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Preface 
This book was written by the AI language model Claude, based on instructions and source 
material provided by me, Thomas Jordan. I acted as a scientific consultant in the first phase of 
the IDG initiative leading to the first draft of the Inner Development Goals framework in 2021. 
I was again involved in the last phase of revising the IDG framework in 2025, resulting in the 
2025 Inner Development Guide.  

We had many conversations during the process about various choices that had to be made, not 
least because of the very small budget for this ambitious project. One decision was to defer a 
real effort to explore the skills and qualities of the IDG framework as properties of collectives 
and systems, rather than of individuals. This was necessary at the time, but the intention was to 
develop the framework to study and describe how organizations, networks, collaborative pro-
cesses and communities can create collective capabilities. Collectives can perform other tasks 
than individuals can. But it is not a trivial endeavor to build organizations or other systems that 
embody the kind of capacities the IDG framework points to.  

Under my mentoring, Claude has recently written an essay called The Inner Development 
Guide: From Individual to Collective Capabilities (published and available for download at 
idg.thomasjordan.se). The essay describes the 25 IDG skills and qualities as organizational 
capabilities and outlines structures and practices that can be used by organizations to scaffold 
the strengthening of those capabilities.  

This book offers guidelines for working with organizational change in companies, public sector 
organizations and NGOs that aspire to build IDG capabilities as organizations. It aspires to be 
something of a handbook for the sponsors, change leaders and consultants taking on this task.  

I want to emphasize that the author of this essay is Claude, not me. Claude is a language model 
(generative AI), with a very sophisticated capability to apply a set of instructions to a particular 
task and generate meaningful reasoning. Of course this mode of operating has important limi–
tations. This book is not built on comprehensive practical experience from working with organi-
zational development to scaffold IDG capabilities. It uses Claude’s extensive familiarity with 
the organizational change literature and applies it to this particular endeavor. Use the handbook 
with discernment. I believe there is a lot of sensible reasoning and methodology suggestions in 
the book, but it has not been field-tested in this particular form. In the “real world”, few orga-
nizations make a strategic decision to start an ambitious organizational development initiative 
along the lines envisioned here. Efforts may be less systematic, more piecemeal, at least in the 
beginning phase. But still, there is much food for reflection and suggestions about leading 
change here.  

 

Gothenburg, Sweden, December 2025 

Thomas Jordan, PhD 
Former associate professor and senior lecturer in work science at Gothenburg university, 
Sweden, now independent researcher and consultant 
E-mail: thomas.jordan@perspectus.se 



 
 

Summary 
This handbook addresses a critical challenge facing organizations committed to contributing to 
a better world: the persistent gap between individual development and organizational transfor-
mation. While training individuals in Inner Development Goals (IDG) capabilities—such as 
systems thinking, empathy, and long-term orientation—generates initial enthusiasm, these 
capabilities rarely translate into collective organizational capacity without fundamental struc-
tural and cultural changes. 

The Core Problem 

Organizations might invest in IDG training only to watch the impact dissipate within months. 
Staff return from workshops with new frameworks and insights but encounter unchanged sys-
tems that actively work against their application. Decision-making structures force reductionist 
analysis despite systems thinking training. Meeting cultures prevent genuine dialogue despite 
psychological safety workshops. Performance systems punish the vulnerability required for 
learning despite organizational commitments to development. This pattern stems from three 
forces: organizational homeostasis (systems that pull behavior back to established patterns), 
power dynamics (resistance from those who benefit from current arrangements), and in-
sufficient change craft (lack of expertise in leading complex transformation). 

The Solution Framework 

The handbook presents IDG implementation as requiring simultaneous work across four inter-
connected levels. Individual capability development remains necessary but insufficient—it 
provides ingredients without creating collective capacity. Team dynamics represent where 
individual capabilities become collective practice through psychological safety, trust, and 
shared protocols. Organizational systems—decision architectures, resource allocation, gover-
nance patterns—institutionalize capabilities by making new ways of working structural rather 
than dependent on individual champions. Cultural evolution represents the deepest level, where 
transformation becomes organizational identity rather than imposed practice. 

Implementation Architecture 

Eight minimum viable governance patterns provide the structural scaffolding for transforma-
tion: decision principle registries make reasoning transparent and create accountability for 
complexity-aware decisions; trade-off logs explicitly acknowledge competing values rather 
than pretending they don't exist; clear authority assignments eliminate the dysfunction of 
unclear decision rights; transparent exception protocols prevent informal workarounds from 
eroding systems; resource allocation rituals protect long-term capacity building from quarterly 
raids; meeting operating systems distinguish sense-making from reporting; conflict escalation 
paths normalize constructive disagreement; and learning cadences with authority to change 
rules ensure retrospection actually shapes organizational behavior. 

Critical Success Factors 

Successful implementation requires developmental realism—matching interventions to organi-
zational stage rather than forcing practices beyond current capacity. It demands engagement 
with power dynamics, explicitly addressing who must cede authority or resources for genuine 
transformation. Entry strategy matters profoundly: organizations can begin through strategy 
refresh (embedding IDG in planning processes), leadership development (senior team's own 
transformation), or burning platform (leveraging crisis as catalyst). Early wins within 90 days 



build credibility while recognizing that cultural transformation requires 2-5 years and deve-
lopmental stage shifts may take 5-10 years. 

Difficult Conversations 

The handbook confronts uncomfortable truths often sanitized in organizational change litera-
ture. Genuine transformation requires redistributing power, not just improving processes. Not 
everyone benefits equally from change—those who succeeded under current structures have 
much to lose. Privilege operates invisibly to those who have it, requiring explicit work to make 
structural advantages visible and addressable. These political and ethical dimensions cannot be 
avoided without risking transformation theater that talks about equity while leaving power 
structures fundamentally unchanged. 

Practical Guidance 

The handbook provides concrete tools including diagnostic frameworks for assessing organi-
zational readiness, templates for pilots and governance patterns, decision trees for selecting 
entry strategies, and 90-day implementation guides. It emphasizes urgent patience—the para-
dox of beginning now while accepting that meaningful change takes years. Success means not 
perfection but consistent movement in the right direction, establishing organizations as 
continuous learning systems capable of sustained evolution. 

Target Audience 

This handbook serves change leaders, organizational development practitioners, and executive 
sponsors in mission-driven organizations—NGOs, social enterprises, government agencies, 
and corporations committed to sustainability and social justice. It assumes readers understand 
the IDG framework and seek practical guidance for implementation that goes beyond individual 
training to genuine organizational transformation. 

The work ultimately serves a larger purpose: developing organizations capable of addressing 
complex global challenges requires not just individual wisdom but collective capabilities em-
bodied in organizational structures, systems, and culture. 
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Inner Development for Organizations 
The Change Leader’s Handbook in Building Collective Capabilities for 
Global Challenges 
 

1. When good intentions meet organizational reality 
The conference room buzzed with energy. Thirty staff members from GreenFuture, a mid-sized 
sustainability NGO, had just completed an intensive three-day workshop on the Inner Develop-
ment Guide.1 The training had been excellent—engaging facilitators, powerful exercises, mea-
ningful conversations. People left feeling inspired, equipped with new frameworks for systems 
thinking, practiced in empathy and compassion, and ready to transform how they worked. 
"This is exactly what we needed," Maria, a program director, told her colleague as they walked 
back to the office. "I finally understand how interconnected all our environmental challenges 
are. And those perspective-taking exercises—I feel like I can finally understand why our 
partners sometimes resist our proposals." 
Three months later, Maria sits in the same conference room, but the energy has drained away. 
The systems thinking she learned? She tried to apply it to a new project proposal, mapping 
feedback loops and identifying leverage points. Her supervisor cut her off: "We don't have time 
for this complexity. Just give me the three key activities and how they'll lead to impact. The 
donor wants a simple logic model." 
The supervisor's response wasn't personal resistance or lack of understanding. She herself had 
attended the IDG training and genuinely valued systems thinking. The problem was structural: 
the donor's reporting template required linear logic models, the grant cycle allowed six months 
for what needed three years, and the organization's program approval process had no mecha-
nism for funding exploratory work. Approving Maria's systems-based proposal would have 
required renegotiating donor agreements, accepting lower short-term output numbers, and de-
fending experimental approaches to a board focused on demonstrable impact. The path of least 
resistance—for everyone involved—was to default to familiar patterns. 
The empathy and compassion practices Maria tried to bring into team meetings faced similar 
structural constraints. Meeting culture at GreenFuture had evolved over years to maximize 
information throughput: tight agendas, PowerPoint presentations, action-item tracking. This 
culture served real organizational needs—coordinating complex work across teams, main-
taining accountability, managing chronic time pressure. Changing meeting culture to allow 
space for deeper dialogue would require renegotiating implicit norms about time use, challen-
ging assumptions about what constitutes productive work, and risking the judgment of 
colleagues who equated efficiency with professionalism. When Maria suggested taking time to 
hear each person's concerns before rushing to solutions, she was asking colleagues to bear 
significant social risk for uncertain benefit. Their response—"Let's stay focused on outcomes, 
not feelings"—reflected not callousness but rational calculation of organizational reality. 
Similar patterns emerged across the organization. Staff trained in systems thinking returned to 
strategic planning processes that forced everything into linear cause-and-effect chains. The 

 
1 This is a fictional story. For an overview of the 25 skills and qualities of the Inner Development Gudie, see 
Appendix A.  
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budget template had no space for feedback loops, emergent properties, or acknowledgment of 
uncertainty. Performance reviews evaluated whether people met predetermined targets, with no 
room to acknowledge the messy reality of working in complex systems where failure often 
provides essential learning. Collaboration was praised in principle but remained nearly im-
possible when everyone's time was allocated to departmental priorities and no budget existed 
for genuine cross-functional partnership work. 
The IDG framework emphasizes long-term orientation, yet GreenFuture's annual planning 
cycle allowed no space for multi-year thinking. Systems thinking requires time for sense-ma-
king, yet meeting culture rewarded rapid information processing. Inner development depends 
on psychological safety, yet performance systems punished the vulnerability required for 
genuine learning. Professional development budgets—already minimal—were cut first when 
funding got tight. The message was clear: despite the inspiring training, what actually got 
resourced was immediate program delivery, not the deeper transformation that complex chal-
lenges require. 
After six months, Maria attended a staff survey feedback session. The results showed a troub-
ling pattern: engagement was declining, burnout was increasing, and many staff reported 
feeling a growing gap between the organization's stated values and actual practices. The IDG 
training was mentioned—people valued it, learned from it, but now felt frustrated that the 
insights gained had nowhere to go. 
"I feel like I can see more clearly now what's wrong," one colleague shared, "but I feel less able 
to do anything about it. The training opened my eyes, but the structures haven't changed. If 
anything, it's more painful now because I understand what we're missing." 
The executive director, who had championed the IDG training and genuinely believed in its 
value, was baffled by these results. "We invested significant resources in that training. Everyone 
seemed so enthusiastic. Why isn't it translating into organizational change?" 

What produces the gap 
The answer isn't that the training was inadequate—it was excellent. The answer isn't that people 
lack commitment—they care deeply. The answer isn't even that the IDG framework is insuf-
ficient—it identifies genuinely important capabilities. The answer is that individual develop-
ment, however powerful, cannot overcome organizational systems that work against it. 
Three forces produce this gap, and understanding them is essential for anyone seeking to imple-
ment IDG in organizational contexts. 
The first force might be called organizational homeostasis. Organizations develop stable pat-
terns—decision routines, meeting structures, resource allocation habits, implicit norms about 
what constitutes legitimate work. These patterns exist because they solve problems and reduce 
uncertainty, even when they also create limitations. When individuals try to introduce new 
practices that deviate from established patterns, organizational systems exert corrective 
pressure to return to familiar territory. This isn't conspiracy or conscious resistance; it's how 
systems maintain coherence. At GreenFuture, the donor reporting requirements, budget temp-
lates, meeting cultures, and approval processes all functioned as homeostatic mechanisms, 
correcting deviations and pulling behavior back toward established patterns. 
The corrective mechanisms operate through multiple channels. Donor reporting templates force 
particular forms of logic and measurement. Annual budget cycles privilege short-term thinking. 
Performance systems reward meeting predetermined targets rather than learning through 
experimentation. Meeting cultures enforce norms about time use and legitimate discourse. 
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Career advancement depends on demonstrating success rather than acknowledging uncertainty. 
Each of these mechanisms serves organizational functions—maintaining accountability to fun-
ders, coordinating complex work, ensuring productivity. Yet collectively they create powerful 
pressure against precisely the kinds of practices that IDG capabilities would generate. 
The second force involves power and resource allocation. Organizational change doesn't occur 
in neutral terrain; it unfolds in contexts structured by existing distributions of power, status, and 
resources. The current distribution typically benefits some actors more than others, creating 
rational resistance to changes that would redistribute power or resources. At GreenFuture, pro-
gram directors control significant budgets and maintain status through their ability to secure 
grants and deliver programs. Shifting toward more collaborative, systems-oriented work would 
require redistributing authority from program directors to cross-functional teams, accepting 
lower short-term output metrics in favor of harder-to-measure systems change, and potentially 
reducing individual program budgets to fund shared infrastructure. These changes threaten 
existing advantage. 
The resistance often appears as sincere concern about organizational effectiveness rather than 
self-interest. Program directors genuinely worry that collaborative processes will slow deci-
sion-making, that systems thinking will dilute focus, that experimental approaches will jeo-
pardize funding. These concerns have legitimate basis—the changes do carry real risks and 
costs. The question isn't whether risks exist but who bears them. Changes that ask some organi-
zational members to accept significant risk or loss while others face minimal disruption pre-
dictably generate resistance, regardless of how compelling the intellectual case for trans-
formation might be. Yet discussions of organizational change rarely make these distributional 
questions explicit, treating resistance as irrational rather than engaging seriously with the actual 
stakes involved. 
The third force concerns the craft of leading organizational change. Many leaders have sophis-
ticated understanding of what organizations should become but limited expertise in how to get 
there. Leading transformation requires specific capabilities—diagnosing system dynamics, 
building coalitions, designing transition sequences, managing resistance, creating protected 
spaces for experimentation, sustaining commitment through difficulty. These are learnable 
skills, but most leaders haven't learned them. The result is well-intentioned change efforts that 
underestimate the difficulty of transformation, move too quickly through implementation 
without building necessary foundation, fail to protect new practices from system pressure to 
revert, and generate resistance through clumsy execution rather than inherent opposition to 
change itself. 
At GreenFuture, the executive director championed IDG training because she genuinely 
believed in its value. She had less understanding of how to create organizational conditions 
where people could actually practice what they learned. The training was scheduled during an 
already busy period, creating no protected time for integration. No changes were made to 
decision processes, meeting structures, or performance systems. No explicit attention was given 
to how the new capabilities might challenge existing power distributions. The assumption 
seemed to be that once people learned IDG capabilities, they would naturally integrate them 
into their work. This assumption neglected the homeostatic forces that would pull behavior 
back to established patterns, the power dynamics that would generate resistance to practices 
threatening existing advantage, and the need for deliberate design of organizational conditions 
supporting new ways of working. 
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Implications for practice 
Understanding these three forces—organizational homeostasis, power dynamics, and change 
craft—fundamentally reframes what IDG implementation requires. It cannot be primarily about 
training individuals, though individual development remains important. It must be equally 
about redesigning organizational systems that shape what practices are possible, engaging 
explicitly with power and resource questions rather than treating them as illegitimate, and 
building the specific capabilities required for leading complex organizational change. 
The implications extend beyond adding new elements to familiar change approaches. The three 
forces suggest that standard organizational development methods will likely prove insufficient. 
Conventional change management typically treats resistance as irrational, to be overcome 
through better communication. It rarely examines how proposed changes redistribute power 
and resources. It focuses on designing ideal future states rather than on the political and tech-
nical work of actually getting there. These approaches can produce impressive change plans 
that fail in implementation because they don't adequately engage with the forces that maintain 
organizational reality. 
Consider what it would have meant for GreenFuture to engage seriously with these forces. 
Addressing organizational homeostasis would require examining every system pulling behavior 
back toward established patterns—donor reporting, budget templates, meeting structures, 
performance reviews, career advancement criteria—and redesigning those creating contra-
dictions with IDG practices. This isn't simple work. Some homeostatic mechanisms serve 
essential functions and cannot simply be eliminated. The task is distinguishing those that 
genuinely enable coordination and accountability from those that unnecessarily constrain 
possibility, and then undertaking the patient work of redesigning the constraining elements. 
Engaging with power dynamics would mean acknowledging explicitly who would need to cede 
authority or resources for genuine transformation. Program directors would need to accept 
reduced control over budgets and diminished status from individual program success. The 
executive director would need to share decision-making authority she currently holds. Funders 
would need to accept different forms of reporting and longer timelines for impact. Making these 
redistributions explicit creates discomfort, yet avoiding the conversation simply allows power 
dynamics to operate invisibly, generating resistance that appears irrational because its actual 
source remains unacknowledged. 
Building change craft would require the executive director and other change leaders to develop 
specific capabilities they currently lack. These include diagnostic skills for understanding 
system dynamics producing current patterns, coalition-building abilities for creating stake-
holder commitment to transformation, design capabilities for sequencing changes so each step 
builds foundation for the next, and resilience for sustaining effort through inevitable difficulties 
and setbacks. These capabilities cannot be acquired through brief training; they require sus-
tained development, often with external support from those with more experience. 
None of this is meant to suggest that IDG implementation is impossibly difficult or that organi-
zations should abandon the effort. Rather, it's meant to establish realistic understanding of what 
the work requires. Organizations that naively assume that training will produce transformation 
set themselves up for the kind of disappointment and demoralization that GreenFuture experien-
ced. Organizations that understand the structural, political, and technical dimensions of 
transformation can design implementation strategies with better prospects for success. 
The remainder of this book explores how to undertake this work. Subsequent chapters examine 
what makes IDG implementation different from other capability development efforts, common 
failure patterns and how to avoid them, diagnostic frameworks for understanding organizational 
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starting points, theories of change spanning individual through cultural levels, practical strate-
gies for entering the work, the architecture of systems and structures required to support IDG 
practices, the cultural transformation involved, specific guidance for each IDG dimension, and 
concrete guidance for getting started. Throughout, the commitment is to realistic assessment of 
the challenges alongside clear guidance for how to address them. 
The gap between individual learning and organizational change is real and substantial. But it is 
not unbridgeable. Organizations can create conditions where people's developing capabilities 
find expression in organizational practices and where organizational systems actively support 
rather than undermine the capacities that complex challenges require. The path forward requires 
clear sight regarding what stands in the way, patient attention to structural and political realities 
alongside individual and cultural dimensions, and specific expertise in leading the kind of 
transformation that IDG implementation represents. This is demanding work. It is also possible 
work, and for organizations committed to addressing complex sustainability and social chal-
lenges, it may be necessary work. 
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2. What makes IDG implementation different (and difficult) 
The Inner Development Guide framework has generated considerable interest within organiza-
tions working on sustainability and social change. Some have invested in training programs, 
conducted workshops, and even begun using IDG language in their strategic documents. Yet 
implementation often proves far more challenging than expected. Understanding why requires 
recognizing several fundamental ways that IDG implementation differs from typical organi-
zational development initiatives. 

Developmental capabilities, not just skills 
At first glance, the IDG framework might appear similar to other competency frameworks that 
organizations use for professional development. It lists 25 specific skills and qualities, orga-
nized into five dimensions. One might reasonably assume that implementation follows the 
familiar path: assess current competency levels, design training programs, deliver instruction, 
measure improvement, and integrate into performance management systems. 

This assumption leads to the first fundamental misunderstanding. The IDGs are not simply 
skills to be trained but developmental capacities tied to meaning-making—the deep frameworks 
through which people interpret their experience and determine what is possible. This has crucial 
implications for how development actually occurs. 

What does "developmental" mean? 
Developmental capacities differ from technical skills in that they are rooted in how people 
construct meaning. A technical skill—such as using a tool for financial analysis or facilitating 
a meeting—can be learned through instruction and practice. It builds on existing cognitive 
structure. A developmental capacity, in contrast, often requires transformation of the very cog-
nitive structure itself—how the person understands themselves, relationships, and the world. 

Three examples illustrate this distinction: 

Inner compass refers to a deeply felt commitment to live and act in accordance with values 
that serve the whole. This is not a skill that can be taught in a workshop. It emerges from a 
developmental process in which one's identity expands beyond narrow self-interest to include 
genuine care for larger systems—humanity, the biosphere, future generations. A person whose 
meaning-making remains primarily self-focused can learn conceptually about systems thinking 
and interconnection, but the inner compass requires a shift in identity itself. You cannot train 
someone into caring deeply about the whole if their developmental stage remains centered on 
personal achievement or in-group loyalty. 

Connectedness involves feeling a sense of belonging to larger wholes—humanity, the web of 
life, spiritual dimensions of existence. This quality cannot be installed through instruction. It 
arises from direct experience, contemplative practice, encounters with nature, or developmental 
maturation that enables one to perceive interconnection not merely intellectually but as lived 
reality. A training program can expose people to ideas about interconnection, but it cannot 
create the felt sense of belonging that characterizes genuine connectedness. 

Humility means the ability to act without concern for one's own importance. This quality 
depends on being relatively free from the need to defend a particular self-image or to be seen 
in certain ways by others. It cannot be trained directly because it requires transformation of the 
ego structure itself. A person can learn behaviors that appear humble while remaining internally 
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preoccupied with status and recognition. Genuine humility emerges from developmental work 
that loosens identification with self-image. 

These examples illustrate a central point: many IDG capacities cannot be trained through 
conventional methods because they require transformation in how people experience them-
selves and the world. This does not mean development is impossible—to the contrary, there are 
well-documented pathways for developmental maturation. But it does mean that implement-
tation strategies must acknowledge the nature of development rather than treating IDGs as 
another set of skills to teach. 

Collective capacity does not automatically emerge from individual develop-
ment 
A second fundamental misunderstanding is the assumption that if enough individuals develop 
IDG capacities, the organization will automatically manifest these qualities collectively. This 
ignores how organizational systems shape which capacities can actually be expressed. 

A team of individuals who have each developed systems thinking can still make decisions in a 
reductionist way if the decision process forces simple cause-and-effect analysis. Individuals 
with deeply developed empathy and compassion can act in a competitive culture where vulne-
rability is punished. People with strong long-term orientation can be forced to focus on quarterly 
results by performance systems and funding cycles. 

Collective capacity emerges not through aggregation of individual abilities but through the 
interaction between individual development and organizational structures. A team manifests 
collective systems thinking not when all members are trained in systems thinking, but when the 
team's decision architecture enables holding complexity, when its communication systems 
support exploratory dialogue rather than rapid conclusion, when its resource allocation rewards 
long-term thinking, and when its culture values deep understanding over quick answers. 

This has major implications. Investing in individual development without simultaneously trans-
forming organizational systems produces frustration rather than transformation. Trained indi-
viduals return to unchanged systems where their newly developed capacities cannot be used or 
are even actively undermined. Conversely, organizational changes without corresponding 
individual development create forms without substance—new structures that people lack the 
capacity to effectively inhabit. 

Successful IDG implementation therefore requires work at multiple levels simultaneously: 
developing individual capacities, building team dynamics that enable these capacities to be 
expressed collectively, transforming organizational systems to enable new ways of working, 
and shaping cultures where IDG qualities are valued and reinforced. This systemic approach—
explored in detail in Chapter 4—is essential for creating genuine transformation rather than 
isolated improvements at individual levels. 

2.3 Why organizations cannot buy IDG transformation 
When organizations face the challenge of implementing IDGs, the natural response might be to 
seek external solutions: hire consultants with expertise, purchase training programs, implement 
ready-made frameworks. This approach assumes a mechanical view of organizational change—
that transformation can be bought, installed, and rolled out according to plan. 

This assumption fails for several interrelated reasons: 
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Development requires time and cannot be arbitrarily accelerated 
Developmental maturation—both individual and collective—does not follow project plans. A 
person cannot be forced through developmental stages through intensive training. A team 
cannot quickly develop the psychological safety and trust that enables genuine dialogue. An 
organizational culture cannot be transformed through a two-day workshop or a consulting 
engagement. 

External providers can offer valuable inputs, tools, and support. But the development process 
itself must occur inside the organization, through people's lived experience of trying to work 
differently, encountering challenges, reflecting on what happens, and gradually building new 
capacities. This process takes the time it takes. Attempts to force it through purchasing quick 
solutions often lead to superficial adoption of new language without deeper change. 

Transformation requires working through conflict and uncertainty 
Meaningful organizational transformation inevitably activates conflict. Redistribution of power 
threatens those who benefit from current arrangements. New ways of working challenge estab-
lished expertise. Changed priorities create winners and losers. This conflict cannot be resolved 
by external consultants or avoided through well-designed processes. It must be worked through 
by the people in the organization, which requires courageous leadership, skillful facilitation of 
difficult conversations, and time to process what is happening. 

Moreover, transformation is inherently uncertain. New ways of working may fail. Experiments 
yield unexpected results. Paths that seemed promising prove to be dead ends. External providers 
can supply guides and tools, but they cannot eliminate this uncertainty or remove the need for 
the organization to learn through experience. Attempts to buy away uncertainty by hiring 
experts who "know the right way" fail because there is no single right way—each organization's 
transformation is unique and must be discovered through action. 

Internal capacity cannot be replaced by external expertise 
Even the most skilled consultant or facilitator cannot do the developmental work that the orga-
nization must do. External parties can diagnose, design interventions, facilitate processes, and 
build capacity. But they cannot replace the internal leadership, commitment, and persistence 
that sustained transformation requires. 

When the consulting engagement ends, the organization must continue the work. If dependence 
on external expertise has prevented development of internal capacity, transformation will stall 
or even reverse when external support disappears. Successful implementation therefore requires 
building internal capacity from the beginning—developing internal facilitators, building inter-
nal communities of practice, strengthening internal leadership for transformation. 

This does not mean external support is worthless. Experienced consultants can accelerate lear-
ning, prevent common pitfalls, provide tools and processes, and offer perspective that the 
organization struggles to see itself. But external support must be designed to build internal 
capacity rather than create dependence, and the organization must understand that external 
expertise complements but does not replace the internal work that transformation requires. 

Developmental stages and organizational readiness 
Organizations, like individuals, can be understood as operating from different developmental 
stages—broad patterns in how they interpret reality and what they perceive as possible. 
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Understanding these stages helps diagnose organizational readiness and design implementation 
strategies that match current capacity rather than assuming capacities not yet developed. 

The table below offers a simplified overview of three main developmental patterns relevant to 
IDG implementation. This simplified model is not intended to rigidly categorize organizations 
but to help diagnose dominant patterns and identify developmentally appropriate interventions. 

Stage Characteristics IDG readiness Implementation 
strategy 

Conventional-
traditional 

Clear hierarchy, top-down 
control, rule-oriented, focus 
on efficiency and predicta-
bility, resistance to ambiguity 

Limited. Many IDG 
qualities (distributed 
authority, holding com-
plexity, experimenta-
tion) conflict with fun-
damental assumptions. 

Start with individual skill 
development within 
existing structures. 
Introduce new ways of 
working incrementally. 
Show concrete results 
early. 

Conventional-
modern 

Results-driven, competitive, 
innovation-oriented, 
strategic, measurement-
focused, meritocratic 
assumptions 

Moderate. Can adopt 
IDG practices that 
improve performance 
but struggles with 
qualities requiring 
questioning of 
competition, growth, or 
self-interest. 

Frame IDGs as compe-
titive advantages or 
performance drivers. 
Use metrics to show 
value. Start with 
acceptable dimensions 
(systems thinking) 
before harder ones 
(humility, connected-
ness). 

Post-conventional Purpose-driven, stakeholder-
focused, systems-aware, 
comfortable with ambiguity, 
values both/and thinking, 
seeks integration 

Strong. Organizational 
values and structures 
align with many IDG 
qualities. Main challenge 
is translating values into 
daily practice. 

Focus on embedding 
IDGs in systems and 
structures. Challenge 
gaps between valued 
ideals and actual 
practice. Develop 
measurement systems 
that capture qualities 
beyond results. 

Table 1. Developmental patterns of organizations 

Several important caveats about this diagnostic: First, most organizations operate from mixed 
stages—leadership may manifest one stage while frontline shows another, or different depart-
ments may function differently. Second, no stage is "better" in absolute terms—each has 
strengths and limitations. Third, organizations cannot be forced through stages through training 
or structural changes—development must be supported but cannot be coerced. 

The critical practical value of understanding developmental stages lies in matching implement-
tation strategies to current capacity. Attempting to implement post-conventional structures 
(self-managing teams, distributed authority, evolutionary purpose) in a conventional-traditional 
organization creates chaos rather than transformation. Framing IDGs only as competitive 
advantages in a post-conventional organization diminishes the depth of transformation. Chapter 
3 offers diagnostic tools for assessing organizational stage and readiness. 
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What successful implementation actually means 
Against this background of challenges, we can now articulate what successful IDG implemen-
tation actually means. This provides a north star for the detailed guidance that follows in 
subsequent chapters. 

Successful implementation means that the qualities and capacities identified in the framework 
become embedded in daily operations rather than existing as separate initiatives. They are not 
what the organization does occasionally during workshops or retreats, but how the organization 
routinely functions. Systems thinking shapes how strategic planning happens every quarter. 
Compassion and empathy influence how personnel issues are handled. Long-term orientation 
affects resource allocation decisions. Humility and openness characterize leadership. 

This requires transformation at all four levels discussed: individuals develop deeper capacities 
through continuous learning and practice, not one-time training. Teams build ability to manifest 
IDG qualities collectively through how they meet, communicate, and make decisions together. 
Organizational systems—decision architectures, communication structures, resource allocation 
processes—transform to enable new ways of working. Culture evolves so that IDG qualities 
are valued, reinforced, and become "how we do things here". 

Successful implementation also recognizes that transformation is an ongoing process rather 
than a project with a defined end. There is no state of "finished" where the organization has 
achieved all IDG qualities perfectly. Instead, successful organizations establish continuous 
learning systems where they constantly work to deepen capacities, extend use of new ways of 
working, and adapt strategies based on experience. 

Finally, success means holding transformation as both urgent and long-term. The urgency 
comes from recognizing that climate crisis, ecological collapse, and social inequality demand 
response now. The long-term perspective comes from understanding that building organiza-
tional capacities for wisdom, care, and courage takes years, not months. Successful organi-
zations hold this paradox: they act with urgency while investing in long-term development, they 
seek immediate wins while building for sustainability, they remain hopeful about what is 
possible while being realistic about what transformation requires. 

This understanding of what IDG implementation truly entails—its developmental nature, the 
need for systemic approach, the impossibility of buying transformation, the importance of 
matching interventions to organizational readiness, and the goal of embedded rather than 
programmatic change—provides the foundation for the rest of this guide. Subsequent chapters 
translate this understanding into practical diagnostic tools, change strategies, and implement-
tation guidance. 
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3. Diagnostic framework—Where is your organization 
now? 
Effective IDG implementation begins not with solutions but with diagnosis. Before designing 
interventions, an organization must understand its current state with clear-eyed honesty. This 
requires assessment across multiple dimensions: the organization's developmental stage, cur-
rent manifestation of IDG qualities, readiness for transformation, and the political landscape 
that will enable or resist change. 

This diagnostic work serves several crucial functions. It grounds change strategy in reality 
rather than aspiration, preventing the common mistake of designing interventions for an 
idealized organization rather than the actual one. It identifies existing strengths to build upon 
rather than approaching change solely through a deficit lens. It reveals contradictions between 
stated values and actual systems, making visible gaps that might otherwise remain undiscussed. 
It assesses developmental readiness, ensuring that proposed changes match the organization's 
actual capacity. Finally, it exposes the power dynamics and organizational inertia that will 
shape the transformation process. 

The diagnostic framework presented here provides structured approaches to this assessment 
work (see Appendix C). It should be adapted to organizational context rather than applied 
rigidly. The goal is not bureaucratic box-checking but genuine understanding that enables wise 
action. Many organizations should be able to complete the core diagnostics in 2-3 hours, with 
deeper analysis as needed. 

3.1 Organizational developmental stage 
Understanding an organization's developmental center of gravity provides essential context for 
all other diagnostic work. The developmental stage shapes what structures and practices the 
organization can successfully implement, what kinds of transformation are accessible, and what 
approaches are likely to succeed or fail. 

Stage Characteristics Diagnostic indicators 
Achievement-oriented Clear hierarchies, meritocracy, 

innovation within established 
frames, strategic planning, 
measurement focus, competition 
valued 

Decisions require business case. KPIs 
drive behavior. Success measured 
relative to competitors. Leadership 
based on expertise and results. Strategy 
is sophisticated and multi-year. 

Relativistic Values-driven, stakeholder-
inclusive, consensus-seeking, 
equality-oriented, relationship-
focused, empathy valued 

Decisions involve extensive consul-
tation. Culture emphasizes belonging. 
Diversity and inclusion prioritized. Flat 
structure or participatory leadership. 
Stakeholder voices weigh heavily. 

Mature postcon-
ventional) 

Purpose-driven, self-managing, 
evolutionary, systems-aware, 
comfortable with ambiguity, 
integrates opposites 

Organizational purpose beyond profit. 
Distributed authority actually works. 
Both/and thinking over either/or. 
Reflection and adaptation are built-in. 
Experimentation is natural. 

Table 2. Diagnosis of organizational stage 
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The table above offers a simplified overview of three main developmental patterns relevant to 
IDG implementation (see further Appendix B). Most organizations working on sustainability 
operate primarily from achievement-orieted or relativistic, with some emerging mature post-
conventional characteristics. This diagnostic is not about judgment but about strategic clarity. 

