Mindful Dialogue Is the Key!
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Abstract Organisational change processes cause uncertainties and fears on part of
the employees. This, in turn, can block new developments. Dialogue processes may
create certainty and trust, increase transparency, and foster knowledge and learning
ability. Therefore, the dialogue may contribute to ease the implementation of organi-
zational changes and make the process successful. To achieve this, the dialogue at eye
level considering all groups affected by the changes must be the key issue within the
organisational communication. But beware of regarding the dialogue as an immediate
available and effective panacea for building confidence in general: against the
background of negative experiences in the past, the process of establishing trust
will continue to be difficult.
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1 Introduction

Organisational change processes can cause uncertainty for the employees
and the middle management. There is often uncertainty as to where
the company’s journey will lead and how the future career will be
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affected': What effects will the change process have on the own position
in the company and the work requirements? Will the working relationship
between the colleagues change? How safe are the jobs (see Mohr 1997,
2000 and Weiss and Udris 2001) and the income? Furthermore, it is often
unclear whether and how (the employees) will be engaged in the change
processes and whether the own expectations towards the setting up of the
process and the results are considered. These uncertainties on both sides
(the employees and the middle management) can strongly affect the capa-
bility for changes in companies. The employees are not prepared to expose
themselves to an uncertain future. This is especially the case where change
processes are exacerbated by past negative experiences.

For many companies, a lack of readiness to changes of the employees can result
in a major problem. Especially the companies that often have to initiate and
implement change processes as a result of dynamic environments are affected.”
The lower the readiness to changes of the employees and the middle management is
in these companies the higher is the internal potential for conflict and the more
likely are suboptimal change results or even the failure of change projects. Changes
that are necessary to adapt to external requirements, but that are not successfully
feasible increase the pressure on the companies to realise further changes very
quickly. Consequently, the series of changes is increasing as much as the repeated
risk of failure. Hence, companies can spiral into a vicious circle of the need for
change and the failure of the change (see Hatch and Schultz 2004; Becke 2005).
The continued failure of such projects turns to be a collective organisational
experience, the so called “organisational cultural trauma” (Alexander 2004)
which casts dark shadows over the ability for development. The capacity for
innovation of the company is at stake then.

Therefore, companies urgently have to attend to the readiness to changes of their
employees and the middle management. The key point in this issue is to deal
constructively with the permanent uncertainties of all groups in the company to
an extend that allows changes. Once an organisation has already created a series of
less successful change projects, the resounding success cannot be expected over-
night, no matter what steps are taken. But perhaps it might be possible to brighten
the shadows of past negative experiences in such a way, that all groups also can
recognise their opportunities related to the changes. This implies that the companies
learn how to deal with the uncertainties, to understand this to be a continuous task
and to organise themselves in such a way that the readiness and the possibility to be
engaged in the process is not the exception, but rather the rule.

! Our empirical results show, that in particular the fear of not receiving appropriate professional
standards play a decisive role in the employees’ engagement in change processes. On the one hand
this fear can lead to the willingness to take an active part, on the other hand the feared restriction of
the professional standards can result in withdrawal and frustration.

2 For example due to the ongoing change of political framework conditions in the field of personal
services, such as supporting or caring for people.
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The (design) concept of “Organisational Mindfulness” (see Becke 2013) can
help companies to adopt a position that creates and strengthens their ability to
change. Our empirical experiences with the realisation of the concept of
“Organisational Mindfulness” in four partner companies in different sectors and
contexts show that the dialogue is of great significance for the company’s ability to
change. The dialogue is important for both sides: for the decision-makers as well as
for those who cannot (always) participate in the decisions. Dialogue provides
knowledge regarding the background of decisions as well as views and expertise
of the other, plus it reduces uncertainties. We want to show, that dialogue is the core
of a developed and systemic practised organisational communication that has been
adapted to the specific expectations of all groups. Without such a dialogue the
concept of organisational mindfulness would be ineffective. But, the dialogue has
to fulfil certain requirements to be useful.

Based on our empirical results® we will discuss the following questions:

— What basic types of organisational communication are existing (2.)?

— How significant is the dialogue as a specifically demanding way of
organisational communication for mindful organisational change and trust —
that is why we speak of the “mindful dialogue” (3.)?

— Which conditions are needed and how has the dialogue to be created to really
foster mindfulness and trust in companies (4.)?

— How can dialogue be concretely implemented within a systemic developed
organisational communication (5.)?

— What are the possibilities and limits of the dialogue related to company’s
innovation strategies (6.)?

