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Kotter describes how it is important to understand that a large number of people are 
involved in the change process and hence that resistance to change should be anticipated. The 
resistance can be reduced by empowering people and celebrating successful outcomes. The 
relational point of view sees this aspect in a different light. Strategic reorganization undertaken 
by top management is fully reliant on the fact that the individuals in the organization are willing 
to change their daily patterns of interaction (Hatch 1997). This thinking exposes another 
fundamental difference between the entity and relational perspectives. The entity perspective 
focuses primarily on the leadership that happens in conditions which are “already being 
organized”, whereas the relational perspective sees leadership as a “process of organizing” (Uhl-
Bien 2006). 

In the organizational change context, this could mean that in the entity approach, after the 
plans for change are formulated or the situation “is already being organized” on behalf of top 
management, the participation of other people and prevention of resistance might begin. This 
notion can be seen quite clearly in Kotter’s eight-stage model. In contrast, the relational 
perspective concentrates on the “process of organizing” which might occur through the 
utilization of participative change methods right at the beginning of the change process at the 
point when everything is still open. 

Kotter (2006: 4) argues that 75% of the managers have to be in favour of the change. A 
coalition of key executives and managers that has the power to lead the change is one crucial 
factor. Such a coalition would later be able to reduce the resistance to change. As Uhl-Bien 
(2006: 666) states, the relational perspective on leadership and also her relational leadership 
theory at its core is a process theory of leadership. It approaches leadership as a relational 
process. This means that it focuses on relational processes where leadership is produced and 
enabled (Uhl-Bien 2006: 667). This relational process includes the whole organization, not just 
the holders of managerial titles. From the point of view of titular managers, this could mean that 
the best solutions to problems are not those that they devise, but those that emerge when 
integrating aggregates work through issues (Marion & Uhl-Bien 2001: 394). 

The coalition mentioned above can sometimes include customers and/or union leaders. 
(Kotter 2006: 4.) Kotter clearly focuses on activity within the organization and does not describe 
the external factors very extensively. Uhl-Bien (2006: 662) quotes Abell and Simons (2000) and 
states that organizational change is a result of the co-ordination of peoples’ language and actions 
in relation to each other at all levels and to an ever-changing larger socioeconomic environment. 
Uhl-Bien’s idea seems to be that organizations are always open to the influence of the larger 
socioeconomic world. To some extent, this is a consequence of relational leadership theory being 
based on complexity thinking (Marion & Uhl-Bien 2001) which approaches phenomena more 
holistically. Complex leadership provides linkages within and among organizations (McKelvey 
2003). 
 
The element of surprise 
 
Organizational change is likely to be chaotic, often involving shifting goals, discontinuous 
activities, surprising events, and unexpected combinations of changes and outcomes. Every 
change has an element of surprise and situations arise that are not planned for that have to be 
dealt with on an ad hoc basis (Juppo 2011: 113). In reality, change is messy and full of surprises. 
Applying an analytical process that is simple and linear is not productive because multiple 
change processes are often complex, dynamic, messy and frightening. Organizations are far too 

 
 

complex to be transformed by one individual (Kotter 2006: 9; 1996: 24, 30). A further 
complication is the political aspect, where different parties seek to advance different and 
sometimes conflicting values and interests (Uhl-Bien 2006: 669). These factors can cause 
multiple realities to emerge in the change (ibid. 661). This is why traditional management might 
not be sufficient. 

Complexity increases the element of surprise in organizations. This can mean for 
example that actions and factors in organizations are very unpredictable and entwined with each 
other, causing a shift in causality from linear to nonlinear (Marion & Uhl-Bien 2001). In other 
words, it is very hard to know the consequences of certain decisions in advance. One reason for 
this nonlinear causality is the relational network and relational exchange that Uhl-Bien (2006) 
presented. Thus, a manager’s job is certainly not simple and neatly bounded (Ashforth 1999), but 
is a messy and dynamic social process shaped by interaction with others in the middle of a 
relational network within and between organizations in a larger socioeconomic reality (Steward 
1999). “This relational dialogue enhances the capacity of a system to accomplish leadership tasks 
at various levels of complexity” (Uhl-Bien 2006: 662). 

Radical change in organizations is quite often stimulated by crisis. A crisis creates a 
sense of urgency and catalyses the change process. Sometimes reforms demand activity not 
covered by formal structures and protocols (Kotter 2006: 3, 5). The relational perspective also 
recognizes the role of crises, but it puts them into a relational context. Structures are 
continuously produced by daily interaction patterns and hence are open to myriad small changes. 
If these interactions are interrupted by some disturbance like a crisis, the social structure is open 
to change (Hatch 1997: 180). 
 
 
The best of both worlds of change management 
 
By integrating the two perspectives introduced above we formulate a more comprehensive 
framework on change management (Table 1). We propose that this multidimensional approach 
on change management makes it possible to cope with complex changes, and ultimately 
generates more successful results than were available before its advent. 
 
Table 1. The best of both worlds. 
 