Important caveats: Most organizations operate from mixed stages. No stage is absolutely "bet-
ter". Organizations cannot be forced through stages. The critical practical value lies in matching 
implementation strategies to current capacity. 

3.2 Power and inertia diagnostics 
Beyond developmental stage, diagnosis must also reveal how power is distributed and how 
organizational inertia will resist change. These three diagnostic tools expose often-invisible 
forces that shape transformation's success or failure (Appendix C). 

3.2.1 Decision-rights map 
This map charts who actually decides over critical domains. Formal org charts rarely reveal 
where real decision power lies. The decision-rights map exposes these patterns. 

Decision domain Who actually decides? How centralized? (1-5) 
Strategic direction     
Budget & resource allocation     
Hiring & promotion     
Project prioritization     
Scope changes     

Table 3. Decision-rights map 

Interpretation guidance: If decision power is highly centralized (4-5 on scale), IDG 
implementation requires leadership's active engagement and willingness to redistribute power. 
If power is already distributed (1-2), focus on building capacity in those who hold decision 
rights. 

3.2.2 Budget flow map 
The budget process reveals organizational priorities more honestly than any strategy document. 
This map tracks how resources actually flow and where they can be blocked. 

Map for each major funding source: 
• Where is funding initially approved? 
• What approval points are required to spend funds? 
• Who can freeze or redirect funds mid-year? 
• What triggers budget cuts? 
• How much of the budget is "discretionary" (changeable) vs "locked" (structurally fixed)? 

Critical questions: Does IDG transformation have sufficiently protected resources? If capacity 
building is always cut first when budgets are squeezed, implementation will fail. Identify 
whether resources need to be secured differently before transformation starts. 
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3.2.3 Immune response canvas: Mapping organizational homeostasis 
Organizations, like biological systems, have powerful homeostatic mechanisms that restore 
equilibrium when it is disturbed. This canvas identifies likely "snap-back moves" that will 
undermine transformation if not anticipated and countered. 

Immune response 
mechanism 

How it manifests Risk in your organization? 
(High/Medium/Low) 

Time compression "We don't have time for this now, 
there's too much else happening." 
Meeting times shorten, reflection 
time eliminated. 

  

Exception inflation New processes have many "special 
case" exceptions until they're no 
longer consistently applied. 

  

Resource starvation Pilots don't get sufficient staffing, 
budget, or leadership time to 
actually succeed. 

  

Narrative delegitimization Informal stories frame trans-
formation as "fluff", "fad", or 
"irrelevant to our real work". 

  

Structural sabotage New structures undermined by 
parallel decision processes that 
bypass them. 

  

Table 4. Immune response canvas 

Usage: For each high-risk mechanism, design specific countermeasures in the implementation 
plan. If time compression is high risk, explicitly protect time in key actors' calendars. If excep-
tion inflation is likely, create clear process for when exceptions are legitimate. 

3.3 Rapid assessment across five IDG dimensions 
For each of the five IDG dimensions (Being, Thinking, Relating, Collaborating, Acting), ask 
these four questions to identify current state and leverage points: 

1. What already exists? What existing strengths and capacities exist within this dimension? 
Organizations often undervalue what they already do well. 
2. Where are the contradictions? Where are there gaps between stated values and actual 
systems within this dimension? 
3. What is developmentally accessible? What aspects of this dimension can the organization 
meaningfully develop given its current developmental stage? 
4. Where are the leverage points? Where would relatively modest changes produce significant 
systemic effects? 

This framework can be applied quickly (30 minutes per dimension) for initial assessment or 
more deeply with interviews and observations for comprehensive diagnosis. 

3.4 Readiness assessment: Five critical factors 
Even organizations with significant potential may lack current conditions necessary for 
transformation to succeed (see Appendix D, Template 4). Assess these five factors: 
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Readiness factor Key indicators Your assessment (1-5) 
Leadership commitment Leaders allocate own time, model 

qualities, examine own practices, 
protect resources, share power 

  

Resource availability Protected time for key people, budget 
for support, infrastructure for learning, 
flexibility to experiment 

  

Cultural permission Permission to challenge status quo, 
psychological safety for honest 
conversations, valuing of learning 

  

Change competence Experience leading change, internal 
facilitation competence, ability to 
handle resistance 

  

Political environment Champions in key positions, absence of 
active blockers, sufficient broad 
neutrality 

  

Table 5. Readiness assessment 

Interpretation: If any factor scores 1-2, it must be addressed before full-scale implementation. 
Transformation without sufficient readiness leads to waste and cynicism. Invest in building 
readiness where it's lacking. 

3.5 Ten essential diagnostic questions for rapid assessment 
When time is limited, these ten questions provide rapid but informative assessment of organi-
zational reality: 

1. How are strategic decisions actually made? Who's in the room? Who has veto power? 
2. When does genuine learning from failure happen? Give concrete examples—or explain 

why it doesn't occur. 
3. What happens to people who question leadership or propose radical changes? 
4. How do staff at different levels describe the organization's values? Is there consistency 

or divergence? 
5. What types of conflict occur openly? Which are never discussed? 
6. How much of staff time goes to meetings vs actual work? How many meetings are 

generative vs reporting? 
7. What happens when budget gets squeezed mid-year? What gets cut first? 
8. How quickly can the organization actually make and implement non-routine decisions? 
9. What recent major change initiative "failed"? Why? What did the organization learn? 
10. If you had to describe the organization's "immune system" against change in one word, 

what would it be? 

The answers to these questions reveal more about organizational reality than formal documents 
ever can. 

3.6 From diagnosis to strategy 
The diagnostics described here don't provide answers—they ask the right questions and expose 
realities that would otherwise remain hidden. Valuable diagnosis is that which changes your 
understanding of what is possible, necessary, and strategic. 
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With honest diagnostics in hand, strategy development can begin. Chapter 4 explores theories 
of change that translate diagnostic insight into actionable interventions. Chapter 5 provides 
guidance on where to start given different organizational contexts and readiness levels. But all 
forward progress depends on the honesty and courage required to actually see the organization 
as it is, not as we wish it to be. 
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4. Theory of change—How IDGs become organizational 
reality 
Having completed diagnostic work to understand where an organization currently stands, the 
next challenge involves designing a coherent theory of change. How does the Inner Develop-
ment Guide—which describe qualities of individuals—actually become properties of organiza-
tional systems? What is the pathway from individual capability to collective capacity? What 
interventions at which levels produce sustainable transformation? 

Many organizational change efforts fail because they lack a clear theory of change or because 
their implicit theory is incomplete. They may focus exclusively on individual training, 
assuming this automatically translates into organizational capability. Or they may redesign 
structures without attending to whether people have capacity to inhabit new systems. Or they 
may work on culture without recognizing that culture is shaped by structures and cannot be 
changed through values statements alone. 

This chapter presents a four-level intervention model that recognizes both the necessity and 
insufficiency of work at each level. It provides a sequencing decision tree to help determine 
where to start given organizational context. It then offers an intervention matrix that maps 
specific approaches to each level, typical resistance patterns, and minimum viable measures. 
Finally, it establishes realistic timeframes for transformation. 

4.1 The four-level intervention model 
Effective IDG implementation requires working simultaneously across four interconnected 
levels: individual capability, team dynamics, organizational systems, and cultural evolution. 
Each level is necessary but insufficient on its own. Changes at one level without corresponding 
changes at others create dysfunction rather than development. 

Level 1: Individual capability 
Individual capability remains foundational. Organizations cannot manifest collective wisdom 
if individual members lack basic cognitive and relational skills. Communication skills, systems 
thinking basics, critical thinking, and specific practices (mindfulness, dialogue methods) can 
be meaningfully trained. However, many IDG capacities are developmental—tied to meaning-
making structures that require time and cannot be quickly installed through training. Individual 
development is necessary but insufficient—it provides essential ingredients but cannot by itself 
create collective capacity. 

Level 2: Team dynamics 
Team dynamics represent the level where individual capabilities become collective practice. 
Psychological safety, collective sense-making, trust, and team culture all emerge from patterns 
of interaction and shared practices. Team development approaches include facilitated sessions, 
protocols for dialogue and decision-making, conflict transformation processes, and action 
learning. Even highly developed teams exist within organizational systems that either enable or 
constrain their effectiveness—islands of excellence within seas of dysfunction cannot sustain. 

Level 3: Organizational systems 
Organizational systems—the structures, processes, and mechanisms that shape how work 
actually happens—represent the level where collective capacity becomes institutionalized. 
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Critical systems include decision-making architectures, communication systems, resource 
allocation processes, performance management, and power distribution mechanisms. System 
redesign approaches include process redesign, governance changes, infrastructure develop-
ment, and policy revision. Even well-designed systems require people with capacity to inhabit 
them effectively—forms without substance. 

Level 4: Cultural evolution 
Culture represents the deepest level—the shared meaning-making patterns, unconscious 
assumptions, stories, symbols, and rituals that shape what feels natural. Culture both emerges 
from and shapes individual behavior, team dynamics, and organizational systems. It is the most 
difficult level to change directly but the most durable once transformed. Cultural change 
approaches include leadership modeling, storytelling and narrative work, ritual and symbolic 
practice, sustained practice over time, and addressing contradictions between espoused and 
enacted values. Culture cannot be changed through declarations but only through sustained 
transformation at the other three levels. 

4.2 Sequencing decision tree: Where to start 
While all four levels must eventually be addressed, attempting to change everything 
simultaneously creates chaos. The decision tree below helps determine strategic starting points 
based on organizational context and diagnostic findings. 

If your organization has... Start here Rationale 
Highly centralized power Leadership development + small 

pilot teams 
Without leadership engagement, 
system changes won't be 
protected. Build leadership 
capacity first, demonstrate value in 
pilots. 

High coordination complexity Systems redesign (decision 
processes, communication flows) 

Individual/team capacity exists but 
is blocked by dysfunctional 
systems. Fix bottlenecks in 
decision-making and information 
flow. 

Conflict avoidance culture Team development with explicit 
conflict protocols 

Surface suppressed tensions in 
contained environments. Build 
team capacity for constructive 
conflict before attempting org-
wide changes. 

Low individual capacity Individual development + simple 
system changes 

Can't build sophisticated systems if 
people lack basic capacities. Start 
with skills training while making 
systems incrementally better. 

Strong values-practice gap Make contradictions discussable + 
targeted system fixes 

Cynicism from unfulfilled promises 
blocks change. Name gaps 
explicitly, fix most egregious 
system contradictions. 

Distributed authority already Embed IDG in governance + 
capacity building at edges 

Power is shared but quality varies. 
Strengthen capacity throughout 
while institutionalizing practices. 

Table 6. Sequencing decision tree 
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This decision tree provides starting points, not complete strategies. Successful implementation 
eventually addresses all four levels, but strategic sequencing builds momentum and protects 
early gains. 

4.3 Intervention matrix: Approaches, resistance, and measures 
The table below provides a practical reference for designing interventions at each level. It maps 
typical approaches, common resistance patterns, and minimum viable measures that indicate 
real change rather than theatre. 

Level Key interventions Typical resistance Minimum viable measures 
Individual Skills training, coaching, 

practice-based develop-
ment, developmental 
assessments 

"No time for training"; 
"This is soft skills"; 
Expectation of quick 
results 

Behavior change in meetings; 
Use of new practices in daily 
work; Self-reported capability 
growth 

Team Team facilitation, dia-
logue protocols, conflict 
processes, action 
learning, retrospectives 

Surface harmony 
maintained; Conflict 
avoidance; "We already 
work well together" 

Constructive conflict surfaces; 
Decision quality improves; 
Meeting time in dialogue vs 
status reporting 

Systems Process redesign, 
governance changes, 
decision architecture, 
resource allocation 
reform 

"Too complex to 
change"; Parallel 
processes bypass new 
structures; Exception 
inflation 

Decision lead time shortens; 
Cross-silo decisions increase; 
Trade-off logs actually used; 
Exceptions tracked 

Culture Leadership modeling, 
storytelling, ritual 
redesign, sustained 
practice, naming 
contradictions 

Cynicism ("Here we go 
again"); Language 
adoption without 
behavior change; Elite 
culture vs frontline 

Stories change (what gets 
celebrated); Newcomers 
socialized differently; Dissent 
becomes safer; Values-
practice gap narrows 

Table 7. Intervention matrix 

This matrix serves as a reference tool, not a rigid prescription. Adapt interventions to organiza-
tional context, combine approaches creatively, and always attend to integration across levels. 

4.4 Integration principles 
Understanding the four levels reveals why many organizational change efforts fail—they work 
at one or two levels while ignoring others. These integration principles articulate how work 
across levels must align. 

Changes at one level require alignment at others 
Individual development without team and organizational support creates frustrated individuals 
unable to apply their learning. Team development without supportive systems creates islands 
of excellence unable to spread. System redesign without corresponding capacity creates 
structures that cannot be effectively inhabited. Cultural aspirations without changes at other 
levels remain empty rhetoric. Any significant change initiative must explicitly address all four 
levels, though not necessarily simultaneously or with equal emphasis. 
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Sequencing matters but isn't purely linear 
Attempting to change everything simultaneously creates chaos. Generally, some individual and 
team capability must be developed before systems can be effectively redesigned. Some system 
changes must occur before culture can shift. But this isn't purely linear—early system changes 
may be necessary to create space for development. Design phased implementation that main-
tains coherence at each phase. Each phase should address multiple levels in ways that align and 
reinforce. 

Cultural work is slowest but most durable 
Culture changes most slowly because it represents the deepest level of organizational reality. 
Yet cultural transformation is most durable—once culture shifts, changes persist even through 
leadership transitions and external pressures. Invest in cultural work with appropriate patience, 
recognizing that superficial culture changes quickly (slogans, stated values) but deep culture 
changes slowly (assumptions, norms, unconscious patterns). 

Leadership is the bottleneck and the catalyst 
Leaders profoundly shape what is possible at all four levels. Leaders with limited develop-
mental capacity constrain organizational development regardless of staff capability. Conver-
sely, leaders operating from higher developmental stages, modeling IDG qualities, and com-
mitted to genuine transformation enable organizational development that would otherwise 
remain impossible. Invest heavily in leadership development as prerequisite for broader 
transformation. 

4.5 Realistic timeframes 
One of the most common mistakes in organizational change involves unrealistic expectations 
about timeframes. Understanding realistic timeframes prevents both premature abandonment 
of initiatives that need more time and endless patience with approaches that genuinely are not 
working. 

Quick wins (3-6 months) 
Some changes can show visible results relatively quickly: improved meeting quality from better 
facilitation, reduced decision bottlenecks from clarified authority, initial team psychological 
safety from explicit protocols, visible leadership modeling of new practices. These quick wins 
build credibility and momentum but should not be confused with deep transformation. 

System embedding (6-18 months) 
Genuine system change requires sustained work: new decision processes become routine, 
resource allocation aligns with stated priorities, performance systems reward desired behaviors, 
governance structures function effectively. This takes 6-18 months of consistent implemen-
tation, troubleshooting, and refinement. 

Cultural transformation (2-5 years) 
Deep cultural change requires years: unconscious assumptions shift, new behaviors feel natural 
rather than forced, organizational stories change, rituals embody new values, newcomers are 
socialized into transformed culture. This is not instantaneous but emerges from sustained 
practice and consistency. Organizations that achieve genuine cultural evolution develop col-
lective capacity that transcends individual capability. 
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Developmental stage shifts (5-10 years) 
Organizational developmental stage shifts are longest-term and cannot be forced. An orga-
nization moving from achievement-oriented to relativistic or relativistic to mature post-con–
ven–tional requires sustained work over many years (see Appendix B). Not all organizations 
will or should aspire to such shifts. But for those that do, patience with developmental 
timeframes is essential. 

These timeframes are not rigid boundaries but realistic guidelines. They counter both the naive 
expectation that transformation happens quickly and the cynical assumption that nothing ever 
changes. With clear theory of change, strategic sequencing, attention to all four levels, and 
realistic timeframes, IDG implementation can produce genuine organizational transformation. 

The next chapter explores specific entry strategies—where to begin given different organiza-
tional contexts and how to sequence interventions for maximum effectiveness. 
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5. Entry strategies—Where to begin 
Organizations face a fundamental strategic question when beginning IDG implementation: 
where to start? The diagnostic work (Chapter 3) reveals current reality, the theory of change 
(Chapter 4) provides conceptual framework, but practical action requires identifying specific 
entry points that build momentum while creating conditions for sustained transformation. 

The choice of entry strategy profoundly shapes what becomes possible. Starting in the wrong 
place—or with an approach mismatched to organizational context—can doom even well-
intentioned efforts. Conversely, strategic entry that leverages organizational readiness, aligns 
with political realities, and demonstrates value creates momentum that carries transformation 
forward even through difficulties. 

This chapter presents three proven entry strategies, each with a clear specification of the 
minimum structural changes required to avoid theatre. It then provides a selection rubric—eight 
questions that determine which entry strategy fits your context. Finally, it addresses the critical 
importance of early wins in building credibility. 

5.1 Three proven entry strategies 
While variations exist, three entry strategies have demonstrated consistent effectiveness across 
diverse organizational contexts. Each works by connecting IDG development to something the 
organization already values and creating protected space for experimentation. 

Entry strategy 1: Strategy refresh 
This entry point uses strategic planning or strategy review as the vehicle for introducing IDG-
informed approaches. Rather than launching an "IDG initiative," the work begins with impro-
ving how the organization does strategy—making strategic processes more participatory, 
systems-aware, and long-term oriented. 

How it works: Audit current strategic planning using IDG framework. Redesign planning to 
embody systems thinking and long-term orientation (scenario planning, multi-stakeholder 
consultation, systems mapping, long-term consequence analysis). Build coalition around "more 
effective strategy" rather than "inner development." As strategic work improves, expand the 
approach to other processes. 
Advantages: Links directly to core organizational function. Demonstrates value within 
planning cycle. Creates natural pathway for leadership engagement. Builds coalition across 
levels. 
When it works best: Organization engaged in strategic planning or review; leadership values 
strategic excellence; organization faces complex strategic challenges; appetite for more par-
ticipatory strategy work. 

Minimum structural change required (Strategy entry) 
Decision rights: Strategic priorities now require cross-functional input (not just C-suite). 
Budget allocation follows documented strategic priorities with trade-off logs. 
Budget line: Protected time for strategic sense-making (not just reporting). External facili-
tation budget for complex planning sessions. 
What stops: Annual planning cycles done in 2-week sprints. Strategy documents written by 
one person. Strategic decisions made without systems analysis. 
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Entry strategy 2: Leadership development 
This entry point begins with the senior leadership team's own development rather than 
attempting to change the broader organization. Leaders engage deeply with IDG framework 
through their own learning and practice, building both personal capability and shared language. 
As leaders develop, they naturally begin applying new approaches to organizational work. 

How it works: Sustained leadership development program focused on IDG qualities (regular 
retreats, individual coaching, peer learning, practice with IDG-informed approaches to leader-
ship challenges). Leaders model new qualities. Transform leadership team's own practices. 
Extend approach gradually to broader organization as leadership models and invites rather than 
mandates. 
Advantages: Ensures leadership understands experientially rather than conceptually. Builds 
leadership team alignment. Creates credibility through modeling. Avoids forcing development 
on unwilling participants. 
When it works best: Leadership team genuinely interested in development; executive sponsor 
with commitment; time for patient approach; leadership stability; leaders willing to be vulne-
rable and do genuine developmental work. 

Minimum structural change required (Leadership entry) 
Decision rights: Leadership team decisions now require documented principles/values 
rationale. Major decisions include dissent recording mechanism. 
Budget line: Leadership retreat time protected (quarterly minimum). Coaching/facilitation 
budget for leadership development. Leadership team can reallocate 10% of their combined time 
to transformation work. 
What stops: Leadership meetings as status reporting only. Leaders can't protect their own 
development time. All decisions purely top-down. 

Entry strategy 3: Burning platform 
This entry point leverages organizational crisis or significant opportunity as catalyst for 
transformation. When organizations face challenges that highlight limitations of current app-
roaches, it creates opening for fundamental change. Crisis provides both urgency and 
permission to experiment. 

How it works: Use organizational crisis or opportunity as catalyst (external crisis, internal 
crisis, or significant opportunity). Frame IDG capabilities as essential for navigating challenge. 
Rapid experimentation with protective "crisis exemption." Institutionalize what works before 
crisis resolves and pressure for normalization returns. 
Advantages: Urgency creates permission. Rapid learning and iteration. Compelling demon-
stration of value. Natural coalition building among those who must collaborate to respond. 
Challenges: Sustainability when crisis passes. Trauma and exhaustion. Risk of superficial 
learning. Ethical considerations about exploiting vulnerability. 
When it works best: Genuine crisis or opportunity highlighting need for different approach; 
champion who can frame IDG as response; coalition who must work together differently; 
commitment to learning from crisis; strategy for institutionalizing before urgency fades. 
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Minimum structural change required (Burning platform entry) 
Decision rights: Crisis response team has authority to bypass normal approval processes. 
Rapid learning loops built into response (weekly retrospectives with decision authority). 
Budget line: Emergency discretionary budget for crisis response experiments. Post-crisis 
review budget to institutionalize learning. 
What stops: All experiments need full bureaucratic approval. Crisis response has no dedicated 
team. Learning loops abandoned once immediate crisis passes. 

5.2 Selection rubric: Eight questions to determine your entry strategy 
No single entry strategy works universally. Use these eight questions to assess which approach 
fits your organizational context. Score each question and total at the end to identify the 
recommended entry strategy. 

1. Is your organization currently engaged in strategic planning or major strategy 
review? (Yes +2 points to Strategy entry; No +0) 

2. Is your senior leadership team genuinely interested in their own development (not 
just mandating it for others)? (Yes +2 points to Leadership entry; No +0) 

3. Does your organization currently face a genuine crisis or transformative 
opportunity? (Yes +2 points to Burning platform entry; No +0) 

4. How centralized is decision-making power? (Highly centralized (4-5 on diagnostic 
scale) +2 to Leadership; Moderately distributed (2-3) +2 to Strategy; Already 
distributed (1-2) +1 to Strategy) 

5. What is your organization's developmental stage? (Achievement-oriented +2 to 
Strategy; Relativistic +1 to Leadership, +1 to Burning platform; Matura post-
conventional +2 to Strategy) 

6. How much time do you realistically have? (Patient approach possible (2+ years) +2 
to Leadership; Moderate urgency (6-18 months) +2 to Strategy; High urgency (3-6 
months) +2 to Burning platform) 

7. Where are your strongest champions? (Senior leadership +2 to Leadership; Strate-
gy/planning function +2 to Strategy; Operational teams dealing with crisis +2 to 
Burning platform) 

8. What language resonates in your organizational culture? (Excellence, results, 
competitive advantage +2 to Strategy; Growth, development, modeling +2 to Leader-
ship; Survival, adaptation, innovation +2 to Burning platform) 

Scoring interpretation: Total points for each entry strategy. The strategy with highest score is 
your recommended starting point. If scores are close (within 2 points), consider hybrid 
approaches or sequencing—start with one entry and layer in others. 

5.3 Early wins: Building momentum in the first 90 days 
Regardless of entry strategy, early wins are critical for building momentum and credibility. 
Transformation takes years, but demonstrating value relatively quickly prevents loss of support. 
Early wins provide evidence that the approach works, build confidence, create stories, and 
generate political support. 
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Design for visible success within 90 days 
Choose opportunities where: IDG approach addresses real organizational pain point, results are 
visible and communicable, there are willing partners who see value, success is achievable with 
available resources, the approach aligns with developmental stage and readiness. Examples: 
facilitated strategic planning session using systems-aware process; psychological safety 
protocol for team experiencing conflict; decision protocol for recurring friction point; 
retrospective practice with team open to experimentation. 

Anti-theatre criteria for early wins 
Ensure early wins are genuine, not theatre. Real wins show: measurable behavior change 
(meeting quality improves, decision time shortens, conflict surfaces constructively); partici-
pants voluntarily continue practices; approach spreads to other teams without mandate; partici-
pants can articulate what changed and why it matters. Theatre shows: high satisfaction scores 
with no behavior change; practices abandoned after facilitation ends; participants can't explain 
what was different; approach requires constant external support to maintain. 

Document and broadcast successes 
Early wins create value only if visible. Document what was done and results achieved. Share 
through multiple channels. Tell compelling stories rather than just data. Let participants tell 
their own stories. Be honest about challenges alongside successes. This builds credibility and 
creates demand for expansion. 

The choice of entry strategy profoundly shapes trajectory. Strategic entry that leverages readi-
ness, aligns with political realities, demonstrates value through early wins, and makes minimum 
structural changes to avoid theatre creates foundation for sustained transformation. With entry 
strategy established, attention turns to implementation architecture—the concrete systems and 
structures explored in Chapter 6. 
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6. Implementation architecture—Systems and structures 
Having established entry strategy and demonstrated early value through initial wins, sustainable 
transformation requires building the organizational architecture that enables IDG qualities to 
manifest collectively. Individual development, however profound, remains trapped at the indi-
vidual level without systems and structures that allow capabilities to express themselves 
organizationally. This chapter provides concrete patterns for designing the institutional frame-
work that translates personal capacity into collective capability. 

The challenge facing practitioners is rarely a shortage of good intentions or inspiring values. 
Organizations typically begin IDG work with genuine commitment and thoughtful aspirations. 
What they lack is the practical architecture—the specific governance patterns, decision proto-
cols, and structural mechanisms—that would allow those aspirations to become organizational 
reality rather than remaining as rhetoric. This chapter addresses that gap directly. 

Rather than offering lengthy explanations of systems theory or abstract discussions of orga-
nizational design, what follows are eight minimum viable governance patterns. These represent 
practical templates that organizations can adapt and implement based on real-world experience 
of what actually works. Each pattern addresses a critical structural domain where organizations 
commonly struggle: decision-making clarity, value trade-offs, authority assignment, exception 
handling, resource protection, meeting effectiveness, conflict resolution, and organizational 
learning. Together, these patterns create the institutional infrastructure through which IDG 
work moves from individual practice to collective capacity. 

These patterns function as organizational scaffolding for IDG capabilities. Scaffolding is the 
support structure that enables work that couldn't happen without it. Just as construction scaffol-
ding allows builders to reach heights impossible from the ground, these governance patterns 
enable organizations to develop collective capabilities that individual training alone cannot 
produce. Pattern 1 enables collective systems thinking by forcing complexity-aware decision-
making. Pattern 3 enables genuine collaboration by clarifying when people are contributing 
versus deciding. Pattern 5 enables long-term orientation by protecting capacity-building work 
from quarterly raids. Each pattern serves multiple capabilities simultaneously, creating 
systemic support for collective development. 

Before exploring the patterns themselves, one critical principle must be understood. Power 
hygiene demands that IDG language never substitutes for resource or decision conversations. 
When organizations discuss "collaboration" or "systems thinking" without addressing who 
actually decides what or how resources will be allocated, they are performing transformation 
rather than doing it. The governance patterns that follow force these concrete questions into the 
open, making visible the power dynamics and resource choices that determine whether 
transformation is genuine or merely theatrical. 

Pattern 1: Decision principle registry 

Organizations make thousands of decisions, from strategic choices about institutional direction 
to operational judgments about specific programs or investments. Yet few organizations can 
articulate the principles that guide these decisions. People observe choices being made but 
struggle to understand the reasoning behind them. Similar situations get decided differently 
without explanation. This opacity creates confusion about what the organization actually 
values, undermines trust in decision-making processes, and prevents learning about what makes 
for better choices. 
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The decision principle registry addresses this by making explicit the criteria and values that 
guide major organizational decisions (see Appendix D). Rather than allowing decision prin-
ciples to remain implicit and variable, this pattern requires documenting them publicly and 
recording how they were applied in specific cases. 

Consider how this works in practice. An organization might establish three to five core 
principles: perhaps "long-term sustainability takes precedence over short-term gains unless 
organizational survival is threatened," or "stakeholders affected by decisions receive mea-
ningful voice in making them," or "problem analysis includes systems mapping to surface 
interconnections and potential unintended consequences." These principles don't eliminate 
difficult judgment calls, but they establish shared expectations about how such judgments will 
be made. 

The real power emerges when decisions are documented with reference to these principles. 
When an organization decides to invest in staff development despite budget pressure, the reaso-
ning gets recorded: this decision applied the principle of long-term sustainability over short-
term gains, accepting reduced program delivery this year to build capacity for greater impact 
over time. When a program redesign includes extended beneficiary consultation that delays 
implementation, the documentation explains that stakeholder voice principle was prioritized, 
and records the specific ways consultation shaped the final design. 

This creates institutional memory and enables learning. Later decisions can reference earlier 
ones, showing either consistency in applying principles or explaining why circumstances war-
ranted different choices. New staff learn decision principles not through abstract policy docu-
ments but through concrete examples of how principles guided actual choices. Over time, the 
organization develops increasingly sophisticated capacity to make principle-guided decisions 
rather than improvising based on immediate pressures or individual preferences. 

Implementation begins modestly rather than attempting comprehensiveness. Start with three to 
five core principles that genuinely reflect organizational values and strategic priorities. Add 
new principles as patterns emerge rather than trying to anticipate every situation. Review the 
registry annually, asking whether principles still reflect priorities and whether documented 
decisions show consistent application. Make the registry publicly accessible within the 
organization. Train decision-makers in applying principles, not as rigid rules but as guides for 
navigating complexity. 

The registry succeeds when similar decisions show clear reasoning consistency, when people 
can articulate why particular choices were made, and when contradictions between principles 
and actual practice get surfaced and addressed rather than ignored. It fails when it becomes 
ceremonial documentation produced after decisions for appearance rather than actual decision 
criteria, or when documented principles bear no relationship to how decisions actually happen. 

This pattern builds collective systems thinking, integrity, and long-term orientation by making 
decision reasoning visible and creating accountability for applying complexity-aware prin-
ciples consistently. 

Pattern 2: Trade-off log protocol 

Complex decisions inevitably involve trade-offs between competing values. Speed versus 
thoroughness. Innovation versus stability. Inclusion versus efficiency. Short-term results versus 
long-term capacity. These tensions cannot be resolved by choosing one value and abandoning 
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another. They require making explicit judgments about which priority takes precedence in spe-
cific contexts, while establishing safeguards for the de-prioritized value. 

Yet organizational life typically handles trade-offs through implicit choice or avoidance. Deci-
sions get made without acknowledging the values in tension, creating appearance of incon-
sistency or hypocrisy when different choices foreground different values. The trade-off log 
protocol makes these tensions explicit and documents how they were navigated. 

The protocol works as follows (see also Appendix D). When facing a decision involving value 
conflicts, the decision-maker explicitly identifies which values are in tension, which value takes 
precedence in this situation and why, what safeguards protect the de-prioritized value from 
complete abandonment, and how the decision will be reviewed to ensure safeguards were 
actually implemented. This gets documented in accessible form so the organization can learn 
from how trade-offs get resolved. 

Consider a concrete example. An organization must launch a new program quickly to meet a 
funding deadline (valuing speed) but also values thoroughness in stakeholder consultation. The 
trade-off log would document: we are prioritizing speed over thorough consultation in this case 
because missing the funding deadline would eliminate the program entirely. Safeguards for 
thoroughness include a rapid consultation process with key stakeholders in week one, a com-
mitment to extended consultation in month three after launch, and explicit learning review in 
month six asking whether rapid launch with delayed deep consultation worked adequately. 

This documentation serves multiple functions. It demonstrates that prioritizing speed didn't 
mean abandoning thoroughness, but rather accepting different balance between them with 
specific protections. It creates learning record for future similar situations, showing that rapid 
launch with built-in learning systems can work when conditions warrant. It holds the organi-
zation accountable for actually implementing the safeguards rather than merely claiming them. 
And it makes visible patterns in how trade-offs get resolved, revealing whether certain values 
consistently get sacrificed. 

The protocol works when value conflicts become discussable rather than suppressed, when 
people understand that prioritizing one value doesn't mean abandoning another, when docu-
mented reasoning helps similar future situations, and when safeguards actually get implemented 
rather than being empty promises. It fails when it becomes bureaucratic documentation that 
delays decisions without adding clarity, or when trade-offs get documented after the fact to 
rationalize choices already made rather than actually guiding decision-making. 

This enables organizational integrity and humility by acknowledging value tensions rather than 
pretending they don't exist, while building complexity awareness through explicit recognition 
that competing goods require nuanced judgment. 

Pattern 3: Clear authority assignment 

Perhaps nothing causes more organizational dysfunction than unclear decision authority. When 
multiple people believe they have authority over the same domain, conflict erupts. When no 
one feels clear authority, paralysis results as people wait for someone else to decide. Some 
organizations pursue "collaborative decision-making" without clarifying who ultimately has 
authority if the collaborative process cannot reach consensus. This creates either false consen-
sus where people agree publicly but resist privately, or endless discussion where the group 
never moves to decision. 
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This pattern requires explicit authority assignment for each significant decision domain. Orga-
nizations can use various frameworks—RACI (Responsible, Accountable, Consulted, Infor-
med) or DRI (Directly Responsible Individual) being most common. What matters is not the 
specific framework but the clarity of assignment. For each decision domain, it must be crystal 
clear who is responsible for doing the work, who is accountable for making the final decision, 
who must be consulted for input before deciding, and who needs to be informed after the 
decision. 

