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ENVISION THE 

PRODUCTIVE COMMUNITY 


TIle First Seed Thought: 

Envision the Productive Community 


.J mms 	 Jesus called them unto him, and said, Ye know that the princes of 
the Gentiles exercise dominion over them, and they that are great 
exercise authority upon them. But it shall not be so among you: 
but whosoever will be great among you, let him be your minister; 
And whosoever will be chief among you, let him be your servant. 
[Matthew 20:25-27J 

GANDHI 	 [IJn the orthodox army, there is a clear distinction between officer 
and private. . . . In a nonviolent army, the general is just the 
chief servant-first among equals. flyer, 1990, p. 257J 

KING 	 [NJonviolent resistance does not seek to defeat or humiliate the 
opponent but to win his friendship and understanding. . . . 
The aftermath ofnonviolence is the creation ofthe beloved 
community, while the aftermath ofviolence is tragic bitterness. 
[King, (1968) 1986, /p. 7-8J 

Whether we recognize it or not, we each carry a mental picture or 
vision of how human relationships are supposed to work. This vision 
may reflect assumptions about relations between two people or a 
family, small group, or large organization. One of the most com
monly held pictures is a vision of people in hierarchical relation
ships. In this picture it is normally assumed that parents are 
superior to children, teachers are superior to students, coaches are 
superior to players, bosses are superior ~o subordinates, and so on. 
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Within envtaioned relatlonahlpa of thi. kind, tht., to being 
able to wield influence Is to gain a position of authority. Once 
we have done this, we have presumably gained the right. to tdl 
other people to change. The problem is that telling people to 
change often does not work. Instead it results in power struggles. 
Normal families, groups, teams, and organizations are thus filled 
with conflicts. Because of the pictures or assumptions we carry, 
our communities are often less efficient and effective than they 
might be. 

Productive Community 

The three quotations cited above suggest a different picture of 
human community. These three change agents share an unusual 
vision. I consider their shared vision a seed thought, because the 
vision, ifwe come to understand it, can give rise to a m"!:ior shift in 
our perception, thinking, and behavior. That is, we can envision 
and enact a new form of community, one in which ordinary peo
ple can generate extraordinary results. 

The three change agents see a system of relationships in which 
the members share a common purpose and each works for the 
benefit of all. Throughout this book we will explore the creation 
of communities of this kind. These are what I call productive com
munities. When people become members ofa productive commu
nity they tend to become more inner directed and other focused. 
They tend to be motivated by a calling that they feel deep within. 
They make contributions that exceed narrow self-interest. People 

productive communities also have another unusual character
istic. They want to be connected to reality. They want to know what 
is real, even if the news is bad. 

Given a choice between being effective or being in control, 
most of us choose being in control. I do this all the time. I deny 
emergent reality and in doing so I maintain at least a temporary 
illusion of control. When I am passionate about a purpose, I tend 
to become more inner directed. I am willing to sacrifice in order 
to make it happen. I also tend to be more willing to embrace emer
gent reality. I want to see clearly and accept what is true right now, 
because I want to be effective, even if it means giving up control. I 
am more willing to recognize the need to change and learn how 
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to achieve the de.lrect outcome. I have an unusual willingness 
because I am more clear about who I am. In productive commu
nity, many people feel and act this way. 

A Surprising Characteristic of Productive Community 
Normally this kind of discussion leads the optimistic, "right
brained" people of the world to condemn hierarchies and call for 
some kind of utopian commune. Such people will read the quota
tions at the beginning of the chapter and claim that all three of the 
change agents were for love, equality, and peace, and against hier
archy. This same line of reasoning leads the realistic, "left-brained" 
people of the world to shake their heads in disbelief. They argue 
that human nature being what it is, such idealistic nonsense will 
never work in the real world. 

Which group is right? 
First, note that none of our three change agents say anything 

in quotations about abolishing hierarchy. Their message is 
much more demanding than that. In the community envisioned 
by Jesus, there are chiefs who achieve greatness relative to others. 
In Gandhi's nonviolent army there are still generals and privates. 
What we see in all three quotations is that the vision, in fuct, does 
not reject hierarchy. 

Jesus, Gandhi, and King were all dedicated to getting difficult 
things done in the world. To do this they envisioned produc
tive community. In these communities people have different roles, 
often distinctly different. Each person, being inner directed, is nat
urally going to be following a unique path, which in itself results 
in differences. When differences exist, there is, of necessity,. a hier
archy. Yet this hierarchy is not like our normal picture of hierar
chy. This hierarchy is paradoxical. People in higher positions see 
themselves as the servants of those in lower positions. Productive 
community is characterized by clarity of purpose, high standards 
of performance. Yet it is also characterized by highly trusting and 
supportive relationships. These kinds of purposes and relationships 
allow for learning and change. 

We all have assumptions about the social world. These tend to 
become ideological and they tend to blind us to what is possible. 
Productive community is not easily envisioned by the right-brained 
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optimilt. The ltandardl oflchievement and c!tlclpltal&N much 
too excruciating. Neither is it readily envisioned by theleft.bralned 
realist. The necessary surrender of control in an emerging com
munity of trust is much too idealistic. Since most of us fall in to one 
of these two camps, all of us should have some difficulty envision
ing productive community. Yet please bear with me. In this chap
ter we will more deeply explore each of the concepts associated 
with this concept. We begin with the notion of the inner-directed 
and other-focused person. 

What It Means to Be an Othe:r-Focused Person 
Several years ago my wife Delsa and I were struggling to raise a fam
ily of six children. Demands on our time and finances were incred
ible. At the height of these pressures Delsa was asked to volunteer 
as a teacher for a religious class consisting of eleven-year-old girls. 
In spite of family demands, Delsa accepted the challenge enthusi
astically. 

Not long after her decision to take on this extra responsibility 
I came home to find the kitchen in extreme disarray. On the table 
was a beautiful cake. But it was no ordinary cake. It was quite large, 
sculptured in the shape of a doll, decorated like a work of art. 
Delsa had taken nearly the entire day to make it. She explained 
that it was for a girl in her class. It was the girl's birthday. Delsa was 
on her way to the class and was going to give it to the girL 

When Delsa returned, I was anxious to hear about the birthday 
celebration. She described the amazement andjoy of the girl who 
got the cake. I asked De1sa how the other girls had reacted. She 
said they were very excited and wanted to know whether she was 
going to make a cake like this for everyone's birthday. Delsa replied 
that she intended to do exactly that, and she did! In the months 
that followed, she spent hours preparing thoughtful, highly 
focused, and creative lessons. She initiated service projects. She 
talked to the girls on the phone and spent time with them indi
vidually. 