2 Organisational Communication

We understand organisational communication (to communicate means to inform)
to be the generic term for all signals provided by individuals or groups in a
company. Communication can be referred to the exchange in concrete work
processes. Without this communication co-operation in the work process would
not be possible. But this must be distinguished from communication about work
processes, work co-operation, work situations, work organisation, company devel-
opment etc., which is of interest for us related to dialogue (see 3).

This can be a uni-lateral, bi-lateral or multilateral communication. The one-way
communication does not aim at a direct response. The communicator hopes to
achieve effects, but does not expect to be informed about how the other perceives
the way of receiving the signal and the signal itself. Therefore, the one-way

3 Our empirical results are mostly synthesized, which means that we do not consider individual
examples, but using the experiences made with requirements, forms of implementation and limits
of the dialogue across company borders.
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communication does not intend direct response. Typical examples for this kind of
organisational communication are newsletters or posting notices including
messages released by the management for all groups in the company or messages
via intranet. It could also be said, that one-way communication is just giving pure
information to a person or group that in turn cannot, should not, or does not need to
comment this information.

All forms of mutual communication deviate from this pattern.” Mutual commu-
nication does not only mean, that the “sender” informs the “receiver”, but allows
subsequently to response directly or shortly afterwards. Moreover, mutual commu-
nication does not only allow reactions, but ensures that reactions or repeated
exchange are really made possible. Typical examples for mutual communication
are employee reviews, team meetings, department meetings, project reviews etc.

In general there is no difference regarding the significance of one-way or mutual
communication, but depending on the different occasions and intentions they are
more or less suitable. The one-way communication is for example especially
suitable to inform the staff about the economical development of the company in
past periods. On the other hand, if the communication refers to issues that can only
be discussed discursively (such as problems in the co-operation between persons or
teams), a mutual communication structure is more suitable.

However, one-way and mutual communication structures are often closely and
reciprocally related. For example, all persons or groups that want to or shall
exchange views mutually need to be sufficiently informed about the communication
topics to take part in the discussion as equal partners. This information can be
provided using one-way communication patterns.

Generally companies combine different one-way and mutual communication
tools in a more or less established or more or less systematically practised
organisational communication. In the course of this article we will show which
way of organisational communication is reasonable in a mindful created
organisational change. Furthermore, it is shown how one-way and particularly
mutual communication tools are mutually supportive so that an exchange of
views between different groups will be “at eye level” and meet the expectations
of all participants (5.). But first, we want to show the importance of mutual
communication for mindful change organisation provided that the communication
is created in the form of a “mindful dialogue” (3.) and which (operational)
requirements have to be considered for a corresponding communication in dialogue
form (4.).

* Although a one-way communication can become a mutual communication due to a response of
the “receiver” this response is not the original intention.

5In this context we consider communication as a mutual process to communicate a concrete
meaning (see Burkart 2002 and Beck 2007).
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3 The Significance of the Dialogue for Mindful Change
Organisation

Actors and actor groups in companies (such as employees, middle managers,
employees’ representatives, management) may be very different regarding their
expectations towards organisational change processes and the way they experience
these processes. This is related to past experiences with change processes, the
extent to which persons or groups were involved, their position and how the person
or group was affected by these change processes. Involved groups can consider
themselves either as loser or winner, either being involved in the process or feeling
helpless — but a single view on change processes is unlikely. The basis for creating a
mindful organisational change is to visualise the multiple perspectives and to bring
them together. This is the only way to use the perspective diversity as a productive
source in the change process.

Furthermore, the visualisation of the multiple operational perspectives has a
positive effect on concrete knowledge gain. With the exchange of different views
opportunities and risks can be identified. Perhaps ideas of change or requirements for
change can even only be realised within these exchange processes. These are, for
example, ideas or requirements that have not been in the focus before as the decision-
makers did not have enough knowledge on this issue. Especially with respect to
specialised activities, larger companies and personal services appropriate decisions
are only possible when considering the knowledge of the experts in the field. There
you will often find cumulated knowledge as a result of longterm experiences which is
often insufficiently opened up for innovation projects of companies.

To realise and use the view and the knowledge of the other a systematically
created exchange is needed. In our opinion this exchange should be created as a
“mindful dialogue” focussing on an exchange “at eye level” in order to initiate
processes of individual and collective learning® in the company. The dialogue’ is
the key concept of practise-oriented action research. The understanding of the term
goes beyond the everyday understanding of the term dialogue, because certain
normative requirements are demanded.

On the one hand the dialogue is used in the action research as a basic concept
within research and development projects to characterise mutual learning in
research and practise.