The goals and purpose 
 

The future is highly unpredictable, so it is questionable how exact 
change goals and purposes can be. The change goals and purpose 
might be useful give birth to via collaborative efforts, bearing in 
mind the relational nature of the process of organizing. The change 
should have goals and a purpose but the complex reality means they 
will shift constantly and thus they are most meaningful if capable of 
adaptation.  

Vision Vision is the ultimate and common or collaborative goal of the 
change among individuals in the organization and it can be shaped 
continuously by individuals. The structures of the organization have 
to support the vision hence they need to be open and dynamic to 
accept the many minor alterations or emergences  delivered by 
active individuals. 
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Role of leadership 
 

In change situations, leadership is very important. The 
multidimensional approach extends the view of what leadership is, 
and who can produce it to transcend managerial position. A 
managerial leader can be in charge of organizing a change but has to 
understand that the leadership that spawns change can come from 
somewhere other than his or her action. At that point, the manager 
might be useful to enable these forces. 

Stages of the change 
 

The organizing process is always a relational one in organizations. It 
produces change and stability but is also quite unpredictable. These 
are the surroundings where organizational changes should come to 
fruition and hence stages of the change and the change model 
should reflect these properties.  

Internal support and external 
factors 
 

Changes happen in a relational context full of people within 
organizations and among them. The organizations operate in a large 
interconnected socioeconomic process. Hence organizational 
change could be successful when it is collaboratively organized 
among internal factors of the organization, while simultaneously 
bearing in mind the surrounding environment of the organization.  

Surprise! 
 

Organizational reality is messy and complex due to its relational and 
interconnected nature. It is very unpredictable and full of small 
changes which can require continuous adjustment to the direction 
and the meaning of the change. This is a factor that will not 
disappear any time soon and is most likely to become stronger. 
Scholars and practitioners of change management have to accept 
the nonlinear reality and find ways to work with it.  

 
 
The complexity that besets organizations might demand a more comprehensive change 
framework. That might involve greater emphasis on the informal structures outside the normal 
assumptions of command and control, as proposed by Uhl-Bien (2006: 663–664). The proposal 
arises from the finding that when the need for change occurs, individuals interpret actual and 
potential events in relation to values and interest and make decisions on whether to and how to 
approach change (Uhl-Bien 2006: 670). Managers should thus be able to register even weak 
signals of change that might be useful to the whole organization. These weak signals can come 
from any level of the organization or even from outside it. An organization’s external and 
internal influences seem to co-evolve. 
 Unpredictable situations and crises should be seen as opportunities to advance the 
management of an organization. The opportunities can be enhanced if the organization can 
mobilize its capacity for change upon receipt of even weak signals and individual interpretations. 
It is important to view the change process as highly interpersonal and demanding participatory 
means to succeed. These participatory methods allow employees to cooperate in mutually 
defined change projects (Uhl-Bien 2006: 671). This gives rise to a situation where the manager 
contributes one voice among others and leadership is seen more as a relational influence than one 
inherent to the managerial position. Leadership is everybody’s responsibility. There is a joint 
responsibility for structuring an organization; people work together to define and develop the 
change. In change management interaction dialogue is important. Those processes and relations 
enable the change to be understood (Uhl-Bien 2006). 

 
 

 Although capable of complementing traditional change management by enhancing 
understanding of the change process that can in turn improve the odds of success, it should be 
remembered that both entity and relational approaches complement each other. However, over 
emphasis on either perspective can severely impede the functioning of an organization.  
 
 
Conclusions 
 

The current theoretical research paper proposes a synthesis of the entity and relational 
perspectives on change management. The entity perspective is mainly represented through John 
P. Kotter’s research and the relational viewpoint in turn, is mainly represented via Uhl-Bien’s 
relational perspective on change that is based on the complexity sciences. By integrating these 
two perspectives we offer a more comprehensive framework for change management. In 
establishing the framework, the content, the process and the context of the change were 
investigated. We suggest that this multidimensional approach on change management makes it 
possible to cope with complex changes and ultimately generates successful results. 

This research contributes to the development of the theory on change and change 
management. It presents a novel approach to analysing and understanding change by combining 
these two quite different perspectives. 

The entity perspective emphasizes the vision, and the communication of that vision. It 
also promotes coalition and leadership, the example set by the leader, and a supportive internal 
organizational environment. The relational perspective emphasizes shared leadership, a social 
process, dialogue and participation, and views leadership as occurring in the relational process. 
While Kotter argues that leadership drives the change, the relational perspective argues that the 
relationships in change situations are the new form of leadership. Both perspectives described 
here suggest that a purely managerial mindset is destined to fail the organization. 

The relational perspective offers a wholly new perspective on what change management 
is and can be. The entity perspective provides managers with practical tools to help lead the 
change process. Both perspectives offer their own understanding of the complex phenomena. 

If managers were to adopt our synthesis on change management it would help them lead 
the complex change and reform processes more efficiently and effectively; and in a way that 
could satisfy the expectations of the process and results held by the actors and stakeholders in the 
change process. 