Over time, each of these girls' parents contacted Delsa and 
thanked her for all she had done. Virtually every girl had changed 
in ways that were quite heartening. Some tI.lanked De1sa because 
their daughters had changed their attitudes toward church. Oth
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era told ltorle. of how the IIrll were changing individually. Some 
were becominl more dllcipHned, some more sensitive, others 
more open to taking direction. The girls had had many teachers 
but Delsa was different. She was a transformational teacher and 
thus a transformational change agent. She had inspired the girls 
to change because she herself modeled the process of moving out
side the normal system. Her unusual behaviors-the cakes, the cre
ative lessons, the service projects, the phone conversations-and 
her very way of being, attracted the girls to change and to emulate 
her, to be more inner directed and other focused. 

Mter they graduated from Delsa's class, most of the girls stayed 
in touch with her. Their relationships with her really mattered to 
them, and they mattered to Delsa. Even when the girls were in col
lege, many of them would stop by our house to visit and tell Delsa 
what they were doing. I once commented to my wife about the 
richness of those relationships, and she shared an observation: 

'\Then I first started teaching the girls, I was not naturally drawn to 

each one. But that did not last long. Since I saw it as my duty to 

serve them, I did, and as I started to make sacrifices to serve those 

girls, I started to see them differently. I started to see beyond their 

weaknesses. I started to see their potential. The more sacrifices I 

made in their behalf, the more I wanted them to grow. Pretty soon 

preparing the lessons, making the cakes, and designing the service 

projects were not a sacrifice. They were ajoy. The more the girls 

felt my joy and conc;.ern, the more they were willing to try new 

things. The more new activities we tried, the more we could think 

of trying. One good thing seemed to produce another. 


So what happened here? When asked to teach the girls, Delsa 

accepted the responsibility. A"l she executed that responsibility, she 

started to extend herself, doing much more than the normal 

teacher might do. The sacrifice of baking cakes, preparing creative 

lessons, designing unusual service projects, and spending time on 

the phone changed both the girls and Delsa. Those sacrifices led 

to increased commitment. The increased commitment resulted in 

new behavior, and the new behavior changed her vision. She could 

now see potential that no one else could see. She envisioned a pro

ductive community and behaved accordingly. Soon a productive 

community emerged. Note h.er comment, "One good thing 
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leemed to produce anothef." Productive C;;gmm"a $. JS UlOme ayn_ 
ergiltic. As one part of the community il enl.......; all pafts are 
enlarged. What is good for the part is good for the whole. The Indi
vidual good and the collective good are one. Productive mmmu
nities usually emerge when one inner-directed and other-focused 
person begins to envision such a synergistic community. 

1\vo Kinds of Heroes 

How do we become inner directed and other focused? In his clas
sic book The Hero with a Thousand Faces, Joseph Campbell described 
the journey of personal transformation. He pointed out that a core 
human experience is to descend into the dark valley where we have 
to face our core challenges and fears. As people emerge from this 
journey, they return "empowered and empowering to the com
munity." Having undergone the transformation of self, they now 
see the world differently. They are more aligned with emergent 
reality. They have fewer illusions about themselves. The new world
view them new choices and new strategies that make them 
more effective. They are also more concerned. They are not self
focused but other focused. Such a person is excited about having 
others grow and experience the same kind of increased meaning. 

In our culture we also carry another hero image. It is the image 
of the "ruthless hero" (Csikszentmihalyi, 1997). This hero is highly 
competitive and ego driven, aggressively pursuing the road to suc
cess. For the ruthless hero any means isjustified by the "bottom .. 
line." WhereasJoseph Campbell's hero epitomizes the transfor
mational process (empowered and empowering to the commu
nity), Csikszentmihalyi's ruthless hero epitomizes the transactional 
process (maintaining authori ty, control, and the illusion of power) . 

For the ruthless hero, most endeavors are self-focused and 
externally driven. This pattern is expressed by the obsessive pur
suit of results. Here self-image is based on the accumulation of 
wealth and power. Driven by this image a person can become 
obsessive, destroying other people-and destroying his or her own 
health in the process. In our society, we often put this hero on a 
pedestal. 

In spite of how we might glorifY and reward the ruthless hero in 
our culture, the fact is that in the "real" world the ruthless hero is .. 
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plagued by Ihortcomlnp. In fact, I am going to make this radical 

claim: The ruthleu hero model does not work. Why? Because each 

of us lives in the world that we create. The ruthless hero usually reaps 

what he or she sows. 


An Illustration of the Ruthless Hero 
Csikszentmihalyi offers a wonderful anecdote that illustrates the 

frustration of the ruthless hero. It also illustrates how a small shift 

in perception can often alter the obsessive pattern and bring that 

which was initially unobtainable: 


Keith is one example of many managers I have met who have spent 
a decade or more desperately trying to impress their superiors in 
order to get promoted. He worked hours and more a week 
even when he knew it was not necessary, neglecting his family and 
his own personal growth in the process. To increase his competitive 
advantage, Keith hoarded all the credit he could for his accom
plishments, even if it meant making colleagues and subordinates 
look bad. But despite all his efforts, he kept being passed over for 
important promotions. Finally Keith resigned himself to having 
reached the ceiling of his career, and decided to find his rewards 
elsewhere. He spent more time with the family, took up a hobby, 
became involved in community activities. Because he was no longer 
struggling so hard, his behavior on the job became more relaxed, 
less selfish, more objective. In fact, he began'to act more like a 
leader whose personal agenda takes second place to the well-being 
of the company. Now the general manager was finally impressed. 
This is the kind of person we need at the helm. Keith was pro
moted soon after he had let go of his ambition. His case is by 
no means rare: To be trusted in a position of leadership, it helps 
to advance other people's goals as well as one's own. 
[Csikszentmihalyi, 1997, pp. 113-114] 

As long as Keith pursued the role of ruthless hero he was 

trapped in a power struggle. The world treated him as he treated 

the world. It was impossible to move up that ladder of power 

because this system, which he had helped to create, did not treat 

him fairly. From his perspective, he believed that he sacrificed 

for the system and yet the system did not reward him. It was not 

until he gave up in frustration that there was hope. Once he let go, 
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once he became other focu.ed, the ')'Item bellft to I't'pond to 
him differently. I{eith was now co-creating a new world, where indl. 
vidual efforts, including his own, were appreciated. When he 
changed, the world changed. 