Here, the action research uses a completely different concept than the main-
stream social research. The mainstream social research aims to create distance from
the practise in order to ensure the analytical approach without distorting the results.
In Contrast the action research aims to experience the analytical and the set up
processes in order to learn from real-life situations. The role of the “experts” is

SFor detailed explanations concerning dialogue processes as a basis for learning between
individuals and from organisations see Hartkemeyer et al. 2001.

"Regarding dialogue approach in the action research see Fricke 2012; Becke/Senghaas-
Knobloch 2010.
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therefore considered differently: whereas the mainstream social research considers
itself to be the expert who gives recommendations to the practise the action research
considers the operational experts as equal partners and aims to exchange and
develop relevant knowledge “at eye level”.

On the other hand, the dialogue is also an approach to set up exchange relations
in companies. Here, the dialogue is used as a tool in groups to mutually explain their
expectations and to analyse problems and develop approaches in co-operation.

Within the concept of “Organisational mindfulness” the “mindful” dialogue
creates spaces for the different perspectives which are considered as a resource
for the organisational change. The dialogue is the central focus of a “mindful”
process of company development. Here, mindfulness means the concrete under-
standing of organisation and especially organisational development. The company
that is always mindful towards itself and all its elements is in the focus. This
company is informed about the opportunities for and obstacles to development,
the organisational consequences and the impacts on the different groups by con-
stantly undergoing self-analysis and communication processes (see Becke 2013 for
details).

The dialogue fosters trust, as those who are not continuously involved in the
decision process know that they keep being informed and that their views will be
considered. The inclusion of the dialogue leads directly to participation of groups
involved and has also positive effects on the readiness to change in the company.
Therefore, the dialogue as an integral part of the concept of ‘Organisational change’
fosters the ability to self-analysis and self-reflection in companies. Furthermore,
unintended consequences of planned changes, as for example loss of trust, are early
recognised, confidence in the organisation is ensured and so far unknown develop-
ment opportunities are realised. All this leads to an overall considerable increase of
the innovation potentials of companies (see Becke 2013).

4 Requirements for Mindful Dialogue in Companies

The realisation of a well developed dialogue on an equal footing often fails in
companies because organisational groups involving employees and managers do
not mutually trust each other or do not have enough confidence in the other’s
abilities. Additionally, there is often a lack of opportunities or willingness to
participate.® Apart from negative past experiences in change processes the decisive
reasons for this are often structural deficits and the attitude of individuals. Which
requirements are needed to realise a “mindful” dialogue?

8 Referring to the possibilities of participating directly and indirectly within organisational
changes or innovation processes see Ziegler et al. 2010; Schwarz-Kocher et al. 2011; Dorre
et al. 1993. Considering the discussions on the direct participation of employees carried out
already in the seventies it can be noted that this is not a basically new perspective (Vilmar 1971).
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A dialogue which is realised within the concept of ‘Organisational mindfulness’
requires from the management the basic willingness to not only allow a direct and
indirect participation of their employees, but also to explicitly foster their involve-
ment. Instead of using directive management decisions top-down the companies
choose discursive negotiation processes, forms of communication involving all
groups and decentralised decision-making structures (Bleses 2012). This in turn
requires that the company management recognises the value of an overall partici-
pation of the employees. Such participation processes must be realised more than
once to (plausibly) establish those processes in the organisation. They must become
an integral part of the organisation and the change management.

To participate in the dialogue as equal partners, all groups in the company should
have the same level of information to make a meaningful participation process
possible. Therefore, the dialogue has to be embedded in an organisational commu-
nication system that provides all groups in the company continuously with the
information needed for participation.

A further requirement for the mindful organisation of changes is that dialogue
processes should not only be initiated when changes have already been decided by
the management. Dialogue should rather be realised when changes are planned.
This in turn requires an extensive transparency regarding corporate development
and decisions (see Meyerhuber 2001). However, many companies consider this
process to be risky as change plans themselves already cause uncertainties for the
groups involved. To deal with and withstand these uncertainties is quite demanding
for managers and employees. Our empirical results show that creating process
reliability can ease the situation as long as there are still no reliable results
available. Therefore it should be made clear which decision has to be made by
which deadline. Binding regulations and processes for the organisation of changes
as well as the opportunities to participate should also be clearly communicated to
create certainty in uncertain times. To withhold relevant information on the current
state of the change process until decisions are finalised can result in emerging
rumours and cause further uncertainties in change processes. In the view of the
employees it appears to be unreliable when the dialogue processes are initiated too
late, when it is initiated without taking the results seriously or when the dialogue is
broken off. This will consequently impede rather than enable the participation in
change processes or even only in further dialogue processes.