Several clarifications prevent common misunderstandings. Accountable means decision autho-
rity, not blame for outcomes. One person or body is accountable per decision domain, avoiding 
diffusion of accountability. Being consulted means input genuinely influences the decision, and 
when input isn't followed, explaining why demonstrates that consultation was authentic rather 
than performative. Collaboration doesn't mean everyone decides everything together; it means 
clear authority combined with genuine consultation of those whose input matters. Authority 
assignments need to be documented publicly so everyone knows them, updated when they 
change, and conflicts resolved quickly when they emerge. 

The anti-pattern to vigilantly avoid is declaring "the team decides together" without clarifying 
what happens if the team cannot reach consensus. This creates terrible dynamics where the 
group must perform consensus even when genuine disagreement exists, or where discussion 
continues indefinitely because no one has clear authority to decide and move forward. True 
collaboration requires both genuine collective input and ultimate clarity about authority. 

Implementation begins by mapping current decision domains and identifying where authority 
is unclear or contested. Make explicit assignments, documenting them in accessible location. 
When authority needs to shift, update the documentation and communicate changes clearly. 
When conflicts about authority arise, resolve them decisively rather than allowing ambiguity to 
persist. Over time, the organization develops cultural expectation of authority clarity rather than 
tolerating confusion. 

Success shows in reduced conflict about who decides what, faster decision-making because 
people know who has authority, greater trust because authority assignments are transparent and 
fair, and genuine collaboration because people know when they're being consulted for input 
versus when they're being informed of decisions already made. Failure appears as documen-
tation that bears no relationship to how decisions actually happen, or authority assignments that 
change constantly without communication, or supposed collaboration that masks unclear 
authority. 

This pattern enables genuine co-creation skills and trust-building by eliminating the confusion 
and hidden power dynamics that plague organizations claiming to be collaborative while 
maintaining unclear authority. 

Pattern 4: Transparent exceptions 

Every organizational policy eventually requires exceptions. Rigid adherence to rules without 
flexibility causes dysfunction when circumstances genuinely warrant different approaches. Yet 
informal or hidden exceptions create perception of favoritism, erosion of trust in systems, and 
ultimately meaningless policies. The challenge is enabling necessary flexibility while maintai-
ning integrity and fairness. 

This pattern establishes formal exception protocols. Rather than allowing informal work-
arounds or hidden exceptions, the protocol makes explicit who can grant exceptions, what 
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circumstances justify them, how exceptions are documented, when they expire, and what 
triggers policy revision when exceptions become too frequent. This creates transparency about 
exceptions while acknowledging their necessity. 

The protocol requires anyone seeking exception to articulate what policy or process needs 
exception, what specific circumstances justify it, how long the exception is needed, what safe-
guards prevent harm from the exception, and when they will review whether the exception 
should become standard practice. This structure forces clarity about why exception is warranted 
rather than treating exceptions as favors to be granted based on relationships or power. 

Equally important is the policy revision trigger. When more than thirty percent of instances 
require exceptions, this signals the policy itself needs revision. The issue is no longer about 
legitimate unusual circumstances but about a rule that doesn't fit organizational reality. 
Tracking exception rates quarterly and putting policy review on agenda when thresholds are 
exceeded ensures that policies evolve based on actual experience rather than calcifying into 
irrelevant rigidity. 

The pattern works when necessary exceptions happen transparently through legitimate process, 
when the exception rate provides valuable feedback about policy effectiveness, when time-
limited exceptions prevent temporary workarounds from becoming permanent informal sys-
tems, and when frequent exceptions trigger policy revision rather than acceptance of broken 
rules. It fails when exception processes become so burdensome that people avoid them and 
revert to informal workarounds, or when exceptions get granted based on power and relation-
ships rather than legitimate circumstances. 

This builds organizational integrity and learning capacity by making adaptation legitimate 
while preventing the erosion of systems that occurs through hidden workarounds. 

Pattern 5: Resource allocation ritual 

Organizations constantly proclaim their values and priorities. They say they value long-term 
work, capacity building, and innovation. Yet when budget allocation reveals where resources 
actually flow, these stated priorities often disappear. All resources go to immediate operational 
needs, with nothing protected for development work. This gap between rhetoric and resource 
allocation reveals organizational reality more clearly than any strategic plan. 

The resource allocation ritual operationalizes stated values by establishing protected budget 
lines that cannot be raided mid-year without formal exception process. Rather than treating all 
budget as fungible to be shifted based on immediate pressures, this pattern designates certain 
percentages as structurally protected: perhaps ten percent for capacity building, five percent for 
innovation and experimentation, fifteen percent for long-term strategic work. The specific 
percentages matter less than the principle of protection. 

What makes this pattern powerful is combining protected allocations with quarterly resource 
review. Every three months, the organization examines where resources actually flowed, 
whether allocation matched stated priorities, which budget lines were protected and which were 
raided, whether proper exception processes were followed for any redirections, and what 
resource flows reveal about actual versus stated values. This review creates accountability for 
alignment between values and resources. 

The critical principle underlying this pattern is that if capacity building and long-term work are 
always cut first during pressure, transformation will inevitably fail. Proclaiming commitment 
to development while sacrificing it whenever anything else needs resources teaches everyone 
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that development is optional rather than essential. Protection isn't about inflexibility—the 
exception protocol allows redirecting protected resources when genuinely necessary—but 
about making such redirection explicit and exceptional rather than routine. 

Success appears when protected budget lines actually remain protected through normal 
pressures, when resource flows align with stated priorities, when quarterly reviews surface 
misalignments that get addressed, and when people trust that capacity investment won't be 
arbitrarily sacrificed. Failure shows when protected lines exist on paper but get raided 
constantly, when quarterly reviews happen but don't result in any changes, or when the pattern 
becomes theater—proclaiming protection while resources flow according to immediate 
pressures. 

This operationalizes long-term orientation, courage, and resilience by making multi-year 
commitment structural rather than dependent on individual will against constant short-term 
pressure. 

Pattern 6: Meeting operating system 

Organizations spend enormous time in meetings, yet most of that time goes to status reporting 
rather than collective sense-making or genuine dialogue. People leave meetings wondering why 
they were there. Information that could have been shared asynchronously gets presented in 
gathering time. "Collaboration" becomes performative—the appearance of working together 
without the substance of collective thinking. 

This pattern requires explicitly categorizing meeting purposes and designing each type accor-
dingly. Rather than generic "meetings," the organization distinguishes information sharing (up-
dates, reports, announcements) from decision-making (making specific choices with clear 
authority) from sense-making (collective exploration of complexity) from learning review 
(retrospective on what happened and why). Each type requires different protocol. 

Information sharing meetings should be rare and brief. Most information flows asynchronously 
through written channels. When meetings happen for information sharing, pre-reads go out 
beforehand and meeting time only addresses clarifying questions. Fifteen minutes maximum. 
If information sharing regularly requires longer, the organization has a systems problem—
information should flow through other channels. 

Decision-making meetings require clear framing of what's being decided, explicit statement of 
who has authority to decide, documented rationale showing how decision was reached, and 
explicit recording of trade-offs considered. The purpose is making choices, not endless explo-
ration, so the meeting produces actual decisions. 

Sense-making meetings take different character entirely. These involve facilitated dialogue, 
systems mapping, scenario exploration, and holding complexity without pressure for immediate 
conclusions. The purpose is collective understanding of challenging situations. Success looks 
like richer shared comprehension, not rapid decision. 

Learning reviews use structured reflection: what were we trying to achieve, what actually 
happened, what factors contributed to results (both success and difficulties), what surprised us, 
what did we learn, and most critically—what systemic changes are warranted based on learning. 
These meetings must result in actual changes to policies, processes, or structures within 30 
days, or the organization should stop pretending to learn. 
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The pattern includes periodic meeting audit: what percentage of meeting time falls in each 
category? If more than fifty percent goes to information sharing or status reporting, the organi-
zation has fundamental systems problem. Information should flow asynchronously, not con-
sume valuable collective time. 

Success shows in meetings that accomplish their actual purpose, appropriate time allocation 
across meeting types, people who can clearly state why they're in particular meetings, and 
visible difference between meeting types. Failure appears as undifferentiated "meetings" that 
blend purposes confusingly, excessive time in status reporting, sense-making meetings that get 
pressured for rapid conclusions, or learning reviews that don't result in any actual changes. 

This builds collective communication capability and critical thinking by protecting space for 
genuine dialogue and complexity exploration rather than allowing all meetings to collapse into 
reporting and coordination. 

Pattern 7: Conflict escalation path 

Organizations typically handle conflict through either suppression or destructive escalation. 
When disagreement arises, people either maintain false harmony by avoiding the conflict, or 
the conflict erupts in ways that damage relationships. Organizations proclaim they value honest 
dialogue but provide no legitimate pathway for addressing conflicts that cannot be resolved 
through initial direct conversation. 

This pattern establishes a clear, legitimate escalation path for unresolved conflicts. Rather than 
treating conflict escalation as failure or punishment, the pattern normalizes it as sometimes-
necessary resource. The path typically includes four stages: direct conversation between parties 
(required first step), facilitated dialogue (neutral third party helps parties work toward resolu-
tion), arbitration (arbitrator proposes solutions that parties can accept or reject), and decision 
by authority (designated person or body makes decision when consensus proves impossible). 

The critical insight is that using escalation is not failure but maturity. Some conflicts require 
facilitation or authoritative resolution. Pretending otherwise creates dynamics where conflicts 
stay suppressed or escalate destructively because no legitimate pathway exists. Tracking how 
often conflicts escalate and to what stage provides valuable organizational data. If everything 
stays at stage one, either the organization has remarkable conflict capacity or problematic 
conflict avoidance culture. 

The pattern works when conflicts surface and get addressed rather than festering, when esca-
lation happens through legitimate process rather than through power plays, when appropriate 
authority can resolve conflicts that consultation cannot, and when the organization learns from 
conflict patterns about underlying structural issues. It fails when using escalation path gets 
treated as interpersonal failure, when escalation becomes so politicized that people avoid it, or 
when authority decisions at stage four happen arbitrarily rather than with documented 
reasoning. 

This develops organizational courage, communication skills, and humility by normalizing 
constructive conflict and creating legitimate paths to surface disagreement rather than 
suppressing it. 
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Pattern 8: Learning cadence 

Organizations conduct retrospectives, generate lessons learned documents, and hold debriefing 
sessions. Then the same problems recur. Learning happens but isn't institutionalized. Organi-
zations make the same mistakes repeatedly because insights from retrospectives never translate 
into system changes. 

This pattern requires regular learning cadence with explicit authority to change rules. After-
action reviews must have teeth—actual ability to revise policies, processes, and structures based 
on what was learned. Without this authority, learning remains purely intellectual exercise rather 
than organizational adaptation. 

The learning review protocol asks: what were we trying to achieve, what actually happened, 
what factors contributed to results (both success and difficulties), what surprised us, what did 
we learn, and most critically—what systemic changes are warranted. Then it addresses who has 
authority to make those changes and when they will be implemented. The final step closes the 
loop: learning reviews must result in documented changes within 30 days. If reviews don't 
change systems, the organization should stop holding them. 

Tracking outcomes becomes critical. How many system changes resulted from learning 
reviews? If the answer approaches zero, the organization has learning theater rather than 
genuine organizational learning. The rhythm might be quarterly for ongoing work, or 
immediately after major initiatives, or monthly for rapidly evolving situations. What matters is 
regularity and authority to act on insights. 

Success appears when same problems don't recur, when policies and processes evolve based on 
experience, when people bring learning to reviews expecting actual changes, and when the 
organization can point to specific system modifications that emerged from retrospection. 
Failure shows when reviews happen dutifully but nothing changes, when insights from reviews 
never reach those with authority to act, or when reviews focus on individual performance rather 
than systemic patterns. 

This enables collective humility, critical thinking, and resilience by ensuring that learning 
actually changes systems rather than remaining as intellectual exercise disconnected from 
organizational behavior. 

The integration imperative 

These eight patterns do not work in isolation. They function as interdependent system where 
each pattern reinforces and requires others. Implementing decision principles without trade-off 
logs creates confusion about how principles were applied in specific cases. Clear authority 
assignments without exception protocols leads to rigid bureaucracy. Learning cadence without 
resource reallocation means learning cannot be acted upon. The patterns work as system, not 
as menu of independent options. 

This interdependence requires deliberate attention to integration. Quarterly assessments should 
ask: are decision principles being applied consistently across decisions? Are trade-offs being 
documented when values compete? Is authority clear for major decisions? Are exceptions 
transparent and time-limited? Does resource allocation match stated priorities? Is meeting time 
being used well? Are conflicts being addressed through legitimate paths? Is learning actually 
changing systems? Where are gaps between patterns? Where are contradictions? What needs 
adjustment? 
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Organizations that implement these patterns successfully find that structure and flexibility 
become complementary rather than opposing. Clear systems enable adaptive response because 
everyone knows how adaptation happens legitimately. Transparency builds trust that makes 
risk-taking possible. Authority clarity enables genuine collaboration because people understand 
when they're contributing input versus when they're making decisions. Protection of long-term 
resources enables sustained capability building alongside operational delivery. 

These eight patterns provide the structural scaffolding that allows individual IDG capabilities 
to become organizational properties. Without this scaffolding, individual development remains 
trapped at the individual level—people learn systems thinking but decision processes force 
reductionism, develop collaboration skills but authority confusion prevents cooperative work, 
embrace long-term orientation but budget systems sacrifice all long-term investment. The 
patterns make organizational transformation structurally possible by creating institutional 
framework where capabilities can actually express themselves. 

Without this architecture, organizations remain in the gap identified in Chapter 1—inspired 
individuals unable to translate personal development into organizational capacity because 
systems block rather than enable transformation. With it, individual capability can become 
collective capacity, personal growth can become organizational evolution, and transformation 
rhetoric can become transformation reality. Chapter 9 will examine how this scaffolding works 
for specific IDG skills, while the next chapter turns to the cultural dimension, exploring how 
organizational identity, narrative, and rituals either support or undermine these structural 
foundations. 
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7. The cultural dimension—Working with organizational 
identity 
Organizational structures and systems (Chapter 6) provide essential architecture for IDG 
implementation, but culture determines whether that architecture can be effectively inhabited. 
Culture represents the deepest level of organizational reality—the shared meaning-making 
patterns, unconscious assumptions, stories, and rituals that shape what feels natural and what 
feels foreign. 

Cultural work is often neglected in organizational change efforts because it is slow, difficult to 
control, and operates below conscious awareness. Yet cultural transformation is ultimately most 
durable—once culture shifts, changes persist even through leadership transitions and external 
pressures. This chapter provides practical frameworks for deliberately shaping culture through 
the decisions you make and the stories you tell. 

7.1 Culture = repeated decisions + repeated stories 
Culture is not primarily changed through declarations or workshops. It emerges from patterns—
what decisions get made repeatedly and what stories get told repeatedly. This principle directly 
ties culture to the governance patterns from Chapter 6. 

Repeated decisions create culture 
Every time the organization makes a decision, it teaches people what actually matters. Stated 
values mean nothing if decisions consistently violate them. Culture emerges from the pattern 
of decisions over time: 

• When budget gets tight, what gets cut? If capacity building is always sacrificed, culture 
learns: development is optional. 

• When someone questions leadership, what happens? If they're punished, culture learns: 
dissent is dangerous. 

• When projects fail, how is it handled? If blame follows, culture learns: hide failures. 
• When conflicts arise, how are they addressed? If suppressed, culture learns: conflict is 

taboo. 
• When long-term investments compete with short-term gains, which wins? The pattern 

teaches temporal orientation. 

Connection to governance patterns: This is why Chapter 6's patterns matter culturally. Trade-
off logs make value conflicts visible. Exception protocols show when rules bend. Resource 
allocation rituals demonstrate priorities. Learning cadences institutionalize adaptation. These 
patterns don't just improve decisions—they create culture through repetition. 

Repeated stories create culture 
Stories shape organizational identity by defining what is possible, valued, and true. What gets 
celebrated in meetings? What examples do leaders cite? What narratives explain organizational 
history? These stories, repeated over time, become culture: 

Origin stories: Why does this organization exist? Stories of founding shape identity. 
Hero stories: Who gets celebrated and for what? These define valued behaviors. 
Survival stories: How did we navigate past crises? These shape resilience narratives. 
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Transformation stories: What has changed and how? These make evolution visible. 
Cautionary tales: What failures or missteps are remembered? These define boundaries. 

Story audit exercise: In your next leadership meeting, track what stories get told. What gets 
celebrated? What examples are cited? What patterns do these stories create? Are they the stories 
you want shaping culture? 

The feedback loop 
Decisions create stories ("Remember when we protected development budget during crisis?") 
and stories shape decisions ("We're the kind of organization that invests in people"). This 
feedback loop—decisions generating stories, stories shaping decisions—is how culture evol-
ves. Deliberately shaping both sides of the loop accelerates cultural change. 

7.2 Ritual redesign: Making the implicit explicit 
Rituals are repeated practices that carry meaning beyond their practical function. Organizations 
already have dozens of rituals—onboarding, performance reviews, project kickoffs, retrospec-
tives, celebrations—but these often embody old culture unconsciously. Redesigning rituals to 
embody IDG values makes transformation tangible. 

Key principle: Don't add new rituals before fixing existing ones. Current rituals shape culture 
every day. Make them count. 

Ritual What it currently rewards Redesign to embody IDG 
Onboarding Information download; 

administrative processing; "here's 
how we do things" 

Add: values discussion with real 
examples; buddy system for cultural 
acclimation; reflection on personal 
purpose alignment with org purpose 

Performance reviews Individual achievement; goals 
met/unmet; manager judgment 

Add: systems contribution beyond 
individual tasks; learning/growth 
reflection; peer feedback on colla-
boration quality; explicit trade-off 
acknowledgment 

Project kickoffs Goals, timeline, roles, immediate 
action 

Add: systems mapping of project 
context; stakeholder impact assess-
ment; long-term consequences con-
sideration; team working agreements; 
reflection space 

Retrospectives What went well/badly; quick 
action items; focus on recent past 

Add: pattern recognition across 
multiple projects; systemic factors 
beyond team control; what we're 
learning about how we work; changes 
to policies/processes warranted 

Team meetings Status reporting; problem 
escalation; coordination 

Add: brief check-in round (presence); 
distinguish reporting from sense-
making time; explicit decision-making 
with documented trade-offs; 
appreciation close 

Strategic planning Leadership creates plan; brief 
consultation; rollout 

Add: genuine multi-stakeholder input; 
scenario planning; long-term 



 36 

consequence mapping; explicit principle 
application; documented reasoning 

Celebrations Individual achievements; 
quantitative results; winners 
recognized 

Add: behind-the-scenes contributors; 
learning from failure; team/systems 
achievements; qualitative impacts; 
support roles 

Budget process Competition for resources; 
justification focus; short-term ROI 
emphasis 

Add: protected lines for capacity/ 
innovation; trade-off documentation; 
systems view of resource flow; 
stakeholder input on priorities 

Conflict handling Suppression; manager inter-
vention; formal HR process as last 
resort 

Add: normalize escalation path (see 
Chapter 6, Pattern 7); facilitated 
dialogue as resource; learning from 
conflict; documenting systemic factors 

Leadership transitions Brief handoff; focus on operational 
continuity; minimal reflection 

Add: knowledge harvest from departing 
leader; reflection on lessons learned; 
explicit culture and relationship 
transfer; systemic improvements 
identified 

Decision-making Implicit criteria; unclear authority; 
minimal documentation 

Add: use Pattern 1 (decision principles); 
Pattern 2 (trade-off logs); Pattern 3 
(clear authority) from Chapter 6 

Learning reviews Lessons documented; no follow-
through; same problems recur 

Add: use Pattern 8 (learning cadence 
that changes rules) from Chapter 6; 
track system changes resulting from 
reviews 

Table 9. Ritual redesign 

Implementation approach: Don't redesign all rituals simultaneously. Choose 2-3 that occur 
most frequently or have highest cultural impact. Redesign these deliberately. Run for 3-6 
months. Assess what's working. Then tackle next set. 

7.3 Working with developmental stage 
Cultural transformation must account for organizational developmental stage (see Chapter 3 for 
diagnostic. See also Appendix B). Different stages require different approaches to ritual re-
design and cultural change. What works in a mature post-conventional organization will fail in 
an achievement-oriented one, and vice versa. 

Achievement cultures 
Strengths to build on: Principled action, evidence-based decisions, rational analysis, achieve-
ment orientation, innovation within frames. 
Limitations: Single paradigm operation, rationality privileged over other ways of knowing, 
achievement can overshadow well-being. 
Approach: Frame IDG work in terms of excellence and competitive advantage. Use metrics 
and evidence. Start with systems thinking and long-term orientation (cognitively accessible). 
Build on principled action. Don't lead with emotional/relational dimensions. Demonstrate 
results before deepening. 
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Relativistic cultures 
Strengths to build on: Deep commitment to values, emphasis on inclusion, relational intel-
ligence, stakeholder care, collaborative ethos. 
Limitations: Decision paralysis from consensus seeking, boundary issues, difficulty with 
power/authority, potential performance issues from conflict avoidance. 
Approach: Build on existing relational strength and values commitment. Help develop decisi-
veness within collaborative frame (Pattern 3: clear authority). Address power distribution 
explicitly. Support healthy boundaries. Frame work as living into stated values. Focus on 
systems that enable genuine collaboration rather than false consensus. 

Matura post-conventional cultures 
Strengths to build on: Purpose-driven, systems-aware, comfortable with ambiguity, integra-
tive thinking, distributed authority often functional. 
Limitations: Can become insular or self-satisfied; may struggle in conventional contexts; sus-
tainability through growth challenges. 
Approach: Focus on deepening practice and sustaining culture through organizational evo-
lution. Help develop capacity to work effectively in conventional contexts. Support scaling 
without losing essence. Address gaps between aspiration and reality. 

7.4 Timeline expectations 
Ritual redesign: 3-6 months to establish new patterns. Expect initial awkwardness. Takes 
repetition to feel natural. 
Story shift: 6-12 months for new narratives to circulate. Leaders must actively tell new stories 
repeatedly. 
Deep culture change: 2-5 years for unconscious assumptions to shift. Culture changes through 
accumulated decisions and stories over time. 
Developmental stage shift: 5-10+ years if it happens at all. Most organizations won't shift 
developmental stage. Focus on deepening capacity within current stage. 

Culture work requires patience. Quick wins come from ritual redesign and intentional 
storytelling. Deep transformation takes years. This isn't failure—it's reality. Organizations that 
accept this timeline paradoxically often move faster than those expecting instant culture change. 

7.5 What to stop doing 
• Stop: Declaring new values without changing systems that reward old behaviors 
• Stop: Culture workshops that produce posters but don't change decisions 
• Stop: Celebrating only individual achievement when you claim to value collaboration 
• Stop: Tolerating gap between espoused values and actual decisions 
• Stop: Expecting culture to change without changing governance patterns 
• Stop: Adding new rituals before fixing existing ones 
• Stop: Assuming everyone experiences organizational culture the same way (they don't 

— ask people at different levels) 

Culture emerges from repeated decisions and repeated stories. Governance patterns (Chapter 
6) shape decisions. Leaders and practitioners shape stories. Rituals embody both. This is how 
culture changes—not through declarations but through patient, deliberate work over years. The 
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next chapter provides dimension-by-dimension guidance for embedding specific IDG capa-
cities in organizational practice.  
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8. Building collective capability across five dimensions 
The Inner Development Guide identifies twenty-five skills and qualities organized into five 
dimensions: Being (cultivating our inner life), Thinking (understanding our complex world), 
Relating (caring for others and the world), Collaborating (building trust and working together), 
and Acting (leading and enabling change). These dimensions provide an essential organizing 
framework for understanding what collective capability requires. Yet transforming them from 
individual attributes into organizational capacity represents the central challenge of IDG imple-
mentation. 

This chapter examines how organizations develop capability across all five dimensions simul-
taneously. Rather than treating each dimension separately with formulaic interventions, it ex-
plores the developmental journey organizations undertake as they build interconnected capa-
city. The dimensions cannot be developed in isolation—they are fundamentally interdependent, 
each enabling and requiring the others. Understanding this interdependence shapes how practi-
tioners approach the complex work of collective capability development. 

8.1 The interdependence of dimensions 

Organizations may approach IDG implementation by selecting one or two dimensions to em-
phasize initially. This can be strategic—focusing limited resources where they will have grea-
test impact. Yet it remains crucial to understand that dimensions are fundamentally inter-
dependent. Attempting to develop organizational systems thinking (Thinking) without atten-
ding to psychological safety (Relating) produces sophisticated analysis that people are afraid to 
challenge. Building collaborative structures (Collaborating) without developing organizational 
self-awareness (Being) creates forms without substance. Emphasizing bold action (Acting) 
without complexity awareness (Thinking) generates confident mistakes at scale. 

The interdependence manifests in multiple ways. Being provides foundation for all other 
dimensions. Organizations cannot develop authentic capabilities without integrity and self-
awareness undergirding them. An organization lacking basic self-awareness about its actual 
motivations, its shadow dynamics, or its impact on stakeholders cannot develop genuine 
capability in any other dimension. Values espoused without corresponding integrity become 
cynicism-producing rhetoric. When Being is absent, all other dimensions become performative 
rather than real. 

Thinking shapes how other dimensions operate. Whether collaboration is genuinely complex 
and nuanced or simplistically conceived depends on organizational thinking capacity. Whether 
relationships acknowledge systemic dynamics or remain interpersonally focused reflects cog-
nitive sophistication. Whether action is strategic or reactive depends on quality of organi-
zational analysis and sense-making. Organizations with limited complexity awareness reduce 
all challenges to simple formulations regardless of how sophisticated their collaborative or 
relational practices might be. Conversely, organizations with strong collective thinking capacity 
can hold nuance across all other dimensions. 

Relating creates conditions for development across dimensions. Care and psychological safety 
enable people to engage in difficult thinking, vulnerable self-reflection, genuine collaboration, 
and courageous action. Without relational foundation, organizations cannot develop any capa-
bility requiring honest interaction. People cannot challenge flawed analysis when challenge 
feels dangerous. They cannot acknowledge organizational shadow when authenticity risks 
punishment. They cannot collaborate genuinely when trust is absent. They cannot take bold 
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action when experimentation is punished. Relational capacity enables or constrains all other 
development. 

Collaborating provides structures through which other dimensions become collective rather 
than merely individual. Individual presence becomes collective self-awareness through coordi-
nation mechanisms that enable shared reflection. Individual analysis becomes organizational 
intelligence through collaboration structures that enable genuine collective sense-making. 
Individual care becomes relational fields through practices that enable care to flow throughout 
organizational systems. Without collaborative capacity, individual capabilities remain trapped 
at individual level regardless of how developed they might be. 

Acting translates capability into impact. Without this dimension, organizations may develop 
sophisticated understanding and strong relationships yet fail to create change in the world. The 
purpose of capability development is not capability itself but rather what capability enables 
organizations to accomplish. Acting requires all other dimensions—grounded in authentic 
purpose (Being), informed by complexity awareness (Thinking), sustained by care and trust 
(Relating), coordinated through effective structures (Collaborating). Yet without courage and 
agency (Acting), these other dimensions remain unrealized potential. 

This interdependence means that while organizations may emphasize certain dimensions ini-
tially based on context and readiness, sustainable development requires eventual work across 
all five. An organization might begin with ritual redesign and cultural work (Being and Rela-
ting) because these align with current strengths, but will eventually need governance pattern 
changes (Collaborating and Acting) and systems thinking capacity (Thinking) for transfor-
mation to stabilize. Another might start with decision-making protocols (Thinking and Collabo-
rating) as entry point, but will need psychological safety (Relating), integrity (Being), and 
courage (Acting) for protocols to be inhabited authentically. 

The practical implication is that organizations must track development across all dimensions 
even while focusing implementation energy strategically. Regular assessment should ask: are 
we neglecting any dimension for extended periods? If we are emphasizing structure and systems 
(Collaborating), are we also attending to whether people have relational capacity to inhabit 
these structures? If we are building analytical capability (Thinking), are we creating psycho-
logical safety (Relating) that enables people to use that capability? If we are working on courage 
and action (Acting), are we ensuring integrity (Being) grounds that action in authentic purpose? 

8.2 Recognition patterns—What embedded capability looks like 

How do practitioners recognize when IDG capabilities are becoming genuinely embedded 
rather than remaining rhetorical aspirations? Several recognition patterns indicate that capa-
bilities have moved from talk to reality, from individual practice to organizational property. 

The first pattern is behavioral rather than linguistic change. Organizations beginning IDG work 
typically exhibit enthusiastic adoption of new language. People start using terms like “systems 
thinking,” “psychological safety,” and “stakeholder voice” in meetings and documents. This 
linguistic shift matters—shared vocabulary enables collective work. Yet language alone does 
not indicate embedded capability. What matters is whether behavior actually changes. Do deci-
sions show evidence of systems thinking in their analysis and consideration of interconnec-
tions? Does psychological safety manifest in people actually speaking difficult truths rather 
than maintaining harmony? Does stakeholder voice translate into stakeholders having genuine 
influence on decisions that affect them? Embedded capability shows in what people do, not 
merely in what they say. 
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The second pattern involves capability persisting through difficulty rather than disappearing 
when challenged. Organizations under pressure reveal their actual versus aspirational capa-
bilities. When budget constraints emerge, does stakeholder engagement continue or immedia-
tely get sacrificed? When deadlines loom, does systems analysis persist or get abandoned for 
quick fixes? When conflicts surface, do established protocols get followed or immediately by-
passed? Embedded capabilities remain functional during difficulty. They are protected even 
when efficiency pressures suggest bypassing stakeholders, maintained even when time pres-
sures suggest abandoning analysis, sustained even when conflict makes retreating to hierarchy 
tempting. Organizations that maintain collaborative processes, complexity-aware analysis, and 
care for wellbeing during organizational difficulty have capabilities genuinely embedded rather 
than merely performed during favorable times. 

The third pattern is that capabilities spread beyond initial champions to become broadly dist-
ributed throughout the organization. Early in IDG implementation, capabilities typically con-
centrate in particular teams, departments, or individuals. A few people practice systems 
thinking while most continue reductionist analysis. One team develops genuine psychological 
safety while others maintain defensive dynamics. These pockets of capability matter—they 
provide proof of concept and create examples. Yet embedded capability cannot remain con-
centrated in islands of excellence. It must spread until it becomes organizational normal rather 
than exceptional practice. This happens through multiple mechanisms: formal training that 
builds capability broadly, modeling by leadership that legitimizes practices, organizational 
systems that require capability for functioning effectively, and cultural evolution that makes 
certain practices feel natural while others feel foreign. 

The fourth pattern is that new organizational members encounter capabilities as normal rather 
than as special initiatives requiring explanation. When someone joins an organization with 
embedded IDG capabilities, they experience governance patterns, communication practices, 
and cultural norms as simply how things work here. They might not realize that the decision-
making processes they are learning, the psychological safety they experience, or the systems 
thinking they observe represent deliberate development work. The capabilities have become 
organizational reality that no longer requires constant advocacy or explanation. They are main-
tained through standard onboarding, reinforced through regular practice, embedded in systems 
and culture such that they persist without requiring champions to defend them continuously. 

These recognition patterns help practitioners distinguish genuine progress from transformation 
theater. They provide concrete indicators that work is producing actual organizational change 
rather than merely generating activity, language adoption, and documentation that bears little 
relationship to how the organization actually functions. 

8.3 Leverage points for collective development 

Not all development efforts are equally strategic. Certain leverage points offer disproportionate 
impact because they address root causes, create enabling conditions for other capabilities, or 
shift organizational patterns that affect multiple dimensions simultaneously. Understanding 
these leverage points helps practitioners focus limited resources where they will generate 
greatest return. 

Psychological safety operates as fundamental leverage point affecting all dimensions. Without 
it, organizational self-awareness (Being) cannot develop because people cannot speak difficult 
truths about organizational shadow, blind spots, or contradictions between stated and enacted 
values. Systems thinking (Thinking) remains stunted because people will not challenge flawed 
analysis or surface inconvenient complexity when doing so feels risky. Relational capacity 
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(Relating) stays superficial because genuine connection requires vulnerability that feels im-
possible without safety. Collaboration (Collaborating) remains performative because genuine 
co-creation requires admitting uncertainty and sharing power, both of which demand psycho-
logical safety. Bold action (Acting) becomes impossible because risk-taking requires trust that 
failure will not be punished and learning will be valued over blame. 

Psychological safety thus enables development across all dimensions by creating conditions 
where people can engage authentically with organizational reality rather than maintaining pro-
tective performances. Many successful transformations begin by building psychological safety 
before attempting more complex work, recognizing that without this foundation, other develop-
ment efforts will fail or remain superficial. 

Governance patterns provide another high-leverage entry point, particularly the decision 
principle registry (Pattern 1, see also Appendix D) and clear authority assignment (Pattern 3) 
explored in Chapter 6. These patterns make visible how decisions actually get made, create 
accountability for decision quality, enable learning from outcomes, and establish expectations 
for complexity-aware decision-making. When organizations implement these patterns well, 
they simultaneously develop systems thinking through regular practice in applying principles 
to complex decisions, strengthen collaboration through clearer roles and inclusion norms, build 
integrity by aligning decisions with explicit principles, and enable courage by distributing 
authority beyond traditional hierarchies. 