The Strength of the Transformational Person 

As change agents we are much more likely to be transformational_ 
that is, truly making room for change-if we are inner directed 
and other focused. These two positive characteristics give rise to a 
positive tension. People who are inner directed and other focused 
are usually full of energy and tend to be enormously hard-driving. 
They feel a need to satisfy a deep personal calling that is linked to 
a positive and constructive change in the outside world. They can 
be tough and uncompromising about standards of performance 
and progress. Yet they are simultaneously concerned and caring. 
They want people to be at their best. This kind ofperson becomes 
"empowered and empowering to the community." They attract 
people to a higher level of experience. 

Advanced Change Theory (ACT) is about being very disci
plined. From what we know of him, Gandhi was one of the 
strongest, most demanding and courageous change agents in his
tory. The same could be said for Jesus and Dr. King. These men 
were not weaklings. They operated at a level of courage and effort 
that far exceeds normal expectations. 

" 
Ordinary People 

I see the same kind of behavior in Delsa. She is a person who is 
ferocious in the pursuit of the common good. Once she commits 
to serve a person or a purpose, she is not dissuaded from her path. 
Yet she is usually other focused. She is a dedicated servant to the 
common good. As the years pass, it is interesting to watch her take 
other assignments. A number of times, she has been asked to be 
preside over various organizations. She has accepted each assign
ment with the same dedication that she had when teaching the 
eleven-year-oIds. Each time, there was a dramatic change in the or
ganization. The process that worked with teaching the girls worked 
with leading adults. 
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I u•• Del.1 u the flnt example in thl. chapter because she is a 
homemaker and volunteer. not a penon holding a position of rec
ognized authority In some large organization. She sees herself as 
a normal human being. Yet she is a reminder that each one of us 
is a potenti<tl agent of transformational change. 

We find inner-directed and other-focused people in all walks 
of life. They are not more prevalent in one job than in another. 
They may emerge from the mail room but be absent in the exec
utive suite. They may emerge from the executive suite but be 
absent in the mail room. When Erin's mother (whose story I 
shared in Chapter One) changed her relationship with Erin, when 
Delsa changed a class of young girls, and when Gandhi changed 
South Africa, these were all transformational acts. All of them 
brought about changes for the better, changes that empowered 
people around them. We all have this potential. But even though 
we are each quite capable of this kind of behavior, few of us choose 
this journey. Why? One reason is that we have to move outside our 
normal vision of community. 

The Nature of Hierarchy 
What is a hierarchy? It is a way of organizing elements or beings 
in order of rank, grade, or class. In the social world, a hierarchy 
will always emerge. It is as true in the animal kingdom as it is in 
the human realm. Interaction with other people over time gives 
rise to hierarchies. The process can be formal or informal. In the 
high school classroom, for example, the process is informal. One 
person becomes the class clown, another the academic nerd, 
another the bully, another the well-rounded leader, and so on. 
These roles are not assigned; they simply emerge as time passes. 
In formal hierarchies, such as corporations, jobs are designed and 
people are hired to fulfill highly defined roles within established 
hierarchies. 

Hierarchies are often criticized. Two criticisms tend to domi
nate. First, hierarchies are often seen as epitomizing unresponsive 
bureaucracy. They are seen as not serving the needs of the in
tended customer, employee, or client. Second, they are often crit
icized as systems that dominate politically weaker people. This is 
said to waste human potential. These criticisms are often justified . 
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The Ideological Flaw 
I once sat with a woman at a professional conference who was 

-

on 
the cutting edge of feminist theory. She was convinced that one of 
the roots of evil in the world was hierarchy. She saw hierarchy as a 
form of domination practiced primarily by men to keep women 
down. She argued that hierarchy needed to be replaced with an 
alternative form of organization. She was practiced in this argu
ment, and she was accustomed to having her viewpoint acknowl
edged and accepted. On this particular day, however, she got into 
a public debate with a man who was highly articulate about organi
zational issues. He proceeded to tear apart her best arguments. She 
was deeply upset and afterward I spent some time trying to help. 

Mter some time passed, she asked for my opinion. Given her 
negative definition of hierarchy, I asked her to define the opposite 
of hierarchy. "It would be a responsive collective of people who 
cooperate in a system of openness and equality," she replied. 

I indicated that she now had a negatively defined concept, hier
archy,joined with a positively defined concept. So I asked, What is 
the positive opposite of the responsive and open organization? She 
accused me of playing word games. 

I was not playing word games. I was trying to bring to the sur
face a problem that existed in all of us. It is a flaw in our logic. Let 
me explain. 

She defined hierarchy as a negative state. She was actually 
describing a frozen bureaucracy, that is, a dysfunctional hierarchy. 
Such hierarchies are inwardly focused and rigid. Human potential 
is wasted and people do not grow. My friend could envision a 
positive alternative in which there was equality, openness, and 
cooperation. Let us call it, for a lack of a better name, adhocracy. 
Adhocracies do exist. Basketball players on a fast break are oper
ating in an adhocracy, as are any other group of people who are 
improvising as they go. Examples include crisis teams, therapy 
groups, movie crews,jazz bands, entrepreneurial business start-ups, 
and many high-tech firms. There are many more. 

For people who are dllenchanted with hierarchy, it 11 fairly nor
mal to condemn hierarchy and caU for lome kind of responsive 
adhocracy. Many books have been written on this theme. They 
argue that because change is so prevalent, hierarchy must and will 
go away. The argument is distorted because it is not balanced. But 
let us not mistake a hierarchy for a frozen bureaUCracy-they are 
simply not the same. Hierarchies become frozen bureaucracies due 
to the failure of human courage, but hierarchies themselves are 

not inherently dysfunctional. Here is a telling observation: 


The criticism often leveled at hierarchies has nothing to do with 
the essential structure and function of the pyramidal model. These 
problems all come from one source, conflict avoidance. Hierar
chies become dysfunctional when decision makers don't want to 
confront redundancy and incompetence and instead bury the 
problems in another organizational layer. Or they find it tOO 
painful to confront difficult but key people who use legitimate 
roles and functions in illegitimate, destrUctive ways. Hierarchies 
don't do damage to businesses any more than alcohol creates 
problem drinking. Structures don't create problems; people do. 