What does the implementation of the dialogue requires — from the employees,
the employee representatives and the middle management? First, the willingness to
participate is important. First of all negative past experiences often need to be
overcome to engage oneself into the dialogue.” Therefore, a kind of basic willing-
ness or rather trust is needed. Those who want to join in and play an active part must
also be prepared to seek information. It is not only the company which is obliged to
provide information, it is also the employees ‘and all other groups’ responsibility to

°To discuss the “shadows of the past” the concept of “safe dialogue spaces” is suitable as a tool for
research analysis and dialogue for the practise (see Behrens 2011).



120 M. Behrens and P. Bleses

seek information. In the operational analyses we have noticed repeatedly, that there
is a lack of readiness on the part of the employees to gather available information.
There are many reasons for this (involving past disappointments with participation
on own-initiative) which are difficult to recognise. Often, the participators them-
selves are not aware of the reasons. In this case, the reasons for their (self-)chosen
restraint have to be found out before addressing the willingness to participate.

The attitude and the engagement of employees’ representatives (see Kotthoff
1995; Ziegler et al. 2010) and the middle management might be of great signifi-
cance for the dialogue. On the one hand they can take an intermediary role in the
organisational dialogue and participate as role models and multiplier. On the other
hand they can ensure compliance with the rules and make sure that all groups are
involved in the process. This implies, that employees’ representatives and middle
managers agree to new decision-making structures without having a prominent
position in the company for the benefit of a direct participation of the employees.
There is no alternative for these organisational groups which are naturally more
involved than the “normal” employees: in case of poorly implemented or failed
change processes it is not only the management that is held responsible, but also the
middle management and employees’ representatives, as works councils (see Bleses
2013).

Finally, it is important to mutually clarify the expectations so that the dialogue
can correspond with those expectations of the different organisational groups. If the
dialogue and the rules are determined one-sided by top-management, this will not
be useful for the readiness to participate. By doing so, they would send the wrong
signal already before the dialogue begins. In a first step, it is important that the
expectations of the different organisational groups towards a “successful” dialogue
within a “successful” organisational communication are specified. In this process,
the expectations of the employees, the managers at all levels and possibly the
employees’ representatives towards a successful communication have to be
identified and brought together.

It is not possible to meet every single expectation or idea. But, in the sense of a
constructive exchange any refusal should be reasoned. Moreover, the established
“mindful” dialogue should not be inflexible but modifiable as a consequence of
modified organisational expectations (see Becke et al. 2010b).

5 Concrete Implementation of the Dialogue Within
Communication Processes in Companies

The planning and implementation of the dialogue should be realised by a control
committee which also supports the testing of the communication tools used (Becke
et al. 2012). If there is already a control committee established which deals with
organisational issues, the dialogue can be integrated as a new topic. It is important
that the control committee is focused on a participative approach. It should consist
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of managers at all levels, representatives of all groups and, if existing, employees
representatives. If there are further experts dealing with organisational management
in the company (as for example experts in the field of internal organisational
development or in staff positions), they should also be involved.

In the control committee all participants are equal partners representing the
different groups and levels of the company. The control committee must be
authorized to take decisions. Once established, the control committee itself is a
central tool that is visible to the public and where the issue of the organisational
communication will be discussed on a “meta communication level”. In this context
the transparency of the discussions and the results is important. This has to be
ensured by making the results visible in the form of minutes (for details regarding
the establishment of a control committee see Bleses 2013).

The control committee, however, plans the implementation of the dialogue in the
organisational communication system roughly and related to the general tools. The
detailed planning of the applied tools should be left up to the different units
(departments, teams, etc.) because they can implement the tools according to
their specific needs. Furthermore, the supervision and further development of the
tools can also be done by the units themselves. However, feedback concerning the
procedure and the experiences should be given to the central control committee in
order to gather information about the applied tools and if needed to share the
experiences gained with other divisions.

In addition, any problems certain departments may encounter with the creation
of the dialogue are recognizable.

In the following we will outline two forms of dialogue which can be
implemented in companies. The first one describes the dialogue in the day-to-day
operations in companies with permanently implemented dialogue tools within the
organisational communication (5.1). The second one describes the use of specific
dialogue tools in periods of turbulences, such as obvious erosion of organisational
trust or in the run-up to major organisational change processes (5.2).

