The HELIX Factor II - Implementer’s Guide

Conducting Facilitation Work Sessions
Working with the Change Analysis Model
T

he first model to be developed or updated in a work session XE "Work session;"  is the change analysis model.  The change analysis (CA) is a tabular model that contrasts existing situations (situations needing improvement) with preliminary goals (solutions that constitute an acceptable improvement).  The CA is developed interactively with the knowledge worker group, using a flip chart to record the situations and goals.  It is very important that this model be done first.  The CA sets the stage for achieving the catharsis and revelation needed to release creativity in the work session (see appendix-Factor 7 – The Principle of Catharsis and Revelation).  The CA development uses about 45 minutes of the 2½ hours allocated for the work session.   

During the development of the CA, the facilitator takes on the role of paraphraser, clarifier and recorder.  As each situation is expressed by participants of the work session XE "Work session;" , the facilitator paraphrases the situation and writes it on the flip chart.  This act of feeding back the situation, getting acknowledgment that understanding took place and writing it down completes a communication loop that is essential to the CA process.  This communication loop can be seen in Figure 6‑1.

Figure 6‑1- Making a Complete Communication
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This send-paraphrase-acknowledge process ensures that the knowledge workers feel they are heard as well as understood.  Paraphrasing and committing that paraphrased statement to paper also has a psychological impact on the sender.  The sender and the group become committed to the statement as it takes printed form.  Situations and goals tend to be more honest as people realize that the information is being recorded formally and will be shared.

Once the paraphrased situation has been written down, the facilitator opens the situation for discussion among the group.  Here the facilitator helps the group determine the level of consensus that collectively exists about the situation.  Typically, some dialogue and clarification will go on for a few minutes.  During this time, the facilitator adds supporting and clarifying information below the original situation on the flip.

Once this process has finished, the facilitator begins the process of clarifying vague aspects of the situation with measurable support.  The facilitator will read the situation aloud to the group and underline adjectives and phrases like “too fast, too slow, too much, etc.”  The facilitator will then go through each of the underlined items and ask the group to provide clarification of what they perceive to be a measurement of that item.

During the first JMI work session XE "Work session;"  on the sales on account VADS XE "VADS;" , the first existing situation reads:

It takes too long to process sales orders through credit.

“Too long” is not well defined in this statement.  What is “too long” in one person’s opinion may be “too short” for someone else.  Here the facilitator will query the group for a definition of “too long.”  As the group discusses the definition of “too long,” the facilitator is listening for quantifiable definitions.  As quantified definitions emerge, the facilitator moves towards the flip chart and writes them down.  It is important for the facilitator to stand about four feet from the flip chart while group discussion takes place.  When the facilitator wants the group to finalize their discussion on a topic, he or she can move toward the flip chart.  Doing this a few times will create a subconscious cue for the participants to complete their discussion.

In the case study, the finished situation appear as:

It takes too long to process sales orders through credit.

Too long = more than 45 minutes from the time the Credit Manager receives the order from the order desk until the time the order is released to the warehouse for shipping.

Now there is a definition of “too long.”  However, what is not known is why 45 minutes is “too long.”  This leads to the next question.  Here the facilitator is trying to develop a consensus of what makes 45 minutes bad and what would be good.  The participants are now focusing on how taking longer than 45 minutes detracts value from some stakeholder group(s).  Repeating the same filtered listening and communications loop process, the facilitator updates the current situation to read:

It takes too long to process sales orders through Credit.

Too long = more than 45 minutes from the time the Credit Manager receives the order from the order desk until the time the order is released to the warehouse for shipping.

This is bad because orders received after 2 p.m. cannot be shipped until the next business day.  This results in poor customer service and, sometimes, in lost orders.

The above statement represents a fairly complete situation.  It states the situation in measurable terms and why it detracts value from a stakeholder group.

The next enhancement to the situation is to establish the frequency it happens, the cost of each occurrence (if possible) and an explanation of why the situation happens.  Again, the facilitator puts the questions to the group and helps facilitate an answer.

Opinions on frequency, cost and why, typically vary depending on which knowledge worker is talking.  However, the “why” aspect of the situation should be answered only by the work group that performs the task.  At JMI, this is the Credit department.  A knowledge worker from the Credit department (Credit) should be part of the group.  If not, then one should be added at this point.  Since this situation deals directly with the actions of Credit, only members of that group can speak to it.