Ritual redesign offers particularly accessible leverage point because rituals are frequent, visible, 
and amenable to experimentation. As explored in Chapter 7, redesigning recurring rituals—
meetings, performance conversations, project retrospectives, leadership transitions—provides 
regular practice ground for new capabilities. Each redesigned ritual creates opportunity to 
practice different ways of relating, thinking together, collaborating, and acting. Because rituals 
repeat, they provide sustained practice rather than one-time events. Because they are culturally 
significant, changes in ritual signal what the organization values. A meeting protocol that 
genuinely enables sense-making rather than just status reporting simultaneously builds thinking 
capacity, demonstrates care for people’s time (Relating), models collaborative process, and 
creates space for addressing challenging issues (Acting). 

Resource allocation, specifically the protected budget lines from Pattern 5 in Chapter 6, opera-
tes as leverage point because it forces alignment between stated values and actual priorities. 
Organizations can proclaim commitment to long-term thinking, stakeholder engagement, or 
capacity building, but resource flows reveal what they actually value. When transformation 
work receives protected budget that cannot be raided during quarterly pressure, the organization 
demonstrates that capability development is essential rather than optional. This protection 
enables sustained work that multi-year transformation requires while also signaling organiza-
tional commitment in ways that influence culture and behavior throughout the system. 

These leverage points share common characteristics. They are structurally embedded rather 
than dependent on individual champions, they affect multiple dimensions simultaneously, they 
provide ongoing practice rather than one-time interventions, and they make visible what might 
otherwise remain hidden—whether power dynamics, decision reasoning, values-practice gaps, 
or resource priorities. Practitioners who identify and work with leverage points achieve 
disproportionate impact compared to efforts that treat all interventions as equally strategic. 
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8.4 Developmental sequencing across dimensions 

While all dimensions require eventual attention, organizations face practical questions about 
sequencing. Where should they begin? What sequence makes sense? How do they maintain 
coherence across dimensions while focusing implementation effort strategically? 

The answer depends significantly on organizational context, existing strengths, and develop-
mental stage. An organization with strong existing relational capacity and high trust might 
begin with governance patterns and thinking practices, building on relational foundation to 
develop collaborative structures and analytical rigor. They can experiment with distributed 
decision-making and complexity-aware analysis because psychological safety enables people 
to engage with these practices authentically. Their relational strength provides foundation on 
which to build other dimensions. 

An organization facing crisis might start with bold action while simultaneously building 
supporting capabilities. Crisis creates urgency that can overcome resistance to change and 
provides clarity about what matters. The organization cannot wait years to develop com-
prehensive capability before acting—circumstances demand response. Yet action without 
capability produces chaos. The strategic approach combines urgent action with parallel work 
building thinking capacity to inform action, relational capacity to sustain people through 
difficulty, collaborative structures to coordinate response, and integrity to ensure crisis response 
aligns with values. Crisis becomes catalyst for accelerated development across dimensions 
rather than excuse to abandon development entirely. 

An organization with strong analytical culture but weak relational capacity might begin with 
psychological safety and care while maintaining their thinking strengths. They already do 
complexity-aware analysis—the limitation is that people cannot challenge analysis or surface 
inconvenient truths when psychological safety is absent. Beginning with relational develop-
ment does not mean abandoning thinking capability but rather creating conditions where that 
capability can function more effectively. As psychological safety grows, the organization’s 
existing analytical strength becomes more valuable because it can be applied to previously 
undiscussable issues. 

The key principle is recognizing interdependence while making strategic choices about where 
to focus initial energy. Organizations cannot develop everything simultaneously—attempting 
to do so creates overwhelm and fragmentation. Yet neither can they completely neglect any 
dimension for extended periods without creating imbalances that undermine progress. An 
organization emphasizing governance and systems (Collaborating and Thinking) for two years 
while ignoring relational work (Relating) will discover that people cannot inhabit the sophis-
ticated structures they have built. An organization focusing exclusively on psychological safety 
and care (Relating and Being) without developing collaborative structures and thinking 
capacity will find that good relationships produce little if systems remain dysfunctional and 
analysis stays simplistic. 

Effective sequencing thus involves strategic emphasis rather than exclusive focus. The orga-
nization might emphasize one or two dimensions as primary focus while maintaining attention 
to others. This means conducting regular assessment across all dimensions to identify dange-
rous neglect, ensuring that primary work in one dimension includes attention to how it connects 
to others, planning for when emphasis will shift to address underdeveloped dimensions, and 
maintaining patience with timeframes that cannot be rushed while sustaining urgency about 
beginning the work. 
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Organizations that can sustain this complex developmental work over years build capabilities 
that transform not just what they accomplish but who they become as organizations. The 
collective capacity emerging from work across five dimensions exceeds what any collection of 
skilled individuals could produce through individual capability alone. This is the promise of 
collective IDG development—creating organizations that embody wisdom, care, courage, and 
effectiveness at systemic level, enabling them to address complex challenges that would defeat 
less developed organizations regardless of how talented their individual members might be. 
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9. Scaffolding the 25 skills as organizational capacity 
The previous chapter explored how organizations build capability across the five IDG dimen-
sions—Being, Thinking, Relating, Collaborating, and Acting. Yet each dimension comprises 
multiple specific skills and qualities. The Inner Development Guide identifies twenty-five such 
skills in total: five for Being, seven for Thinking, five for Relating, four for Collaborating, and 
four for Acting (see Appendix A for complete listing). Practitioners need guidance on how 
specific skills become organizational properties rather than remaining individual attributes. 
This chapter examines organizational scaffolding—the structures, processes, cultural patterns, 
and practices that enable specific IDG skills to manifest collectively. The scaffolding concept 
is crucial: individual training matters, but without organizational scaffolding that supports 
collective functioning, individual capability remains trapped at individual level. An organi-
zation where every member receives training in systems thinking but whose decision-making 
structures force reductionist analysis will not develop organizational systems thinking capa-
bility. Scaffolding creates the architectural conditions that allow individual skills to become 
collective capacity. 
The scaffolding explored here serves dual purpose. First, it enables the 25 IDG skills to function 
collectively within the organization. Second, and ultimately more important, it transforms the 
organization's capacity to contribute meaningfully to addressing complex global challenges. 
Collective systems thinking enables organizations to understand and intervene effectively in 
the complex social-ecological systems they seek to influence. Collective courage enables 
organizations to challenge incumbent power structures and sustain commitment over decades. 
Collective care enables genuine partnerships with diverse stakeholders that addressing systemic 
challenges requires. This chapter examines organizational scaffolding with consistent attention 
to both how skills become collective capabilities and how those capabilities enhance external 
effectiveness. 
We cannot address all twenty-five skills with equal depth in a single chapter—that would 
require a book of its own. Instead, this chapter examines exemplar skills from each dimension, 
chosen because they are particularly foundational or because their organizational scaffolding is 
least obvious. For each skill explored, we identify what organizational structures, processes, 
and cultural patterns enable it to become collective capability. Readers seeking comprehensive 
treatment should consult Claude & Jordan (2025) The Inner Development Guide: From Indivi-
dual to Collective Capabilities (idg.thomasjordan.se). 

9.1 Being: cultivating collective inner life 
The Being dimension addresses organizational identity, authenticity, and inner development. 
Three skills prove particularly foundational for collective Being work. 

Inner compass 
Individual inner compass involves deep self-knowledge about values, purpose, and motiva-
tions. At organizational level, this becomes collective clarity about institutional purpose and 
identity that guides decision-making even when such clarity creates difficulty or constraint. 
Organizations develop collective inner compass through several scaffolding mechanisms. 
Purpose articulation processes that go beyond marketing slogans to genuine exploration of why 
the organization exists and what it serves provide foundation. These cannot be top-down decla-
rations but require authentic engagement across organizational levels. When purpose emerges 
from collective sense-making, it carries legitimacy that shapes actual behavior. 
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The decision principle registry from Pattern 1 (Chapter 6) serves as crucial scaffolding because 
it makes explicit how purpose translates into decision criteria. Organizations discover their 
authentic purpose by observing what they actually prioritize when forced to choose between 
competing goods—these revealed priorities often differ from stated purpose, creating useful 
dissonance that drives authentic clarification. 
Cultural permission for questioning serves as essential scaffolding. Organizations with strong 
collective inner compass create safety for people to ask "Does this serve our purpose?" or "Is 
this aligned with who we say we are?" without such questions being treated as disloyalty. This 
permission makes purpose discussable, allowing the organization to maintain authentic 
relationship with its actual rather than aspirational identity. 

Integrity and authenticity 
Individual integrity involves alignment between values and actions. Collective integrity 
requires alignment between organizational stated values and actual systems, structures, and 
behaviors—what Chapter 7 identified as the values-practice gap. 
The primary scaffolding mechanism is systematic attention to contradictions between espoused 
and enacted values. Organizations build collective integrity by creating explicit practices for 
surfacing and addressing such contradictions through regular integrity audits examining 
specific domains—hiring, resource allocation, decision-making, stakeholder treatment. 
The trade-off log (Pattern 2, Chapter 6) provides crucial scaffolding by making explicit when 
values compete and which gets prioritized. Organizations cannot always honor all values simul-
taneously—integrity means being honest about trade-offs and establishing safeguards for de-
prioritized values rather than maintaining fiction of perfect alignment. 
Leadership modeling of integrity—including admitting mistakes, acknowledging gaps between 
intention and impact, and demonstrating willingness to change based on feedback—provides 
cultural permission for organizational authenticity. When leaders can acknowledge "We said 
we value X but our actual resource allocation shows we value Y more," they create conditions 
where organizational integrity becomes possible. 

Openness and learning mindset 
Individual openness involves willingness to question assumptions and learn from experience. 
Organizational learning mindset requires structures and culture that enable collective ques-
tioning, adaptation, and growth. 
The learning cadence from Pattern 8 (Chapter 6) provides foundational scaffolding. Organi-
zations that build regular rhythms for reflection, learning, and adaptation—perhaps quarterly 
retrospectives, annual strategy reviews with explicit focus on what didn't work, or monthly team 
learning sessions—develop collective capacity for examining their own functioning and 
adapting based on what they discover. 
After-action reviews with explicit focus on what didn't work provide crucial scaffolding. The 
learning cadence should include genuine examination of failures and limitations. Organizations 
build collective humility and openness by creating structured opportunities to acknowledge 
where approaches fell short of aspirations. 
External review processes and feedback mechanisms operate as structural scaffolding involving 
regular external evaluations, stakeholder feedback systems, or advisory relationships with 
practitioners who can provide critical perspective. The essential element is genuine openness 
to external perspective rather than seeking validation. 



 47 

Cultural narratives that celebrate learning from failure more than defending against criticism 
operate as vital scaffolding. Organizations that tell stories about mistakes that led to important 
learning, adaptations that came from acknowledging limitations, or growth that emerged from 
confronting uncomfortable truths create context where openness can develop collectively. 

External effectiveness connections 
These Being capabilities enable external effectiveness in ways organizations often under-
estimate. Collective inner compass allows organizations working on controversial sustainability 
issues to maintain principled stances despite external pressure—refusing lucrative partnerships 
that conflict with values, advocating unpopular positions necessary for system change, and 
sustaining mission focus when market forces push toward mission drift. Organizational inte-
grity builds the stakeholder trust essential for long-term partnership work on complex chal-
lenges requiring collaboration across sectors and sustained effort over decades. When commu-
nities, governments, and other partners experience an organization as genuinely aligned 
between stated values and actual behavior, this creates foundation for the difficult collective 
work that addressing climate disruption, biodiversity loss, or systemic inequality requires. 
Collective openness enables organizations to learn from the communities and ecosystems they 
seek to serve, adapting strategies based on feedback rather than imposing predetermined 
solutions that may not fit local realities. 

9.2 Thinking: building collective intelligence 
The Thinking dimension addresses how organizations make sense of complexity, engage in 
analysis, and develop understanding. Three skills prove particularly crucial. 

Systems thinking (complexity awareness) 
Individual systems thinking and complexity awareness involves capacity to understand inter-
connections, feedback loops, time delays, and unintended consequences. Organizational 
complexity awareness requires systems and culture that enable these insights to actually shape 
decisions and actions. 
The most powerful scaffolding mechanism is embedding systems thinking directly in decision-
making processes. Major decisions should require systems mapping as standard practice. The 
decision principle registry (Pattern 1) should explicitly include systems awareness among core 
principles, making consideration of interconnections and second-order effects an expectation 
rather than exception. 
Time structures that protect space for complexity analysis serve as essential scaffolding. Orga-
nizations that pack schedules with back-to-back meetings leave no room for the slower, more 
exploratory thinking that complexity awareness requires. Building unscheduled time into 
calendars or establishing regular "slow thinking sessions" signals organizational commitment 
to complexity awareness. 
Access to diverse perspectives provides crucial scaffolding because complexity becomes 
visible through multiple viewpoints. Organizations build complexity awareness by ensuring 
decision-making consistently includes people with different expertise, organizational roles, and 
stakeholder relationships. The clear authority pattern (Pattern 3) clarifies who decides while 
making consultation with diverse perspectives an expected element of decision process. 
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Long-term orientation and vision 
Individual long-term orientation involves capacity to think beyond immediate pressures. 
Organizational long-term orientation requires structures that protect strategic work from being 
consumed by urgent operational demands. 
Protected strategic planning time provides fundamental scaffolding. Organizations might desig-
nate specific periods—perhaps quarterly off-sites or annual retreats—for long-term strategic 
thinking, with explicit prohibition on operational crisis management during these periods. 
Multi-year planning and budgeting cycles offer crucial scaffolding. Organizations that only 
plan annually struggle to maintain long-term focus. Establishing three-to-five-year planning 
horizons with explicit milestones and protected resources signals structural commitment to 
long-term work. 
The measurement architecture from Chapter 11 should explicitly include long-term indicators 
alongside short-term metrics. Scenario planning and futures thinking processes offer 
scaffolding for long-term orientation by making regular exploration of possible futures a routine 
practice that influences actual decision-making. 
Cultural narratives connecting daily work to long-term vision provide essential scaffolding. 
Organizations that regularly tell stories about how today's work serves tomorrow's goals, 
celebrate patience and persistence over quick wins, and honor long-term thinking in promotion 
and recognition decisions create cultural context where long-term orientation can flourish. 

Perspective skills 
Individual perspective skills involve capacity to understand different viewpoints and shift 
between them. Organizational perspective-taking requires structures that actually bring diverse 
perspectives into decision-making. 
The stakeholder voice mechanisms explored in Chapter 3 provide essential scaffolding through 
systematic processes for engaging diverse stakeholders in sense-making and decision process-
ses. This goes beyond occasional surveys to regular, ongoing engagement where stakeholder 
perspectives genuinely influence organizational understanding. 
Cross-functional and cross-hierarchical working groups provide crucial scaffolding because 
they bring together people with different organizational experiences and viewpoints. When 
such groups function well—with genuine authority, diverse participation, and facilitation that 
enables actual dialogue—they build organizational capacity for perspective-taking through 
sustained practice. 
Cultural legitimacy for disagreement and dissent serves as essential scaffolding. Organizations 
that treat disagreement as problem to be managed rather than resource for better thinking cannot 
develop perspective-taking capability. Creating cultural permission for people to articulate 
genuine disagreement—and ensuring such articulation leads to consideration rather than 
punishment—enables organizational perspective-taking. 

External effectiveness connections 
Collective systems thinking capability directly determines organizational effectiveness in add-
ressing complex global challenges. Organizations capable of holding complexity can identify 
leverage points in social-ecological systems where intervention creates catalytic change rather 
than marginal improvements. They can anticipate unintended consequences of well-intentioned 
interventions, avoiding the pattern where solutions to one problem create new problems 
elsewhere. They can maintain long-term strategic focus on systemic transformation rather than 
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getting distracted by symptomatic problems. Long-term orientation enables organizations to 
sustain commitment to multi-decade challenges like climate stabilization or ecosystem resto-
ration that cannot be addressed through short-term projects. Organizational perspective-taking 
enables effective navigation of conflicts between legitimate stakeholder interests that charac-
terize sustainability work—understanding how climate policy affects both vulnerable 
communities and workers in fossil fuel industries, recognizing both conservation imperatives 
and indigenous land rights, holding both immediate needs and long-term consequences. The 
scaffolding for organizational systems thinking is not merely internal optimization—it is 
fundamental infrastructure for sophisticated engagement with complex global challenges. 

9.3 Relating: building relational fields and network care 
The Relating dimension addresses how organizations care for people, build connection, and 
relate to broader world. Three skills prove particularly foundational. 

Appreciation 
Individual appreciation involves capacity to recognize value in people and situations. Organi-
zational appreciation requires systematic practices that create culture of recognition while 
connecting to the larger appreciation for existence and the living world that the IDG framework 
emphasizes. 
Regular appreciation practices embedded in organizational rituals provide essential scaffold-
ding—beginning meetings with brief appreciation sharing, establishing ceremonies where 
people recognize others' contributions, or creating communication channels specifically for 
expressing gratitude. The key is regularity—appreciation becomes organizational capacity 
through sustained practice. 
Explicit inclusion of appreciation in performance conversations and advancement decisions 
operates as crucial scaffolding. When organizational evaluation criteria include "contribution 
to organizational culture" or "support of colleagues" alongside task performance metrics, the 
organization signals that appreciation is structurally valued. 
Connection to appreciation for Earth and existence—moving beyond transactional appreciation 
to recognition of fundamental value of life itself—requires specific practices. Environmental 
organizations might structure regular time for staff to be in ecosystems they work to protect. 
Organizations might begin meetings acknowledging the living systems that make their work 
possible. When organizational culture includes genuine appreciation for the beauty and 
complexity of living systems, this shapes fundamental orientation toward work. 

Empathy and compassion 
Individual empathy and compassion involve connecting to others with kindness, care, and 
intention to reduce suffering. Organizational care requires systemic attention to well-being of 
members, stakeholders, and broader community. 
Structural embodiment of care requires moving beyond rhetoric to embedding care in policies, 
resource allocation, and decision processes. This might include reasonable workloads in plan-
ning, accessible mental health support, flexible arrangements that acknowledge life complexity, 
stakeholder well-being in decision criteria, and ecological impact assessment. These are not 
benefits or perks but structural expressions of care. 
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Psychological safety mechanisms (discussed in Chapter 7) provide foundational scaffolding for 
organizational care. Care cannot flourish in environments where vulnerability is punished, 
mistakes bring retaliation, or speaking truth risks employment. 
Regular practices for checking in on organizational health—perhaps quarterly pulse surveys, 
monthly one-on-ones focused on wellbeing, or team retrospectives that explicitly ask about 
emotional and relational health—create structural attention to care beyond crisis response. 

Humility 
Individual humility involves responding to situations without preoccupation with one's own 
importance. Organizational humility requires structures and culture that enable acknowledging 
limitations, learning from others, and maintaining appropriate uncertainty about organizational 
capabilities and impacts. 
After-action reviews with explicit focus on what didn't work provide crucial scaffolding. The 
learning cadence should include genuine examination of failures and limitations. Organizations 
build collective humility by creating structured opportunities to acknowledge where approaches 
fell short. 
External review processes and stakeholder feedback systems operate as structural scaffolding. 
This might involve regular external evaluations that provide honest assessment, stakeholder 
feedback systems that bring outside perspectives on organizational impact, or advisory 
relationships with practitioners who can provide critical perspective. The essential element is 
genuine openness to external perspective. 
Resource allocation that acknowledges uncertainty provides scaffolding for humility. Organi-
zations that set aside contingency budgets, build in time buffers, or maintain reserves for 
unexpected challenges demonstrate humility about their ability to perfectly predict future needs. 

External effectiveness connections 
The relational capabilities discussed here extend beyond creating healthy internal culture to 
enabling effective external partnerships. Organizations working on complex global challenges 
cannot succeed alone—they require deep partnerships with communities most affected by 
issues, collaboration across sectoral boundaries, and sustained relationships with diverse 
stakeholders including those with conflicting interests. Collective capacity for appreciation 
enables organizations to build genuine rather than extractive relationships with communities, 
recognizing existing strengths, cultural wealth, and inherent dignity rather than viewing 
communities only through deficit lens. Organizational empathy allows effective navigation of 
conflicts between legitimate stakeholder interests and helps organizations understand how their 
interventions are actually experienced by those they claim to serve. The ability to maintain care 
and humility in external relationships determines whether organizations can build the coalitions 
and partnerships that addressing systemic challenges requires—whether environmental organi-
zations can work effectively with indigenous communities, whether social justice organizations 
can partner across movements, whether corporate sustainability initiatives can engage 
authentically with civil society critics. 

9.4 Collaborating: coordination mechanisms and trust systems 
The Collaborating dimension addresses how organizations coordinate work and build trust. 
Two skills prove particularly critical as organizational scaffolding. 
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Communication skills 
Individual communication skills include listening deeply, fostering dialogue, managing con-
flict, and adapting to diverse groups. Organizational communication capability requires struc-
tures that enable genuine dialogue, legitimate forums for conflict, and communication systems 
designed for understanding rather than just information transfer. 
The meeting operating system (Pattern 6, Chapter 6) provides fundamental scaffolding by dis-
tinguishing sense-making meetings from decision-making and information sharing. Organiza-
tions build communication capability by protecting space for dialogue distinct from reporting 
or deciding—regular opportunities for collective thinking without pressure for immediate 
conclusions. 
Conflict escalation protocols (Pattern 7) offer crucial scaffolding for organizational conflict 
capability by making constructive conflict organizationally legitimate through clear, norma-
lized paths for addressing disagreements that cannot be resolved through direct conversation. 
Training that moves beyond individual skills to organizational practice operates as essential 
scaffolding. Rather than sending individuals to generic communication workshops, organiza-
tions build collective capability through training that engages whole teams in shared commu-
nication practices, establishes common protocols, and creates organizational language for 
discussing communication patterns. 

Co-creation skills 
Individual co-creation skills involve facilitating collaborative processes, fostering psycholo-
gical safety, and navigating power dynamics. Organizational co-creation capability requires 
structures and culture that genuinely enable joint creation rather than performative consultation 
masking predetermined decisions. 
Clear authority assignment (Pattern 3) combined with genuine consultation provides essential 
scaffolding. Co-creation does not mean everyone decides everything through consensus but 
rather clarity about who decides combined with authentic engagement of those whose input 
matters. 
Protected time for collaborative work operates as crucial structural scaffolding. Organizations 
that fill schedules with individual work and only brief coordination meetings cannot develop 
co-creation capability. Building substantial blocks of collaborative time into work design 
signals organizational commitment to genuine joint creation. 
Power-aware practices explicitly addressing dynamics in collaborative settings serve as 
essential scaffolding. This might include protocols for equalizing voice in meetings, regular 
power mapping exercises that make visible how authority and influence actually operate, or 
deliberate practices that shift typical power patterns—for example, having those with less 
formal authority speak first. 
Cultural celebration of collective achievement over individual heroism provides crucial scaf-
folding. Organizations that primarily reward individual accomplishment struggle to develop 
genuine co-creation capability. Shifting recognition practices to celebrate team accomp-
lishments and supportive contributions creates cultural context where co-creation can flourish. 

External effectiveness connections 
Strong internal communication and co-creation capabilities translate directly into external 
effectiveness. Organizations working on complex global challenges must navigate multi-
stakeholder processes involving government agencies, community organizations, private sector 
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actors, and civil society groups—each with different communication norms, power positions, 
and interests. Collective communication capability enables organizations to facilitate difficult 
conversations across these boundaries, manage conflicts constructively when interests diverge, 
and build shared understanding despite different worldviews. Organizational co-creation skills 
enable genuine partnership rather than consultation theater—bringing diverse stakeholders into 
meaningful roles in strategy development, program design, and evaluation rather than simply 
seeking input on predetermined plans. The scaffolding for internal collaboration builds capacity 
for the external collaborative work that addressing systemic challenges requires. 

9.5 Acting: organizational agency and collective courage 
The Acting dimension addresses how organizations translate capability into impact. Two skills 
prove particularly foundational. 

Courage 
Individual courage involves willingness to act despite uncertainty and risk. Organizational 
courage requires structures and culture that enable bold action collectively rather than depen-
ding on individual heroism while organizational systems remain risk-averse. 
The most powerful scaffolding mechanism is protection of those who take risks in service of 
organizational purpose. This requires moving beyond rhetoric about valuing courage to actual 
protection when courageous action fails. Organizations build collective courage by demon-
strating that people who make bold attempts aligned with organizational values receive support 
even when outcomes disappoint. 
Decision protocols that explicitly assess risk appetite and establish appropriate authority for 
different risk levels provide crucial scaffolding. Some decisions require extensive deliberation 
because potential downside is significant. Others can be made rapidly with limited consultation 
because potential downside is modest. Organizations build courage by matching decision 
process to actual risk. 
Resource allocation that includes protected budgets for experimentation and innovation 
operates as essential scaffolding. When organizations create funding specifically designated for 
trying new approaches—with explicit expectation that some experiments will fail—they 
provide structural support for organizational courage. 
Public commitment to controversial positions that align with organizational values demon-
strates organizational courage in ways that create cultural permission for individual courage. 
When organizations take stances that risk criticism, alienate some stakeholders, or create 
temporary difficulties because such stances express authentic organizational values, they model 
courage that spreads throughout organizational culture. 

Resilience 
Individual resilience involves navigating adversity with agility, staying engaged, and perse-
vering despite slow or uncertain progress. Organizational resilience requires structures that 
protect long-term work from abandonment when difficulties arise or enthusiasm wanes. 
The resource allocation ritual (Pattern 5) provides fundamental scaffolding by protecting long-
term work from being raided for short-term needs. Organizations build resilience structurally 
by designating certain work as protected from quarterly pressures, ensuring multi-year commit-
ments receive sustained resources. 
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Leadership continuity mechanisms operate as crucial scaffolding for organizational resilience. 
This might include extended leadership terms that allow initiatives to mature, succession 
planning that ensures continuity rather than constant reinvention, or deliberate practices for 
transferring knowledge and commitment when leadership inevitably changes. 
Milestone celebration that recognizes incremental progress rather than only final achievement 
provides essential scaffolding. Organizations build resilience by celebrating quarterly gains 
even when full transformation will require years, documenting progress while acknowledging 
remaining work, and honoring sustained effort rather than just spectacular results. 
Communities of practice that maintain focus over years provide vital scaffolding. When 
organizations establish ongoing forums—monthly practitioner gatherings, annual learning 
conferences, or persistent working groups—focused on long-term transformation work, these 
communities carry commitment across time and personnel changes, becoming vessels for 
organizational resilience independent of individual persistence. 

External effectiveness connections 
Organizational courage becomes decisive when sustainability and social change work requires 
challenging incumbent systems and power structures. Individual courage might enable 
whistleblowing or local innovation, but collective courage enables sustained organizational 
commitment to transformative change despite opposition from powerful actors. Human rights 
organizations confronting authoritarian regimes, environmental organizations challenging 
fossil fuel industries, or social justice organizations exposing systemic racism require organi-
zational courage—the capacity to advocate for policies threatening short-term economic 
interests, challenge industry practices causing environmental harm, and sustain commitment to 
multi-decade transformation work despite shifting political winds and funding pressures. 
Similarly, organizational resilience directly addresses a central challenge in sustainability work: 
most meaningful change requires sustained effort over decades while organizational pressures 
incentivize short-term wins and rapid pivots. Climate stabilization, ecosystem restoration, and 
transformation of extractive economic systems are multi-generational projects. The scaffolding 
for resilience—protected resources for long-term work, leadership continuity, cultural Narra-
tives honoring patience—determines whether organizations can maintain strategic focus on 
long-term systemic change or repeatedly abandon partially-completed transformation efforts 
when enthusiasm wanes or difficulties emerge. 

9.6 Integration and the scaffolding matrix 
The scaffolding for individual skills does not function in isolation any more than the skills 
themselves do. Organizational structures, processes, and cultural patterns that support one skill 
typically support multiple skills simultaneously. Governance patterns enable both thinking and 
collaborating capabilities. Psychological safety enables courage, authenticity, perspective-
taking, and communication. Resource protection enables both long-term orientation and 
resilience. 
This integration extends beyond internal organizational functioning to external effectiveness. 
Organizations working on complex global challenges require scaffolding systems that 
simultaneously enable internal health and external impact. Governance patterns that enable 
complexity awareness and long-term orientation allow effective strategic engagement with 
multi-decade sustainability challenges. Cultural patterns that create psychological safety enable 
not just internal vulnerability but also the capacity to acknowledge mistakes to external 
partners, building trust essential for sustained collaboration. Resource protection mechanisms 
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enable not just internal organizational resilience but also the patience to maintain strategic focus 
through inevitable setbacks in transformative change work. 
Effective organizational development involves building scaffolding systems rather than isola-
ted supports. Organizations should assess regularly: which scaffolding mechanisms support 
multiple skills simultaneously? Where do scaffolding structures reinforce versus contradict 
each other? What leverage points provide disproportionate support for collective capability? 
How do structural, process, and cultural scaffolding elements work together as coherent 
system? How does our scaffolding enable both internal collective capability and external 
capacity to contribute meaningfully to addressing complex global challenges? 
For practitioners seeking comprehensive scaffolding guidance across all twenty-five IDG skills, 
consult Claude & Jordan (2025) The Inner Development Guide: From Individual to Collective 
Capabilities (idg.thomasjordan.se). That work provides detailed examination of organizational 
requirements and scaffolding for each skill. 

9.7 From organizational capacity to global impact 
This chapter has examined how specific IDG skills become organizational capabilities through 
deliberate scaffolding—the structures, processes, and cultural patterns that enable individual 
skills to manifest collectively. Understanding this scaffolding helps practitioners move beyond 
simply training individuals to actually building organizational capacity. 
Yet the ultimate test of this work is not internal organizational health but external contribution: 
do these collective capabilities enable the organization to address complex global challenges 
more effectively? Can the organization sustain multi-decade commitment to systemic trans-
formation? Can it navigate the political complexity of challenging incumbent systems? Can it 
build authentic partnerships with diverse stakeholders? Can it maintain strategic clarity despite 
constant pressure toward mission drift? Can it hold the complexity of social-ecological systems 
while taking concrete action to transform them? 
The scaffolding principles explored here serve these ultimate purposes—creating organizations 
genuinely capable of the sophisticated, sustained, collaborative work that addressing climate 
disruption, biodiversity collapse, and systemic inequality demands. Internal organizational 
health matters not as end in itself but as foundation for external effectiveness in service of 
planetary and human flourishing. 
The next chapter addresses how implementation varies across different organizational contexts. 
The scaffolding principles explored here apply universally, but their specific implementation 
necessarily varies. A technology startup, municipal government, and international nonprofit all 
face distinctive pressures, possess different resources, and operate under varying constraints. 
Understanding how to adapt while remaining faithful to fundamental principles of collective 
capability development is the art of contextual implementation. 
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10. Adapting to organizational context 
The principles explored in previous chapters—systemic approach, developmental realism, 
stakeholder governance, continuous learning—apply across organizational contexts. Yet their 
implementation necessarily varies based on sector, size, governance structure, and specific 
constraints. A technology startup navigates different pressures than a municipal government. A 
small nonprofit faces different resource realities than a multinational corporation. An organi-
zation with strong worker representation operates differently than one with concentrated 
ownership. 

This chapter examines how to adapt IDG implementation to context by exploring patterns 
across sectors and organizational types. Rather than providing exhaustive recipes for every 
situation, it illuminates the strategic thinking required to work effectively within different 
organizational realities. The art lies in recognizing context-specific constraints and opportu-
nities while remaining faithful to fundamental principles of collective capability development. 

10.1 The pressure patterns shaping implementation 
Different organizational contexts create distinctive pressure patterns that either enable or 
constrain transformation work. Understanding these patterns helps identify where to build on 
natural advantages and where to navigate around obstacles. 

Corporate organizations face intense financial market pressures that shape transformation 
possibilities. Quarterly or annual reporting cycles create pressure for visible results within tight 
timeframes. Shareholder expectations for predictable growth can make multi-year capability 
investments risky. Competitive markets demand constant performance, leaving little slack for 
reflection and learning. Leadership tenure typically ranges three to seven years, creating 
incentive structures favoring initiatives with relatively quick returns. Yet these same pressures 
also create opportunities—capability advantages can become competitive differentiators, 
organizational health affects talent attraction and retention in tight labor markets, and sophis-
ticated investors increasingly recognize that organizational capability drives long-term value 
creation. 

Public sector organizations operate under different but equally constraining pressures. Electoral 
cycles create leadership discontinuity every few years, bringing new priorities and philosophies 
that can disrupt multi-year initiatives. Bureaucratic structures with extensive rules and approval 
processes limit flexibility and experimentation. Public accountability means failures can 
become political scandals, creating risk aversion that constrains innovation. Budget constraints 
are often severe, with every expenditure subject to scrutiny. Yet public sector also has distinc-
tive advantages—established professional development systems can be leveraged for capability 
building, career civil service provides continuity across political transitions, public service mis-
sion creates natural values alignment, and transparency requirements can support stakeholder 
governance when properly designed. 

Nonprofit and NGO contexts present yet another pattern. Mission-driven cultures create 
powerful alignment with IDG principles—staff often join organizations precisely because they 
value meaningful work aligned with social or environmental purpose. Stakeholder account-
tability comes more naturally than in many corporate contexts. Values conversations feel less 
foreign. However, resource constraints are typically severe, with every dollar directed toward 
mission delivery. Funding dynamics often favor program delivery over organizational capacity 
building. Grant cycles rarely align with transformation timeframes. Founder-led structures are 
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common, with all their benefits and constraints. Board governance may be underdeveloped. 
Despite these challenges, mission alignment provides powerful motivation that can sustain 
transformation through difficulty. 