[Shechrnan, 1994;p.93] 

Hierarchical organization is positive unless someone alloWS it 
to become negative. But the same can be said for the adhocracy. 
The positively defined adhocracy is assumed to be responsive, cre
ative, and conducive to growth. From my perspective, adhocracy, 
like hierarchy, is inherently positive. Yet like a hierarchy, an adh~c
racy is difficult to maintain. Because humans lack courage and do 
not manage conflict well, adhocracies, like hierarchies, tend to 
become negative. In the real world they tend to move from being 
responsive adhocracies to chaotic anarchies. They become ineffi

cientNoW,andwhy all unmanageable.the attention to these notions? Because we are all 
like the woman in the above story. We are biased in our observa
tions and our arguments. Optimistic, right-brain people tend to 
condemn the frozen bureaucracy and see responsive adhocracy as 
the only alternative. Realistic, left-brain people scoff. They condemn 
chaotic anarchy and call for the predictable hierarchy. Both groupS 
tend to be blind. They cannot see the positive opposites. Nor can 
they see the potential power in joining the positive opposites. 
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The Bmergence of Hierarchy 
For the moment, let's think of hierarchy as a form of organization 
that emerges over time. As we learn how to solve the problems that 
will confront us along the way, we become increasingly skillful at 
achieving the outcomes we seek. As this understanding emerges, 
based on the successes and failures we observe, we develop stan
dards and expectations, routines, roles, and relationships that will 
allow us to function efficiently and achieve our stated purpose or 
mission. 

Hierarchies can provide stability, control, predictability, and 
efficiency. These are all good things. But hierarchical methods are 
always based on past history, that is, on solutions to problems we 
have faced iI} the past. Inevitably, of course, the external world in 
which the organization operates changes. New realities emerge, 
demanding new responses. At this point, people and groups within 
the hierarchy may become threatened and self-serving, insisting 
that their way of operating in the organization works. Mter all, his
tory has proved it to be so. When it doesn't, they become em
broiled in political conflicts and lack the courage to assess and 
communicate the truth. They lose touch with emergent reality, 
choosing instead to live in the past, where their vision and knowl
edge worked. 

Consider a hypothetical case. Joan comes to work for a team 
who is developing a new product. She is absorbed in very creative 
challenges. The team is making great progress and she feels grati-to 

fied. Yet suddenly there is less support. The external competition 
is increasing. Senior management is pressured by the investment 
community to reduce costs. Resources that once came automati
cally to her project n9w require extensive justification. Her team 
leader promises to meet deadlines that everyone knows are impos
sible. Other teams, who were once cooperative, now see themselves 
in competition for the same scarce resources. They withhold essen
tial information. Every day the conflicts increase. Everyone is 
wrapped up in preserving his or her own little territory, and no one 
is much concerned about the fate of the overall organization. 

People tend to take the easy way out, the path of least resis
tance. We tend not to know how to live in a productive community 
or even recognize one when we see it. As more and more changes 

occur, wlth the orlllna1 hlerarchy It1111n place, the organization 
begins to stagnate. Gradually, it takes on more and more negative 
characteristiC!!. Finally. it becomes a frozen bureaucracy where peo
ple subordinate the original purpose of the organization to their 
own self.intcrcst<;, Every one strives to hold onto what they have. 
Collective purpose takes a back seat to self-interest. 

The Emergence of Adhocracy 
Under conditions of change and uncertainty, we do not know how 
to solve the problems that we face. In fact, that is the nature of 
change and uncertainty. We do not understand the cause-and
effect relationships that will bring the results we desire. For that 
matter, we may not even know what results we desire. It is at this 
point that most humans tend to form adhocracies. If hierarchies 
emerge from shared assumptions or known realities from the past, 
adhocracies are created by change. They emerge when there is a 
need to understand new trends and identifY appropriate responses 
so that the organization can come into alignment with emergent 
realities. The key question here is not one of efficiency but of 
meaning and invention. Rather than maintaining the status quo, 
adhocracies arise when there is a need to discover new paths. 

Driven by the challenge of discovering and meeting new needs, 
we group together in flexible networks and search for information. 
We try action experiments, compare observations, and attempt to 
make sense of things. In this search mode, we care little about the 
status that people might carry from past hierarchies. We are only 
concerned with the competencies they can bring to solving pre
sent problems, along with their ability to effectively relate to oth
ers in the problem-solving process. That dynamic is the essence of 
adhocracy, which is characterized by four key features: flexibility, 

learning, adaptation, and change.
In an adhocracy, predictability and control give way to the 

open mind of learning and adaptation. However, there's a poten
tial downside: Ifwe place too much emphasis on flexibility, learn
ing, adaptation, and change, abandoning all consideration for 
predictability and control, the adhocracy is in danger of spinning 
entirely out of control. Such an organization evolves into chaotic 

anarchy. 
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The Integrated Picture 
With these concepts in mind. and the language to talk about 
them, we can now discuss two kinds of opposites: the hierarchy is 
the positive opposite of the adhocracy. Both are useful. Hierarchy 
gives us predictability-but at the cost of flexibility. The other 
gives us flexibility-but at the cost of predictability. Furthermore, 
a frozen bureaucracy is the negative opposite of chaotic anarchy. 
Whereas frozen bureaucracy is on the verge of death by stagnation, 
chaotic anarchy is on the verge of death by disintegration. 

But keep in mind that hierarchy and adhocracy are like the 
Chinese yin and yang. One opposite is always becoming the other. 
The more we strive for one, the more we stimulate the emergence 
of the other. Consider the woman in the above story who argued 
against hierarchy. She had differentiated two concepts, hierarchy 
and systems of equality. She devalued hierarchy and valued systems 
of equality. In so doing she was creating a hierarchy of organiza
tional forms. Equality was good, hierarchy was bad. In trying to 
destroy hierarchy she was creating one. This paradox takes many 
forms. In working with people, if we push hierarchy to the ex
treme, it becomes a frozen bureaucracy, and people will cope with 
the disconnection from emergent reality by joining in emergent 
adhocracies. If we push adhocracy to the extreme, it becomes 
chaotic anarchy. People will cope with the uncertainty by creating 
mechanisms of control (hierarchies) and will cling to them tightly 
to avoid the pain of chaos. As time passes, the tight grip ironicallY" 
but inevitably leads to the disintegration of control and the emer
gence of uncertainty. At this point the entire cycle begins again. 

The Need for Certainty 

Having said all this, let me point out that the woman who was argu
ing against hierarchy was mostly correct. Although she was advo
cating a fruitless end, the elimination of hierarchy, she was 
articulating a correct set of concerns. When given a problem, we 
humans tend to group together,just as our ancestors have done 
since the beginning of time. As people experience success, they 
bond and develop a set of common beliefs that are reinforced by 
more success. Through their successes they come to "know," or at 
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lellt beUeve they know, that they Ire right. The beliefs and associ
ated roles become the foundation for a culture with a set of related 
expectations. They create norms, that is. ways of behaving that mir
ror the decisions and actions that have allowed the group to enjoy 
success. To ensure continued success, the group requires confor
mity to those norms. Nonconformity typically brings some form of 
punishment, so most people conform. 