5.1 The Dialogue in the Day-to-Day Operations in
Companies

A basic requirement concerning the dialogue is to systematically establish it in the
day-to-day operations of a company. As already explained above, there are differ-
ent one-way and mutual communication tools which mutually influence each other,
build on one another or only have positive effects when they are combined. A
systemic analysis of the dialogue means to co-ordinate the different tools within a
system of multi-level-communication (see the following picture): which tools are
used at which level with which content? Thus, it can be avoided to present
conflicting information and hence to increase uncertainties for the participants
especially in change processes (Fig. 7.1).
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Fig. 7.1 Multi-level communication in companies (Own elaboration based on case studies in the
research project 8iNNO (cf. Becke et al. 2011))

(1) We have two examples from the practise which illustrate the variety of the
implemented tools: The “open office hours” are organised by the managers who are
not that often in direct contact with the employees “from the basic level”. On a
quarterly basis these employees may come to a date which was previously
announced in the public. During the appointment the employees can ask the
managers about any topic of interest. The aim is to establish an open culture of
discussion. (2) The “gossip factory” is organised on the team level. It is an integral
part in team meetings on a regular basis and offers the opportunity to address issues
which have been heard, feared, or hoped for — even if this may seem to be
far-fetched. The middle managers clarify issues, take questions into the higher
level of the hierarchy and give again feedback in the team meetings. The aim is
to foster the exchange about fears and rumours, as they could impede an open
culture of discussion, especially against the background of an organisational cul-
tural trauma. Under cover of past disappointed expectations and in the sense of a
self-fulfilling prophecy fears can make the implementation of agreed measurements
difficult. The “mindful dialogue” contributes to a meaningful exchange of those
barriers to discussion and implementation.

The combination of different communication tools is particularly useful when
different contents should be distributed (such as the company newsletter for all
information which are not confidential, contrary to the employees meeting where
the staff is informed about highly sensitive company data). Furthermore, different
tools are useful for different kinds of information and for different occasions, levels
and participants in the communication process. For example, it might be a good
choice to use the employee appraisal to set up an exchange between superior
management and individual employees “across the hierarchies”. The team meeting
is useful for the (mainly) non-hierarchical exchange. Basically, it is important to
determine the most useful tool to distribute certain information and the most
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reasonable timing to co-ordinate the distribution of the information. Otherwise
there is a threat of diverse or repeated conflicting operational communication
which could do more harm than good referring to the trust relations.

Key condition for increasing trust in companies through communication pro-
cesses is the reliability of expectations within the communication. This includes
reliable rules about:

— The specific date where information is provided (at regular intervals; addition-
ally on important occasions)

— Who provides the information (“sender’)

— Who gets the information (“recipient’)

— The engagement of all involved groups in the communication process

To support trust in the communication process communication loops should be
set up in such a way that the “sender” and the “recipient” change their position
regularly that means a change from the one-way into the mutual communication.
For example, there could be the possibility for the employees to give feedback to
the management information (in office hours or intranet panels etc.). Decentralised
discussion groups (as for example in teams or departments) offer a good possibility
to get information from the basic level which can be given to the management either
by minutes in an anonymous way or through the representatives of different
departments, teams etc. which are members of the control committee.

Such feedback loops illustrate the effects of the presented information. More-
over, they show the possible need for change within communication processes in
the course of time (which tools are useful and which have to be modified?)
Feedback loops can provide the management with information about obstacles
related to organisational change processes and ensure that the employees are heard.

5.2 The Dialogue as a Tool for Analysis and Development

In contrast to the “routine application” of dialogue tools in the organisational com-
munication the dialogue can also be used in “extraordinary” occasions. In this case,
however, procedures are needed that are less useful in the day-to-day operations in
companies as those procedures are complex and require external personnel. Examples
for extraordinary occasions are an obvious crisis of confidence in the company, a
deterioration of the work climate or major organisational change processes.

In this context it might be useful to create “specific spaces” where dialogue can
be realised and presented in organisational groups and/or between organisational
groups in different phases. Regarding these specific organisational situation the aim
is to realise the perspective diversity in the company and to co-ordinate the different
views in a mutual exchange.

A moderated two-step dialogue process has proven to be recommendable
to organise the perspective diversity in change processes (see Becke and
Senghaas-Knobloch 2010). First, “safe organisational dialogue spaces” are
realised in small groups which are on the same level in the hierarchy, if possible,
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to establish a basis of trust. Organisational dialogue spaces can be realised with
managers and employees from different departments separately. Change pro-
cesses and their (un)intended effects are analysed at this stage. What is said and
worked out in these organisational dialogue spaces remains in the “safe spaces” at
first. Central lines of discussion are written in minutes in an anonymous way and
only be used after their release for the organisational public by the participants.