Ultimately, we should bear in mind that whether change is made successfully depends on 
the employees and other parties to the change deciding to alter their daily patterns of action and 
interaction (Uhl-Bien 2006: 671). To establish if the results are as promising as the theory 
suggests we would have to conduct further research to test our model empirically. 
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Universities in Europe face a variety of reform initiatives, and university reform can
be seen as a wicked problem that should be resolved through collaborative efforts. In
Finland, there has been considerable resistance to proposed reforms, with university
personnel complaining that they have not been heard. Students, on the other hand,
seem reluctant to participate in the debate. The situation does not lend itself to the
collaborative resolution of wicked problems. Organizational changes are liable to
failure, if wicked problems are not addressed effectively. This article presents a delib-
erative jury method in a university setting as a participative way to solve wicked
problems and to pave the way for change. The method is tested through two cases in
a Finnish university. These cases suggest that students and staff working together can
devise and explore more comprehensive solutions to wicked problems, overcome the
participation dilemma and generate change in their organization.

Keywords: widening access/participation; leadership; higher education policy/
development

Introduction

Higher education in universities is the subject of reform in several European countries.
In Finland, the changes are related to university funding, and the intended outcome is
for universities to contribute more to finance their activities. The proposed changes have
sparked resistance, with staff claiming that they were not heard as decisions were made
in small closed groups. This does not seem to be the best way forward, and the changes
have been powerfully condemned as a fiasco in the media (Suomen Kuvalehti, 2012).
Blanchard (2010) argues that 70% of all change initiatives fail because they are done to
the people in an organization, rather than with them.

Students seem to face the opposite problem. According to the International Civic
and Citizenship Education Study (ICCS, 2010) report, Finnish youth have a high level
of knowledge but they are reluctant to participate. The same phenomenon also occurs in
other developed countries (Forbrig, 2005), and this trend seems to be reflected later in
their lives (Willms, 2000). According to Kunttu and Huttunen (2009, p. 80), similar par-
ticipation issues are evident among university students. At its worst, this situation means
that a university’s personnel cannot participate and its students will not participate: but,
of course, the reality is not as black and white. For instance, students might participate
more if offered some alternative way to do so (Junco, Heiberger, & Loken, 2010).
According to Neblo, Esterling, Kennedy, Lazer, and Sokhey (2010), people who are
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tired of traditional decision-making are attracted to alternative means of participation.
Nevertheless, a low level of participation can be an issue when solving wicked
problems like university reform.

Implementing change in an organization and failing change efforts are conventionally
seen as the fault of management or some other specific entity (Kanter, 1983; Kotter,
1996). This perspective alone might not be adequate in the case of wicked problems
(Rittel & Webber, 1973). One reason why changes fail could be that wicked problems are
not addressed very effectively (Raisio, 2011; Vartiainen, 2005). O’Neill and Jabri (2007)
suggested that there is more to unsuccessful organization changes than merely manage-
ment implementation failures, and went on to examine the broader social context within
which the change takes place. Wicked problems are also said to be solved through the
social context they appear in (Conklin, 2005). Bento (2013) leans in the same direction in
stating that leaders have to learn to cope with socially constructed resistance.

In this article, the assumption is that organizational changes could succeed better if the
focus in the case of wicked problems were on the broader social context of change. The
question raised is: Could a change be better implemented through the social context by
using the deliberative jury method? The article begins with an examination of the concept
of the wicked problem. It then addresses change management, and how it is set against its
broader social context, from the perspective of complexity. That theoretical analysis is
then tested with two cases involving a deliberative jury in a university setting.

Different kinds of problems

Life in organizations is full of challenges and problems. Some of these problems are
more easily and quickly solved than others. Grint (2005) divides such problems into the
critical, the tame and the wicked, and states that the job required of a manager differs
depending on which of these problem types is being addressed. Critical problems, like
treatment for a heart attack, need to be solved quickly under a leader’s command. The
commands are based on standard procedure that provides the answers. Tame problems,
like building a house, need more time to be solved, but they can be also solved by
applying standard procedures like making calculations, consulting plans and using
experience.

The most difficult case is that of the wicked problem. The concept of the wicked
problem was devised by Rittel and Webber (1973). They developed a 10-phase descrip-
tion of a problem that is exceptionally multidimensional and difficult to live with. The
original 10-phase list of wicked problem qualities included some that overlapped, and,
in response, Conklin (2005) abstracted the 10 phases to six without losing the original
essence of the wicked problem concept, while resolving most of the overlap. Conklin’s
phasing is used here.