Organizational size creates its own pressure patterns. Small organizations can move quickly, 
build trust easily through direct relationships, and experiment without extensive approvals—
but face limited resources, vulnerability to individual departures, and difficulty accessing 
specialized expertise. Large organizations have resources for sophisticated approaches and 
specialized staff—but struggle with inertia, complex coordination across units, multiple layers 
of hierarchy, and slow decision-making. Medium-sized organizations occupy transitional 
space, large enough to need more formal structures yet small enough to maintain agility, but 
often growing faster than their organizational capability can keep pace. 

10.2 Strategic adaptation principles 
Effective adaptation to context follows several strategic principles that apply across different 
organizational types. 

The first principle is working with existing logics rather than fighting them directly. Corporate 
contexts require making business cases that speak to financial value, competitive advantage, 
and risk management even when transformation purposes extend beyond profit. Public sector 
contexts require framing transformation in terms of service delivery improvement, efficiency, 
and public accountability even when deeper purposes involve cultural transformation. Non-
profit contexts require connecting capability development to mission impact even when the link 
is indirect. This is not dishonesty but rather multilingual communication—speaking languages 
that different stakeholders understand while pursuing consistent transformation purposes. 

Consider how this plays out concretely. A corporation emphasizing stakeholder governance 
frames it partly in terms of risk management, reputation, long-term value creation, and talent 
attraction—all legitimate business concerns—while also pursuing deeper purposes around 
social responsibility. A public agency implementing psychological safety emphasizes improved 
decision quality, reduced errors, and better public service—genuine benefits—while also 
working toward cultural transformation. A nonprofit building systems thinking capability 
connects it directly to program effectiveness and mission impact—real connections—while 
developing broader organizational wisdom. The strategic art is finding framings that are both 
true and resonant with organizational context. 

The second principle is protecting transformation within existing structures rather than trying 
to operate outside them. Corporations designate transformation budgets within innovation or 
organizational development categories that receive different treatment than operational spen-
ding. Public sector organizations embed transformation in career civil service rather than depen-
ding on political leadership, use existing professional development systems as vehicles for 
capability building, and work through formal processes rather than trying to bypass them. 
Nonprofits build organizational development into program grant proposals, arguing that 
organizational capability directly affects program effectiveness. In all cases, the strategy invol-
ves finding protected spaces within existing structures rather than hoping to operate indepen-
dently of organizational realities. 

The third principle is demonstrating value in terms meaningful to each context while main-
taining authentic transformation purposes. This requires dual fluency—understanding both 
transformation principles and context-specific value languages. Corporate contexts require 
evidence linking capability to financial performance, customer satisfaction, talent metrics, and 
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competitive positioning. Public sector contexts need demonstrations of improved service 
delivery, efficiency gains, better stakeholder outcomes, and reduced risk. Nonprofit contexts 
require connections to mission impact, stakeholder testimonials, and program effectiveness. All 
these demonstrations must be genuine—manufactured metrics undermine credibility. Yet they 
need not capture everything that matters. Organizations can measure what they can measure, 
acknowledge that not everything valuable is quantifiable, and maintain commitment to broader 
purposes alongside demonstrable specific benefits. 

10.3 Leverage points in different contexts 
Different contexts offer different leverage points—places where relatively modest interventions 
can produce disproportionate impact because they address root causes or enable multiple 
downstream improvements. 

In corporate contexts, connecting transformation to business strategy creates powerful leverage. 
When capability development becomes integral to strategic priorities rather than separate initia-
tive, it receives resources and attention that standalone organizational development efforts 
struggle to secure. A technology company emphasizing innovation as competitive strategy can 
frame IDG work as building innovation capacity through psychological safety, collaborative 
capability, and systems thinking. A consumer goods company emphasizing sustainability can 
connect to stakeholder governance, long-term thinking, and ecological awareness. The leverage 
comes from transformation serving recognized strategic purposes rather than competing with 
them for resources and attention. 

Supply chain and procurement decisions provide another corporate leverage point. Incorpo-
rating IDG-related criteria into supplier selection, contract design, and vendor evaluation em-
beds values in economic relationships that extend well beyond organizational boundaries. 
When procurement criteria include supplier diversity, environmental standards, and labor 
practices, market forces begin rewarding organizational capabilities. When contracts incen-
tivize collaborative relationships and shared learning rather than purely transactional ex-
changes, capability development becomes economically rational. This leverage multiplies as 
leading organizations shape market expectations, creating competitive pressure for broader 
capability development. 

Public sector contexts find leverage in existing professional development systems. Rather than 
creating transformation initiatives from scratch, effective public sector implementation works 
through established training infrastructure, incorporating IDG capabilities into standard profes-
sional development offerings. When systems thinking, facilitation skills, or collaborative 
leadership become regular professional development options available through normal 
channels, participation increases dramatically compared to special initiatives requiring separate 
approval. The existing infrastructure provides both resources and legitimacy that new initiatives 
lack. 

Public accountability requirements, often seen as constraints, can become leverage for trans-
parency and stakeholder governance. Making transformation work itself transparent—pub-
lishing goals, progress reports, lessons learned—builds credibility while modeling learning 
culture. Engaging citizens and service users as genuine stakeholders in organizational develop-
ment brings external perspectives that enrich internal work while creating public champions 
who will advocate for effective initiatives. The challenge is framing transparency as demon-
stration of learning and improvement rather than only risk of criticism—a shift requiring 
courage but yielding significant benefits. 
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Nonprofit contexts find leverage in mission alignment. When transformation is framed not as 
distraction from mission but as necessary work for achieving mission more effectively, it 
receives very different reception than organizational development initiatives that feel dis-
connected from purpose. An environmental organization can frame building collaborative 
capacity as essential for effective coalition work. A social justice nonprofit can connect internal 
equity and inclusion work directly to external advocacy for justice. An international develop-
ment NGO can link stakeholder governance to decolonial practice. The key is making connec-
tions genuine rather than merely rhetorical—transformation must actually serve mission rather 
than being justified through tenuous claims. 

Founder transitions, though often experienced as crises, can become leverage points for 
organizational development. The necessity of moving beyond founder dependence creates 
permission for building distributed leadership, establishing explicit governance, documenting 
implicit culture, and developing systems that function independently of particular individuals. 
When approached developmentally rather than reactively, founder transitions provide 
opportunity for organizational maturation that might otherwise face resistance from founders 
comfortable with existing arrangements or boards reluctant to challenge founder authority. 

10.4 Common adaptation mistakes 
Understanding how context-specific implementation typically fails helps organizations avoid 
predictable mistakes. 

The most common mistake is attempting to impose approaches that worked elsewhere without 
adequate adaptation to context. Practices that succeeded in a well-resourced technology com-
pany may fail in resource-constrained nonprofits. Governance patterns appropriate for organi-
zations with patient capital may be impossible in those facing quarterly earnings pressures. 
Collaborative structures that work in small organizations become unwieldy at scale without 
significant modification. The solution is not abandoning proven approaches but rather under-
standing which elements are context-specific implementations of principles versus which are 
the principles themselves. Principles transfer; specific practices require adaptation. 

Related mistake involves underestimating context-specific constraints. Organizations some-
times approach transformation with naive optimism that ignores real obstacles. A corporation 
cannot simply ignore shareholder expectations regardless of how philosophically committed 
leadership might be to stakeholder governance. A public agency cannot bypass democratic 
accountability requirements no matter how much faster decision-making might be without 
them. A nonprofit cannot spend restricted grant funds on organizational development prohibited 
by funding terms regardless of how valuable such investment might be. Effective adaptation 
acknowledges constraints while working creatively within them rather than pretending they 
don't exist. 

Organizations also err by treating context as destiny. While constraints are real, they're not 
absolute. Corporate contexts can challenge short-term thinking through patient capital culti-
vation, constituency building among long-term oriented investors, and demonstrated links 
between capability and sustained value creation. Public sector organizations can work for 
political sustainability across electoral cycles through broad stakeholder support, nonpartisan 
framing, and embedding in career service. Nonprofits can develop alternative funding models 
reducing dependence on restrictive grants. Context shapes possibilities but doesn't determine 
them entirely. The error is either ignoring context or being overly determined by it—both 
extremes prevent effective adaptation. 
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Another common mistake is fragmenting transformation across organizational boundaries with-
out adequate integration. Large organizations attempt capability development separately in 
different divisions, creating islands of excellence that don't connect. Geographically distributed 
organizations work on transformation at headquarters while field offices continue unchanged. 
Networks emphasize individual organizational development without attending to network-level 
capability. The result is capability that doesn't achieve critical mass because it remains frag-
mented. Effective context-specific work maintains integration alongside adaptation—different 
units or organizations may adapt approaches to local contexts while maintaining coherence 
through shared principles, regular connection, and explicit coordination. 

10.5 Scale considerations and their implications 
Organizational size creates distinctive patterns that interact with sector and governance factors 
to shape implementation possibilities. Understanding these patterns prevents both overreach 
and underambition. 

Small organizations—roughly those with fewer than fifty staff—can achieve sophisticated 
collective capabilities despite resource constraints because direct relationships enable trust and 
psychological safety without elaborate structures, everyone can participate in decision-making 
without complex coordination, changes can be implemented rapidly without extensive app-
rovals, and culture is shaped powerfully by leadership example in intimate settings. However, 
small organizations must resist temptation toward elaborate systems inappropriate for their 
scale. A five-person organization doesn't need the governance complexity of five hundred staff. 
A twenty-person nonprofit doesn't require the formal processes appropriate for global 
corporations. The strategic approach emphasizes relational strength and cultural cohesion over 
structural sophistication, invests in fundamentals like psychological safety and clear 
communication rather than elaborate systems, and uses simple tools and practices requiring 
minimal infrastructure to maintain. 

Organizations in transition from small to medium size—roughly from fifty to five hundred 
staff—face particular challenges. What worked through direct relationships no longer suffices 
when people don't all know each other. Decision-making that happened informally must 
become more structured. Communication that occurred naturally through proximity requires 
deliberate systems. Culture that was maintained through shared experience needs explicit 
articulation. Many organizations struggle during this transition because they attempt to 
maintain small-organization approaches beyond appropriate scale or jump prematurely to large-
organization complexity before it's needed. The strategic approach involves recognizing when 
informal approaches no longer work rather than defending them past their useful life, investing 
in middle management since these leaders become crucial coordinators, establishing cross-
functional working groups and communities of practice that maintain connection across 
growing organizational boundaries, and developing internal facilitation capability rather than 
depending on external expertise for every need. 

Large complex organizations—those with five hundred or more staff, multiple locations, 
diverse functions—face scale challenges that require different approaches. Coordination 
demands formal structures and processes. Multiple layers of hierarchy can constrain commu-
nication. Geographic distribution prevents regular face-to-face interaction. Organizational sub-
cultures develop in different units. Significant inertia makes rapid change difficult. However, 
scale also provides advantages. Specialized expertise exists for organizational development 
work. Resources allow sophisticated approaches including external support and comprehensive 
development programs. Multiple units enable experimentation and phased rollout. Best 
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practices can be documented and spread systematically. The challenge is maintaining coherence 
while allowing appropriate local adaptation, building communities of practice that connect 
across organizational boundaries, and sustaining transformation through inevitable changes in 
leadership and strategic priorities. 

Networks and coalitions—collections of organizations working together without unified 
hierarchy—represent extreme form of distributed complexity. Implementation must respect 
organizational autonomy since participation is voluntary, work through influence rather than 
authority since no one controls the whole, emphasize peer learning since organizations learn 
most readily from peers, and maintain flexibility as membership and engagement naturally 
fluctuate. The opportunities lie in diversity as strength where different organizational app-
roaches enrich collective wisdom, distributed innovation where experiments occur across 
multiple settings simultaneously, and network effects enabling rapid spread of effective 
practices. Strategic network approaches focus on network-level capability through convenings, 
shared learning, and collective resources while strengthening individual organizational capacity 
through peer support and distributed expertise. 

10.6 Integration across contexts—Core patterns despite differences 
Despite significant contextual variation, several core patterns apply across different organi-
zational types and sizes. 

First, successful implementation always requires working across all four levels—individual 
capability, team dynamics, organizational systems, and cultural evolution. Context shapes how 
this happens but not whether it's necessary. Small organizations may work on all four levels 
simultaneously through relatively informal means. Large organizations may need systematic 
phasing and formal coordination. Corporate contexts may emphasize systems and structures 
first while building culture. Nonprofits may begin with culture and relationships while 
developing systems. But all must eventually address all four levels or transformation remains 
incomplete. 

Second, transformation always requires confronting power dynamics and resource allocation. 
Corporate contexts must address shareholder power and capital allocation. Public sector must 
navigate political power and budget processes. Nonprofits must reckon with founder power and 
funding dependencies. Small organizations must address concentrated authority in leadership. 
Large organizations must examine how power is distributed across hierarchy and functions. 
Networks must grapple with power differentials between member organizations. The specific 
dynamics vary but the fundamental requirement to make power visible and address it explicitly 
remains constant. 

Third, sustainable transformation requires embedding capability in multiple organizational 
layers so no single point of failure can undo the work. This means building capability in career 
staff not just political appointees in public sector, developing distributed leadership not just 
executive transformation in corporations, creating strong governance not just founder vision in 
nonprofits, and establishing communities of practice not just individual champions in networks. 
The implementation mechanisms vary by context but the principle of distributed capability 
rather than concentrated dependence applies universally. 

Fourth, all contexts require balancing authenticity with strategic framing. Organizations must 
remain true to transformation principles while communicating in languages stakeholders 
understand. This is not manipulation but rather respectful multilingualism—speaking to corpo-
rate stakeholders about business value while pursuing social purpose, addressing public 
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accountability while building organizational health, connecting to nonprofit mission while 
developing organizational capacity. The balance point varies by context but the requirement to 
maintain both authenticity and strategic communication applies across settings. 

Finally, successful adaptation to context requires genuine understanding of how that context 
operates rather than superficial accommodation. This means corporate practitioners under-
standing financial markets and competitive dynamics deeply enough to work with rather than 
against them, public sector practitioners understanding political processes and bureaucratic 
logic thoroughly enough to navigate them skillfully, nonprofit practitioners understanding 
funding ecosystems and mission imperatives adequately to advance transformation within 
constraints. Shallow understanding produces naive approaches that context quickly defeats. 
Deep understanding enables working with context's grain while remaining committed to trans-
formation's deeper purposes. 

Context matters profoundly in determining how IDG implementation happens. Yet context 
doesn't determine whether transformation is possible or what fundamental principles apply. The 
art of context-specific implementation lies in this both/and—taking context seriously while not 
being imprisoned by it, adapting approaches while maintaining coherence with principles, 
working within constraints while not accepting them as permanent limits. Organizations that 
can hold this complexity position themselves for transformation that is both contextually 
appropriate and genuinely transformative. 
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11. The leadership dimension—Who drives this work? 
Leadership represents both the greatest potential catalyst and the most common bottleneck for 
collective IDG development. This chapter provides concrete, practical guidance on driving 
transformation—not aspirational qualities leaders should embody, but specific skills and 
commitments required to make change happen. 

Core principle: You cannot lead transformation you have not lived yourself. Leaders asking 
organizations to develop capabilities they themselves lack inevitably create dissonance that 
undermines transformation. This doesn't mean perfection—it means genuine engagement in 
your own development and willingness to model vulnerability and growth. 

11.1 The sponsor contract: What leaders must commit 
Before beginning IDG implementation, leadership must make explicit commitments. This 
"sponsor contract" clarifies what transformation requires from those driving it. Ambiguity 
about these commitments is primary cause of initiative failure. 

Non-negotiable commitments 
1. Protected resources: Commit to protecting capacity-building budget lines even under 
pressure (Pattern 5, Chapter 6). If long-term investment is always sacrificed for short-term 
needs, transformation will fail. Specify: What percentage of budget is protected? What would 
trigger exception? 
2. Personal time investment: Allocate minimum 10-15% of your time to this work for first 18 
months. This is not "one more thing"—it's strategic priority. Specifically: monthly guiding coa-
lition meetings, quarterly progress reviews, personal development work, visible presence at key 
events. 
3. Structural changes: Commit to actual changes in governance patterns (Chapter 6), not just 
training. Identify: Which decision rights will shift? What must stop? What budget line will 
move? Without structural change, you have learning theatre. 
4. Multi-year commitment: This is 3-5 year journey, not 12-month project. Commit to sus-
taining through implementation dip (see 10.3) when enthusiasm wanes and results aren't yet 
visible. Timeline: What's your minimum commitment period regardless of results? 
5. Own development work: Engage in your own capability development—coaching, peer lear-
ning, reflection practices. Model vulnerability by acknowledging what you're learning and 
where you struggle. Specify: What development support will you engage? 
6. Power redistribution: Commit to sharing decision authority (Chapter 6.4), not just gathe-
ring input. Identify: What decisions will you transfer? What stakeholder groups will gain voice? 
This is uncomfortable—that's the point. 
7. Accountability for results: Accept responsibility when changes fail. Don't blame "culture" 
or "middle management." Ask: What in my leadership enabled or prevented this? What will I 
do differently? 

Signing the contract: These aren't suggestions—they're prerequisites. If leadership won't 
commit to these, don't begin. Better to acknowledge constraints honestly than start with in-
sufficient commitment and fail, creating cynicism that prevents future attempts. 
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11.2 Change craft bootcamp: Practical implementation skills 
The following sections provide concrete guidance on essential implementation skills. These are 
learnable capabilities, not innate talents. Practice develops competence. 

Skill 1: How to run a pilot 
Purpose: Pilots test approaches in low-risk setting, build evidence, and create champions 
before broader rollout. But poorly designed pilots waste resources or create misleading results. 

Pilot design principles: 
• Choose willing participants: Never force pilots on resistant units. Select team/department 
where leadership wants to participate. Success spreads better than coercion. 
• Make it real, not protected: Pilot must face actual organizational pressures. If pilot gets special 
resources or protection unavailable to broader rollout, results won't transfer. 
• Define success criteria upfront: What will constitute success? Behavior changes? Decision 
quality? Team satisfaction? System improvements? Document these before starting. 
• Plan for 6-12 months: Shorter pilots don't allow new patterns to establish. Longer pilots delay 
learning. 6-12 months is sweet spot. 
• Document everything: What worked? What failed? What surprised you? Why? This learning 
informs rollout. Assign someone to capture insights systematically. 
• Share learning widely: Regular updates to broader organization. Make pilot visible. Invite 
observers. Create curiosity rather than hiding until "perfect." 
Common pilot mistakes: (1) Choosing "showcase" unit that's already high-performing—
doesn't prove approach works elsewhere. (2) Over-resourcing pilot—creates false success. (3) 
Running pilot without clear success criteria—can't learn. (4) Never moving beyond pilot—
"pilot purgatory." (5) Declaring success prematurely—before patterns are stable. 

Skill 2: Facilitation basics for conflict 
Purpose: Transformation surfaces conflicts that were previously suppressed. Leaders need 
basic facilitation skills to work with conflict productively rather than shutting it down or being 
overwhelmed by it. 

Basic conflict facilitation sequence: 
1. Create container: Establish agreements (one person speaks at a time, assume good intent, 
focus on issues not people, commit to staying in conversation). Get explicit consent. 
2. Hear each perspective: Each party shares their view without interruption (3-5 minutes 
each). Facilitator reflects back key points: "What I heard is..." Don't problem-solve yet. 
3. Identify underlying needs: Ask: "What do you need that you're not getting?" Often conflict 
is about unmet needs (autonomy, recognition, fairness, clarity) not surface disagreement. 
4. Find common ground: Ask: "What do you agree on? What shared goals exist?" Even fierce 
opponents usually share some values or objectives. Start building from there. 
5. Generate options: Brainstorm ways to meet underlying needs. Don't evaluate yet—just 
generate possibilities. Both parties contribute options. 
6. Test solutions: Which options might work? What would each party need to try them? What's 
small experiment to test approach? 
When to escalate: If conflict involves safety issues, harassment, or abuse of power—stop 
facilitation, escalate immediately. If parties won't engage in good faith—use Pattern 7 (conflict 
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escalation path, Chapter 6). If you're too close to conflict to be neutral—bring in external 
facilitator. Know your limits. 

Skill 3: Coalition-building 
Purpose: No single leader can drive transformation alone. Success requires building coalition 
of champions across organizational levels and functions who collectively push change forward. 

Coalition-building strategy: 
Map influence networks: Who has influence (formal and informal)? Who do people trust? 
Who connects across silos? These aren't necessarily senior leaders—map actual influence, not 
org chart. 
Identify natural allies: Who already cares about this work? Who has expressed frustration 
with current patterns? Who has tried similar changes? Start with people predisposed to 
participate. 
Recruit for diversity: Coalition needs diverse perspectives—different functions, levels, 
demographics, thinking styles. Avoid echo chamber of people who already agree on everything. 
Make participation meaningful: Give coalition real authority (not advisory). Use Pattern 3 
(clear authority) to specify what coalition decides. If coalition is just rubber stamp, don't waste 
people's time. 
Create working rhythm: Regular meetings (monthly minimum). Clear roles (facilitator, note-
taker, champion for each initiative). Decisions documented. Follow-through tracked. 
Celebrate wins publicly: When coalition achieves something, broadcast it. Make coalition 
members visible heroes (Chapter 7.1 story-telling). This attracts more participants. 
Coalition sustainability: Plan for turnover—people leave, priorities shift. Build redundancy. 
Document decisions and reasoning. Onboard new members well. Coalition should outlast any 
individual member including you. 

Skill 4: Communications that reduce backlash 
Purpose: How you communicate about change shapes whether people engage or resist. Poor 
communication creates unnecessary backlash. Strategic communication builds understanding 
and support. 

Communication principles: 
Frame positively: "We're building capability to navigate complexity" not "Current approach 
is broken." Acknowledge what works while explaining why evolution is needed. 
Use organizational language: Frame in terms that resonate in your context. Corporate: 
competitive advantage, performance. Public sector: service quality, efficiency. NGO: mission 
effectiveness. Don't lead with "Inner Development Guide"—that's jargon. 
Be specific about change: Don't say "we're becoming more collaborative." Say "we're 
implementing Pattern 3 (clear authority) so decisions happen faster and people know who 
decides what." Concrete is less threatening than vague. 
Acknowledge disruption: Don't pretend change is easy. "This will require learning new skills 
and feeling uncomfortable sometimes. That's normal." Honesty builds trust. 
Repeat endlessly: You'll be sick of your message long before people hear it. Say it 7-10 times 
minimum across multiple channels. Repetition isn't redundant—it's necessary. 
Show, don't just tell: Stories of actual changes matter more than aspirational statements. "Last 
month, the strategy team used systems mapping (Pattern 1) to..." Examples make it real. 
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What to avoid: Jargon and buzzwords, perfectionism (waiting until everything is polished), 
one-way broadcasting (allow dialogue), blaming current state ("we've been doing it wrong"), 
promising easy transformation. 

Skill 5: How to survive the implementation dip 
Reality: Every transformation faces an implementation dip—a period (typically 6-12 months 
in) when initial enthusiasm has faded, new patterns aren't yet established, resistance has sur-
faced, and results aren't visible yet. This is when most initiatives die. Leaders who don't expect 
it and know how to navigate it will abandon efforts prematurely. 

Recognizing the dip: 
• Early champions lose energy ("Is this worth it?") 
• Skeptics get louder ("See? This doesn't work") 
• Competing priorities emerge ("We don't have time for this") 
• Leadership attention wavers ("Should we pivot?") 
• Early wins are consumed, next phase unclear 

Navigating the dip: 
Expect it: Tell your coalition from the beginning: "Around month 6-12, we'll hit a dip. Energy 
will drop. That's normal, not failure. We plan to sustain through it." Naming it defuses panic. 
Protect resources: This is when Pattern 5 (resource allocation ritual) matters most. If capacity-
building budget gets cut during dip, transformation dies. Hold the line. 
Celebrate small wins: Document progress even if it feels minor. "Team X is using conflict 
escalation path successfully." "Decision lead time decreased 15%." Evidence sustains 
momentum. 
Reconnect to purpose: Why did we start this? What matters about it? Return to origin story 
(Chapter 7.1). Purpose outlasts enthusiasm. 
Address resistance directly: Don't ignore skeptics. Use resistance analysis (Chapter 7.3 
framework). What legitimate concerns need addressing? What resistance is about protecting 
privilege? 
Adjust but don't abandon: Use Pattern 8 (learning cadence) to adapt approach based on what 
you're learning. Persistence doesn't mean rigidity. But don't quit just because it's hard. 
Timeline: Dip typically lasts 3-6 months. If you sustain through it, energy returns as new 
patterns stabilize and results become visible. This is test of leadership commitment. 

Skill 6: Working with executive sponsors 
Purpose: If you're driving transformation but aren't the most senior leader, you need executive 
sponsorship. Here's how to get and maintain it. 

Getting sponsor commitment: 
Frame in their language: What does executive care about? Financial performance? Repu-
tation? Retention? Innovation? Frame IDG work in those terms, not developmental language. 
Request specific commitments: Use sponsor contract (10.1) as template. Don't accept vague 
support—get concrete commitments on time, resources, authority, timeline. 
Make it easy: Prepare agendas, provide briefings, handle logistics. Executive time is scarce—
minimize friction to their participation. 
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Maintain sponsor engagement: Regular brief updates (monthly email, quarterly meeting), 
early warning when problems arise (no surprises), visible wins celebrated publicly, ask for their 
help specifically ("We need you to..." not "support us generally"). 

Skill 7: Managing your own sustainability 
Reality: Leading transformation is exhausting. You'll face resistance, setbacks, and the imple-
mentation dip. If you burn out, initiative fails. Your sustainability is strategic necessity, not 
self-indulgence. 

Sustainability practices: 
Build support system: Find peers doing similar work (inside or outside organization). Regular 
connection with people who understand the challenge sustains you through difficulty. 
Maintain boundaries: This work is marathon, not sprint. Protect time off. Say no to additional 
commitments. Model sustainable pace you want organization to adopt. 
Celebrate progress: Notice and acknowledge wins, even small ones. Transformation bias is 
toward noticing what's not working. Deliberately attend to what is. 
Get coaching/support: External coach, peer group, or mentor. Someone outside the system 
who can help you process challenges and maintain perspective. 
Know when to stop: Sometimes organizational conditions make transformation impossible 
(leadership withdraws support, resources eliminated, fundamental misalignment). Better to 
acknowledge reality and stop than continue ineffectively. This is wisdom, not failure. 

Skill 8: Building distributed leadership 
Purpose: Transformation fails when dependent on single leader. Success requires building 
leadership capacity at multiple organizational levels—distributed leadership where many 
people can champion change. 

Building distributed leadership: 
Identify potential leaders: Who shows initiative? Who has influence? Who cares about this 
work? Don't wait for volunteers—actively recruit people showing potential. 
Provide development: Training in facilitation, change leadership, conflict navigation. Create 
learning cohort where emerging leaders support each other. 
Delegate real authority: Give emerging leaders actual decisions, not just coordination tasks. 
Use Pattern 3 (clear authority) to specify their decision rights. 
Create visibility: Make their contributions visible organizationally. Amplify their voices. 
Create opportunities for them to lead visibly. 
Accept different styles: Distributed leadership means diverse approaches. Resist urge to 
enforce conformity to your style. Different contexts need different leadership. 
Success metric: Can transformation continue if you leave? If answer is no, you haven't built 
distributed leadership yet. Work yourself out of centrality. 

11.3 Integration: The leadership system 
These eight skills aren't separate competencies—they form an integrated leadership system. 
Running effective pilots generates evidence for communications. Coalition-building creates 
distributed leadership. Surviving the dip requires managing your sustainability. Working with 
sponsors protects resources. Facilitation skills enable coalition effectiveness. 
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Leadership development for transformation is different from conventional leadership training. 
It's not about charisma or vision—it's about craft. The skills in this chapter are learnable. 
Practice develops competence. Transformation succeeds when enough people learn these skills 
and apply them persistently over years. 

The next chapter addresses how to know whether transformation is working—evidence and 
learning systems that make progress visible and enable adaptation. 
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12. Evidence and learning—How to know it's working 
The question "how do we know if this is working?" haunts organizational change efforts. Tradi-
tional evaluation approaches struggle with IDG implementation because the changes most criti-
cal for success—shifts in consciousness, deepening of presence, evolution of organizational 
culture—resist conventional measurement. Yet without some way to assess progress and learn 
from experience, organizations cannot navigate the long journey of transformation effectively. 

This chapter addresses the evaluation challenge directly. The goal is not perfect measurement 
but sufficient evidence to guide decisions, learn from experience, and demonstrate value to 
stakeholders. Organizations need enough clarity to know whether they're making progress, 
what's working and what isn't, and when to persist versus when to pivot. 

12.1 Why traditional metrics fail 
Traditional organizational metrics—typically focused on outputs, efficiency, and short-term 
results—systematically miss what matters most in IDG implementation. The problem isn't that 
these metrics are wrong, but that they're designed for a different kind of work. When organiza-
tions try to evaluate transformation using tools designed for operational management, they 
either conclude falsely that nothing is happening or they distort the work to fit the measurement. 

Consider what traditional metrics capture well: the number of people trained, meetings held, 
hours invested in workshops, budget spent on development activities. These are easy to count 
and report. But they tell you almost nothing about whether transformation is occurring. An 
organization could train every employee in systems thinking without developing any collective 
capacity for systems awareness if the training doesn't connect to how decisions are actually 
made. Conversely, an organization might invest minimal resources in training yet develop 
profound capability through sustained practice and structural change. 

The deeper challenge is that IDG development emphasizes qualities that conventional metrics 
cannot capture. Quality of presence in meetings matters more than meeting attendance. Depth 
of reflection matters more than hours spent reflecting. Authenticity of engagement matters more 
than participation rates. The quality of organizational dialogue—whether people can think to-
gether across difference, hold complexity, and discover genuinely new possibilities—is far 
more important than the quantity of conversations. Yet quality is notoriously difficult to mea-
sure while quantity is straightforward. 

Traditional metrics also assume predictable cause-effect relationships where interventions 
produce measurable results on known timescales. But transformation works through emer-
gence, where change unfolds in surprising ways that cannot be fully predicted or controlled. A 
conflict that surfaces might look like failure in traditional metrics yet represent crucial progress 
in building organizational capacity for healthy disagreement. A plateau where visible change 
seems to stop might be necessary consolidation before the next developmental leap. Traditional 
metrics, optimized for linear progress, cannot capture this non-linear reality. 

This doesn't mean abandoning measurement. It means designing evaluation approaches that can 
capture what matters without reducing it to brittle metrics that distort the work. 
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12.2 The three-layer model 
A useful evaluation framework tracks transformation across three interconnected layers, each 
capturing different dimensions of change. The first layer tracks whether IDG-related practices 
are being adopted and implemented. The second layer tracks whether practice adoption is 
producing changes in how people actually work together. The third layer tracks whether beha-
vioral changes are generating organizational and systemic outcomes. Together, these three 
layers provide comprehensive understanding of transformation without forcing reduction to 
single metrics. 

Layer one: Practice adoption 
The first layer examines whether people are actually engaging with new practices and whether 
the organization is creating conditions that enable practice. Without practice adoption, nothing 
else can happen. This layer is foundational but insufficient—an organization might have high 
practice adoption yet achieve no transformation if practices are implemented poorly or don't 
connect to organizational reality. 

Practice adoption can be assessed through both quantitative and qualitative means. Quanti-
tatively, organizations can track participation in developmental activities, resource allocation 
to capacity-building work, and leadership visibility in modeling new behaviors. But numbers 
alone miss quality. A meeting might technically use the decision principle registry (Pattern 1 
from Chapter 6) yet do so mechanically without genuine reflection on values and trade-offs. A 
team might hold retrospectives regularly yet never generate insights that change practice. The 
form exists without the substance. 

This is why qualitative assessment matters equally. Process observation reveals whether prac-
tices are being implemented with genuine engagement or merely performed. Facilitator reflec-
tion captures what's working and what's struggling. Participant feedback surfaces whether 
people find practices valuable or burdensome. Leadership behavior provides powerful signal 
about organizational commitment—when leaders participate authentically in their own 
development and visibly practice new approaches, it legitimizes the work throughout the 
organization. When leaders merely sponsor others' development while maintaining their own 
unchanged patterns, it signals that transformation is for others, not for those with power. 

Layer two: Behavioral and relational shifts 
The second layer tracks whether practice adoption is translating into changed behavior and 
relationships. This is where individual development begins manifesting as collective capability. 
Organizations might have excellent practice adoption yet fail at this layer if practices remain 
isolated from how work actually happens. Conversely, even modest practice adoption might 
produce significant behavioral change if practices connect directly to consequential organiza-
tional processes. 

Meeting quality provides one window into behavioral change. Are meetings becoming spaces 
for genuine dialogue where people can think together and discover new possibilities? Or do 
they remain primarily reporting sessions and information transfer? Decision-making patterns 
reveal whether systems thinking is becoming embedded—do decisions routinely include 
consideration of interconnections, feedback loops, and long-term consequences, or does reduc-
tionist analysis still dominate despite training in complexity? The use of governance patterns 
from Chapter 6 offers concrete markers: is the decision principle registry actually shaping major 
choices, or does it gather dust while decisions happen as they always have? 
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Psychological safety represents another crucial indicator at this layer. Transformation requires 
people to take risks, admit uncertainty, challenge established thinking, and engage in difficult 
conversations. This only happens when people feel safe to be vulnerable without punishment. 
Psychological safety can be assessed through validated survey instruments, but behavioral 
observation and qualitative interviews often reveal more nuanced understanding. Do people 
actually challenge leadership in meetings, or does deference persist despite stated openness? 
When mistakes happen, are they treated as learning opportunities or does blame and defen-
siveness follow? These behavioral patterns signal whether genuine safety exists or whether 
people have learned to perform openness while protecting themselves. 