For a while, the hierarchy holds us in orderly and even pro
ductive equilibrium. When the external reality changes, however, 
and the hierarchy ceases to be as effective as it once was, individ
ual members exert increased pressure to maintain their estab
lished order. This can be positive when the external change is 
temporary-such as we might encounter with a natural disaster
but too often this resistance to change gives birth to organiza

tional stagnation. 
Change is not easy. Both organizationally and individually, we 

are continually faced with the choice between deep change and 
slow death (Quinn, 1996). We are all terrified' by the prospect of 
deep change, since deep change means altering some of our most 
fundamental beliefs and commitments. In practical terms it can 
mean giving up an entire way oflife-changing our job, our sta
tion in life, our salary, our daily activities, the people with whom 
we associate, and the place where we live. 

When someone tells me they love change because it offers an 
opportunity to grow, it's a pretty good bet that they are talking 
about incremental change, that is, change over which they have 
some degree of controL Deep change is not incremental change; 
rather, it is radical or "out-of-the-box change." It usually requires 
letting go of controL It means facing the unknown, walking naked 
into the land of uncertainty. We spend most of our lives striving to 
avoid that very prospect. When faced with the choice between 
uncertainty and conformity, we will usually choose conformity. 
Oddly enough, we will cling to conformity even when we know the 
overall system in which we are operating, and which gives us our 
all-important illusion of certainty, is dying. 

During the period when change in imminent, those in author
ity will often try to dominate. If the truth is threatening to those in 
power, it must not be stated. If the emperor has no clothes, nobody 
is allowed to say so. On the contrary, everyone is ordered to admire 

'. 




t gz)!u:: -,~-,~--

the clothe. of theIr naked emperor. Orglnilitioallet dl.con. 
neeted from reality during lIuch times. When thI. hlppenl, fewer 
resources and less energy flows in or out of the lIyatem. This is the 
very essence of stagnation. At an individual level, people end up 
living lives of "quiet desperation." They now work for money, not 
meaning. They lose track of who they are. Gradually they discover 
that there is no longer any connection between what they need 
and what they want to get from their work. 

Getting Stuck in Our Fears 

The sense of disconnection occurs in virtually every kind of orga
nization. I recently had lunch with a doctoral student from another 
school on the campus where I teach. He told me he was very dis
couraged and was considering leaving the university. When I asked 
Why, he told me he was burned out. "Universities are supposed to 
be organizations of ultimate freedom," he said. "But I feel like I am 
in prison. Everywhere I turn someone is giving me advice on rules 
for being a good inmate." 

For example, when he presented an idea to his peers, instead 
of getting help with developing the idea into something that 
might work, he was told why it would not work. The criticism he 
received often took the form of advice on political survival. For 
example, he was often advised about the preferences of the dom
inant faculty. His peers informed him that his ideas were not in 
the right "theoretical domain" for the faculty, or his idea would' 
not yield to the "right" methodological treatment. He told me 
that he was proud of the fact that he had started a martial arts 
club on campus, yet he was advised against publicizing his part 

it. A faculty member might conclude that if he was able to put 
energy into something like that, he was obviously not working
hard enough. 

The underlying message in all of this was quite clear to this stu
dent: The university is a dangerous place, ajungle. Be careful 
about your ideas and how you present yourself. If you create the 
wrong impression, the more powerful animals in the jungle will 
chew you up and spit you out. Since the message was coming from 
other disempowered, terrified observers-this young man's 
peers-it had great validity. 

_iawTMlIIODUUiid~ .., 

The litany of NI•• lnd rltuall went on, Both of the metaphors 
that the .tudent hid uled to dlacribe his lituation-:-prison and 
jungle-seemed appropriate. I could envision inmates in dark cor
ners, talking over the implicit rules of survival. As for the jungle 
image, it was easy to imagine small animals furtively sniffing the air, 
checking to make certain they were a safe distance from bigger and 
faster animals that might prey upon them. 

The student's dark descriptions were like the dark descriptions 
voiced by "insiders" of so many other organizations. I recently met 
with a talented and vibrant group of executives. Since we all knew 
each other well, the discussion soon turned to the inner workings 
of the organization with which they were associated. The conver
sation grew heavier as they told the stories ofwhat had happened 
to people who had made political mistakes. Everyone agreed that 
this company was unfortunately a very dangerous place, indeed, 
where there was no choice but to leave or helplessly conform. 

Here is a critical point. The stories those executives told were 
true; people had been punished for political mistakes. Even so, 
there were people at that very table who had taken enormous risks 
and flourished. This fact was never introduced into the conversation. 
Why? Because, when we are articulating the valid foundations of 
our fears, we are seldom interested in exploring contradicting facts 
that are also valid. Thatorganization, like the university, was a place 
of both danger and opportunity. Whenpeople become fearful, 
they recognize and communicate the dangers. They do not rec
ognize and communicate the opportunities. 

Seeding the Universe 
Before we parted company that day, I shared an insight with the 
doctoral student. I told him that if he were to learn every unwrit
ten rule in the academic culture where he was presently studying, 
and if he followed every one of those rules to perfection, he would 
have a perfectly mediocre career. His life would become an expe
rience of quiet desperation, filled with psychic entropy. This is the 
ca.,e in the life of many professionals. I told this young student that 
establishing a notable career requires that we break the rules. At 
some point, we have to know,accept, and express who we really 
are, not be content with being what others want us to be. 
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Our work in life tIkeI,.-.l,.when we have 
lomething unique to alTer. WI:'u~ uratque by learning 
and following all the rulel. We mUlt conterm in order to master 
the profelillional technology, in the IItudent'1 eRlle! Ihe theories and 
methods of his particular field. Eventually, however, we must bring 
our deepest self to that technology. We must, like a musician, learn 
to rise above the technical rules and begin to create, to give what 
ill uniquely ours. 

To be truly creative, we must be willing to accept punishment. 
No one in the academic world, not even the most brilliant super
star, feels accepted. There is always someone around to criticize 
what we do. We are punished for failure. Surprisingly, we are pun

success. If we succeed, we come to stand for something, 
and that thing always gets criticized. Some of the criticism is justi
fied and some is simply rooted injealously. 