The realisation of psychologically safe organisational dialogue spaces
(Edmondson 1999) is followed by an evaluation- and development conference in
which the employees (in larger companies according to the principle of representa-
tive delegates), the middle management, the management and the employees’
representatives participate. The so called “dialogue conferences” enables the
mutual exchange on the expectations to the change processes. Furthermore, joint
solutions will be developed, discussed, and agreed upon in a concrete work
programme in order to be realised in the following implementation stage. The
following implementation of concrete solutions can also be supported by dialogue
processes. Thus, it can be verified in which way the agreed measurements have
been developed according to the participants. Supporting dialogue processes can
easily be integrated in the above described day-to-day operations in companies by
utilizing the already existing communication routines (involving project-, team- or
division meetings) (“piggyback” procedure).'® Following the two-step analysis and
development process the following process principles should be acknowledged: the
voluntary participation, the willingness of all participants to acknowledge the equal
significance of all expectations, the permission of communication “at eye level”
and the approval to recognise and review the joint solutions developed as a result of
the process. In addition the confidentiality in the safe organisational dialogue spaces
should be recognised by the authorization of the results. The (repeated) disregard of
those process principles can destroy the trust for years instead of establishing trust.
Trust is therefore a precondition and a (possible) result of organisational dialogue
processes at the same time.

Our empirical analyses show that he implementation of dialogue processes can
support a sustainable ability to change by including the experts in the field and their
specialised knowledge “on-site”. As a consequence of the organised exchange of
views and the joint problem analysis and problem solving the systemic understand-
ing of the problems is fostered and the learning ability of the organisation is
increased (see Ritter 2003). The recognition of the perspective diversity in the
sense of communication “at eye level” and an equal valuation of the different
expectation statements can support the establishment of an “informed culture”
(see Weick/Suttcliffe 2007, 124 pp.): in an established culture of trust with the
ability to change the fear of negative consequences when errors made are admitted

10 The “piggyback” procedure has been developed using the organisational health promotion as an
example and aims to reduce the efforts in the context of the implementation of new goals in the
work and organisational structuring. The idea is to use already existing processes and tools instead
of implementing a new tool for each new goal (cf. Becke et al. 2010a).
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can then give way for the attitude to learn from mistakes of the past (see Becke
2011).

To realise the safe organisational dialogue spaces it can be helpful to employ
external moderators at first as they are perceived by the organisational groups as to
be impartial or even neutral. There are less problems of trust compared to using
internal moderators which are possibly pursuing their own interests. In larger
companies it is also possible to use internal moderators who were for example
qualified by external experts and work as multipliers in their organisations. Internal
moderators should generally be confidants in their organisation in order to increase
the recognition of their new role and to increase the trust in the dialogue processes.
Another module on the way to a sustainable implementation of dialogue processes
in organisations is to establish a control committee (as already described above)
which takes over the tasks of the internal organisational co-ordination, the support,
evaluation and communication of the dialogue spaces or rather the whole change
process. The control committee allows the participation in the organisation of
change processes across hierarchies, ensures the decision-making broad-based,
creates transparency and is finally useful for conflict management. Especially, in
change processes which requires a systematic, reliable and transparent communi-
cation for a successful process the control committee can take over the task to
review communication processes on a meta-level and work on the revealed
problems or delegate them into an appropriate committee.

6 Opportunities and Limits

By recognising and using the perspective diversity in companies the dialogue can
contribute to a mindful organisational change through the support of a developing
culture of trust with the ability to change. In our opinion there is no alternative to the
dialogue for companies in which profound or repeated changes are organised.

With dialogue processes the perspective diversity in companies can be analysed.
The initial point is to realise the different perspectives, expectations and interests
which results in the recognition of this diversity. The recognition of the perspective
diversity is not only to be considered as a purely intellectual process. To accept
other views without sharing those ideas also requires empathy on part of the
individual. An exchange “at eye level” and dealing constructively with partly
conflicting expectations to change processes is a process of both, individual and
collective learning.

Our experiences with the implementation of the organisational dialogue show,
however, also limits. Establishing the dialogue in companies where change pro-
cesses are initiated regularly can be a great challenge. Hidden obstacles such as
organisational cultural traumas partly affect the process and can counteract the
establishment and positive effects of dialogue processes.

Particularly in the beginning, patience is needed. At first, the dialogue is a
method to reveal problems. The analysis of the past can lead to the emergence of
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hidden and unsolved problems, to the hardening of attitudes or to the refusal of the
participants. It can be a slow process to use the analysis of the present situation for
finding solutions.