Wicked problems are difficult cases and therefore need to be addressed differently
(Conklin, 2005; Rittel & Webber, 1973). A wicked problem differs greatly from its criti-
cal and tame counterparts, because in those forms it is obvious what the problem is and
how it should be solved, meaning it can be solved by a group of experts. With wicked
problems, it is not obvious what the problem is or how it should be solved. The prob-
lem is being defined in interaction with the solving process. Emergent solutions can
open up a novel side of the problem and change its definition and future solutions.
There is not one single objective truth about wicked problems. Instead there are many
subjective opinions on what the problem is and how it should be solved (Conklin,
2005).
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The leadership style suggested for those addressing wicked problems is one that
proceeds by asking questions, rather than by giving answers, and which encourages
collaborative action to make progress (Grint, 2005). Rittel and Webber (1973) refer to
this last aspect by stating that a wicked problem should be resolved through its social
context. The social context is defined as a social process that connects heterogeneous
people via interaction. The social process is the birthplace of new ideas, but it is also,
owing to the growth of diversity, vulnerable to competition and disagreements. Jarvis,
Gulati, McCririck, and Simpson (2013) state that contradictions can aggravate change,
often in unpredictable ways that are manifested in our routine experience. The social
process can become apparent, for example, in the form of the discussions between an
organization’s members.

Complex twist

Why should a wicked problem be solved through its social context? Complexity sci-
ences offer one potential answer. The term complexity comes from the Latin word com-
plexus, which refers to something entwined and interwoven (Gell-Mann, 1995). Viewed
this way, the complexity sciences are a bundle of theories and strands of thinking that
try to understand and develop entwined and interwoven phenomena like organizational
change. Richardson and Cilliers (2001) highlight that complexity sciences can be
divided into different categories. With regard to these categories, this article chooses the
path of the golden mean. That approach asserts that our knowledge is always com-
pounded, and we need to use different approaches in combination to understand issues
like how an organization works or how changes happen. Like a wicked problem, we
cannot know everything, but may try our best to do so.

Critical, tame and wicked problems work in different dynamics, and this also affects
the solutions proposed for each. The wicked problem’s dynamic is complex
(Zimmerman, Lindberg, & Plsek, 2001), and thus similar to Mitleton-Kelly’s (2003)
complexity metaphors, which among other things essentially means they are nonlinear
and unpredictable. Hence, the complexity leadership perspective focuses more efficiently
on dealing with complex problems and the natural ambiguities inherent in complexity
(Clarke, 2013).

The social context surrounding a wicked problem can be seen as a complex
interaction process (Zimmerman et al., 2001). The complex dynamics might make it
impossible to solve these problems in the same way as a tame problem. Stacey (1993)
suggests that, in these circumstances, answers can be found from the spontaneous ability
of the people affected to explore and understand unpredictable events and situations
from their own points of view. The exploration might arise from a discussion full of
contradictions, conflicts and tangential deviances. However, in this kind of discussion,
different sides of the problem are examined, and potential solutions may emerge. What
is termed an ‘emergence’ might be a novel interaction pattern that is created between
individuals without specific planning (Stacey, 2010). This pattern could be a novel
solution to a problem that arises from discussions. The social context can enhance the
resolution of a wicked problem, and it can also constrain it.

Promoting change

The past 30 years have seen many publications on how to manage change, and over
time the literature has diverged to reflect numerous different perspectives (for reviews
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see Collins, 1998; Kilduff & Dougherty, 2000; March, 1996; Mills, Kelly, & Mills,
2008). The roots of change management are said to lie in Lewin’s change model
(e.g. Cummings & Huse, 1980). Since Lewin’s study in 1947 (e.g. Lewin, 1997),
change management has diversified to encapsulate many perspectives, and there is cur-
rently no dominant ideology on how to manage or make change. Ideologies vary from
extreme autocracy to total participation (e.g. Raelin, 2012), and from planned (Ansoff,
1984) to emergent approaches (e.g. Burnes, 2004).

Blanchard (2010) stated that large numbers of change attempts fail because they are
not done with people but to people. In a way, this statement, like others (e.g. Kanter,
1983; Kotter, 1996), suggests that failed – as well as successful – change efforts are
often management’s, or more generally some entity’s, fault (Ropo, 2011). Yukl’s (1981)
definition of charismatic leaders or leadership encapsulates this rather well. The concept
is of an entity leading the staff in a heroic way to implement dramatic changes. Even
though a manager’s abilities are essential when making a change, there has to be
something more to it.

Addressing the context of wicked problems, O’Neill and Jabri (2007) offer a
potentially fruitful approach. They advocate that attention be paid to the broader social
context, within which the change takes place. Paying attention to the broader social con-
text is the essence of solving wicked problems (Conklin, 2005; Rittel & Webber, 1973).
Vartiainen (2005) states that one reason why reforms fail is because of mistreated
wicked problems, and makes reference to the broader social context of change, while
cautioning against getting stuck in investigating what one expert group or leader does to
implement plans.

Change management and wicked problem

The efficacy of the change management options mentioned is suggested to vary accord-
ing to the change situation. In the case of a wicked problem, the change situations are
rather unclear and unpredictable (Conklin, 2005). Burnes (2004) argues that in unclear
situations, participative change approaches might be the most useful, and Burnes (1996)
proposes that emergent approaches can be appropriate when situations are unpredictable.