The same is true in large corporations and even in families. We 
must know who we are and begin to create, not in hopes of 
approval, but because we are in love with an idea. We must create 
for the sake of creating. We cannot fall in love with our ideas if we 
live in constant fear ofjudgment. When we create, we experience 
deeper meaning. We begin to do the thing because we must. At 
that point, negative feedback takes on an entirely different value 
(Fritz, 1989). Because we are doing something we love, we can let 
go of the concerns that drive our egos. When we are doing what 
we love, negative feedback becomes part to the creation process. 

the very least, it keeps us grounded. ... 

Productive Community and the Flow of Energy 
By the time my student friend and I finished lunch that day, he was 
beginning to brighten. He was beginning to see that the fear of 
punishment and a sense of inadequacy had caused him to get 
stuck. He had lost his sense of meaning. He was not growing. 

The notion of growing is key to understanding a basic truth
that when we experience meaning, we are in the process of becom
ing. During this process, we get fully aligned with our emerging 
reality. The resources of the universe are attracted to us and us to 
them. As we unfold, we take on new levels of complexity. A most 
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unulual delcrtption othelllth. which mirren the Ideas IJuat artic
ulated. t. found 1n the writings of Carl Rogers: 

Life. at its bellt. ill a flowing, changing process in which nothing is 
fixed. In my client'! and in myself I find that when life is richest and 
most rewarding it is a flowing process. To experience this is both 
fascinating and a little frightening. I find I am at my best when I 
can let the flow of my experience carry me, in a direction which 
appears to be. forward, toward goals ofwhich I am but dimly aware. 
In this floating with the complex stream of my experiencing, and 
in trying to understand its ever-changing complexity, it should be 
evident that there are no fixed points. When I am thus able to be 
in process, it is clear that there can be no closed system of beliefs, 
no unchanging set of principles which I hold. Life is guided by a 
changing understanding of the interpretation of my experience. 
It is always in process of becoming. [Rogers, 1961, p. 27] 

This statement suggests several things: 
First, that the universe is never static. It is constantly changing. 

There are no fixed states. A basic unit of the universe is energy. It 
is ever-flowing from one form to another. We may see fixed points, 
such as a planet, a mountain, a table, or a chair, but even these are 
changing. They were once something else, and they will again 
become something quite different. The illusion of permanence is 
a function of our sense of time. Were it possible we might speed 
up a video of these objects over a period of a century or two, and 
we could watch them form and then transform in an unending 

process.
Second, at some point I must surrender control and allow 

myself to flow with the complex of forces all around me, letting 
them carry me "toward goals ofwhich I am but dimly aware." That 
is, even my goals are not the permanent possessions I think they 
are. They are co-created as I interact with the universe. I am change. 

Third, in the flow-state that Rogers talks about, I am in the 
process of becoming. That is, my "life is guided by a changing 
understanding of the interpretation of my experience." I experi
ence an increased awareness of how I interpret the world. I can 
understand more effectively how I think. I am learning about how 

I learn. 

.-----~----
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When I am in the trlnlformational ProC.'i.' t_, when I 
aJIow myself to become the change that I am, I experience pro
found learning; I see emergent reality more accurately: I develop 
a new worldview. My altered understanding and interpretative sys
tems allow me to see a world that was not previously obselYable. As 
I become the change that I am, I see that change is a natural state. 
I discover the world I am helping to create. When I myself am 
evolving with the evolving reality in which I am immersed, I know 
I am becoming more than I am. Because I am in a state of becom
ing, the universe is becoming more than it is. 

In such a state, I can more clearly see how the old reality works. 
And I become increasingly aware that the hierarchy itself is not the 
problem. The problem has more to do with the human tendencies 
that are so quickly attached to the hierarchy-any hierarchy. These 
include (1) the tendency to put self-interest ahead of collective 
interest, (2) the tendency to rely on routines instead of thinking, 
and (3) the tendency to bury conflict and let fear drive out our 
desire to tell the truth. 

In the altered state of flow, I can see the role that fear plays and 
why people get stuck. I become empowered because J no longer 
fear the sanctions within the old system. I feel whole and become 
filled with concern about relationships. With my new understand
ing and concern, I can imagine new and more effective patterns 
of behavior. I become "empowered and empowering to my com
munity." 

;t: 

Flow at the Collective Level j: 

One might accuse Carl Rogers of being more poetic than practi
cal. What about the real world? Can this process really work in our 
families, groups, and organizations? I like the statement of Dee 
Hock, former CEO ofVisa International: 

In the field of group endeavor, you will see incredible events in 

which the group performs far beyond the sum of its individual 

talent~. It happens in the symphony, in the ballet, in the theater, 

in sports, and equally in business. It is easy to recognize and 

impossible to define. It is a mystique. It cannot be achieved 
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without lmmlntt dbrt, tl'linlnA', and cooperation, but effort. 
training, and cooperation alone rarely create it. Some groups 
reach It con.latently. Few can !\IlIiIUin it. [Schlesinger, Eccles, and 
Gabarro. 19H5, p. 4H()j 

Hock describes human groups behaving as productive com
munities. Productive communities are synergistic. Getting to the 
state of productive community is not easy. It requires immense 
effort and cooperation. Getting there takes more than willing it to 
happen. In most cases, particularly in the ones he lists, people do 
bring training to the process. I disagree, however, that it requires 
training. Synergistic human experience can occur without any 
training. Even expertise, the knowledge of how to do the task, is 
not necessary. In fact, the absence of knowledge is often a key to 
getting there. 

Let's go to Marine Corps basic training, which many people 
would describe as hyper-reality. Imagine the following scene as 
described by Smith (1995): 

Eleven men are dropped into a hole that is eight feet in depth. 
The instructor drops in a "live" grenade and the men have ten 
seconds to escape. What happens next is a seemingly miraculous 
exercise in uncoordinated intelligence. With no training and with 
no boss making plans or giving orders, with no centralized control 
mechanism, eleven men escape. They are afterward exhilarated 
by their accomplishment. [Smith, 1995, p. 65] 

Consider the same phenomenon in a large company. Florida 
Power and Light (FP & L)is a major utility. Traditionally utilities 
were slow-moving hierarchies. A number of years ago, Hurricane 
Andrew devastated Florida. For FP & L, being hit by Hurricane An
drew was like being in the hole with the live grenade. There was a 
crisis in every neighborhood. All semblance of order broke down. 
All the rules were suspended. Employees of FP & L worked for days 
without sleep and did so outside their normal job titles. Networks 
of employees joined together in responsive adhocracies and then 
dissolved as problems emerged and disappeared. In the end, their 
effort to solve the problems of emergent reality, brought on by Hur
ricane Andrew, was successful and heroic. Today, when I mention 
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Hurrtcon. And_to "II'OUp of1P • L .m~1htIr 1)'01 light 
up. Many of them con.ider that event to be one of'the high points
of their professional Hves. 

