmann, people are not locked into one style of conflict management and potentially can utilize all the styles. However, individual differences and experiences tend to make each person more comfortable with one or two styles; these styles, therefore, are the ones that the person is most likely to employ.

The Instrument

Thomas and Kilmann (1974) developed the Thomas-Kilmann Conflict Mode Instrument to assess people’s preferred modes of response to conflict situations. The instrument1 consists of thirty forced-choice questions. Each question deals with how respondents believe they would behave in conflict situations. The instrument is self-scored and provides immediate feedback to each respondent.

Conflict-Mode Relativity

Thomas and Kilmann believe that none of the conflict-handling modes are inherently superior to the others. Just as some leadership theories have suggested that the efficacy of various management styles is determined by situational variables, the model recognizes that the appropriate mode of response to a conflict will vary with the circumstances. The table on the next page summarizes some characteristics of people who favor each of the modes and gives examples of situations for which each mode would be appropriate.

Conflict-Mode Versatility

Most people could benefit from greater flexibility in their responses to conflict situations. Versatility improves negotiating skills and enables people to cope with many kinds of conflicts—and is helpful for getting what one wants from others. Even if one feels unable to alter one’s predominant style of handling conflict, one often can negotiate successfully if one can choose the person with whom to negotiate. For example, an accommodating person should select his or her used-car dealer with great care. On the other hand, that same accommodating person could be very successful in legislative lobbying or in public relations.
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��Mode�User Characteristics�Appropriate When��Competing�Takes firm stands



Can be intimidating to subordinates, who are likely to fear dissent�There is an emergency or crisis



A decision is unpopular



One is certain that he or she is correct about a crucial matter



One is defending against opportunists who might exploit a less combative style��Collaborating�Views disagreement as opportunities to make things better



Sometimes tries inappropriately hard to reach consensus on unimportant problems�The desires of both sides are too important for a simple trade-off



Attempting to gain insight into somebody else’s ideas or opinions



Bringing a variety of views to bear on an issue



Seeking consensus to obtain joint ownership of the action



Overcoming previous hostilities in a relationship��Compromising�Perhaps cynically views the mechanics of compromise as more important than the substantive concerns about the controversy



Able to give and take



Not timid about the stressful environment of a bargaining situation�The objectives are not inconsequential but conflict would be prohibitively costly



Opponents of equal strength are locked in zero-sum bargaining



Seeking a quick, temporary fix of a complicated issue



Under the pressure of a deadline



Collaboration or competition already has failed��Modes of Response to Conflict As Demonstrated Through�Characteristics and Examples

��Avoiding�Accepts default decisions



Withholds contributions to decision making



Cautiously evades confict



Does not want to hurt others’ feelings



Delegates or passes controversies on to others�The controversy is trivial



Victory is impossible



The payoff for solving the problem is lower than the potential damage of the controversy



It is advantageous to let anger and passion recede before tackling the issue



Further research is more useful than a quick resolution



Someone else can solve the problem better



The concern is far from the central issue(s)��Accommodating�Gives in to others when warranted or perhaps when not



Reasonable



Willing to admit errors



Wise enough to surrender when appropriate



Knows the correct exceptions to policies�You are aware that the other side’s position has more merit or justice than your own



You wish to make amends or reparations



The controversy matters more to the other party than to you



You want to build up a “debt” to collect later



The other side holds all the winning cards

You value peace more than the potential gains in the controversy��Modes of Response to Conflict As Demonstrated Through�Characteristics and Examples (continued)
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( Adapted from Shifting Gears: Finding Security in a Changing World by Nena O’Neill and George O’Neill. Copyright © 1974 by Nena O’Neill and George O’Neill. Reprinted with permission of the publisher, M. Evans.

( Adapted from Maier, 1963.

( Adapted from Egan, 1975.

( Adapted from V.H. Vroom, “A New Look at Managerial Decision Making.” Organizational Dynamics, Spring 1973, pp. 66-80. Used with permission.

( Problem Analysis/Potential Problem Analysis/Decision Analysis Model by C.H. Kepner and B. Tregoe, The New Rational Manager, 1981, p. 208, Princeton, NJ: Princeton Research Press. Copyright © 1981 Kepner-Tregoe, Inc., Research Road, P.O. Box 704, Princeton, NJ 08542, U.S.A. (offices worldwide) Telephone (609) 921-2806. All rights reserved. Reprinted with permission.

( Reprinted from David W. Johnson, Reaching Out: Interpersonal Effectiveness and Self-Actualization. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1972. Used with permission.

( Copyright © Synectics®, Inc. Used with permission. All rights reserved.

( Adapted from D.E. Coates, Targeted Innovation Facilitator's Guide. Greensboro, NC: Center for Creative Leadership, 1984. Used with permission.

( From R.R. Blake, H.A. Shepard, & J.S. Mouton (1964). Managing Intergroup Conflict in Industry, Houston, TX: Gulf. Used with permission.

( This two dimensional model of conflict-handling behavior is adapted from "Conflict and Conflict Management" by Kenneth Thomas in The Handbook of Industrial and Organizational Psychology, edited Marvin D. Dunnette. New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1983. Adapted and used with permission of Marvin D. Dunnette.

1 The Thomas-Kilmann Conflict Mode Instrument is available from Xicom, Inc., Sterling Forest, Tuxedo, New York 10987.

( This two dimensional model of conflict-handling behavior is adapted from “Conflict and Conflict Management” by Kenneth Thomas in The Handbook of Industrial and Organizational Psychology, edited Marvin D. Dunnette. New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1983. Adapted and used with permission of Marvin D. Dunnette.
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