Participative and emergent approaches direct attention to the social context of the
change. This would shift leadership from the previously mentioned entity point of view
to a more relational form. Ropo (2011) defines relational leadership as a phenomenon
that is built via embodied and aesthetic interaction, and which is not objectively obser-
vable because organizations are human constructions built in social collective processes
that make things happen (Hosking, 2011; Ladkin, 2010). Cunliffe and Eriksen (2011)
add that ‘relational leadership means recognizing the inter-subjective nature of life’
(p. 1437). In contrast to the leadership that Grint (2005) suggested was apt for wicked
problems, the relational perspective moves away from manager-centred thinking toward
relationships in their social context. Even so, while the form of leadership proposed is
more interactive and open to social context, it still seems to be mainly interested in a
manager’s actions.

Consulting the organization’s members might not be enough to solve its wicked
problems. Raisio (2011) suggests that co-intelligence might be what is required to pene-
trate the quagmire surrounding a wicked problem. Co-intelligence refers to a synergistic
and wise way to deal with things, so that our personal intelligence combines to produce
results that are more insightful and powerful than the sum of our individual abilities.
Sometimes this happens when we simply listen to each other (e. g. Raisio, 2011).
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From the view of relational leadership, organizational change can be seen as a
phenomenon that happens in a social order, which is constructed and continuously
re-constructed by relationship building and myriad interactions and discussion between
an organization’s members. Organizational change is a phenomenon that appears in a
social context (O’Neill & Jabri, 2007; Raelin, 2012; Uhl-Bien, 2006). To put it another
way, through discussion people will create emergences that might change the organiza-
tion (Crevani, Lindgren, & Packendorff, 2009). At the same time, people can potentially
develop their views and create solutions to problems at all levels of the organization.
These interactions might be formal or informal, and thus change seems to turn toward
the emergent approach.

From the relational point of view, change management is not a specific action of an
isolated group, but an everyday achievement of all organizational actors who live and
manage the change continuously (Beeson & Davis, 2000). It has also been described as
a complex, collective and multilevel competence that is embedded in functional ability
(Denis, Lamothe, & Langley, 2001; Pettigrew et al., 2001; Economist, 2000). This could
mean that change management has a continual aspect, and is thus always and
everywhere present in an organization (e.g. Burnes, 2004).

In this article, change management is viewed very much from the relational
perspective. Change management is continuous action that could be emergent and self-
organized, while not neglecting the planning dimension. This happens everywhere in
the socially constructed organization, where the structures, artefacts and social relation-
ships co-evolve together in such a way that none of these factors can be removed from
the equation. This could mean that ideas that offer solutions to change problems emerge
from a social context, but are constrained or made possible by structures, artefacts and
forces within and without the organization. This also means that an organization’s senior
management is not in a privileged position in terms of making change happen. Manag-
ers are just trying to communicate, in the same way as everyone else. As Battilana and
Cassiaro (2013, p. 64) put it, in the context of relationship networks, ‘network centrality
is critical to success, whether you’re a middle manager or a high-ranking boss’.

What if interactions and discussions bring about change?

If interactions and discussions are the birthplaces of change, as stated above, the logical
continuum is that a manager who wants to foster change should foster and enable those
interactions and discussions between people. Thus, these inter-practices cannot be orga-
nized, but can be allowed and encouraged (Küpers, 2013). The wise manager would be
part of them and utilize the emergences that might otherwise be ignored (Stacey, 1993).
This strongly relational angle to leadership leans toward the participatory side of
change. Participation in organizations can refer to certain communicative processes that
an organization’s members engage in to analyse, design and make decisions (Balint,
Stewart, Desai, & Walters, 2006). The issues raised can determine the forms of partici-
pation, which can manifest themselves through formal and informal social networks
(Cicognani et al., 2007).

According to Stacey (1993), the ability to change underlies informal networks where
individuals are randomly connected to each other, and, when these connections are rich
enough, the whole network drifts into a vibrant space where it produces emergences.
This could mean that change ideas are produced when different kinds of people discuss
issues and challenge each other’s opinions, in the process developing new insights of
their own. O’Neill and Jabri (2007) extend the idea by saying that managing and
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making a change is based on polyphony, where the participants’ utterances have
meanings only when they are related to other utterances; in other words, they become
discussions where participants truly hear each other, and develop their own arguments
based on others’ arguments through the process of explaining and justifying.

Constructing a situation where interactions are sufficiently rich to generate an emer-
gence, and where participants in a discussion truly hear each other, is quite difficult to
achieve. For example, by nature people usually deal with people like themselves (sepa-
ratism: Fishkin, 2009). It is common for people to deal with the same kind of people in
organizations because of hierarchical gaps (Gustavsen, 2001). This leads to a situation
where it is quite difficult to encounter ideas different from one’s own, and that could
hamper the emergence of ideas. Another issue might be that discussions are dominated
by an individual who ignores other people’s opinions, and is focused on promoting their
own (Raelin, 2012).