Cross-boundary collaboration reveals whether relational capacity is growing. Organizations 
structured in silos struggle with complex challenges that don't respect functional boundaries. 
The question is whether people can work effectively across these boundaries or whether terri-
torial dynamics persist. This can be tracked through collaboration patterns, joint initiatives, and 
the quality of cross-functional relationships. But again, quality matters as much as quantity—
an organization might have many cross-functional meetings that accomplish little because 
people lack skills for working across difference, or it might have few formal mechanisms yet 
develop robust informal collaboration because relational capacity has grown. 

Layer three: System outcomes 
The third layer tracks whether behavioral changes are producing organizational and systemic 
outcomes. This is ultimately what matters—not practice adoption or even behavioral change 
for its own sake, but whether the organization is becoming more capable of achieving its 
mission and addressing complex challenges. Yet this layer takes longest to manifest. There is 
typically significant lag between changing behavior and seeing system outcomes, which is why 
organizations need patience and why short-term metrics often mislead. 

Organizational health provides one category of outcomes worth tracking. When collective 
capacity grows, it typically shows up in reduced conflict and improved ability to work through 
disagreement productively, enhanced employee wellbeing and reduced burnout, stronger 
retention especially of talented people who have options elsewhere, and increased capacity for 
innovation and adaptation. These aren't guaranteed outcomes—organizations can develop IDG 
capacities yet still face health challenges from external pressures or structural constraints. But 
improvement in organizational health often signals growing collective capability. 

Decision quality and execution represents another outcome domain. Are decisions demon-
strably better—more attuned to complexity, more aligned with values, more effective in pro-
ducing intended results? Is execution improving as coordination and collaboration strengthen? 
These questions are harder to answer than they appear because "better" requires criteria, and 
different stakeholders might assess quality differently. But organizations can track whether 
major strategic decisions are producing intended effects, whether implementation problems that 
plagued past initiatives are being avoided, and whether adaptation based on learning is 
happening more rapidly. 

Stakeholder relationships and trust matter profoundly for organizations working on complex 
social and environmental challenges. Trust cannot be manufactured through public relations—
it emerges from consistent behavior over time. The question is whether stakeholders experience 
the organization as trustworthy partner or manipulative actor. This requires asking stakeholders 
directly through interviews, surveys, and ongoing dialogue. It also requires attending to 
relationship quality beyond formal assessment—are partnerships deepening or becoming more 
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transactional, is the organization building social capital or depleting it, do stakeholders seek out 
collaboration or avoid it? 

Mission effectiveness and impact represent ultimate outcomes for purpose-driven organiza-
tions. The question is whether growing organizational capacity is translating into greater effect-
tiveness in achieving mission. For an environmental organization, is conservation impact 
increasing? For a social justice organization, is progress toward equity visible? For a corporate 
sustainability initiative, are environmental and social outcomes improving alongside financial 
performance? These outcomes depend on many factors beyond IDG development, making 
attribution challenging. But contribution can often be traced—the organization's enhanced 
capacity for stakeholder collaboration enabled a policy breakthrough, its improved systems 
thinking prevented a costly mistake, its increased resilience allowed sustained effort through a 
difficult period. 

Reading across the layers 
The three layers work together to provide diagnostic understanding. Progress limited to layer 
one—practice adoption without behavioral change—suggests that practices aren't connecting 
to organizational reality or aren't being implemented well enough to shift patterns. This calls 
for examining practice quality, relevance, and connection to consequential work. Progress 
through layer two but not layer three—changed behavior without system outcomes—might 
indicate natural lag time, or it might suggest that behavioral changes aren't the ones that matter 
for outcomes. This requires examining whether the right behaviors are changing and whether 
system outcomes are being assessed appropriately. 

Ideally, organizations see movement across all three layers, though not simultaneously. Early 
implementation focuses on layer one. As practices stabilize, layer two changes begin appearing. 
Layer three outcomes emerge last, typically requiring years rather than months. This temporal 
sequencing is normal and expected. What would be concerning is stagnation at layer one for 
extended periods, or progress through layer two without any eventual movement toward layer 
three outcomes. 

12.3 Building learning systems 
Evaluation serves two distinct purposes that sometimes exist in tension. The first is account-
tability—demonstrating to funders, leadership, or other stakeholders that resources are being 
used responsibly and producing results. The second is learning—improving practice based on 
experience and evidence. While both matter, learning is often more important for transforma-
tion than accountability. Organizations need systems that enable continuous learning and adap-
tation rather than periodic evaluation that generates reports but doesn't change practice. 

Building reflection into organizational rhythms creates ongoing learning capacity. Team 
retrospectives following projects or at regular intervals provide structured space for collective 
sense-making about what worked and what didn't. These are most valuable when they generate 
genuine insight rather than performative reporting, when they lead to concrete changes in 
practice rather than documented lessons that get ignored, and when they create psychological 
safety for honest reflection rather than blame and defensiveness. Pattern 8 from Chapter 6—
learning cadence with authority to change rules—operationalizes this principle by ensuring that 
learning reviews actually shape organizational systems rather than remaining separate from 
operational reality. 
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Leadership reflection sessions create similar space at different organizational level. These 
might be quarterly retreats where leadership steps back from operational urgency to examine 
patterns, assess transformation progress, and adjust strategy. The discipline of regular reflection 
counteracts organizational tendency toward constant forward motion without pause to learn. 
But these sessions only generate value if leadership engages authentically with questions rather 
than using them to confirm existing views, if uncomfortable truths can be spoken without 
punishment, and if insights actually influence subsequent decisions and resource allocation. 

Rapid feedback loops enable adaptation at operational timescale. Rather than waiting months 
for formal evaluation, organizations can build feedback mechanisms into ongoing work. After 
major decisions, brief assessments capture what information would have been useful, what 
considerations were overlooked, and what could be improved. After significant meetings, quick 
check-ins gather immediate reactions. After pilots complete, systematic debriefs extract 
learning before moving to next phase. These rapid cycles build organizational capacity for 
learning while making evaluation less burdensome by distributing it across time rather than 
concentrating it in intensive periodic reviews. 

Documentation practices make learning collective rather than remaining tacit knowledge in 
individuals' heads. This need not be elaborate—brief write-ups of pilots, synthesis of stake-
holder feedback, notes from working group meetings, examples of governance patterns being 
used effectively or struggling. The goal is building organizational memory so that insights don't 
disappear when people leave, so that others can learn from experience throughout the organi-
zation, and so that patterns become visible across multiple instances. Documentation should 
serve learning rather than bureaucracy—keeping it accessible, focused on practical insights, 
and integrated into normal communication channels rather than creating separate reporting 
burden. 

The ultimate test of learning systems is whether they enable adaptation. Do strategy reviews 
lead to actual changes in approach when evidence suggests current direction isn't working? 
When retrospectives identify problems, do subsequent initiatives address them? When stake-
holder feedback reveals concerns, does the organization respond substantively rather than 
defensively? Organizations that build robust learning systems develop capacity to adapt 
continuously rather than proceeding rigidly according to plan regardless of what experience 
reveals. 

12.4 Realistic expectations about time 
Perhaps no factor undermines transformation efforts more consistently than unrealistic expec-
tations about speed of change. Organizations want transformation to occur quickly—within 
months or a year. This is understandable given urgency of sustainability challenges and pressure 
for visible results. But developmental transformation operates on different timescales than 
operational improvements, and pretending otherwise sets up predictable failure. 

Some changes can show results relatively quickly, typically within three to six months. Initial 
engagement and enthusiasm build as people encounter new ideas and possibilities. Early 
behavioral experiments begin as willing participants try new approaches. Some skill 
development happens through training and practice. Leadership commitment becomes visible 
through resource allocation and participation. Pilot initiatives can demonstrate value, showing 
that new approaches work in at least some contexts. Awareness spreads that transformation is 
underway and that something different is happening. 
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But these early wins, while valuable for building momentum, don't constitute transformation. 
They represent beginning, not completion. Sustained behavioral change requires longer 
timeframe, typically six months to two years. This is the period where new patterns must be 
repeated enough to become habitual, where organizational systems begin shifting to support 
rather than undermine new behaviors, where capacity develops through sustained practice 
rather than one-time training, and where cultural norms start evolving to make new approaches 
feel normal rather than foreign. This middle period often includes the implementation dip 
discussed in Chapter 10—the phase where initial enthusiasm fades, resistance surfaces, and 
commitment is tested. 

Deep cultural transformation requires years, typically two to five, sometimes longer for large 
complex organizations or fundamental shifts. Culture represents the deepest level of organiza-
tional reality—the unconscious assumptions, taken-for-granted patterns, and shared meaning-
making systems that shape what feels natural and what feels foreign. Culture doesn't change 
through declaration or even through sustained behavioral change alone. It changes through the 
accumulated weight of repeated decisions and repeated stories over extended time, as new 
patterns prove themselves through surviving challenges, leadership transitions, and resource 
pressures. Organizations often see behavioral change before cultural change—people might 
adopt new practices while still carrying old mental models and assumptions. True cultural 
transformation shows when new approaches feel obvious rather than innovative, when younger 
organizational members can't imagine how things used to be different, and when patterns persist 
through leadership turnover because they've become embedded in organizational identity. 

These timescales matter for managing stakeholder expectations, allocating resources with 
appropriate patience, maintaining leadership commitment through difficult middle periods, and 
assessing progress realistically rather than declaring success prematurely or abandoning efforts 
before they've had time to work. Understanding that quick wins are possible but full 
transformation takes years helps organizations sustain effort with appropriate urgency and 
appropriate patience. 

12.5 Non-linear progress and knowing when to pivot 
Transformation rarely proceeds in straight lines. Progress often looks like plateaus punctuated 
by breakthroughs rather than steady advancement. Organizations might work intensively for 
months with little visible change, then experience sudden shift when new capacity suddenly 
manifests. They might see regression during periods of stress or leadership transition, then 
recover and advance beyond previous levels. This non-linearity is normal feature of develop-
mental change, not sign of failure. 

Plateaus can be particularly challenging. After initial visible progress, change seems to stop. 
Energy drops. Skeptics point to lack of continued advancement as evidence that approach isn't 
working. Leaders lose faith and consider abandoning effort. Yet plateaus are often necessary 
consolidation periods where changes are being integrated, where new capacity is being 
stabilized before next developmental leap, and where organizational system is adapting to 
accommodate what has shifted. Abandoning transformation during plateau means never 
reaching the breakthrough that consolidation enables. 

Similarly, regression under stress appears to signal failure but is actually normal protective 
response. When organizations face crisis, intense pressure, or significant threat, they often 
revert to familiar patterns even after developing new capabilities. This makes evolutionary 
sense—under threat, organisms default to tried patterns rather than experimenting with novel 
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approaches. The question isn't whether regression happens but whether the organization can 
recover new patterns after stress passes. An organization that reverts to command-and-control 
during crisis but returns to distributed authority afterward has maintained capability despite 
temporary regression. One that uses crisis as excuse to permanently abandon transformation 
never had deep commitment. 

Yet knowing when difficulties signal need for persistence versus need for strategic change 
represents perhaps the most challenging judgment in transformation work. No perfect formula 
exists, but some considerations help guide decision. Persist when difficulties match expected 
patterns—implementation dip, plateaus, uneven adoption, regression under stress. Persist when 
early indicators show movement in right direction even if slower than hoped. Persist when core 
strategy remains sound even if tactics need adjustment. Persist when stakeholders maintain 
commitment despite challenges. Persist when insufficient time has passed to expect major 
changes. 

Consider pivoting when evidence consistently shows approach isn't working despite good 
implementation. Pivot when core assumptions underlying strategy prove invalid. Pivot when 
approach is fundamentally mismatched to organizational developmental stage or context. Pivot 
when key stakeholders withdraw support and coalition cannot be rebuilt. Pivot when external 
context changes so substantially that original strategy no longer makes sense. Pivot when harm 
outweighs benefit. 

The distinction requires gathering sufficient evidence to inform judgment while recognizing 
that perfect clarity is impossible. It requires wisdom that balances persistence with flexibility, 
commitment with responsiveness, and vision with pragmatism. This is why learning systems 
matter so profoundly—they provide the evidence and insight needed to make these difficult 
judgments as well as possible given inherent uncertainty. 

Evaluation of IDG implementation ultimately serves learning more than accountability. The 
three-layer measurement model provides framework that captures what matters without forcing 
reduction to brittle metrics. Learning systems enable continuous adaptation based on experien-
ce. Realistic expectations about timeframes and non-linear progress help organizations sustain 
appropriate commitment through the long journey. Together, these enable organizations to 
know whether transformation is working well enough to guide decisions and adapt based on 
what they're actually experiencing rather than proceeding on faith alone. 
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13. Embedding and sustaining transformation 
The most critical phase of organizational transformation is not the launch but the years that 
follow. Initial enthusiasm is easy to generate. Pilot projects can succeed through the dedication 
of champions and the novelty of new approaches. The real test comes when initial energy fades, 
when champions move on, when competing priorities emerge, when the hard work of 
embedding new patterns into organizational DNA becomes apparent. 

This chapter addresses the challenge of sustainability—how to move from transformation as 
special initiative to transformation as embedded organizational reality. The central insight is 
that sustainability requires deliberate work. Transformation does not automatically become 
permanent simply because it has been implemented. Without explicit attention to embedding, 
even successful transformations often fade when circumstances change. Organizations regress 
to familiar patterns under pressure, new leaders bring different priorities, and hard-won cultural 
shifts dissipate without maintenance. 

13.1 The architecture of durability 
Sustainable transformation requires building capabilities into multiple organizational layers 
simultaneously. Think of this as creating architectural redundancy—transformation embedded 
so deeply and in so many places that no single point of failure can undo it. Organizations that 
achieve this durability have moved transformation from individual practice to structural reality, 
from special program to organizational identity, from initiative that requires constant advocacy 
to simply how things work. 

The architecture begins with formal structures. When IDG-related capabilities become explicit 
criteria in hiring decisions, transformation enters through organizational boundaries rather than 
being taught afterward. An organization genuinely committed to systems thinking asks candi-
dates to demonstrate this capability in interviews, not just claim it. Selection criteria evolve to 
include qualities like humility, openness to learning, and capacity for genuine collaboration 
alongside technical skills. This is harder than it sounds—these qualities reveal themselves over 
time rather than in brief interviews. Some organizations use extended assessment processes 
including work samples or trial periods that reveal how candidates actually work rather than 
how they present themselves. 

Onboarding represents the first sustained exposure new members have to organizational 
culture. If onboarding treats transformation as background information while focusing exclu-
sively on technical procedures and policies, new members learn that transformation is rhetoric 
rather than reality. But when onboarding immerses people in organizational values and prac-
tices from day one, when they experience governance patterns in action during their first weeks, 
when they hear stories about transformation directly from leadership and peers, they learn that 
this work is central rather than peripheral. The ritual redesign work from Chapter 7 applies 
directly here—onboarding is one of the twelve rituals worth deliberate attention. 

Performance evaluation provides another structural lever. Traditional performance systems 
reward individual achievement, often in ways that undermine collective capability. When 
evaluation criteria evolve to include contribution to organizational learning, quality of collabo-
ration across boundaries, systems thinking in decision-making, and embodiment of 
organizational values, they signal what actually matters. People learn quickly what gets 
rewarded and what gets overlooked. If transformation lives only in stated values while 
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evaluation rewards conventional individual performance, people correctly conclude that 
transformation is optional. 

Budget allocation reveals organizational priorities more clearly than any statement. Pattern 5 
from Chapter 6—the resource allocation ritual with protected budget lines—institutionalizes 
transformation by making capacity building structurally protected rather than perpetually 
vulnerable. When long-term investment consistently survives quarterly pressure, when 
developmental work has the same budget protection as operational work, when resources for 
transformation are not first on the cutting block during difficulty, the organization demonstrates 
that capability building is essential rather than optional. The question is not whether budgets 
ever get cut, but whether transformation investment receives protection proportional to its 
strategic importance. 

Decision protocols provide perhaps the most powerful embedding mechanism. When the 
governance patterns from Chapter 6 become standard practice rather than special exceptions, 
transformation begins to institutionalize. This means establishing clear expectations about how 
different types of decisions are made, documenting processes so they can be learned and 
replicated, training people in protocols so they become organizational capability rather than 
depending on specific individuals, and holding decision-makers accountable for following 
protocols. The challenge is maintaining these as living practices rather than empty rituals. 
Organizations can perform the motions of systems mapping or stakeholder consultation without 
these activities genuinely shaping decisions. The difference shows in whether protocols actually 
influence outcomes and whether they evolve based on learning rather than calcifying into rigid 
forms. 

13.2 The durability tests 
Three scenarios test whether transformation has achieved genuine durability or remains depen-
dent on favorable conditions. These tests reveal whether capabilities are truly embedded or 
merely performed while conditions allow. 

What survives a leadership change? 
Leadership transitions represent the most common point of transformation failure. A new 
executive director, CEO, or leadership team often brings different priorities, approaches, and 
understanding. Even when new leaders support transformation in principle, they may not 
understand it deeply enough to protect and advance it. Many organizations have watched years 
of transformation work unravel within months of leadership change. 

Organizations that successfully navigate leadership transitions typically have built what might 
be called "bench strength"—multiple people at various organizational levels who understand 
transformation deeply and can carry it forward. This contrasts sharply with transformations that 
depend on one or two charismatic champions. When transformation lives primarily in the 
founder or a single executive, their departure creates existential threat. But when transformation 
has been deliberately distributed across leadership at multiple levels, when middle managers 
and team leaders embody and champion the work, when governance patterns have become 
standard practice rather than special projects, then no single departure can undo progress. 

Documentation provides crucial continuity. This doesn't mean creating bureaucratic policy 
manuals, but rather capturing the principles, patterns, and practices that constitute transforma-
tion in forms that new leaders can learn from. When governance patterns are documented with 
examples of application, when decision principles are explicit and illustrated through real 
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choices, when the reasoning behind structural changes is recorded, new leaders can understand 
and build on what exists rather than starting from scratch or, worse, unknowingly undoing 
careful work. 

Board engagement matters profoundly for protecting transformation through executive 
transitions. Boards that understand and value transformation can ensure that succession pro-
cesses prioritize leadership candidates who will advance rather than abandon the work. They 
can provide continuity during transitions. They can protect transformation investments from 
new leaders who might view them as expendable. This requires investing time to build board 
understanding and commitment, not just seeking board approval for initiatives. Many 
organizations treat boards as oversight bodies to be managed rather than governance partners 
to be engaged, then discover during leadership transitions that boards don't protect what they 
never truly understood. 

What survives a budget cut? 
Financial pressure reveals organizational priorities with brutal clarity. When budgets must be 
reduced, what gets cut and what gets protected shows what the organization genuinely values 
regardless of stated commitments. Organizations that have truly embedded transformation treat 
capacity-building investments with the same seriousness as core operational work. They might 
reduce both proportionally during severe constraints, but they don't eliminate transformation 
investment while maintaining everything else. 

The test is not whether transformation investment ever decreases—budget constraints are real. 
The test is whether transformation investment is perpetually first casualty or whether it receives 
protection proportional to its strategic importance. Organizations that consistently sacrifice 
long-term capability building for short-term operational needs reveal that transformation 
remains optional regardless of rhetoric. Pattern 5 from Chapter 6 explicitly addresses this 
challenge by creating protected budget lines that require extraordinary justification to eliminate. 

But budget protection alone is insufficient if practices haven't become embedded in how work 
happens. Organizations can maintain transformation budgets yet see no sustained change if 
money funds programs that remain separate from operational reality. The more transformation 
is integrated into core work—into how meetings run, how decisions are made, how teams 
collaborate, how conflicts are worked through—the less it depends on separate budget lines and 
the more it survives financial pressure. 

What survives a crisis? 
Crisis represents the most severe durability test. When organizations face existential threat, 
intense time pressure, or profound uncertainty, they often revert to familiar patterns even after 
years of developing new capabilities. This regression is not failure but normal protective 
response—under threat, organisms default to tried patterns rather than experimenting with 
novel approaches. The evolutionary logic makes sense even as it frustrates transformation 
efforts. 

The question is not whether regression happens during crisis but whether the organization 
recovers new patterns afterward. An organization that temporarily abandons distributed deci-
sion-making during emergency but returns to it once crisis passes has maintained capability 
despite temporary regression. One that uses crisis as justification to permanently revert to 
command-and-control never had deep commitment. The difference reveals whether transfor-
mation was genuinely valued or merely tolerated during favorable conditions. 
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Organizations that maintain transformation capacity through crisis typically have deeply 
embedded practices that feel more natural than reverting to old patterns. They have leadership 
that can hold complexity even under pressure, that models presence rather than panic, that 
maintains systems thinking when reductionist analysis would be easier. They have governance 
patterns robust enough to function during turbulence rather than being first casualties. They 
have built organizational resilience—the capacity to absorb disruption without fundamental 
breakdown—through the very capabilities that transformation develops. 

13.3 From policy to habit to identity 
Sustainability requires working across three levels simultaneously. Some transformation ele-
ments must become formal policy, some must become ingrained habit, and some must become 
organizational identity. Understanding which elements belong at which level helps focus 
embedding work appropriately. 

Governance patterns need to become policy—documented, explicit, enforceable. The decision 
principle registry (Pattern 1) should be formal organizational policy, not informal practice that 
exists when remembered. Clear authority assignments (Pattern 3) need documentation that new 
members can learn from. Transparent exception protocols (Pattern 4) require formal process, 
not ad hoc flexibility. Trade-off logs (Pattern 2) need structured implementation. When these 
patterns remain informal, they're vulnerable to being forgotten or ignored. Policy doesn't 
guarantee adherence, but it creates legitimate expectation and accountability. 

Behavioral patterns need to become habit—automatic, unconscious, requiring no deliberate 
effort. Meeting practices like checking in emotionally before diving into agenda, or distin-
guishing sense-making from reporting, need to become habitual rather than requiring constant 
facilitation. Conflict escalation through established paths rather than suppression or explosion 
needs to become reflexive response. Cross-boundary collaboration needs to feel natural rather 
than special effort. Habits form through repetition over extended time. They represent the 
intermediate stage between deliberate practice and deep identity. 

Cultural assumptions need to become identity—who we are, not just what we do. When systems 
thinking becomes "how we see the world" rather than "a tool we sometimes use," it has reached 
identity level. When genuine stakeholder engagement becomes "we couldn't imagine making 
major decisions without this" rather than "we should probably consult people," it has become 
identity. When organizational care for wellbeing becomes "this is who we are" rather than "this 
is what we practice," transformation has reached its deepest level. Identity changes slowest but 
persists most durably because it shapes what feels natural versus foreign, what's considered 
obvious versus outlandish, what people defend versus what they're willing to question. 

The movement from policy to habit to identity typically takes years. Policy can be established 
relatively quickly—months. Habit forms through sustained repetition—typically one to two 
years. Identity emerges through accumulated experience and cultural evolution—usually three 
to five years or longer. Organizations sometimes try to leap directly to identity through 
declarations and culture workshops, but identity cannot be manufactured. It emerges from the 
slow accumulation of repeated decisions and repeated stories, as Chapter 7 explored. Patient 
attention to all three levels—establishing policy, supporting habit formation, allowing identity 
to emerge—provides the most reliable path to sustainable transformation. 
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13.4 Maintenance practices for the long term 
Even well-embedded transformation requires ongoing maintenance. Organizational life invol-
ves constant turnover—people leave, new people join, roles change, external pressures mount. 
Without maintenance practices, transformation gradually erodes through entropy rather than 
dramatic failure. 

Regular renewal of commitment prevents slow drift. Annual leadership retreats focused on 
transformation progress serve this purpose, as do periodic organizational assessments exami-
ning whether practices are maintaining quality or degrading into empty ritual. Pattern 8 from 
Chapter 6—learning cadence with authority to change rules—provides structural support for 
ongoing renewal by ensuring that learning from experience shapes organizational evolution 
rather than being documented and ignored. 

Developing next generation champions ensures continuity. Early transformation champions 
will eventually move on or reduce their involvement. Without deliberately developing new 
champions, transformation becomes associated with particular people rather than becoming 
organizational capacity. This means creating opportunities for emerging leaders to engage 
deeply with transformation work, providing development support, giving them genuine 
authority rather than token roles, and making their contributions visible. The goal is building 
redundant leadership where transformation doesn't depend on any specific individuals. 

Refreshing practices prevents staleness. Practices that felt fresh and engaging when introduced 
can become stale through repetition. Regular experimentation with new approaches, adaptation 
based on learning, and permission to evolve practices keeps work vital. This doesn't mean 
constant change for its own sake, but rather treating transformation as living practice that evol-
ves rather than fixed program that must be preserved in original form. The distinction matters—
some organizations become so attached to specific practices that they resist beneficial 
evolution, while others change so frequently that nothing stabilizes. 

Protecting transformation during leadership transitions requires explicit succession planning. 
This means identifying candidates who understand and value transformation, ensuring over-
lapping transitions where possible so departing leaders can support their successors, docu-
menting culture and practices in accessible forms, building board commitment to protecting 
transformation, and creating structural safeguards that prevent new leaders from easily dismant-
ling what exists. Some organizations have learned painful lessons when charismatic founders 
departed and successors, lacking deep understanding, inadvertently undid years of careful work 
within months. 

13.5 Recognizing when sustainability is achieved 
How do you know when transformation has achieved genuine sustainability? Several indicators 
suggest that transformation has moved from initiative to reality, though no single marker is 
definitive. 

New organizational members experience transformation as normal rather than as special 
program. When people joining the organization encounter governance patterns, decision proto-
cols, and cultural practices as simply how things work rather than as initiatives requiring 
explanation and selling, transformation has achieved significant embedding. They might not 
even realize that practices were once novel—they experience them as organizational reality. 
This generational shift, where younger members cannot imagine the organization operating 
differently, represents profound cultural change. 
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Transformation survives routine challenges that once would have threatened it. Budget 
pressures no longer automatically target transformation investment. Minor leadership changes 
don't create crisis. Competing priorities coexist with transformation rather than displacing it. 
Normal organizational stressors that once threatened transformation now barely impact it 
because capabilities have become structurally embedded rather than dependent on favorable 
conditions. 

The organization continues evolving rather than defending original form. Sustainable trans-
formation maintains vitality through ongoing evolution rather than becoming rigid defense of 
established practices. When organizations can adapt governance patterns based on learning, 
evolve practices to fit changing contexts, and incorporate new insights without abandoning core 
principles, they demonstrate that transformation has become living organizational capability 
rather than fixed program to be preserved unchanged. 

People defend transformation reflexively when it's threatened. When organizational members 
who weren't original champions nevertheless object to changes that would undermine trans-
formation, when staff push back against leadership decisions inconsistent with established 
patterns, when teams insist on maintaining practices even when easier alternatives are offered, 
transformation has become part of organizational identity that people protect. This differs from 
passive acceptance where people go along with transformation because leadership mandates it. 
Active defense signals ownership and internalization. 

Perhaps most tellingly, discussions about transformation shift from whether to how. Early 
transformation involves constant justification—explaining why this matters, why resources 
should be invested, why traditional approaches are insufficient. As transformation embeds, 
conversation shifts from whether systems thinking matters to how to apply it more skillfully, 
from whether stakeholder engagement is worth the time to how to do it more effectively, from 
whether psychological safety is important to how to maintain it under pressure. This shift 
signals that transformation has achieved sufficient legitimacy that debate centers on 
implementation quality rather than fundamental validity. 

Embedding and sustaining transformation represents perhaps the greatest challenge in 
organizational IDG development. Initial implementation is difficult, but maintaining change 
over years and decades is even more demanding. It requires working across multiple dimen-
sions simultaneously—establishing formal policy, building habitual practice, allowing identity 
to emerge, creating structural redundancy, maintaining capability through leadership transi-
tions, and continuously renewing commitment. Organizations that successfully navigate these 
challenges move from doing transformation work to being transformed organizations—a shift 
that, while rare and difficult, is precisely what addressing complex global challenges requires. 
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14. Difficult conversations—Power, privilege, and politics 
Organizational change literature often sanitizes the political and ethical dimensions of trans-
formation. Books and articles present transformation as primarily technical challenge—get the 
strategy right, design the right structures, develop the right capabilities, and change will follow. 
This sanitized narrative avoids uncomfortable realities: that transformation often requires 
redistributing power, that not everyone benefits equally from change, that challenging existing 
structures threatens those who benefit from them, and that transformation work is inherently 
political. 

This chapter addresses what previous chapters have touched on but not centered: the difficult 
conversations about power, privilege, and politics that genuine IDG implementation requires. 
These conversations are uncomfortable. They surface conflicts of interest, challenge cherished 
beliefs about meritocracy and fairness, and force recognition of how organizational structures 
perpetuate injustice even when individuals have good intentions. Yet without these conver-
sations, IDG transformation risks becoming another initiative that talks about equity and inclu-
sion while leaving power structures fundamentally unchanged. 

The stakes are high. Sustainability and social justice challenges are deeply intertwined with 
questions of power and privilege. Climate change impacts fall disproportionately on those who 
contributed least to causing it. Environmental destruction often happens in communities with 
least political power to resist it. Economic systems that generate wealth for some depend on 
exploitation of others. Addressing these challenges requires not just better individual capabi-
lities but fundamental transformation of power relationships and structures that perpetuate 
injustice. 

14.1 The uncomfortable truths 
Genuine IDG transformation confronts several uncomfortable truths that are easier to avoid 
than address. Naming these truths explicitly is necessary foundation for honest transformation 
work. 

Transformation requires redistributing power 
Many IDG capabilities—distributed intelligence, genuine co-creation, stakeholder governance, 
authentic inclusion—require redistributing power and authority. When organizations move 
from concentrating decision-making in small leadership groups to genuinely distributed autho-
rity, when they shift from token stakeholder consultation to real power-sharing, when they 
transform from diversity as representation to inclusion as structural change, those who currently 
hold power must cede some of it. 

This is not comfortable process. Power is not typically given up voluntarily. People and groups 
who benefit from current arrangements have strong incentives to maintain them, even when 
they intellectually support transformation. The executive who espouses empowerment while 
maintaining tight control over decisions, the board that talks about inclusion while keeping 
governance concentrated among wealthy donors, the organization that celebrates diversity 
while maintaining homogeneous leadership—these patterns reflect not individual hypocrisy but 
structural dynamics where those with power naturally seek to maintain it. 

Authentic transformation requires those with power to consciously choose to redistribute it. 
This means leaders examining their own attachment to control and developing comfort with 
not-knowing and emergence. It means boards restructuring governance to include genuinely 
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diverse perspectives with real decision authority, not just advisory roles. It means organi-
zational structures that distribute authority based on expertise and proximity to work rather than 
hierarchical position. Pattern 3 from Chapter 6—clear authority assignment—provides one 
mechanism, but only if authority is actually distributed rather than merely clarified within 
existing concentrations. 

The resistance to power redistribution is often subtle. It appears as concerns about efficiency, 
worries about decision quality, questions about capacity, or defenses of expertise and expe-
rience. These concerns are sometimes legitimate—distributed authority does require capability 
development, clear processes, and time for people to grow into expanded roles. But they also 
serve to protect existing power arrangements. The art is addressing genuine concerns while not 
allowing them to prevent necessary redistribution. This requires examining whose voices are 
centered in assessing capacity and readiness, who gets to determine what constitutes legitimate 
expertise, and whose comfort is prioritized when change creates discomfort. 

Not everyone benefits equally from transformation 
Transformation creates winners and losers, though this is rarely acknowledged explicitly. Those 
who have succeeded under current structures—who have advanced through existing career 
paths, whose communication styles align with organizational norms, whose cultural back-
ground matches dominant culture—have less to gain and potentially much to lose from 
transformation. Their skills may become less valued. Their status may diminish. Their ease of 
operation may be disrupted. 

Conversely, those who have been marginalized or disadvantaged by current structures stand to 
benefit from transformation that addresses systemic inequities. When organizations examine 
how policies and practices systematically advantage some people over others, when they 
redesign structures to be more inclusive, when they redistribute resources and opportunities, 
some people's positions improve while others' relative advantages decrease. This zero-sum 
dimension of transformation is real even when transformation also creates shared benefits 
through enhanced organizational capability. 

Honest transformation acknowledges this reality rather than pretending that change benefits 
everyone equally. It names who is being asked to give up advantage and why that sacrifice 
serves larger purpose. It provides support for those navigating loss of relative position while 
maintaining commitment to necessary change. It refuses the comforting fiction that 
transformation can occur without anyone experiencing loss or discomfort. This honesty, while 
difficult, builds trust more effectively than false promises of painless change. 

Privilege operates invisibly to those who have it 
Every organizational structure creates advantages for some people and disadvantages for others, 
often in ways that are invisible to those who benefit. Traditional work schedules advantage 
those without significant caregiving responsibilities. Career advancement pathways that assume 
geographic mobility advantage those without family or community ties anchoring them to 
place. Professional norms around communication advantage those whose cultural background 
aligns with dominant culture. Compensation structures that tie advancement to credentials from 
prestigious institutions advantage those with access to elite education. 