The dialogue cannot be the band-aid solution for past negative experiences.
Especially organisations who look back at a considerable number of radical change
processes in which many involved individuals saw themselves as the “losers” or
where the participation was faked have to realise the “long shadows of the past” and
work on it mindfully. This can be a “long-distance-run” and requires patience.

References

Alexander JC (2004) Toward a theory of cultural trauma. In: Alexander JC, Eyerman R, Giesen B,
Smelser NJ, Sztompka P (eds) Cultural trauma and collective identity. University of California
Press, San Francisco, pp 1-30

Beck K (2007) Kommunikationswissenschaft. UVK Verlagsgesellschaft, Konstanz

Becke G (2005) Uberlebensféihigkeit durch radikalen Unternehmenswandel — Balanceakt
zwischen Verdnderungsdynamik und reproduktiver Stabilitdt. Artec-paper no. 125, artec |
Forschungszentrum Nachhaltigkeit. Universitdt Bremen

Becke G (2011) Organisationale Achtsamkeit in Innovations- und Verdnderungsprozessen — zur
Einfiilhrung. In: Becke G, Behrens M, Bleses P, Evers J, Hatkesbrink J Organisationale
Achtsamkeit in betrieblichen Verdnderungsprozessen — Zentrale Voraussetzung fiir
innovationsfihige Vertrauenskulturen, artec-paper no. 175. Artec | Forschungszentrum
Nachhaltigkeit, Universitit Bremen, pp. 9-118

Becke G (2013) Organisationale Achtsamkeit als Gestaltungskonzept fiir Vertrauensentwicklung.
In: Becke G, Funken C, Klinke S, Scholl W, Schweer M (eds) Innovationsfahigkeit durch
Vertrauensgestaltung? Befunde und Instrumente zur nachhaltigen Organisations- und
Netzwerkentwicklung. Peter Lang, Frankfurt/M, pp 147-162

Becke G, Senghaas-Knobloch E (2010) Dialogorientierte Praxisforschung in organisatorischen
Verinderungsprozessen. Artec-paper no. 165, http://www.artec.uni-bremen.de/files/papers/
paper_165.pdf

Becke G, Bleses P, Schmidt S (2010a) Organisatorische Innovationen durch betriebliche
Gesundheitsforderung im “Huckepack”— Ein Gestaltungsansatz fiir KMU (nicht nur) in der
Wissensokonomie. In: Becke G, Klatt R, Schmidt B, Stieler-Lorenz B, Uske H (Hg) Innovation
durch Privention. Gesundheitsforderliche Gestaltung von Wissensarbeit. Bremerhaven:
Wirtschaftsverlag N.W., pp. 159-178

Becke G, Behrens M, Bleses P, Schmidt S (2010b) Vertrauensbasierte Dialogrdume als Basis fiir
priaventionsorientiertes Organisationslernen in kleinen und mittleren Unternehmen der
Wissensokonomie. In: Becke G, Klatt R, Schmidt B, Stieler-Lorenz B, Uske H (Hg.)
Innovation durch Privention. Gesundheitsforderliche Gestaltung von Wissensarbeit.
Bremerhaven

Becke G, Behrens M, Bleses P (2011) Achtsame Vertrauensgestaltung durch systematische
betriebliche Kommunikation — gerade auch in Verdnderungsprozessen. In: praeview —
Zeitschrift  fiir innovative  Arbeitsgestaltung und Pravention, Schwerpunktheft:
Vertrauenskultur fiir Innovation — Licht und Schatten von Vertrauen (und Misstrauen), H. 4/
2011: 10-11

Becke G, Behrens M, Bleses P (2012) Vertrauen # Vertrauen. In: OrganisationsEntwicklung, 31.
Jahrgang, H. 1: 4-8

Behrens M (2011) Das kommunikative Gestaltungskonzept ‘Organisationale Achtsamkeit’ —
Handlungsmoglichkeiten fiir PraktikerInnen. In: Becke G, Behrens M, Bleses P, Evers J,


http://www.artec.uni-bremen.de/files/papers/paper_165.pdf
http://www.artec.uni-bremen.de/files/papers/paper_165.pdf

Mindful Dialogue Is the Key! 127

Hafkesbrink J Organisationale Achtsamkeit in betrieblichen Verdnderungsprozessen —
Zentrale  Voraussetzung  fiir  innovationsfihige  Vertrauenskulturen.  Artec-paper
no. 175, Universitdt Bremen, http://www.artec.uni-bremen.de/papers/paper_175.pdf

