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An important consideration for people involved in planning, designing and
implementing change in the health services is to discover how to address
change in ways that will improve the quality and standard of service for
service users, enhance working relationships and involve all of the key
people in their agencies. 

This booklet outlines a number of powerful, exciting and well-tested
processes for handling change through partnership. These are processes
used by successful businesses and by leading-edge public and private
sector organisations in Ireland and throughout the world.

We in the HSNPF have developed our expertise in introducing these dynamic change processes
and in facilitating others, through workplace partnership, to apply these approaches when tackling 
a wide range of change issues and projects.

The partnership approach to change, involving managers, staff and their union representatives, 
with service users at the centre, is at the core of our formal agreements and is central to the 
way we do our day-to-day business.

We hope that you will find the information in this booklet interesting and informative and that 
you will avail of the services of HSNPF to assist you in successfully applying one or more of these
approaches as you address the challenging change agenda.

Larry Walsh
Director

January 2004 

Introduction



2

Under the terms of the Health Services Partnership Agreement “Partnership is seen as an
appropriate approach to modernisation of public services through engagement of all participants 
in development of a shared vision of organisational objectives and goals. The partnership approach
is seen as facilitating adaptability, change and innovation in methods of service delivery and in
minimising or eliminating conflict in the resolution of difficulties – with the objective of improving
the quality of service for those who receive treatment and care from health service providers”.

Quality & Fairness, A Health System for You states that “The partnership approach can play 
a key role in driving the changes proposed in the Health Strategy and it will be strongly supported
by the Government”. Out of Quality & Fairness the Action Plan for People Management
advocates the adoption of a Partnership Approach to Problem Solving (Action 4.5.1).

Sustaining Progress outlines the paramount importance of stable industrial relations in the
modernisation of the health service and acknowledges that “this will require major changes 
by both sides and an unequivocal commitment by all stakeholders to a culture of co-operation,
collaborative working and partnership in the management of the industrial relations climate in the
health sector”. (Section 23.2). Section 23.7 of Sustaining Progress continues: “the mainstreaming 
of partnership in the health service will help realise its full potential in driving and managing the
change and modernisation process. This will, in turn, ensure that a broad range of issues amenable
to resolution through a partnership approach are not permitted to develop into industrial relations
difficulties impeding the capacity of industrial relations structures in the health service to focus on
resolving priority issues”. 

The Health Services National Partnership Forum (HSNPF) leads, supports, and enables 
the building and deepening of workplace partnership throughout the health services in Ireland.
Through positive workplace partnership practice and processes, the Forum and its facilitators help
and facilitate managers, staff and trade unions within the health services to achieve continuous
improvement in the delivery of the highest possible quality patient care and quality of working 
life for all employees. 

In the context of the modernisation of the health service the aim of this booklet, “Tools for
Change through Partnership” is to provide the reader with a range of change techniques 
that sit comfortably in a partnership approach to change. 

Many of these techniques share concepts around creative thinking and collaborative working. 
They aim to create a safe forum where the full disclosure of facts and information is made 
possible leading to improved relationships and satisfactory mutual gains. 

This material will support us in our shared goal of moving from adversarial bargaining to a culture
of co-operation, collaborative working and partnership agreed by the parties to Sustaining Progress.

Foreword – 
Tools For Change Through Partnership
Alternative Processes for Handling Change, Dispute
Resolution and Problem Solving in the Workplace
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With a background in the Harvard Law School and University, working together since 1977, Fisher
and Ury have developed a new way for people to deal with their differences. They began by
looking at the way people traditionally negotiated their differences. The traditional route involves
adopting a position, arguing for that position and persuading the other party to agree to that
position or find a compromise decision somewhere between the two. 

Fisher and Ury argue that this traditional way produces unwise agreements. Splitting the difference
between two positions does not have the same power as carefully crafting a solution to meet the
legitimate needs and interests of the parties to the disagreement. 

Fisher and Ury also contend that arguing over positions is inefficient. In positional bargaining you
often try to make a settlement more favourable to yourself by starting from an extreme position,
stubbornly hanging onto it, hiding your true views and feelings and only making small concessions
to keep the negotiations going. This does not always lead to prompt or wise settlements. 

Adopting and defending positions can damage ongoing relationships. Parties can feel very angry
and resentful if they feel they are being pressed to bend to the rigid will of another whilst their
needs and interests go unanswered. Relationships can be damaged forever – companies cease
trading with each other and neighbours and colleagues stop speaking to each other.

Some people recognise the high conflict in hard positional bargaining and try to avoid this by using
a soft approach, making early offers and concessions to reach agreement. If two people approach a
difference in this way they may quickly reach agreement but it may not be a wise one. If someone
using a soft approach meets someone using a hard approach they are likely to reach an agreement
that does not really suit them and this could result in an unwise agreement and a new store of
hidden resentment.

The approach developed and recommended by Fisher and Ury is based on four principles: 

1. Separate the people from the problem – be soft on the person and hard on the problem

2. Focus on interests rather than positions – the interest is “why” the parties adopt the
position. It is easier and wiser to reconcile interests than to compromise between positions.
Do not assume that opposing positions mean opposing interests. If you want to defend
yourself do not automatically assume it is because “they” want to attack you.