These structural advantages are often invisible to those who benefit from them because they 
appear as natural features of how organizations work rather than as socially constructed 
arrangements that could be different. The person without caregiving responsibilities expe-
riences standard work hours as reasonable rather than as structural advantage. The person who 



 83 

can relocate easily for career advancement experiences this expectation as normal rather than 
as barrier for others. The person whose communication style matches organizational norms 
experiences their ease as competence rather than as cultural alignment. 

Making privilege visible is necessary first step toward addressing it. This requires creating 
space for those who experience disadvantage to name how structures create barriers, while also 
developing capacity among those with privilege to recognize advantages they typically take for 
granted. The conversation is difficult because acknowledging privilege can feel like accusation 
of wrongdoing rather than description of structural reality. People understandably resist being 
told they have advantages they believe they earned through merit. Yet privilege and merit are 
not opposites—individuals can work hard and demonstrate capability while also benefiting 
from structural advantages not available to others. 

Addressing privilege requires more than awareness. It demands structural changes that remove 
barriers and create more equitable access to opportunity. This might mean flexible work 
arrangements that accommodate diverse life circumstances, advancement criteria that recognize 
different forms of expertise and contribution, communication norms that honor different 
cultural styles, compensation structures that don't perpetuate educational advantage across 
generations. These changes benefit not just those previously disadvantaged but enhance 
organizational capability by accessing talent and perspective that existing structures exclude. 

14.2 Working with resistance 
Resistance to transformation is inevitable and often rational. Understanding resistance rather 
than dismissing it enables more effective change while respecting that people have legitimate 
reasons for concern. 

Distinguishing legitimate concerns from privilege protection 
Not all resistance deserves equal response. Important distinction exists between legitimate 
concerns that should influence design and resistance that protects unjust privilege. The chal-
lenge is distinguishing them when they often intertwine. Someone protecting privilege may also 
raise legitimate concerns. The art is addressing genuine issues while not allowing privilege 
protection to block necessary change. 

Legitimate concerns focus on how change affects mission effectiveness, organizational values, 
people's wellbeing, or practical implementation challenges. They are typically expressed openly 
and willing to engage in problem-solving. They often come from people who don't have 
obvious vested interest in status quo but worry about unintended consequences or imple-
mentation quality. When these concerns are addressed through thoughtful design changes, 
resistance often converts to support. 

Privilege protection, by contrast, focuses on how change affects personal power, status, or 
advantage. It often operates implicitly through seemingly reasonable objections—concerns 
about efficiency masking resistance to sharing authority, questions about capacity masking 
reluctance to develop others' capabilities, appeals to expertise masking desire to maintain 
exclusive decision rights. It typically comes from those who benefit from current arrangements 
and have most to lose from transformation. When these concerns are accommodated, 
transformation gets watered down to protect existing privilege. 

Distinguishing these requires attending not just to what is said but to who is saying it, what they 
stand to gain or lose, whether they're willing to engage in problem-solving or simply defending 
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status quo, and whether addressing their concerns would improve transformation or simply 
preserve existing arrangements. This judgment is never perfect, but avoiding it means either 
dismissing all resistance as illegitimate or accommodating all concerns regardless of merit. 

Engaging resistance rather than bypassing it 
Common impulse is to work around resistance—finding champions and ignoring resisters. This 
often backfires because resisters remain in position to block or undermine work they weren't 
convinced to support. More effective approach engages resistance directly while maintaining 
commitment to necessary change. 

This means creating genuine space for resisters to express their concerns fully. Often resistance 
softens when people feel truly heard rather than dismissed. It means acknowledging legitimate 
concerns and adapting design accordingly, which demonstrates good faith and often converts 
resisters to supporters. It means inviting resisters into problem-solving rather than defending 
proposals against criticism, which shifts dynamic from opposition to collaboration. It means 
addressing fears directly—much resistance comes from fear of loss, uncertainty, or income-
petence in new systems. Acknowledging these fears and providing support for navigating 
transitions makes change less threatening. 

Yet engagement has limits. When resistance stems from privilege protection and resisters are 
unwilling to examine their stakes or consider others' needs, continued engagement can simply 
delay necessary change. At some point, leadership must move forward despite resistance, 
accepting that not everyone will support transformation and that some people may choose to 
leave rather than adapt. This requires courage and clear commitment to transformation's larger 
purpose while also maintaining care for those struggling with change. 

The political dimension of conflict 
Many organizations, particularly those at relativistic developmental stage, treat conflict as 
problem to be avoided or quickly resolved. Harmony and consensus become highest values. 
However, this conflict avoidance often prevents addressing real disagreements about power, 
priorities, and values that must be worked through for genuine transformation. 

Productive conflict is not personal attack or destructive fighting but honest engagement with 
genuine differences. When organizations avoid this conflict in favor of surface harmony, 
important issues remain unaddressed. The organization achieves consensus by avoiding diffi-
cult topics, maintaining polite facade while resentments simmer beneath surface, deferring 
decisions where deep disagreement exists, or allowing dominant perspectives to prevail without 
genuine challenge. This conflict avoidance perpetuates existing power arrangements because 
challenging them would create discomfort that harmony-focused cultures cannot tolerate. 

Genuine transformation requires organizational capacity for productive conflict. This means 
creating conditions where people can disagree openly without fear of retaliation—Pattern 7 
from Chapter 6 provides structure for this. It means developing skills for engaging conflict 
constructively rather than avoiding it or escalating to destructive fighting. It means building 
processes for working through disagreement that honor both relationship and honest difference. 
It means recognizing that working through conflict often leads to stronger relationships and 
better decisions than forcing premature consensus that papers over real disagreements. 

Most fundamentally, it means accepting that some conflicts reflect genuine value differences 
or interests that cannot be fully reconciled. Not every disagreement has win-win solution. 
Sometimes transformation requires choosing one path over another, which means some people's 
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preferences and interests are honored while others are not. Democracy and distributed authority 
don't eliminate this reality—they change who participates in choices and whose interests get 
prioritized, but conflicts of interest and value remain. Mature organizations can engage these 
conflicts explicitly rather than pretending they don't exist. 

14.3 The limits of frameworks 
The IDG framework itself, like all frameworks, has cultural origins and limitations that must 
be acknowledged and examined rather than treated as universal truth. 

Cultural specificity and global application 
The IDG framework emerged primarily from Western European and North American contexts, 
shaped by particular philosophical traditions, psychological theories, and cultural assumptions. 
While the 2025 framework version has been developed with much greater international and 
cross-cultural input than earlier versions, it nonetheless carries cultural specificity that shapes 
what it emphasizes and what it overlooks. 

Some IDG concepts translate relatively well across cultures—basic human capabilities like 
empathy, courage, and integrity appear in diverse cultural traditions, though understood and 
practiced differently. Other concepts are more culturally specific. The emphasis on individual 
authenticity and self-awareness reflects Western philosophical traditions that prioritize 
individual interiority over collective identity. The particular understanding of humility differs 
from humility as understood in many Asian cultures. The relationship between individual and 
collective, the role of hierarchy and authority, the meaning of conflict and harmony—these are 
understood differently across cultural contexts. 

This doesn't mean the framework has no value in non-Western contexts, but it does mean that 
implementation requires cultural adaptation rather than direct transfer. Organizations operating 
globally or in diverse cultural contexts must engage with local cultural traditions and wisdom 
rather than assuming Western frameworks apply universally. This means partnering with local 
leaders who can translate and adapt concepts appropriately, remaining open to discovering 
capabilities and practices that the framework doesn't adequately capture, and maintaining 
humility about the framework's limitations rather than treating it as universal truth. 

When IDG language becomes exclusionary 
The IDG framework uses particular language and concepts that can become exclusionary when 
they function as elite discourse that separates insiders from outsiders. When people must speak 
fluent IDG language to be heard or taken seriously, when concepts become shibboleths that 
mark who belongs, when the framework becomes something people must master rather than 
tool they can use, it perpetuates exclusion rather than enabling inclusion. 

This risk is particularly acute when organizations implement IDG work in ways that privilege 
formal education, abstract thinking, and verbal sophistication. Not everyone communicates in 
language of adult development theory or systems thinking. Not everyone finds value in prac-
tices like meditation or reflective journaling. Not everyone experiences organizational trans-
formation through lens of inner development. When these become requirements for partici-
pation, transformation excludes those who might contribute in other ways. 

Preventing this requires conscious attention to accessibility. It means communicating trans-
formation work in multiple ways—through stories and examples not just abstract concepts, 
through action and practice not just reflection and dialogue, through connection to people's 
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actual experience rather than requiring they adopt particular language. It means valuing diverse 
forms of wisdom and capability rather than privileging those that fit framework most obviously. 
It means treating the framework as tool that serves transformation rather than as doctrine that 
must be defended. Most fundamentally, it means asking repeatedly: who does our way of doing 
this work include and who does it exclude? Whose voices are centered and whose are 
marginalized? What would need to change for this work to be genuinely accessible? 

14.4 Purpose beyond organizational success 
The ultimate political question is: transformation for what purpose? Organizations can develop 
sophisticated IDG capabilities yet deploy them in service of purposes that perpetuate rather than 
challenge systemic injustice. A corporation can build remarkable organizational capability 
while extracting wealth from communities and degrading ecosystems. A government agency 
can develop systems thinking while implementing policies that harm vulnerable populations. 
The capabilities matter, but they are not neutral—they amplify whatever purposes they serve. 

This means transformation work must attend explicitly to purpose beyond organizational 
effectiveness. For whom does the organization exist? What larger good does it serve? Who 
benefits from its success and who bears costs? These questions cannot be answered through 
capability development alone. They require ethical and political choices about what the 
organization stands for and what it is willing to sacrifice for those commitments. 

Organizations genuinely committed to sustainability and social justice must confront uncom-
fortable questions about their own role in perpetuating problems they claim to address. 
Environmental organizations must examine their own ecological footprints and whether their 
operations align with their advocacy. Social justice organizations must look honestly at their 
internal equity and whether their culture and structures perpetuate the dynamics they work to 
change in the world. Corporations pursuing sustainability must ask whether their business 
models fundamentally depend on extraction and exploitation that no amount of IDG 
development can make just. 

These questions don't have easy answers, and this chapter offers no formula for resolving them. 
What it does offer is insistence that the questions cannot be avoided. Transformation that deve-
lops organizational capability while ignoring purpose risks creating more effective organiza-
tions in service of unjust ends. The difficult conversations about power, privilege, and politics 
are not separate from IDG work but central to it. They are what distinguish genuine 
transformation from sophisticated organizational development that leaves fundamental inequi-
ties unchanged. 

The courage to have these conversations, to acknowledge uncomfortable truths, to work 
through genuine conflicts, to examine privilege and redistribute power—this represents IDG 
capabilities in action. The quality of Being that enables presence with discomfort. The Thinking 
that can hold complexity and paradox. The Relating that builds genuine connection across 
difference. The Collaborating that creates space for multiple voices. The Acting that 
demonstrates courage to challenge unjust systems. These capabilities matter most when applied 
to the difficult work of confronting how organizations perpetuate what they might prefer to 
ignore. 
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15. Getting started—Your next 90 days 
Previous chapters have explored the theory, principles, and complexities of IDG implemen-
tation in organizations. This chapter shifts from understanding to action. It provides concrete 
guidance for organizations ready to begin their transformation journey, focused deliberately on 
what you should actually do in your first 90 days. 

The 90-day timeframe is intentional. It is long enough to accomplish meaningful work, establish 
momentum, and generate early evidence of value. It is short enough to maintain focus, test 
approaches rapidly, and make course corrections before investing too heavily in particular 
directions. Most importantly, 90 days allows you to move from abstract intention to concrete 
action, from planning to learning through experience. 

A critical premise guides this chapter: you will not have perfect information, ideal conditions, 
or complete readiness. You will begin with uncertainty, constraints, and competing priorities. 
This is normal. The art is starting anyway, learning as you go, and adjusting based on experience 
rather than waiting for conditions that will never arrive. As the saying goes: start where you 
are, use what you have, do what you can. 

15.1 The first month—Establishing foundation 
The first month establishes foundation for transformation work. The goals are modest but 
essential: conduct rapid assessment of organizational readiness, identify potential early wins, 
form a working group, secure initial support, and begin stakeholder engagement. This is explo-
ration phase where you are learning about organizational reality and testing whether trans-
formation has sufficient support to proceed. 

Rapid organizational assessment 
Begin with quick assessment of where your organization stands. This need not be comprehen-
sive diagnostic—that comes later—but rather rapid scan to understand current reality and 
identify starting points. Spend the first week or two in conversations with key people across 
organizational levels and functions. Ask about organizational challenges they perceive, 
capabilities they wish existed, what frustrates them about how things work, what excites them 
about organizational potential, and what concerns they would have about transformation 
efforts. 

These conversations serve multiple purposes beyond information gathering. They signal that 
transformation work might be beginning, creating early awareness. They identify potential 
champions and resisters. They surface concerns that need addressing in design. They begin 
building relationships that will matter later. Most importantly, they ground your work in 
organizational reality rather than abstract ideals about what should happen. 

Pay attention to organizational developmental stage using the framework from Chapter 3. 
Listen for how people make meaning of organizational life, what they value and resist, what 
feels natural versus foreign. This developmental understanding shapes what approaches might 
work and what will struggle. An organization centered at achievement-oriented stage needs 
different entry strategy than one at relativistic or emerging mature post-conventional stage. 
Don't force approaches mismatched to developmental reality. 
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Identifying early win opportunities 
During your assessment conversations, listen for opportunities where small interventions could 
produce visible positive results relatively quickly. These early wins serve crucial functions: 
they demonstrate value before requesting major commitment, they build confidence and capa-
bility through doing, they create momentum and interest, and they provide concrete examples 
of what transformation means rather than abstract concepts. 

Good early win opportunities have several characteristics. They address real organizational pain 
points that people care about resolving—not theoretical problems but actual frustrations. They 
are feasible within short timeframe with modest resources—typically achievable in one to three 
months without requiring major structural changes. They have visible results that people can 
see and experience—not just documented on paper but felt in daily work. They build foundation 
for deeper work rather than being isolated improvements—they demonstrate capabilities or 
patterns that will matter for broader transformation. 

Common early win opportunities include implementing one governance pattern from Chapter 
6 in a willing team or department, such as clear authority assignments or decision principle 
registry. Redesigning one frequent ritual like team meetings or retrospectives using the app-
roach from Chapter 7. Launching a pilot that tests stakeholder engagement or cross-boundary 
collaboration in a specific initiative. Establishing a learning practice like monthly reflection 
sessions or after-action reviews. The key is choosing something concrete, doable, and meaning-
ful rather than grandiose but unrealistic. 

Forming the working group 
Transformation requires collective effort. By end of first month, form a working group of 
people who will drive initial implementation. This group need not be large—typically five to 
ten people works well for most organizations. What matters is having diverse perspectives, 
genuine interest in transformation work, sufficient organizational credibility to be taken 
seriously, and time to invest in this work alongside regular responsibilities. 

Invite people who expressed interest during your assessment conversations, who have relevant 
expertise or perspective, who represent different organizational functions and levels, and who 
have demonstrated capacity for learning and growth. Avoid creating working group of only 
senior leaders or only enthusiastic champions. You need people who understand operational 
reality, who can surface concerns and resistance, who bring different ways of thinking. 
Homogeneous groups produce blind spots that undermine transformation. 

The working group's initial task is consolidating learning from rapid assessment, identifying 
early win opportunities to pursue, developing initial strategy for next three to six months, 
coordinating pilot interventions, and establishing its own working rhythms and practices. Make 
explicit that this is learning journey and no one has all answers. Create culture of honest 
reflection and mutual support rather than performance and defensiveness. The working group 
should model the capabilities you hope to develop organizationally. 

Securing initial support 
By end of first month, secure explicit commitment from key leadership using the sponsor 
contract from Chapter 10. This means identifying an executive sponsor who understands what 
you are attempting, values it enough to protect resources, and will advocate when resistance 
emerges. Meet with potential sponsors to explain what you learned from assessment, what early 
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win opportunities you identified, what you propose for next 90 days, what resources you need, 
and what commitment you seek from them. 

Be realistic about what you need in first 90 days. This should not require massive resource 
commitment. What you need is time allocation for working group members and pilot partici-
pants, modest budget for facilitation or external support if needed, access to meeting space and 
basic infrastructure, and permission to experiment with novel approaches in pilot areas. 
Demonstrate value through pilots before requesting larger investments. Frame resource 
requests in terms of addressing organizational needs identified in assessment rather than 
abstract transformation benefits. 

Securing support also means beginning stakeholder engagement beyond the sponsor. Have brief 
conversations with other key leaders explaining what you are exploring and why, asking for 
their perspectives, inviting their input, addressing concerns, and seeking their support or at least 
non-interference. Communicate with broader organization about exploration underway, 
keeping message simple and focused on addressing organizational needs rather than 
transformation jargon. Early stakeholder engagement builds political support, surfaces con-
cerns before they become opposition, generates input that improves strategy, and begins 
creating shared understanding. 

15.2 Months two and three—Building momentum 
Months two and three shift from rapid assessment to deeper diagnostic work and initial imple-
mentation. The goals are developing more comprehensive understanding of organizational 
reality, designing and launching pilot interventions, establishing documentation and learning 
systems, and preparing for 90-day review. This phase balances continuing action with stepping 
back to ensure you are building on solid foundation. 

Deeper diagnostic across five dimensions 
Building on rapid first-month assessment, conduct more systematic diagnostic across the five 
IDG dimensions explored in Chapter 8. For Being, examine how organizational self-awareness 
manifests, whether reflection is valued or dismissed as navel-gazing, where contradictions exist 
between stated values and actual decisions, and what practices might deepen presence and 
integrity. For Thinking, assess how complexity is handled currently, whether systems thinking 
exists or problems are addressed in isolation, how learning happens and what prevents it, and 
where leverage points exist for developing collective intelligence. 

For Relating, explore how care is structural versus performative, what quality of relationships 
exists across organizational boundaries, how empathy and compassion manifest in practice, and 
where relational capacity is strong versus weak. For Collaborating, examine how genuine co-
creation happens or fails to happen, whether stakeholder voice is real or theatre, how trust 
operates, and what enables or prevents collaboration. For Acting, assess organizational courage, 
how boldness and timidity manifest, what enables resilience and what leads to abandoning 
initiatives, and where proactivity exists versus reactive patterns. 

Use the diagnostic questions from Chapter 3 as framework. Gather data through additional 
stakeholder interviews aiming for fifteen to twenty-five conversations across organizational 
levels and functions, focus groups exploring specific dimensions in depth, observation of key 
organizational processes like meetings and decision-making, document review of policies and 
past strategic plans, and review of existing data on organizational health or effectiveness if 
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available. Synthesize what you learn into clear assessment documenting current state, deve-
lopmental stage, readiness factors, priority areas for development, and recommended strategy. 

Designing and launching pilots 
While conducting diagnostic, launch one or two pilot interventions based on early win oppor-
tunities identified in first month. These pilots serve multiple purposes: they generate early 
evidence of value, they build capability and confidence through doing, they surface implemen-
tation challenges that inform strategy, they create visible demonstration of transformation in 
action, and they maintain momentum during diagnostic and planning work. 

Design pilots for learning, not just success. Choose willing participants rather than forcing 
pilots on resistant units. Make pilots real rather than protected—they must face actual organi-
zational pressures or results won't transfer. Define success criteria upfront so you know what 
you are testing. Plan for six to twelve weeks, which is long enough for patterns to establish but 
short enough to learn quickly. Document everything: what worked, what failed, what surprised 
you, why. This learning informs broader rollout. 

Share pilot learning widely through regular updates to broader organization, making work 
visible and inviting observers. Create curiosity rather than hiding until everything is perfect. 
Common pilot mistakes include choosing showcase units that are already high-performing, 
which doesn't prove approach works elsewhere. Over-resourcing pilots creates false success 
that can't be sustained. Running pilots without clear success criteria means you can't learn. 
Never moving beyond pilot creates what some call "pilot purgatory." Declaring success 
prematurely before patterns stabilize sets unrealistic expectations. 

Establishing learning systems 
From the beginning, establish practice of documenting and sharing what you are learning. This 
serves several functions: it creates organizational memory so insights don't disappear when 
people leave, it enables others to learn from your experience, it demonstrates transparency and 
learning orientation, it builds credibility through honest reporting of both successes and challen-
ges, and it establishes expectation that transformation work involves continuous learning and 
adaptation. 

Documentation need not be elaborate. Brief write-ups of pilots capturing what happened and 
what you learned, summaries of diagnostic findings accessible to non-experts, notes from 
stakeholder conversations documenting concerns and suggestions, and working group meeting 
minutes tracking decisions and reasoning all contribute to building knowledge. Share learning 
through existing communication channels like staff meetings, newsletters, or intranet rather 
than creating separate reporting burden. Keep messages accessible and focused on practical 
insights rather than theoretical frameworks. The goal is making transformation work visible 
and inviting others into learning process. 

Developing initial strategy 
Based on diagnostic and pilot learning, develop initial strategy document for next six to 
eighteen months. Keep this concise—five to ten pages maximum—and accessible, avoiding 
jargon that obscures core message. The strategy should include clear statement of purpose 
explaining why IDG transformation and what you hope to achieve, assessment of current reality 
and readiness based on diagnostic work, priority focus areas identifying two to four dimensions 
or capabilities to emphasize initially, entry strategy specifying which approach from Chapter 5 
fits your context, key interventions planned for next phases with realistic timelines, governance 
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and accountability structure clarifying who decides what, resource requirements being honest 
about what this will take, and success indicators from Chapter 11's three-layer model. 

The strategy should be clear enough that anyone reading it understands what you are trying to 
do and why, flexible enough to adapt as you learn since this is living document not fixed plan, 
and specific enough to guide action and resource allocation. Share draft strategy widely for 
input before finalizing. Strategy should reflect collective understanding, not just working 
group's view. Listen especially carefully to concerns and criticisms—they often identify blind 
spots or implementation challenges you haven't adequately addressed. 

15.3 The 90-day review—Consolidating learning 
At 90 days, pause for structured review. This milestone consolidates learning from first three 
months, assesses progress and adjusts strategy, secures commitment for next phase, celebrates 
progress and builds momentum, and demonstrates accountability and learning orientation. The 
review should be substantial enough to generate real insight but not so elaborate that it 
consumes excessive time and energy. 

What have we learned? 
The core question at 90 days is: what have we learned? Organize reflection around several 
dimensions. About organizational reality: what did diagnostic reveal about developmental 
stage, current capabilities, readiness, and leverage points? About stakeholder landscape: who 
are champions, resisters, and fence-sitters, and what concerns need addressing? About pilot 
interventions: what worked, what didn't, what surprised us? About strategy fit: does our initial 
strategy fit organizational reality or does it need adjustment? About implementation capacity: 
do we have capability, resources, and support needed for next phase? About unanticipated 
challenges or opportunities that emerged? 

Gather input from working group members who have been coordinating efforts, pilot 
participants who experienced interventions directly, stakeholders who have been engaged in 
conversations, executive sponsor who needs to understand progress, and others with relevant 
perspectives. Look for patterns across different perspectives. What themes emerge? Where is 
there agreement and disagreement? Be honest about what is not working alongside what is. The 
goal is learning, not performance. If you've discovered that initial assumptions were wrong or 
approaches aren't working, that's valuable learning that should inform adjustment. 

Assessing progress and challenges 
Be specific about both successes and challenges. Vague assessments like "things are going 
well" or "we're facing some resistance" don't enable learning. What specifically is working and 
why? Perhaps certain interventions are producing visible positive results that people can see 
and appreciate. Perhaps practices are resonating with participants who find them valuable and 
want to continue. Perhaps stakeholder engagement is generating genuine interest and partici-
pation beyond initial expectations. Perhaps organizational structures and culture are supporting 
rather than blocking the work in ways that weren't certain at the outset. Perhaps the working 
group is functioning effectively, learning together, and maintaining momentum. 

What isn't working and why? Perhaps some interventions are producing minimal impact or 
even negative reactions because they don't fit organizational reality. Perhaps practices feel 
forced or inauthentic because they haven't been adapted appropriately to context. Perhaps 
resistance is greater than anticipated and isn't being addressed effectively. Perhaps organi-
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zational barriers are more substantial than expected, creating constraints you didn't foresee. 
Perhaps the working group is struggling with dysfunction or lacks capacity for the work 
required. Being honest about challenges enables addressing them rather than pretending every-
thing is fine while problems fester. 

Adjusting strategy based on learning 
Use 90-day learning to refine strategy for next phase. What needs to change based on what 
you've discovered? Perhaps your initial entry strategy needs adjustment because organizational 
readiness differs from what you assumed. Perhaps certain governance patterns or rituals should 
be prioritized because they're showing more traction than others. Perhaps pace needs to slow 
down because you're moving faster than organizational culture can absorb, or perhaps pace 
should accelerate because momentum is stronger than expected. 

Perhaps stakeholder engagement strategy needs expansion to include people you initially 
overlooked, or perhaps it needs more focus on addressing specific resistance that's emerging. 
Perhaps resource allocation needs adjustment because certain activities are consuming more 
time or budget than anticipated. Perhaps success indicators need refinement because what 
you're tracking doesn't adequately capture what matters. This adaptation based on learning 
distinguishes genuine transformation from rigid program implementation. 

Securing commitment for next phase 
Use the 90-day review to secure commitment for the next phase of work. Meet with executive 
sponsor and other key stakeholders to share what you've learned, demonstrate progress through 
concrete examples, acknowledge challenges honestly, present adjusted strategy for next six to 
eighteen months, and request resources and support needed to continue. Show how learning 
from first 90 days has refined approach and increased likelihood of success. 

If pilots generated positive results, highlight these with specific examples and evidence. If 
challenges were substantial, explain how strategy has been adapted to address them. Request 
should be proportional to progress and learning. If first 90 days went well, you can request more 
ambitious next phase. If challenges were substantial, you may need to continue with modest 
pilots while addressing barriers. Avoid both understating success and overselling results. 
Honest assessment builds trust more effectively than performance that obscures reality. 

Celebrating progress 
Finally, celebrate what you have accomplished in first 90 days. Starting transformation work is 
difficult. Many organizations talk about change but never begin. You have done diagnostic 
work, engaged stakeholders, launched pilots, learned from experience, and adapted strategy. 
This is real progress worthy of acknowledgment. Celebration serves multiple purposes: it 
recognizes people's contributions and efforts, it builds morale and momentum for continued 
work, it makes transformation visible and real to broader organization, it reinforces learning 
orientation by celebrating both successes and learning from challenges, and it creates positive 
association with transformation work. 

Celebration need not be elaborate. Acknowledgment at staff meeting, message from executive 
sponsor thanking working group and participants, or small gathering to share learning and next 
steps all work. What matters is marking this milestone and appreciating everyone who contri-
buted to reaching it. As you move into next phase, this celebration creates positive foundation 
for sustained commitment. 
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15.4 Beyond 90 days—The continuing journey 
The 90-day milestone is not endpoint but transition point. You have established foundation, 
tested approaches, built relationships, and created momentum. Now the work continues and 
likely deepens. The next six to eighteen months typically involve expanding from pilots to 
broader implementation, building organizational capability at scale through training programs 
and communities of practice, beginning work on systems and structures including decision 
protocols and resource allocation, addressing culture through ritual redesign and storytelling, 
establishing measurement and learning systems that track progress across the three layers from 
Chapter 11, and continuing stakeholder engagement and coalition building. 

As you move forward, several principles sustain the work. Maintain learning orientation rather 
than shifting to implementation mode where you stop questioning and adapting. Stay connected 
to purpose—why this matters beyond organizational improvement for its own sake. Build 
distributed leadership so transformation doesn't depend on you or any small group. Address 
resistance directly rather than working around it. Protect resources for long-term work even 
when short-term pressures mount. Expect the implementation dip from Chapter 10 and plan to 
sustain through it. Celebrate progress while being honest about challenges. Remember that 
transformation is measured in years, not quarters. 

Most fundamentally, trust the process while remaining actively engaged with it. Transformation 
cannot be forced or rushed, yet it also doesn't happen passively through good intentions alone. 
The balance between patience and urgency, between honoring organizational reality and 
pushing toward possibility, between accepting constraints and challenging them—this is the art 
of transformation work. You will make mistakes. You will face setbacks. You will doubt 
whether it's working. This is normal. What matters is learning from mistakes, recovering from 
setbacks, and maintaining commitment through doubt. 

The IDG community, networks of practitioners, and growing body of resources can support 
your work. Connect with others doing similar work, share your learning, ask for help when you 
need it, and contribute what you discover to collective knowledge. Together, we are building 
understanding of how to develop the capabilities humanity needs to address complex global 
challenges. Your work contributes to this larger effort. 

Begin where you are. Use what you have. Do what you can. The journey of a thousand miles 
begins with a single step. Take that step today. 
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16. Concluding synthesis—IDG implementation as 
organizational journey 
We have traveled through fifteen chapters exploring how to implement the Inner Development 
Guide in organizations working on sustainability and social change. We have examined what 
makes IDG implementation different from other competency frameworks, developed diag-
nostic tools for understanding organizational readiness, explored theories of change and entry 
strategies, detailed the implementation architecture required across systems and structures, 
addressed the cultural and developmental dimensions, confronted difficult truths about power 
and privilege, and provided concrete guidance for getting started. 

This concluding chapter steps back from practical details to reflect on what IDG imple-
mentation truly means as an organizational journey. It revisits core principles that have threaded 
through previous chapters, explores the mindset required of practitioners doing this work, 
examines what success really means in the context of transformation that may take years or 
decades, and offers a call to action grounded in both urgency and patience. 

The metaphor of journey is deliberate. IDG implementation is not a project with defined 
beginning and end, not a program that completes, not a destination that can be reached. It is an 
ongoing journey of organizational development and learning. Like any significant journey, it 
involves challenges and setbacks, unexpected discoveries, periods of rapid progress and frustra-
ting plateaus, moments of clarity and stretches of confusion. The journey itself transforms the 
traveler—organizations that engage seriously with IDG work become different kinds of 
organizations, capable of things they could not previously do, asking questions they could not 
previously ask. 

16.1 Core principles revisited 
Several core principles have recurred throughout this guide. Revisiting them here consolidates 
understanding and provides foundation for the work ahead. 

Systemic approach spanning four levels 
Perhaps the most fundamental principle is that genuine IDG transformation requires systemic 
approach working simultaneously across four interconnected levels: individual capability, team 
dynamics, organizational systems, and cultural evolution. Training individuals without chan-
ging systems produces frustration as people learn capabilities they cannot use. Changing 
systems without developing capability leaves structures empty of the human capacity to make 
them work. Attempting to shift culture without addressing structures or building capabilities 
produces superficial change that does not sustain. 

The four levels are not sequential stages but interdependent dimensions requiring simultaneous 
attention. The art lies in understanding how they influence each other, working on multiple 
levels while maintaining coherence, and recognizing that progress on one level both enables 
and requires progress on others. This systemic perspective distinguishes IDG implementation 
from conventional training programs that focus exclusively on individual skill development or 
restructuring efforts that ignore human capacity and culture. 

Throughout this guide, we have returned repeatedly to this systemic reality. The governance 
patterns in Chapter 6 work because they address systems while requiring individual capability 
to implement them well. The ritual redesign in Chapter 7 operates at cultural level while 
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depending on individual presence and team psychological safety. The dimension-by-dimension 
work in Chapter 8 develops individual capabilities through structural changes that support their 
practice. Success requires orchestrating work across all four levels rather than hoping that 
progress on one will automatically produce progress on others. 

Developmental realism about what's possible when 
Organizations, like individuals, develop through stages. Each developmental stage has its own 
logic, gifts, and limitations. Attempting to force structures or practices beyond an organization's 
current developmental capacity typically fails—producing cargo cult versions that have the 
forms but not the substance, or generating resistance that stalls transformation. This is not 
counsel for resignation but rather for developmental realism—meeting organizations where 
they are, building on current strengths, and creating conditions that support natural evolution. 

Developmental perspective explains why identical interventions produce radically different 
results in different organizational contexts. An achievement-oriented stage organization can 
develop sophisticated systems thinking within its paradigm but struggles with post-
conventional multi-paradigm awareness. A relativistic-stage organization can build strong in–
clu–sive values but may struggle with strategic decisiveness when consensus proves 
impossible. Understanding these developmental constraints and possibilities enables designing 
interventions appropriate to organizational reality rather than aspirational fantasies that ignore 
where the organization actually is. 

Developmental realism requires patience with timeframes that cannot be rushed. Organizations 
cannot jump from conventional to post-conventional consciousness through workshops or 
restructuring. Development happens through accumulated experience that reveals limitations 
of current meaning-making and creates readiness for greater complexity. The diagnostic work 
in Chapter 3 and the context-specific recipes in Chapter 9 both reflect this developmental 
principle—transformation strategies must fit developmental reality or they will fail regardless 
of how well-intentioned or theoretically sound they might be. 

Urgent patience—Holding both timeframes 
A paradoxical but essential principle is what might be called urgent patience—holding both the 
urgency of beginning now and the patience required for transformation that takes years. The 
urgency comes from recognition that global challenges demand action, that organizational 
capacity often lags behind what is needed, and that delaying transformation means missing 
opportunities to build capabilities that could make difference. Every year of delay is year 
organizations continue operating below their potential, reproducing patterns that perpetuate 
problems they aim to solve. 

Yet genuine transformation cannot be rushed. Culture shifts slowly through accumulated 
weight of repeated decisions and stories. Structural changes require years to stabilize and 
become embedded in organizational reality. Individual and collective capabilities develop 
through sustained practice, not quick fixes. Developmental evolution follows its own timeline 
that cannot be accelerated through sheer force of will. Organizations attempting to compress 
transformation into unrealistic timeframes typically produce surface changes that don't hold or 
burnout that undermines sustainability. 