It is important for the facilitator to keep the group’s focus on the process and not on those who work in Credit.  Frequently, the reasoning given behind why the situation happens can expand the discussion to include others.  It is common for one department to assign blame for a situation to another department.  Sometimes the situation is denied and dismissed out of hand. When this happens, it is up to the facilitator to redirect the group away from one another and on to the process.

At JMI, the representative from Credit said the following:

“Of course, it takes over 45 minutes.  I have to process over 150 sales orders a day.  Each one requires me to look up the customer’s credit status, reduce his credit line by the value of the order and, in many cases, call the customer and work out terms. That assumes the order forms are completed correctly by the order desk, which isn’t too often.  What do you expect-miracles?”

This defensive response is typical.  Here, Credit has blamed the situation on volume and poor input from the order desk.  Credit could be right or just trying to avoid embarrassment or accountability.  In either case, the facilitator’s job is to maintain focus, defuse potential emotional outbreaks and direct everyone to the same side.  The flip chart is very useful here because people tend to focus on the chart and not the people.  Since the chart cannot fight back, it is hard to sustain an argument.  In addition, the facilitator can focus on the objective aspects of Credit’s statement.

Two points emerged from the above:

First, Credit has revealed that there are over 150 orders that must be approved each day.  Second, there is another situation that needs to be explored: the completeness of sales orders being sent from the order desk to Credit for approval.

The order volume can be verified quite easily.  Examples of missing information can likewise be verified.  However, neither is the point here.  What is important is to complete the current situation statement and develop a preliminary goal XE "Goal;"  that would resolve the situation to everyone’s satisfaction.

By now, it should be apparent that the group is in a cathartic phase of the situation-goal process (see appendix-Factor 7 - The Principle of Catharsis and Revelation).  Based on Credit’s response, assume that the situation’s final form is as follows:

It takes too long to process sales orders through Credit.

Too long = more than 45 minutes from the time the Credit Manager receives the order from the order desk until the time the order is released to the warehouse for shipping.

This is bad because it means that orders received after 2 p.m. cannot be shipped until the next business day.  This results in poor customer service.

This occurs because of the volume of orders (greater than 150 a day) coupled with the number of steps required to review and approve credit and complete the order.  Based on an average wage of $30 an hour and 45 minutes of processing time, the cost to approve a sales order is $22.50.  Given a volume of 150 orders a day, it requires about 14 Credit staff members to keep up with the volume.  Since there are only six Credit staff, there is substantial overtime and use of temporary help.  At present, the daily cost for overtime and temporary staff is about $1,785.  The average daily cost to process orders through credit with 14 staff members would be about $3,375 a day.
Now the statement is complete.  The situation statement developed reflects:

· What is happening

· Why it happens

· How much it costs

· What makes it undesirable

· Who is impacted (loses value) because of it happening

Notice that the statement is focused on sales orders being approved and not the individuals who work in Credit.  The statement is “subject focused.”  People and personalities are not part of the process.

The facilitator can now shift the emphasis toward helping the group develop a preliminary goal XE "Goal;"  for resolving the situation.  The goal statement should always start with the phrase “The ability to…”

In the case study, JMI is seeking a goal XE "Goal;"  that will give it:

The ability to process a work order through Credit in less than 45 minutes.

The question is how much under 45 minutes?  Here, the facilitator turns the question back to the group.  The facilitator wants to help the group determine what would be worth achieving.  What would constitute “Good?”  Is it 44 minutes, 30 minutes or 1 minute?

Now the group is in the revelation, or creative mode.  The facilitator is directing the focus to a “future state XE "Future state" ” statement that reflects the credit approval process in an ideal form.  When completed, the statement must reflect the following:

· What should happen,

· When it should happen

· What changes so it can happen

· Why it is better than the way it is done now

· How much it will save and

· Who will benefit (gain value)

To achieve this, the facilitator must allow participants to do some active brainstorming.  The group needs to explore some “what if” scenarios.  To expedite the effort, the variables that can be manipulated need to be identified.  In the example, these variables include:

· The number of orders requiring credit approval

· The steps being performed to approve credit

· The number of people used to perform the approval process

· The information needed to perform the approval process

The facilitator should ask the group to challenge each one of these variables.  This can be done by asking questions like: “What if we changed the number of orders requiring credit approval?  What would happen then?”  Alternatively, “What if we only approved credit on orders over a certain amount, how might that work?”