If I talk to people at FP & L about adhocracy befbr~ I men lion 
hurricane Andrew, their eyes glaze over. They cannot imagine what 
I am talking about. After I mention the hurricane, they connect. 
This is normal. Even when we experience adhocracy or the natural 
self-organizing processes that take place in that marine fOxhole, 
we tend not to see the self-organizing process. Our experience tens 
us there cannot be order without centralized control. 

There is another reason it is hard to see adhocracy. Adhocra
cies keep disappearing. Where do they go? The answer is surpris
ing. They turn into hierarchies. At every moment in OUrjourney 
outside the normal world, We are striving to learn. As the patterns 
come together, we start to see means-to-end relationships; we start 
to solve problems in new ways. We grow in expertise. We begin to 
normalize our behaviors. In the midst of adhocracy, we find hier
archy. Each is always giving birth to the other. Parker Palmer shares 
a profound insight about all this: 

The question assWUes that community can happen only where 
there are no divisions of status and power-but such places do 
not exist. Ifcommunity is to emerge, it will have to be in the midst 
of ineqUalities that appear whenever two or three are gathered. 
To argue that grades must be eliminated before community can 
emerge is to assume a utopian alternative nowhere to be found: It .' 
is to give up On community altogether. When authentic community 
emerges, false differences in pOwer and status disappear, Such as « 

those based on gender or race. But real differences remain, and 
so they should, for they are created by functions that need to be 
performed if community is to thrive-such as the leadership task 
ofmaintaining the boundaries and upholding the standards that 
define community at its best. [Palmer, 1998, p. 138] 

By community, I think Palmer means a collection of human 
beings who can effectively pursue a common purpose While also 
growing individually. Because they are all committed to the com
mon purpose, each person is willing to sacrifice for the good of the 
whole, and the whole makes the pursuit of the individual good 

more likely. In luch an orpnilltlon, it II pO.llble to dilCUIl emer-
gent reality. People are not defensive about their power and author
ity because they love the whole. They will change to preserve the 
whole. Here there is a kingdom in which the great are ministers to 
all (Jesus), an army where the generals are chief-servants-first 
among equals (Gandhi), and a beloved community of friends 
(King). In such communities there are differences, but we easily 
transcend them through our love for the common purpose and 
each other. The great sages understood that the objective is not to 
destroy hierarchy but to join it with its positive opposite so as 
to create a system of productive community. 

Productive Community in the Real World 
The cynic who works in the professional world reads about tran
scending the assumptions of hierarchy and responds, "What about 
the real world? In an entire career, I have never once seen such an 
organization!" This is a valid point. Even optimists ask me about 
the practicality or applicability of the principles I describe here. 
Many people claim they have never experienced a synergistic col
lectivity. My response to these people is that their claim is proba
bly inaccurate. Whenever I have asked people to tell about their 
five most memorable career experiences, they usually share stories 
where examples of productive community abound. It is not that 
this seemingly ideal community does not exist; it is that such com
munities are difficult to see. In our heads, most of us are blocked 
by the assumptions, language, and concepts of hierarchy. 

AProductive Community in the Corporate World 
In fairness to the skeptics, it is likely that any examples of produc
tive community that they experienced were probably transitory. In 
most organizations and relationships, productive community arises 
only during times of crisis or unusual challenge. Yet this is not 
always the case. As Dee Hock claims, "Some organizations reach it 
consistently." 

When I encounter such organizations, I sense it immediately. 
Such was the case when I visited a highly recognized company that 
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wu part of a ml\Jor pharmaceutical corporation. I 'WU there only a 
few minutes when I knew I WIll In a high-performing organization. 
I could feel it. 

As we started our session together, my colleague asked the top 
management team to make a list of the strengths of the company. 
They did. A<; the list grew, and despite my initial positive feeling, I 
began to suspect that they were posturing. The list was too good to 
be true. The characteristics were outside the normalized realm of 
organization. Consider their claims: 

We are proactive: When a product is still climbing in the market, 
we move on. 

We shape practices in the market. 

We love responding to a challenge. 

We think big and seek success at all costs. 

We are the place you go in the larger corporation if you want to 
become a leader. 

We cannot stand to be anything less than number 1. 

We take strength from having done the impossible in past crises. 

We are highly galvanized and rally in times of crisis. 

We appear to have very few formal systems, but when a problem 
arises, a team spontaneously emerges, solves it, and then dis
~~n. • 

We have quality people with a "can-do" spirit. '" 

We have people-friendly policies; it is a place of high trust. 

As this impressive list was being articulated, my attention was 
drawn to a particular conversation. The third to the last entry on 
the list came from the statement made during the conversation, 
"Whenever there is an important problem, a team of appropriate 
people spontaneously emerges, solves the problem, and then vol
untarily disbands." I thought it the most extreme claim of all, but at 
that moment it was made, a woman on the management team 
responded, "That is right. I have been here three months, and it 
is driving me crazy. I have worked in a number of corporations, 

and 1prid.e myaelf 1n being able to rapid.ly comprehend the CUl· 

ture of any organ1zation.Tbl1 place bamel me. t watch those teams 
form and dl.lntegr.te. It Is like magic. 1 cannot understand or 

explain it." To this statement, there was a rejoinder by another member of 

the organization: "I have been here more than a year. I am in 

charge of systems and processes. 1 cannot understand it either. It 


is an extraordinary phenomenon."As the day unfolded, I became convinced that the list was for 
real. These were people with a powerful culture. The company was 
a productive community. Itwas a hard-driving organization making 
lots of money. There are, however, many hard-driving organizations 
that make money. This one was more. It was an organization in 
which people were as committed to each other'S success as they 
were to their own. Because there was trust, people could commU
nicate their problems and get help. Because there was trUst, there 
was cooperation. The self-interest, which is the bedrock of most cor
porate cultures, was also operating here, but the collective interest 
and individual interests really were one. Here everyone was a ser
vant to the system and to each other. This was a focused, money
making company that was also a productive community. 