The resolution lies not in choosing one pole but in holding both. Maintain urgent commitment 
to beginning now, taking concrete steps, generating early momentum, demonstrating value, and 
building political will for sustained work. Simultaneously, cultivate patience with realistic 
timeframes recognizing that cultural change takes years, developmental evolution cannot be 



 96 

rushed, structural changes require time to stabilize, and building collective capabilities demands 
sustained effort. Organizations that can hold this tension—urgent in action, patient with deve-
lopment—position themselves for sustained transformation rather than cycles of enthusiastic 
launch and disappointed abandonment. 

Continuous learning and adaptation 
The final core principle is that IDG implementation itself must embody the learning orientation 
it seeks to develop. No perfect design exists in advance. Initial strategies necessarily reflect 
limited understanding. What works in one context may not transfer to another. Unexpected 
challenges and opportunities constantly emerge. Success depends on organizational capacity 
for continuous learning and adaptation—implementing with hypothesis-testing mindset, 
creating feedback loops that surface what is and is not working, maintaining openness to course 
correction, documenting and sharing learning, and treating setbacks as information rather than 
shame. 

This learning orientation connects directly to IDG capabilities themselves—openness and 
learning mindset, critical thinking, systems thinking, and humility. Organizations attempting to 
develop these capabilities while maintaining rigid implementation plans that cannot adapt 
create fundamental contradiction. The coherent approach is implementing with same adaptive, 
learning-oriented, humble stance that IDG framework espouses. This means celebrating rather 
than hiding course corrections, sharing challenges as openly as successes, maintaining curiosity 
about what is not working, and viewing the entire implementation journey as collective learning 
process. 

The evaluation and learning systems in Chapter 11 provide structure for this continuous lear-
ning. The emphasis throughout on pilots and experimentation rather than perfect rollout reflects 
learning orientation. The honest examination of resistance and failure in multiple chapters 
acknowledges that learning requires confronting what doesn't work. Organizations that 
genuinely internalize this principle become more capable with each iteration, building wisdom 
through experience rather than repeating mistakes because they cannot acknowledge or learn 
from them. 

16.2 The practitioner's mindset 
Leading or supporting IDG implementation requires particular mindset—a way of being with 
the work that shapes both what you do and how you do it. This practitioner's mindset is not just 
professional competence but deeper orientation combining knowledge with wisdom, confi-
dence with humility, commitment with patience. 

Humble confidence 
Effective practitioners hold both confidence and humility simultaneously—knowing and not-
knowing together. Confidence comes from understanding transformation principles, having 
frameworks and tools that provide guidance, learning from others' experience, and trusting that 
organizational development is possible. This confidence enables decisive action, clear commu-
nication, and persistence through difficulty. Without it, practitioners become paralyzed by 
uncertainty or defer excessively to others' preferences. 

Yet confidence must be tempered by humility recognizing that every context is unique, that 
frameworks capture patterns but not all relevant particulars, that what worked elsewhere may 
not work here, and that practitioners do not have all answers. Humility creates openness to 
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learning from experience, curiosity about what is not working, willingness to adjust course, and 
genuine respect for organizational wisdom that might challenge practitioner assumptions. With-
out humility, confidence becomes arrogance that imposes solutions without adequate attention 
to context. 

The balance between confidence and humility is not static midpoint but dynamic dance. 
Sometimes situations call for confident assertion—when organizational resistance stems from 
lack of clarity, when endless deliberation prevents necessary action, when practitioners have 
relevant expertise that should inform decisions. Other times situations call for humble 
restraint—when organizational wisdom challenges practitioner assumptions, when approaches 
are not working and need rethinking, when practitioners are operating beyond their competence. 
Mature practitioners can move fluidly between confidence and humility as circumstances 
require. 

Political savvy with integrity 
IDG transformation is inherently political—it redistributes power, challenges established 
interests, requires building coalitions, and navigates organizational politics. Practitioners who 
ignore political dimensions typically fail regardless of how sound their technical approaches 
might be. Yet practitioners must navigate politics with integrity rather than abandoning values 
for political expediency. This requires understanding power dynamics and how influence 
operates in the organization, building relationships and coalitions that can support transfor-
mation, recognizing whose interests are served and threatened by change, and timing 
interventions for maximum political viability. 

Political savvy also means being honest about conflicts of interest rather than pretending 
everyone benefits equally from transformation, addressing resistance directly rather than trying 
to work around it, making power dynamics visible rather than allowing them to operate in 
shadows, and using political skill to advance transformation without compromising funda-
mental values or principles. The difficult conversations about power and privilege in Chapter 
13 require political courage alongside political skill—willingness to name uncomfortable truths 
even when doing so creates discomfort or resistance. 

The balance between political savvy and integrity is crucial. Pure political skill without integrity 
becomes manipulation that uses transformation rhetoric to advance personal or factional 
interests. Pure integrity without political skill becomes naive idealism that fails to navigate 
organizational realities and achieve change. The synthesis treats politics not as dirty necessity 
but as inherent dimension of collective decision-making requiring skillful navigation while 
maintaining commitment to transformation's larger purposes. 

Care for people navigating change 
Transformation asks people to change not just what they do but how they think, how they relate, 
sometimes who they understand themselves to be. This is difficult, often uncomfortable, 
sometimes painful. Practitioners must hold genuine care for people navigating this journey—
recognizing difficulty and discomfort people experience, creating psychological safety for 
uncertainty and vulnerability, supporting people through confusion and setbacks, celebrating 
growth alongside holding accountability, and maintaining patience with the time transformation 
takes at human level. 

Care for people does not mean avoiding challenge or protecting people from necessary 
difficulty. Sometimes care means providing difficult feedback, holding people accountable to 
commitments, or creating developmental stretch that pushes beyond comfort zones. The 
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distinction is between challenge offered with care for person's growth versus pressure applied 
without regard for human dignity and wellbeing. Practitioners with genuine care create 
conditions where people can develop and thrive while maintaining compassion for struggle 
inherent in growth. 

This care connects directly to empathy, compassion, and appreciation in the IDG framework—
practitioners must embody qualities they seek to develop organizationally. When practitioners 
demonstrate care in how they work, model vulnerability in their own learning, acknowledge 
their mistakes, and treat people with respect even in disagreement, they create cultural 
conditions that support others doing the same. Care is not soft alternative to rigor but essential 
foundation for transformation that asks people to risk changing deeply. 

Resilience for the long game 
IDG implementation is marathon, not sprint. Practitioners need resilience to sustain commit-
ment through years of work—through initial enthusiasm and inevitable disappointments, 
through visible progress and frustrating plateaus, through political wins and setbacks, through 
changes in leadership and organizational priorities, and through the simple accumulation of 
effort that long-term transformation requires. Resilience requires self-awareness about own 
limits and needs, practices for renewal and avoiding burnout, support systems providing 
encouragement and perspective, connection to larger purpose that sustains through difficulty, 
and ability to celebrate small wins while maintaining commitment to larger vision. 

The practitioner's resilience also involves maintaining what might be called grounded hope—
not naive positivity that ignores difficulties but capacity to see both challenges and possibilities, 
maintain confidence in collective capability to create change despite setbacks, find meaning 
and satisfaction in incremental progress, and stay connected to why the work matters even when 
results are slow. This grounded hope distinguishes itself from both cynical realism that sees 
only obstacles and naive optimism that underestimates difficulty. 

Practitioners who can sustain this resilience and grounded hope over years become invaluable 
resources for organizations navigating long transformation journeys. They provide steadiness 
during turbulence, perspective during confusion, encouragement during discouragement. Their 
sustained commitment models the perseverance that transformation requires, demonstrating 
that it is possible to maintain commitment through difficulty rather than abandoning efforts 
when challenges mount. 

16.3 What success really means 
How should we understand success in IDG implementation? Traditional project management 
defines success as achieving predetermined outcomes on time and within budget. This 
definition poorly fits transformation work characterized by emergence, uncertainty, and evolu-
tion over years. We need richer understanding of what success means in this context. 

Not perfection but direction 
Success is not achieving perfect embodiment of all IDG capabilities but rather moving 
consistently in the right direction. Organizations will always have gaps between aspirations and 
reality, places where old patterns persist, capabilities still developing. This is natural and 
expected. What matters is trajectory—are organizational capabilities growing over time? Are 
structures becoming more aligned with values? Is culture evolving toward greater wisdom, care, 
and courage? Are people increasingly able to navigate complexity and work across differences? 
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Direction rather than perfection as success criterion creates space for realistic assessment. 
Organizations can acknowledge current limitations while celebrating progress. They can 
maintain ambitious vision while accepting present reality. They can push for continued growth 
while appreciating how far they have come. This orientation prevents both complacent satis-
faction with inadequate change and paralysis from overwhelming gap between current state and 
ideal. Success is the organization today being measurably more capable than a year ago, with 
realistic expectation of continued growth. 

The three-layer measurement model from Chapter 11 provides framework for assessing direc-
tion. Are practices being adopted? Are behavioral shifts occurring? Are system outcomes 
improving? Progress need not be uniform across all layers or all dimensions. What matters is 
overall trajectory showing development rather than stagnation or regression. Some capabilities 
may advance rapidly while others develop slowly. Some organizational units may progress 
faster than others. Success means aggregate movement in positive direction rather than 
perfection everywhere simultaneously. 

Not arrival but continuous evolution 
Organizations sometimes approach transformation as journey toward destination—once we 
have built sufficient capability, implemented the right structures, shifted the culture, we will 
have arrived and can maintain that state. This destination thinking proves illusory. The chal-
lenges organizations face continue evolving, requiring ongoing development of new 
capabilities. Internal and external contexts change, requiring adaptation of structures and 
practices. Development itself is open-ended process without final completion—there are 
always deeper levels of wisdom, care, and capability to develop. 

Success therefore means establishing organization as continuous learning and development 
system rather than reaching particular end state. Has the organization built capacity for ongoing 
reflection and adaptation? Can it learn from experience and adjust course? Does it maintain 
commitment to development even after initial transformation energy fades? Can it evolve its 
practices rather than defending them rigidly? These questions assess organizational capability 
for sustained evolution rather than looking for signs of completion. 

This evolutionary understanding of success has practical implications. It means transformation 
budgets should not be temporary project funding but ongoing capacity investment. It means 
evaluation focuses on learning capability as much as current performance. It means celebrating 
progress while maintaining curiosity about what becomes possible next. It means treating 
practices as experiments to be learned from rather than solutions to be defended. Organizations 
that internalize this evolutionary perspective can sustain transformation indefinitely rather than 
treating it as bounded initiative with expiration date. 

16.4 A call to action grounded in urgency and patience 
We live in time of profound challenge and possibility. Climate change, ecological degradation, 
rising inequality, democratic fragility, technological disruption—these challenges demand res-
ponse that goes beyond technical fixes to address underlying patterns of thinking, relating, and 
organizing that perpetuate problems. The IDG framework offers language and approach for 
developing capabilities humanity needs to navigate this complexity and create different futures. 

Yet language and framework alone accomplish nothing. What matters is whether organizations 
actually develop these capabilities, whether the inner development work translates into wiser 
decisions and more effective action, whether transformation rhetoric becomes transformation 
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reality. This requires practitioners willing to do difficult work—building coalitions, navigating 
politics, confronting power dynamics, sustaining commitment through setbacks, learning from 
failures, and maintaining patient persistence through years of effort. 

The urgency is real. Every year organizations continue operating with inadequate capabilities 
is year of missed opportunities and perpetuated patterns. The window for addressing challenges 
like climate change continues narrowing. Social tensions continue building. The need for 
organizations capable of wise, collaborative, systemic action grows more pressing. This urgen-
cy calls for beginning now rather than waiting for perfect conditions, moving from intention to 
action, learning through doing rather than endless planning. 

Yet urgency must be balanced with patience. Genuine transformation takes years. Cultural 
change cannot be rushed. Developmental evolution follows its own timeline. Attempts to 
compress transformation into unrealistic timeframes typically produce surface changes that 
don't hold or burnout that undermines sustainability. The patience required is not passive 
acceptance but active engagement maintained over long periods—continuing to work, learn, 
adapt, and persist even when progress seems slow. 

This guide has provided frameworks, principles, practices, and concrete guidance to support 
your work. But ultimately, transformation depends not on having perfect methods but on 
practitioners willing to engage with commitment, skill, care, and persistence. You will make 
mistakes. You will face resistance. You will encounter setbacks. You will doubt whether it's 
working. This is normal. What matters is learning from mistakes, working skillfully with 
resistance, recovering from setbacks, and maintaining commitment through doubt. 

You are not alone in this work. Organizations around the world are engaging with similar 
challenges. Networks of practitioners are building collective knowledge. Resources and support 
systems continue developing. Connect with others, share your learning, ask for help when 
needed, and contribute what you discover to collective understanding. Together, we are 
building capacity for the transformation humanity needs. 

The journey of organizational transformation mirrors the inner development journey at 
individual level. Both require courage to begin, patience with the process, compassion for 
struggle, wisdom to navigate complexity, and commitment to purposes larger than self-interest. 
Organizations that engage deeply with IDG work develop not just capabilities but character—
becoming the kinds of organizations capable of contributing to futures worth creating. 

Begin where you are. Use what you have. Do what you can. Take the first step.  
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Appendix A. The Inner Development Guide  
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Appendix B. Organizational development stages and color codes 
This book occasionally references organizational development stages using color codes from 
Spiral Dynamics, as popularized by Frederic Laloux in Reinventing Organizations (2014). This 
appendix provides a brief overview of this framework to support readers unfamiliar with these 
concepts. 

The framework: a useful simplification 
The color-coded stage model represents a way of thinking about how organizations develop 
more complex capabilities over time. Like all developmental models, it functions as conceptual 
shorthand—a simplified map that highlights certain patterns while inevitably obscuring enor-
mous variability and complexity in actual organizational life. Real organizations rarely fit 
neatly into single categories. Most exhibit characteristics from multiple stages simultaneously, 
with different departments, teams, or functions operating at different developmental levels. 
Context, culture, history, and countless other factors shape how organizations actually function. 
The framework remains useful despite these limitations because it helps practitioners recognize 
patterns in organizational capability, understand what enables or constrains certain kinds of 
work, and identify appropriate interventions. The color codes provide shared vocabulary for 
discussing organizational development. They should be used as heuristics for sense-making, 
not as rigid classification schemes or hierarchical judgments about organizational worth. 

The developmental stages 
The framework identifies several stages of organizational development, each characterized by 
distinct ways of coordinating work, making decisions, and relating to purpose. Organizations 
at later stages do not abandon earlier capabilities but integrate them into more complex systems. 
 

Stage Common 
Names 

Key Characteristics 

Red Impulsive, 
Power-driven 

Power exercised constantly by chief to keep troops in 
line. Highly reactive, short-term focus. Division of 
labor but no formal hierarchy or job titles. Common 
in crisis situations, street gangs, tribal militias. 
Organizational metaphor: wolf pack. 

Amber Community 
oriented, 
Traditional, 
Authority-
based 

Formal hierarchy, stable organizational charts, clear 
roles and rules. Processes enable long-term planning 
and stable operations. Command-and-control 
leadership. Clear right and wrong ways of doing 
things. Common in government agencies, military, 
religious institutions, traditional manufacturing. 
Organizational metaphor: army. 

Orange Achievement 
oriented, 
Rational, 
Results-driven 

Goals, metrics, and performance management drive 
decisions. Innovation and meritocracy valued. 
Hierarchy remains but with some delegation and 
empowerment. Strategy, forecasting, and 
optimization emphasized. Common in multinational 
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Stage Common 
Names 

Key Characteristics 

corporations, investment banks, mainstream 
business. Organizational metaphor: machine. 

Green Relativistic, 
Postmodern, 
Consensus-
oriented 

Emphasis on culture, values, empowerment, and 
stakeholder perspective. Seeks consensus and 
inclusion. Multiple bottom lines (people, planet, 
profit). Flattened hierarchies but pyramid structure 
typically remains. Strong focus on belonging and 
relationships. Common in values-driven NGOs, 
progressive companies, social enterprises. 
Organizational metaphor: family. 

Teal Mature post-
conventional 

Self-management replaces hierarchy with distributed 
authority and peer relationships. Wholeness 
encouraged—people can bring full selves to work. 
Evolutionary purpose—organization has its own 
direction that members listen for and serve. 
Decision-making highly distributed through advice 
process or consent-based approaches. Emerging in 
pioneering organizations across sectors. 
Organizational metaphor: living organism. 

Figure 1. Overview of organizational development stages 
 

Implications for IDG implementation 
Organizational development stage significantly influences which IDG capabilities an orga-
nization can develop and how implementation should be approached. Earlier-stage organiza-
tions may struggle with practices requiring high psychological safety, distributed authority, or 
tolerance for ambiguity. Later-stage organizations may find certain structured approaches too 
constraining or mechanistic. 
This does not mean earlier-stage organizations cannot develop IDG capabilities—rather, 
implementation must be adapted to organizational readiness. An Amber organization might 
develop collective systems thinking through structured analysis processes rather than emergent 
dialogue. An achievement-oriented organization might build care and appreciation through 
performance metrics and recognition programs rather than purely cultural shifts. Relativistic 
organizations may need help moving from consensus to clarity about authority. Understanding 
developmental stage helps practitioners design contextually appropriate interventions. 

Beyond the color codes 
While this framework provides useful orientation, practitioners should remember several 
important caveats. Organizations are not monolithic—different parts may operate at different 
stages. Individuals within organizations often operate at more complex developmental levels 
than the organizational systems permit. External pressures, resource constraints, and regulatory 
environments shape what is possible regardless of developmental aspiration. Cultural context 
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matters enormously—what looks like "later-stage" practice in one culture may simply be 
traditional practice in another. 
Most importantly, later stages are not "better" in an absolute sense but rather more complex, 
with both advantages and challenges. The framework describes increasing capacity to navigate 
complexity, not moral superiority. Organizations should develop the capabilities their mission 
and context require, not chase developmental stage for its own sake. IDG implementation 
succeeds when it enhances an organization's capacity to fulfill its purpose, regardless of which 
developmental stage best describes its current configuration. 

Further reading 
For deeper exploration of organizational development stages, see Laloux, F. (2014). 
Reinventing Organizations: A Guide to Creating Organizations Inspired by the Next Stage of 
Human Consciousness. Nelson Parker. For the underlying developmental psychology, see 
Beck, D. E., & Cowan, C. C. (1996). Spiral Dynamics: Mastering Values, Leadership and 
Change. Blackwell; and Kegan, R. (1994). In Over Our Heads: The Mental Demands of 
Modern Life. Harvard University Press. 
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Appendix C: Diagnostic tools 
This appendix provides four practical diagnostic tools referenced in Chapter 3. These tools 
help practitioners assess organizational reality before beginning IDG implementation. They 
can be photocopied or adapted for organizational use. 

Tool 1: Decision-rights map 
Purpose: Chart who actually decides over critical organizational domains. Formal org charts 
rarely reveal where real decision power lies. 
Instructions: For each decision domain below, identify who actually makes the final decision 
(individual names, committees, or roles). Then rate centralization on a 1-5 scale where 1 = 
highly distributed (many people can decide) and 5 = highly centralized (one person/small 
group decides). 
Decision domain Who actually decides? Centralized? (1-

5) 
Strategic direction   
Budget & resource allocation   
Hiring & promotion   
Project prioritization   
Scope changes (major)   

Interpretation: If decision power is highly centralized (4-5 on scale), IDG implementation 
requires leadership's active engagement and willingness to redistribute power. If power is 
already distributed (1-2), focus on building capacity in those who hold decision rights. 

Tool 2: Budget flow map 
Purpose: Track how resources actually flow through the organization and where they can be 
blocked. Budget processes reveal organizational priorities more honestly than strategy 
documents. 
Instructions: For each major funding source in your organization, map the approval and 
control points: 
Funding source: _________________________________________________ 
1. Where is funding initially approved? (Which body or person?) 
___________________________________________________________________ 
2. What approval points are required to actually spend funds? 
___________________________________________________________________ 
3. Who can freeze or redirect funds mid-year? 
___________________________________________________________________ 
4. What triggers budget cuts? (List typical circumstances) 
___________________________________________________________________ 
5. How much of the budget is discretionary (changeable) vs locked (structurally fixed)? 
Discretionary: ______%    Locked: ______% 

Critical questions: Does IDG transformation have sufficiently protected resources? If 
capacity building is always cut first when budgets are squeezed, implementation will fail. 
Identify whether resources need to be secured differently before transformation starts. 
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Tool 3: Organizational immune response canvas 
Purpose: Map organizational homeostatic mechanisms that will work against transformation. 
Organizations, like biological systems, have powerful mechanisms that restore equilibrium 
when disturbed. 
Instructions: For each immune response mechanism, assess the risk in your organization 
(High/Medium/Low) and note specific examples if you've seen this pattern before. 
Immune response 
mechanism 

How it manifests Risk level? Examples/notes 

Time compression We don't have time for this now. 
Meeting times shorten, reflection 
eliminated. 

  

Exception inflation New processes have many special case 
exceptions until no longer consistently 
applied. 

  

Resource starvation Pilots don't get sufficient staffing, 
budget, or leadership time to succeed. 

  

Narrative 
delegitimization 

Informal stories frame transformation 
as fluff, fad, or irrelevant to real work. 

  

Structural sabotage New structures undermined by parallel 
decision processes that bypass them. 

  

Leadership 
abandonment 

Initial sponsors move to other priorities; 
new leaders not committed. 

  

Usage: For each high-risk mechanism, design specific countermeasures in your 
implementation plan. If time compression is high risk, explicitly protect time in key actors' 
calendars. If exception inflation is likely, create clear process for when exceptions are 
legitimate. 

Tool 4: Key diagnostic questions by IDG dimension 
Purpose: Rapidly assess organizational capability across the five IDG dimensions. For each 
dimension, these four questions identify current state and leverage points. 
Instructions: Work through each dimension, answering all four questions. Be honest about 
current reality rather than aspirational. Look for both strengths to build on and critical gaps to 
address. 

Being: Cultivating inner life 
1. What already exists? What existing strengths in organizational identity, integrity, and pur-
pose? 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
2. Where are the contradictions? Gaps between stated values and actual systems? 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
3. What is developmentally accessible? What aspects can meaningfully develop given current 
stage? 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
4. Where are leverage points? Where would modest changes produce significant effects? 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
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Thinking: Understanding complexity 
1. What already exists? Current capacity for systems thinking, perspective-taking, 
complexity? 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
2. Where are the contradictions? Where does organization claim complexity awareness but 
force reductionism? 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
3. What is developmentally accessible? What complexity can organization actually handle? 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
4. Where are leverage points? Where would improving thinking capacity have greatest 
impact? 
__________________________________________________________________________ 

Relating: Caring for others and world 
1. What already exists? Current psychological safety, empathy, care practices? 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
2. Where are the contradictions? Where is care proclaimed but people feel unsafe? 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
3. What is developmentally accessible? What relational capabilities can meaningfully 
develop? 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
4. Where are leverage points? Where would strengthening relationships unlock other capabi-
lities? 
__________________________________________________________________________ 

Collaborating: Building trust and working together 
1. What already exists? Current collaborative structures, co-creation practices, communi-
cation? 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
2. Where are the contradictions? Where is collaboration praised but structures prevent it? 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
3. What is developmentally accessible? What collaborative capacity is realistic to build? 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
4. Where are leverage points? Where would improved collaboration have ripple effects? 
__________________________________________________________________________ 

Acting: Leading and enabling change 
1. What already exists? Current courage, accountability, resilience, perseverance? 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
2. Where are the contradictions? Where is bold action encouraged in words but punished in 
practice? 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
3. What is developmentally accessible? What action capabilities can meaningfully develop? 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
4. Where are leverage points? Where would enabling courageous action unlock transforma-
tion? 
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__________________________________________________________________________ 

Using these tools: These diagnostic tools should be completed honestly, ideally with input 
from multiple organizational stakeholders. The goal is not to create perfect documentation 
but to develop genuine understanding of organizational reality that enables strategic action. 
Revisit these diagnostics periodically as implementation progresses—your understanding will 
deepen and organizational reality will shift. 
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Appendix D: Implementation templates 
This appendix provides four practical templates for IDG implementation. These tools support 
the governance patterns and implementation guidance in Chapters 6-14. They can be photo-
copied, adapted, or used as starting points for developing your own organizational versions. 

Template 1: Pilot initiative charter 
Purpose: Establish clear expectations, boundaries, and support structures for pilot initiatives. 
Prevents theatre by forcing concrete commitments upfront. 

Basic information 
Pilot initiative name: _____________________________________________________ 
Lead(s): ________________________________________________________________ 
Duration: ________________ to ________________ (typically 3-6 months) 
Organizational unit/team: __________________________________________________ 

Purpose and hypothesis 
What specific capability or practice are we testing? 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
What do we hypothesize this will enable or improve? 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
Why is this a strategic starting point? (Link to diagnostic findings) 
___________________________________________________________________________ 

Protected resources (non-negotiable) 
Time allocation for pilot lead(s): _________ hours/week, protected until: _________ 
Time allocation for participants: _________ hours/week, protected until: _________ 
Budget allocation: _____________ for: ______________________________________ 
Decision authority: Pilot lead can decide __________________ without approval. 
Support secured: (facilitation, coaching, technical, etc.) 
___________________________________________________________________________ 

Anti-theatre measures 
Behavioral indicator we're measuring (not just satisfaction): ____________________ 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
What we're explicitly stopping or reducing to make space: 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
Dissent protection mechanism: How can participants safely raise concerns? 
___________________________________________________________________________ 

Learning orientation 
Key questions we're trying to answer: 
1. _______________________________________________________________________ 
2. _______________________________________________________________________ 
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3. _______________________________________________________________________ 
Check-in schedule: Weekly/Biweekly/Monthly (circle one) 
Mid-point review: _________________ (date) 
Final assessment: _________________ (date) 

Sponsor commitment 
Sponsor name/role: _________________________________________________________ 
Sponsor commits to: (check all that apply) 
□ Protecting allocated time and resources from reallocation 
□ Attending check-in meetings and review sessions 
□ Publicly supporting the pilot even when results are uncertain 
□ Addressing interference from other organizational demands 
□ Advocating for scaling if pilot demonstrates value 
Signatures: 
Pilot lead: _____________________________________ Date: __________________ 
Sponsor: _______________________________________ Date: __________________ 
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Template 2: Trade-off log 
Purpose: Document decisions involving competing values, making explicit which value was 
prioritized and what safeguards protect the de-prioritized value. Referenced in Chapter 6, 
Pattern 2. 
Instructions: Complete this log for major decisions involving value tensions. Review logs 
quarterly to identify patterns in how trade-offs are resolved. 

Decision details 
Date: _____________ Decision-maker(s): _______________________________________ 
Decision context: What decision was being made? 
___________________________________________________________________________ 

Values in tension 
Value A (prioritized): ________________________________________________________ 
Why this matters: __________________________________________________________ 
Value B (de-prioritized): ______________________________________________________ 
Why this also matters: _______________________________________________________ 

Rationale for prioritization 
Why was Value A prioritized over Value B in this context? 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________________ 

Safeguards for de-prioritized value 
What specific protections ensure Value B is not completely abandoned? 
1. _______________________________________________________________________ 
2. _______________________________________________________________________ 
3. _______________________________________________________________________ 

Implementation and outcomes 
Decision outcome: What was decided? 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
Follow-up date to assess outcomes: ______________ (typically 3-6 months later) 

Outcome assessment (complete at follow-up date) 
Did the decision achieve its intended purpose? _____________________________ 
Were safeguards actually implemented? _____________________________________ 
What would we do differently? ______________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
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Template 3: Decision principle registry 
Purpose: Make explicit the principles guiding major organizational decisions, creating trans-
parency and enabling learning. Referenced in Chapter 6, Pattern 1. 
Instructions: Start with 3-5 core principles. Document how they were applied in specific 
decisions. Review annually to ensure principles reflect actual priorities. 

Core decision principles 
Principle 1: ______________________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
Principle 2: ______________________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
Principle 3: ______________________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
Principle 4: ______________________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
Principle 5: ______________________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________________ 

Decision documentation template 
Use this format to document how principles were applied: 
Decision date: _____________ Decision: _______________________________________ 
Principle(s) applied: _______________________________________________________ 
How principle guided decision: 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
Alternative considered and why not chosen: ____________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________________ 

Annual review questions 
Review date: _____________ 
Do documented decisions show consistent application of stated principles? 
□ Yes, strong consistency   □ Mostly consistent   □ Significant gaps 
Where are contradictions between principles and actual practice? 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
Do current principles still reflect organizational priorities? 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
What principles need revision or addition? 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
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Template 4: Readiness self-assessment checklist 
Purpose: Quickly assess organizational readiness for IDG implementation across five critical 
factors. Builds on diagnostic framework in Chapter 3. 
Instructions: For each factor, honestly assess your organization's current state. Score 1 (very 
weak) to 5 (very strong). If any factor scores 1-2, it must be addressed before full-scale 
implementation. 

Factor 1: Leadership commitment 
Leaders allocate own time to transformation work 
□ 1 - No time allocated   □ 2 - Minimal   □ 3 - Some   □ 4 - Substantial   □ 5 - Significant 
Leaders model IDG qualities in their own practices 
□ 1 - Not at all   □ 2 - Rarely   □ 3 - Sometimes   □ 4 - Frequently   □ 5 - Consistently 
Leaders examine own practices and are willing to change 
□ 1 - Resistant   □ 2 - Defensive   □ 3 - Open when pressed   □ 4 - Willing   □ 5 - Actively 
seeking 
Leaders protect resources for transformation work 
□ 1 - Never protected   □ 2 - Rarely   □ 3 - Sometimes   □ 4 - Usually   □ 5 - Always 
Leaders willing to share/redistribute power 
□ 1 - Not at all   □ 2 - Reluctant   □ 3 - In principle   □ 4 - Willing   □ 5 - Actively 
redistributing 
Leadership commitment score: _____ / 25 

 
Factor 2: Resource availability 
Protected time for key people to engage in transformation work 
□ 1 - None   □ 2 - Minimal   □ 3 - Some   □ 4 - Adequate   □ 5 - Substantial 
Budget for external support (facilitation, coaching, training) 
□ 1 - None   □ 2 - Very limited   □ 3 - Modest   □ 4 - Adequate   □ 5 - Generous 
Infrastructure for learning (spaces, tools, documentation) 
□ 1 - None   □ 2 - Very basic   □ 3 - Basic   □ 4 - Good   □ 5 - Excellent 
Flexibility to experiment with new practices 
□ 1 - None   □ 2 - Very limited   □ 3 - Some   □ 4 - Considerable   □ 5 - High 
Resource availability score: _____ / 20 

 
Factor 3: Cultural permission 
Permission to challenge status quo and established practices 
□ 1 - Punished   □ 2 - Discouraged   □ 3 - Tolerated   □ 4 - Welcomed   □ 5 - Rewarded 
Psychological safety for honest conversations about problems 
□ 1 - Very unsafe   □ 2 - Mostly unsafe   □ 3 - Mixed   □ 4 - Mostly safe   □ 5 - Very safe 
Valuing of learning (including from failures) 
□ 1 - Failure punished   □ 2 - Rarely valued   □ 3 - Sometimes valued   □ 4 - Usually valued   
□ 5 - Highly valued 



 114 

Cultural permission score: _____ / 15 

Factor 4: Change competence 
Experience successfully leading organizational change 
□ 1 - None   □ 2 - Limited   □ 3 - Some   □ 4 - Considerable   □ 5 - Extensive 
Internal facilitation competence (skilled practitioners) 
□ 1 - None   □ 2 - Very limited   □ 3 - Some   □ 4 - Good   □ 5 - Strong 
Ability to handle resistance constructively 
□ 1 - Poor   □ 2 - Limited   □ 3 - Adequate   □ 4 - Good   □ 5 - Excellent 
Change competence score: _____ / 15 

 
Factor 5: Political environment 
Champions in key organizational positions 
□ 1 - None   □ 2 - Few/weak positions   □ 3 - Some   □ 4 - Multiple   □ 5 - Strong network 
Absence of active blockers with veto power 
□ 1 - Strong blockers   □ 2 - Some blockers   □ 3 - Mixed   □ 4 - Few blockers   □ 5 - No 
blockers 
Sufficient broad neutrality (not active resistance) 
□ 1 - Widespread resistance   □ 2 - Much resistance   □ 3 - Mixed   □ 4 - Mostly neutral   □ 5 - 
Supportive 
Political environment score: _____ / 15 

 
Overall readiness assessment 
Total score: _____ / 90 
Interpretation: 
• 70-90: Strong readiness - proceed with confidence while addressing any specific weak areas 
• 50-69: Moderate readiness - address weakest factors before full implementation 
• 30-49: Limited readiness - significant preparatory work needed 
• Below 30: Low readiness - focus on building foundational conditions first 
Any individual factor scoring 1-2 represents a critical barrier requiring attention regardless of 
overall score. 
Priority areas to strengthen before proceeding: 
1. _______________________________________________________________________ 
2. _______________________________________________________________________ 
3. _______________________________________________________________________ 

Using these templates: These templates are starting points, not rigid requirements. Adapt 
them to your organizational context and needs. The value lies not in perfect completion but in 
forcing concrete commitments, making implicit dynamics explicit, and creating 
documentation that enables learning. Revisit and revise templates based on what you learn 
through use. 
 