One form of communicative action that could help with dealing with issues like
power relations and separatism is dialogue. Dialogue can be defined from a Haberm-
asian view point as a form of communication that is reflective and characterized by
many-sided discussion (ideal speech: Habermas, 1985; Raelin, 2012). In short, dialogue
can be viewed as talking with people not to them (Cunliffe & Eriksen, 2011): ‘talking
with means all views are shared and considered—cross/back and forth dialogue’
(p. 1434). In contrast to coercion, dialogue is focused on profound hearing and stating
hidden presumptions, and looking for shared interests and novel thoughts (Isaacs,
1999). Dialogue can be the key to continuous development and change (Senge, 2003).
Skordoulis and Dawson (2007) point out that, when traditional one-way shareholder
consultation fails to tackle the deeper problems in an organization, active and
polyphonic dialogue, given time, has the potential to do so.

In reality, the dialogue can be constrained by organizational culture, interests and
social norms that control processes and activities, or be severely hampered if the people
holding power are not involved in the process (Kalliola, Nakari, & Pesonen, 2006). If
we assume that dialogue is the key to implementing change in an organization, we need
to understand how the optimal dialogue situation might be achieved. One way to over-
come the constraints on dialogue could be to deliberately create a constraint-free space
(Powley, Fry, Barrett, & Bright, 2004); the best known example of such a space is prob-
ably found in the appreciative inquiry method (Cooperrider & Whitney, 1999). It offers
so-called summits, where dialogues can be conducted free of hierarchical constraints,
coercive power and the influence of organizational position, making it possible to foster
dialogue in a positive spirit to develop and change the organization.

Does a deliberative jury encourage dialogue?

Drawing its inspiration from the method proposed in appreciative inquiry, the aim of the
juries assembled for this study was to solve wicked problems via constraint-free space.
However, the appreciative inquiry method did not quite fit to the change framework out-
lined earlier or the prevailing organizational situation. Solving a wicked problem
requires that the solving process encapsulates the whole social context in which the
problem concerns. Appreciative inquiry responds to this challenge by engaging the
whole organization in the discussion (Van Oosten, 2006). What if this kind of broad
participation is not possible, but the opinion of the whole organization is still required?
One possibility could be the insight that deliberative democracy can provide.
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Deliberative democracy can be seen as an umbrella term that contains several
models (Nabatchi, 2010, p. 385). The term ‘deliberation’ can be associated with notions
like careful consideration, pondering deeply and profound discussion from which some-
thing new can emerge (Pekonen, 2011, p. 225). Mansbridge et al. (2013, p. 5) widen
the scope by speaking about the discussion-based deliberative system, for example, in
terms of problem-solving. Deliberative discussions can be seen as containing
many-sided information which is the momentum that can change preferences, correct
false beliefs and inconsistent arguments and dismantle excessive demands (Herne &
Setälä, 2005). Deliberations are an important part of deliberative democracy models,
and communicative processes are its essential method.

Carson and Hartz-Karp (2005) describe deliberative democracy in terms of its three
main factors: inclusiveness, deliberation and influence. Inclusiveness refers to the
representativeness of the group of participants. The group should ideally include all dif-
ferent viewpoints and values that can be found from the population that it represents
(Cohen & Fung, 2004).

Deliberation refers to a situation where all participants should be committed to share
and hear arguments in a rational and impartial manner, and should have an equal oppor-
tunity to take part in the discussion and present solutions to problems. The arguments
should be judged purely on their merits. Deliberation includes reciprocal justification
that aims for collectively approved, achievable and binding decisions. Justification has
to be made in such a way that the other people involved in the deliberation can accept
the justifications, even if they do not share the opinion of the justifier. This mutual justi-
fiability is the core concept of deliberation (Gutmann & Thompson, 2004). A discussion
which takes place in an ideal speech situation should be based on accurate and relevant
information. Discussion should be many-sided and include diverse opinions and
reciprocal arguments.

Influence refers to the aim of the deliberation. There is always a reason for delibera-
tions being held. Usually, deliberative discussion generates many diverse solutions.
However, the dialogue remains open because those solutions are rarely permanent.
Results have to be connected to all participants, but remain open to the challenges of
the future (Gutmann & Thompson, 2004; Mansbridge et al., 2009). The cases mentioned
previously to test deliberative democracy as a method to develop and change an organi-
zation are based on a citizen’s jury model, which is examined more closely in the next
section.

The citizen’s jury

Crosby developed the citizen’s jury model in 1971, and in 1974 established the
non-profit organization the Jefferson Center, which assists in organizing citizen’s jury
processes (Jefferson Center, 2013). The Jefferson Center’s jury model is all about
facilitated heterogenic small group discussions, prompted by the offering up of
many-sided facts about the issue under discussion. The jury comprises 18–24
participants chosen to represent the target group (e.g. Kashefi & Mort, 2004). The
target group contains individuals who have some association with the issue under
consideration.

The jury is familiarized with the issue by being provided with high-quality and
multifaceted information. This is achieved by employing an expert panel to explain
the various aspects of the issue to the jury. In this context, an expert means a person
who has knowledge in a particular field, so, for example, a student can participate on
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an expert panel from a student’s perspective. Before deliberative small group discus-
sions commence, the jury observes presentations by experts and interrogates them
under the guidance of a moderator. A deliberative discussion between the jurors and
the panellists permits a better understanding of different perspectives. The issue the
jury is to deliberate on may be defined by the jurors themselves or by the advisory
committee. The advisory committee is the jury project’s supportive body (Jefferson
Center, 2004).