Behrens M, Bleses P (2013) Der Dialog — Basis achtsamen Unternehmenswandels. In: Becke G,
Funken C, Klinke S, Scholl W, Schweer M (eds) Innovationsfahigkeit durch Vertrauens-
gestaltung? Befunde und Instrumente zur nachhaltigen Organisations- und Netzwerkent-
wicklung. Frankfurt/M.: Peter Lang, pp 215-230

Bleses P (2013) Die direkte Beteiligung von Beschiftigten als Innovation vor der Innovation. In:
Klinke S, Holger R (Hg.) RessourcenKultur: Vertrauenskulturen und Innovationen fiir
Ressourceneffizienz im Spannungsfeld normativer Orientierung und betrieblicher Praxis,
Baden-Baden: Nomos

Burkart R (2002) Kommunikationswissenschaft: Grundlagen und Problemfelder. Umrisse einer
interdisziplindren Sozialwissenschaft. 4. iiberarb. und aktual. Aufl. Wien: Bohlau/UTB

Dérre K, Neubert J, Wolf H (1993) “New Deal” im Betrieb? Unternehmerische Beteiligungs-
konzepte und ihre Wirkung auf die Austauschbeziehungen zwischen Management,
Belegschaften und Interessenvertretungen. In: SOFI-Mitteilungen, H. 1: 15-36

Edmondson A (1999) Psychological safety and learning behavior in work teams. Adm Sci Q
44:350-383

Fricke W (2012) Aktionsforschung in schwierigen Zeiten. In: Jostmeier M, Georg A, Jacobsen H
(Hg.) Sozialen Wandel gestalten — Zum gesellschaftlichen Innovationspotenzial von Arbeits-
und Organisationsforschung, VS Verlag (i.e.)

Hartkemeyer M, Hartkemeyer JF, Freeman Dhority L (2001) Miteinander denken: Das Geheimnis
des Dialogs. Klett-Cotta, Stuttgart

Hatch MJ, Schultz M (2004) The dynamics of organizational identity. In: Hatch MJ, Schultz M
(eds) Organizational identity. A reader. Oxford University Press, Oxford/New York, pp
377-403

Kotthoff H (1995) Betriebsrite und betriebliche Reorganisation. Zur Modernisierung eines ‘alten
Hasen’. In: Arbeit, 4. Jg., H. 4: 425-447

Meyerhuber S (2001) Transparenz in Arbeitsorganisationen. Westdeutscher Verlag, Wiesbaden

Mohr G (1997) Erwerbslosigkeit, Arbeitsplatzunsicherheit und psychische Befindlichkeit. Peter
Lang, Frankfurt/Main et al

Mohr G (2000) The changing significance of different stressors after the announcement of
bankruptcy: a longitudinal investigation with the special emphasis on job security. J Organ
Behav 21:337-359

Ritter W (2003) Betriebliches Gesundheitsmanagement “erlernen” durch Leitfiden? Organisa-
tionstheoretische und betriebspraktische Anforderungsdimensionen an Verfahrenswege im
betrieblichen Gesundheitsmanagement. NW-Verlag, Bremerhaven

Schwarz-Kocher M, Kirner E, Dispan J, Angela J, Richter U, Seibold B, Weiliflog U (2011)
Interessenvertretungen im Innovationsprozess. Der Einfluss von Beschiftigtenbeteiligung auf
betriebliche Innovationen. Edition Sigma, Berlin

Vilmar F (1971) Mitbestimmung am Arbeitsplatz. Basis demokratischer Betriebspolitik.
Luchterhand, Neuwied

Weick KE, Sutcliffe KM (2007) Managing the unexpected. Resilient performance in an age of
uncertainty, 2nd edn. Wiley, San Francisco

Weiss V, Udris I (2001) Downsizing und Survivors. Stand der Forschung zum Leben und
Uberleben in schlanken und fusionierten Organisationen. In: Arbeit H 2, 103-121

Ziegler A, Kriegesmann B, Kley T, Kublik S (2010) Betriebliche Innovationsfahigkeit: Die
Perspektive der Betriebsrite. Empirische Ergebnisse aus der WSI-Betriebsritebefragung
2008/2009. Marburg: Schiiren Verlag


http://www.artec.uni-bremen.de/papers/paper_175.pdf

	Mindful Dialogue Is the Key!
	1 Introduction
	2 Organisational Communication
	3 The Significance of the Dialogue for Mindful Change Organisation
	4 Requirements for Mindful Dialogue in Companies
	5 Concrete Implementation of the Dialogue Within Communication Processes in Companies
	5.1 The Dialogue in the Day-to-Day Operations in Companies
	5.2 The Dialogue as a Tool for Analysis and Development

	6 Opportunities and Limits
	References