A productive community is a relationship or collectivity that is 
both structured and spontaneous. It is highly differentiated and 
integrated. Members are clear about their accountability and their 
freedom. This is true in fonnal organizations, small groupS, and 

families. Consider the following statement: 

Much has been written about what makes families work. The 
consensus is that families that support the emotional well-being 
and growth of their members combine twO almost opposite traits. 
They combine discipline with spontaneity, rules with freedom, high 
expectations with unstinting love. An optimal family system is com
plex in that it encourages the unique indrndual development of i~ 
members while uniting them in a web of affective ties. Rules and 
discipline are needed to avoid excessive waste of psychic energy 
in the negotiation of what can or cannot be done-when the chil
dren should come home, when to do homework, who is to wash 
the dishes. Then the psychic energy released from bickering and 
arguing can be invested in the pursuit of each member's goals. At 

http:dl.lntegr.te
http:rapid.ly


tile 11m. dm'J .ach P'I'IOA Mow. that h. or th. can draw on the 
collective P'yc:htc en.ray 01 th. bUy U' needed. QrOWin, up In .. 
complex family, children h .... chanco 10 develop .klll. and recoil" 
nize challenges, and thus are Inore prepul'cd 1.0 expel'ience life ~U!
flow. [Csikszentmihalyi, 1997, p. HH-Hf)J 

You might want to try an experiment. In the above paragraph, 
substitule the Word argoakatioa Wherever the word family appears, 
and substitule ""' emphJyees for chikben. Then reread the paragraph. 

Creating Productive COmmunity 

As Palmer suggesled in the earlier quotation, "If communily is to 
emerge, it will have to be in the midst of ineqUalities that appear 
Whenever two or three are gathered." We start in a COnleXt ofhier
archy but the key is to not start by focusing on hierarchy. Ourjob is 
to transcend the assumptions ofhierarchy. But what exactly does this mean? 

Katzenbach (1995) and his colleagues published a book enti. 
tled Real Chang. Leaders. It was a stUdy ofpeople Who are not in top 
positions yet brought siguificant changes to their companies. They 
Were transformational Change agents. In the book, the authors 
identifY a number of characteristics that differentiate these real 
change leaders from normal managers. 

. FIrst, real change leaders get ou/side the hierarchical box. They 
may even lack authorily for the task at hand They are not defined by., 
theh positions. Although they avoid unnecessary violations ofexpee-' 
tations, they do violale them. They seldom focus on what the hierar
chical culture suggesls is POSsible: "Instead, they think first ofwhat is 
the righ t thing to do and Who they need to inVolve to get it done." 


Second, rcal change leaders do not stan with structure oecause 

they realize that changing the structure seldom leads to increased 

perfonnance and that such changes are highly resisted. "Instead, 
they Use informal, ad hoc networks and find ways to cross func
tional boundaries and hierarchical levels by focusing on action 
flows and objectives, not on functions and positions." They fi~d 
key acton; and build comm;,ted leams: these leams are examples
ofWhat we are calling prOductive communities. 

~-...... .. ~."..--"-.-~.--

The.. two claiml IUlselt that tranlformatlonal change agents 
practlce a hIgher level of moral realonlng. In alking, "What is the 
right thing to do?" they are not asking what is fair, expected, 
rewarded, or punished within the system. They are asking about the 
state of the systt~m. This is a perspective that is higher than self. This 
perspective takes them from the realm of transaction to the realm 
of principle. In asking what is the right thing to do, they are no 
longer servants of the system. Instead, they align themselves with the 
potential of the system. Then they become servants to that system. 

Most of us see ourselves as servants of the system. Seeing our
selves as servants to the systems in which we are embedded is quite 
different. I may have a little girl who will not do her homework or 
a workforce that will not embrace the new culture. If instead of see
ing them as the problem, I see us as a system and see myself as both 
an actor within the system and also an external servant to the sys
tem, I am beginning to take a transformational perspective. 

In asking, "What is the right thing to do?" the transformational 
change agent is asking a second critical question: What result do I 
want? Such change agents are not asking, How do I get what 
I want? They are asking, What result do I want? Robert Fritz (1989) 
tells us that the difference between these two questions is pro
found. One keeps us on our present unexamined course. The 
other aligns us with the potential to be empowered and the poten
tial to be empowering to our community. The transformational 
change agent is willing to go outside his or her defined position 
and violate expectations in order to originate productive commu
nity. Rather than starting with structure they go out and attract 
other actors to the experience of productive community. In doing 
so, they initiate a social movement. 

Creating Social Movement 
In over twenty-five years of working on issues of organizational 
change, I have come to the conclusion that most important 
changes require the creation of a social movement. It is, in fact, 
more accurate to say that change is social movement. The first step 
in creating a social movement is having a single actor who asks 
questions: 



• What tl the rl,ht thin, to doP 
• Wha.t relult do I wantr 
• How do I beha.ve in a more authentic way? 

In Palmer's (1998) words, the person chooses to "live divided 
no more." This is what Peter Block means when he describes the 
effective change agent. 

Our ability to facilitate the learning of others is absolutely depen
dent on our own consciousness and on our willingness to make 
our own actions a legitimate subject of inquiry. Allowing the per
sonal to become public is the act of responsibility that initiates 
cultural change and reforms organizations. Our need for privacy 
and our fear of the personal are primary reasons why organiza
tional change is more rhetoric than reality. Real change comes 
from our willingness to own our vulnerability, confess our fhllures, 
and acknowledge that many of our stories do not have a happy 
ending. [Block, 1995, p. xii) 

Notice that Block sees organizational change as "facilitating the 
learning of others." This is very different from seeing change as 
telling and forcing. Block understands that the most effective form 
of organizing is productive community and that it emerges as a 
social movement. The social movement begins when someone, 
allows the "personal to become public." When the change agent 
chooses to live undivided, focuses on the good of the system, and 
becomes a servant to the system, other people are attracted tot' 
empower themselves and the system changes. 

The central claim in all of this is that when a change requires 
people to alter ingrained behavior patterns, a social movement is 
needed. An actor in the system must become a social insurgent, 
the leader of the movement. For people in formal positions and 
for people operating at conventional levels of moral reasoning, this 
is a radical thought. The notion of change driven by authority, and 
change driven by social insurgency, are assumed to be mutually 
exclusive, even at war with one another. Authority exists and justi
fies its existence by resisting insurgency in organizations. Con
trariwise, insurgency exists to overthrow authority. 

The notion that a CEO, supervisor, coach, or parent needs to 
model moral power and become the leader of a social movement 

il both intellectually Ind beh"vloraUy dlfficult to accept. It means 
we must become lervants who are inner directed and other 
focused. We must put into action the first seed thought: We must 
envision the productive community. Doing so is the first step in 

enacting such a community into being. 