After the session with the expert panel, the jury is divided into small groups to
deliberate. As the deliberation process proceeds, the group combinations can be chan-
ged, allowing different ideas to circulate among all jurors. When the jury process is
implemented according to the Jefferson Center’s model, the deliberations last approxi-
mately one week (Crosby & Nethercut, 2005). At the end of the small group discus-
sions, the jurors start making development recommendations. To do so, the jury comes
together and drafts a declaration, which is eventually publicly presented to the decision-
makers. The jury process ends with a survey intended to ensure the credibility of the
results, which involves the jurors evaluating the process. The process terminates when a
final report has been compiled (Jefferson Center, 2004; Raisio & Vartiainen, 2011).

From citizen’s jury to organizational jury – two cases

Methods and material

The organizational jury process was tested in action through two cases in university set-
tings. The first small-scale pilot involved a group studying one subject, while the second
test involved the whole university. The basis for the organizational jury was adopted
partly from the Jefferson Center’s citizen jury model. After both juries had deliberated,
a concluding survey was conducted (Table 1). The aim of the surveys was to enhance
the credibility of the jury process and to record the effects of adjustments made to the
process. Both cases are briefly examined in light of Carson and Hartz-Karp’s (2005)
core factors of deliberative democracy.

Case 1

The literature on deliberative models in organizations is quite sparse, but there are some
influential contributions (e.g. Mintrom, 2003; Raelin, 2012; Zaheeruddin & Klein, 2009).
Before arranging an organizational scale test, a small-scale pilot was necessary. The first
case, the students jury (SJ), was carried out in May 2011. Its aim was to test how the orga-
nizational version of the citizens’ jury would work with a real wicked problem. The jury
included students (20) from a subject’s advanced special studies course, which formed a
demographically representative group from our subject’s annual intake. Hence, the
requirement for inclusiveness, a core factor of deliberative democracy, was fulfilled.

The theme of the jury, strengthening communality at the university, was set by the
university function responsible for developing student well-being at the university, and
its staff also served as the jury’s steering committee. The theme had been one of the
issues addressed by a national health survey conducted with Finnish university students
a few years previously (Kunttu & Huttunen, 2009). This meant that the jury met the
prerequisite of the influence factor by having a goal of solving a real issue.

The jury process was implemented partially in line with the Jefferson Center model.
Instead of the ideal five days, the jury was one and a half days long. The idea was to
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streamline the process, because it is difficult to get organization members to participate
for five whole days. On the other hand, any deliberations on wicked problems will always
take time. The first day comprised an initial session, where the method was introduced
and the jurors could draft some questions for the experts. The second day was dedicated
to the actual jury process, including expert panel hearings with three experts, facilitated
deliberations in three small groups and the publication of a declaration at a public event.

Another of deliberative democracy’s core requirements, deliberation, was met in a
manner that exceeded expectations, first because deliberations were based on high-quality
information contributed by the expert panel, and second because the small
group-discussions were facilitated successfully. The success of the deliberations was val-
idated by the jurors themselves: in the concluding survey (see Table 1, SJ columns)
89% of jurors were satisfied or completely satisfied with the activities of the facilitators.
Most importantly, no one felt that they stayed outside the group or got offended.

The Jefferson Center model is designed to work with significantly heterogeneous
groups, which can mean that up to two days can be spent to get the jurors acquainted
with one another. Even though the people in the organization came from many different
backgrounds, the group was still quite homogeneous. Hence the assumption was made

Table 1. Results of the concluding surveys presented in percentage terms.

Disagree Agree
1 2 3 4 5

SJ = Students jury (case 1) SJ UJ SJ UJ SJ UJ SJ UJ SJ UJ

UJ = University jury (case 2)

Discussions were fruitful 37 54 63 46

Small group discussions were sincere 26 10 74 90

Discussions with the expert panel were sincere 5 21 37 73 37 27

I had the opportunity to question the experts 10 16 50 74 50

I had the opportunity to state my opinion 26 19 74 81

I was heard 5 5 9 22 9 68 82

I got offended 100 100

I stayed outside the group 100 100

I was pleased with the jury’s activities 52 81 48 19

I was pleased with the expert panel activities 10 21 9 63 72 6 9

I was satisfied with activities of facilitators 11 37 36 52 63

I got more information from the subject 5 11 9 53 64 31 27

Juries should be used to develop the activities
of the university

16 54 84 46
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that the ideal speech environment would be more easily reached, as most of the people
involved already knew each other. The concluding survey (Table 1) supported this
argument, because all the jurors agreed or completely agreed when they were asked
‘was I pleased with the jury’s activities’.