Here The goal XE "Goal;"  is to encourage the group to explore possibilities and the implications each presents.  As ideas begin to crystallize and the group moves toward a consensus, the facilitator returns to the flip chart and begins the process of paraphrasing and recording.

At JMI, the following preliminary goal XE "Goal;"  could be developed:

The ability to process work orders directly to the warehouse when the customer’s available credit line is greater than the order amount and the outstanding balance is current.  This would require a change to our order processing system.  Specifically, it would require the system to automatically check the order for credit-related data and route it to the appropriate location (Credit department or warehouse).

This would allow about 125 orders a day to be processed to the warehouse in less than 5 minutes, from the time the order was taken, saving about $3,700 a day (elimination of overtime and temporary help).  This would also allow the 6 staff members in Credit to focus on orders with real credit issues and collections and position them to support more volume.

This will benefit our customers by allowing the company to ship merchandise quicker, thus improving service levels.  This will also reduce the stress in the understaffed Credit department.

The above illustrates a preliminary goal XE "Goal;"  with far-reaching implications.  It sets forth a goal that resolves the conflict between the order desk and the Credit department, while simultaneously streamlining the process, reducing costs and improving customer service levels.  This is typical of the quality of goal statements that are developed by knowledge workers during work session XE "Work session;" s.

Sometimes, achieving the level of completeness reflected in the above example takes more than one work session XE "Work session;" .  The facilitator should take each current situation and preliminary goal XE "Goal;"  as far as the group can at any one time.  However, by the end of the third work session, the statements should be as complete as the one above.

The facilitator can expect to generate 8 to 12 situations and goals during a 45-minute period.  Each will be at various levels of completeness.  Each will require post-work session diagnostic time to generate questions for the group during the next work session XE "Work session;" .

As each situation/goal XE "Goal;"  pair is completed the facilitator posts it to the wall.  This allows it to be seen by all the participants and easily referenced to throughout the work session XE "Work session;" .

Figure 6-2 illustrates the JMI situation/goal XE "Goal;"  pair as it might appear after the first work session XE "Work session;" :

The change analysis provides the first point of-buy-in to improving a VADS XE "VADS;"  by the knowledge workers.  By recognizing what is “BAD” about the current situation and by projecting themselves into what is “GOOD XE "GOOD;" ” about the preliminary goal XE "Goal;" , the knowledge workers begin developing the creative tension (see appendix-Factor # 5-The Principle of Context) and leverage needed to support successful change.

Notice that the statements are not as complete as in the full example.  During the first session, capturing 8 to12 statements at level of completeness above represents a job well done.  Since it is done in about 45 minutes, it is a substantial accomplishment.  The key is to capture sufficient detail and insight to allow the process to continue smoothly.  If the pace drags, post the developed situation/goal XE "Goal;"  pairs on the wall and move on to the next model.  It is more important to make a pass at all the models than to develop only an eloquent CA at this point.

Figure 6‑2 - Change Analysis
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Change Analysis

1.  

It takes 3 days for a sales order

to get from credit to the

warehouse:

–

Competition averages 2 days.

–

Main reason customers complain

and leave.

2.  30% of first-time customer

quotations under $200 are

never turned into orders:

–

New customers cannot wait for

credit approval (takes 2 weeks).

–

Competition approves in 24 hours.

–

Lose up to 300 orders & new

customers a month.

1.  

The ability to get orders to

warehouse within 6 hours of

placement:

–

Would undercut competition by at

least 1 day.

–

Would require streamlining of order

processing through credit.

2.  The ability to authorize credit

limits up to $200 over the phone

for first- time customers:

–

Would increase sales $60,000 a

month with minimal bad debt risk.

–

Would require streamlining of order

processing to handle increase in

volume

.

Current Situation

Preliminary Goal


The change analysis will be revisited later in the sections on diagnostic work session XE "Diagnostic Work Session" s, at which time the process of taking the goal XE "Goal;"  from the status of preliminary to realistic will be explored.  Indexing of the models into a set of formal working papers XE "Working Papers"  will also be reviewed.

Review

About 45 minutes have elapsed in the first facilitation work session XE "Work session;" .  The facilitator has captured 8 to 12 change analysis statements on flip chart paper and posted them on the wall for easy reference.  Each current situation and preliminary goal XE "Goal;"  has been tested for measurability and completeness.

The next step is to understand where the changes, in the VADS XE "VADS;"  process identified in the preliminary goal XE "Goal;"  need to occur.  To do this, the facilitator will work with the knowledge workers to develop two workflow models.