It was also assumed that the declaration could be put together faster than the one
day envisioned by the Jefferson Center. According to the concluding survey (Table 1),
this set-up seemed to work; hence all the jurors agreed or completely agreed when
asked whether juries should be used to develop the activities of the university. The end
of the second day was marked by the public event, where the declaration was presented
to the university’s decision-makers.

Case 2

The jury process involving the entire university was given the title the ‘University Jury’
(UJ). The rector of the university suggested the issue be the smooth progress of studies,
and the advisory committee concurred. Potential jurors volunteered through registration
that was open to the whole university. The final set of jurors was selected so that a rep-
resentative sample of the entire university community, predetermined by the steering
committee, was achieved and the goal of inclusiveness was reached. As more staff than
students registered, the number of jurors was constrained to 11 to ensure the jury was
representative. It was a mistake to stage the jury in autumn, because it is the busiest
time at the university and that might have been one reason why participation was not
any higher. Those who participated on the jury praised the method. The participants
unanimously agreed that juries should be used to develop the activities of the university
(see Table 1, UJ columns). The jury sat over three days in September and October
2012, for three hours at a time.

The first day was taken up with expert panel hearings and interrogations. Since the
theme was so abstract, it was felt that the upcoming deliberations should be outlined
carefully. Thus, the expert panel was composed of eight members from both within the
faculty and beyond it, so as to attract new ideas. Some of the experts were invited to
participate because of their provocative views. Subsequently, it was agreed that the
expert panel had been too large, because there was insufficient time for the level of
questioning jurors would have liked. Nevertheless, 72% of the jurors declared
themselves pleased with the expert panel aspects in the concluding survey.

The second day was dedicated to the deliberations. The jury was divided into two
small groups led by a facilitator and a clerk. While the facilitator led the conversation,
the clerk captured the most essential points of the conversation. The idea was that facili-
tators would allow discussions to proceed as freely as possible to encourage the emer-
gence of novel thoughts. The process meant that another core factor of deliberative
democracy, deliberativeness, was guaranteed since the high-quality information submit-
ted by the expert panel paved the way for facilitated small group discussions. The
concluding survey backed up this finding, as in addition to confirming that they were
pleased with the activity of the expert panel, the jurors also agreed unanimously that the
discussion with the expert panel had been sincere. Furthermore, 82% of jurors agreed
completely that their voices had been heard during the jury process, strongly suggesting
that the deliberation aspect had been achieved successfully.

The facilitators ensured that discussions were balanced, even when they involved a
first year student and a professor. Although the groups where quite homogeneous, they
were diverse enough to be subject to disagreements, confirming the findings of Rittel
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and Weber (1973), but astute facilitation made the emergence of ideas possible. Most
importantly, 91% of jurors agreed in the concluding survey that the deliberations
increased their knowledge of the issue. As one juror (a member of staff) said: ‘Deliber-
ating is a great way to process issues over department boundaries and correct false
beliefs’. This also refers to the chance provided by deliberations to span the hierarchical
gaps previously mentioned by Gustavsen (2001).

The last day was filled with the preparation of the declaration and an open event to
present it. Preparation commenced with an assembly of the whole jury, the facilitator
and the clerk. The deliberations of the second day provided a frame to construct the
declaration around. Formulating the declaration was an intense process, where opposing
opinions were debated constantly and emotions ran high. The jurors felt that more time
would have been beneficial for the careful composition of the declaration. An open
event was held immediately after the declaration was formulated. Here, selected
university decision-makers briefly commented on the declaration before later offering
assessments of it in writing. The process concluded with a survey identical to that used
with the previous jury (Table 1).

Turning to the issue of whether the influence factor was realized, we must conclude
that it was, primarily because the jury worked to solve a real problem. Some parts of
the declaration were swiftly implemented. The participation of the right people, those
with the power to act, in the jury processes seemed to be the key to their capability to
influence, a factor mentioned earlier by Kalliola et al. (2006).

Conclusions

This article began from the assumption that in the case of a wicked problem,
organizational changes could be improved if they were implemented through the social
context, using the deliberative jury method. The challenge was how to incorporate the
social context in the resolution of wicked problems; given a situation where personnel
could not, and students would not, get involved in the change. It was important to find
a method that would work for a whole university community.

The evidence gathered from the case juries suggests that a deliberative jury has con-
siderable potential to effectively address the participation dilemma affecting the staff
and the student body. The jury provides an example of how problem-solving and imple-
menting change might be achieved in universities, when complexity and the wickedness
of problems are embraced, and there is an emphasis on the broader social context of
change. The literature on complexity and wicked problems remains underdeveloped;
and this study can contribute through its practical implications.

The deliberative jury can potentially bring a much-needed broader approach and
polyphony to university decision-making. The current process is quite clearly based on
silo-style decision-making machinery that could benefit from collaborative problem-solv-
ing. While it may not be practical to demolish the silos, it must be beneficial to step
away from them occasionally to view the situation afresh, in an arena where the merits
of the argument prevail. Now and in the future, we have to make difficult decisions in
connection with wicked problems like university reform. The deliberative jury could
offer an important complement to the other methods applied in these cases to improve
the success of organizational changes.
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