3. Generate a variety of options before settling on an agreement, broadening the
number of possible solutions to the problem. Avoid the assumption that we are all searching
for a single answer. Many different “positions” can address an interest. Think creatively and
avoid appraising your options at this “brainstorming” stage

4. Insist that the agreement be based on objective criteria.

We often assume that we are negotiating for our share of a fixed pie. If the other party gains a
large share of the pie our share must be reduced. In fact a fixed pie is very rare. In reality both
parties can come away from negotiations with nothing. Avoiding a joint loss is a shared interest 
that usually exists between parties. If you properly explore each others interests you may find 
many other possible mutual gains.

Getting To Yes – 
Negotiating Agreement Without Giving In
Roger Fisher & William Ury
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Fisher and Ury offer lots of advice as to how to effectively identify interests and improve
communication in negotiations. Amongst other things they cover effective listening and they
suggest: 

� Using listening time to formulate your next answer reduces your listening powers. 

� If one party thinks they haven’t been heard they will just keep repeating and rephrasing until
they think they have been heard. Repeating back what you think you have heard is not
agreeing with what you have heard and it can clarify any misunderstandings and at the same
time show the other party that they have been heard.

� Talking from your own point of view often makes things easier to be heard. It is easier to hear
someone say “I feel discriminated against” rather than “you are racist” – “I feel let down” is
easier to hear than “you are unreliable”. 

The “Getting to Yes” approach is now widely used in approaches to developing partnership, joint
problem solving and alternative dispute resolution. 

Roger Fisher and William Ury, Getting to Yes: Negotiating Agreement Without Giving in,
(New York: Penguin Books, 1981) 
ISBN 009924845
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Building on work done by Walton and McKersie in 1965 and Fisher and Ury in “Getting to Yes” 
the US Government’s Federal Mediation & Conciliation Service (FMCS) developed Interest Based
Bargaining or IBB. It is a form of negotiation that:

� Focuses on the issues not on personalities

� Focuses on interests not on positions i.e. on the problem or need not on the proposed
solution e.g. “we need to save money” (interest) not “we are reducing staff by 200” (position)
or “we need to feel secure in our jobs” (interest) not “we refuse to co-operate” (position). 
A position is one party’s solution to an issue and an interest is the reason why a party takes
that position. Focusing on a position only allows you to support it or attack it. If you focus on
an interest (the reason why the position has been taken) it allows all parties to address that
interest in many different ways.

� Focuses on mutual gain (win/win agreements)

� Focuses on option development

� Focuses on developing criteria or standards by which to measure the options. Groups can
develop their own list of criteria but current best practice employs the following three stage 
set of standards to each option developed –
� The Feasibility Factor – is the option capable of being done or carried out? (ie. affordable,

legal, practical etc.) If an option passes this test it moves to the next set of standards
� The Benefit Factor – will the option improve the condition that underlies the issue or 

will it harm important issues of any of the parties? If an option passes this test the next
standard measure is – 

� The Acceptability Factor – will the constituents of both parties receive the option
favourably? If not why not and can it be modified to become acceptable whilst maintaining
the standards reached under the first two factors?

� Applies the agreed criteria to the problem

� Is based on consensus agreement

� Relies on a willingness by all parties to share all bargaining information and forego the use of
power to secure outcomes.

Interest Based Bargaining is one of the principles behind the Partnership process. Based on
consensus decision-making it gives everyone around the table a voice. As the expertise and
experience of all the parties is shared it should lead to higher quality decisions that have a greater
chance of being implemented and all those around the table share responsibility for the result.
Growing in use across all sectors (private and public) in the US, the use of Interest Based
Bargaining shows a marked improvement in staff/management communication and service
quality, shifting the focus from fighting for individual positions to solving mutual problems.
According to their own statistics, the FMCS recorded that between 1995 & 2001 8% of their
traditional style negotiations involved a work stoppage or lockout whilst of the 1,500 cases
mediated using IBB between 1995 & 2001 only three involved a work stoppage or lockout. 

Carolyn Brommer, Geroge Buckingham, Steven Loeffler “Cooperative Bargaining Styles
at FMCS, A Movement Toward Choices” 2002 
http://www.fmcs.gov

Interest Based Bargaining (IBB) 
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Using the principles of “Getting to Yes” and Interest Based Bargaining, Interest Based or Joint Problem
Solving is offered as an alternative to adversarial bargaining. Training in Interest Based Problem
Solving/Joint Problem Solving is aimed primarily at line managers and local trade union representatives
who usually meet across the table in negotiations but it is suitable for anyone involved in negotiation.

Interest Based and Joint Problem Solving is a collaborative process where the parties agree to
approach an issue as problem-solvers, not as adversaries. Acknowledging that there may be real
differences, it seeks to work the common ground. There is agreement that neither party will seek 
to take advantage of the other. Therefore, there is no need to adopt, defend or hide positions, as 
is frequently the case in adversarial bargaining. The objective is to explore possibilities and create
multiple options for mutual gain as a first step, before deciding on the best options, the one that
offers the highest level of mutual gain.

A central goal of Interest Based and Joint Problem Solving is to reduce the non-value adding time
spent in adversarial negotiations and to increase the commitment to value-adding organisational
activity through problem solving.

Typically in Interest Based and Joint Problem Solving, the parties are introduced to a wide variety 
of problem solving techniques and processes including;

� Brainstorming (ideas generation)

� Charting techniques (measurement)

� SWOT Analysis (diagnosis of strengths and weaknesses)

� Force Field analysis (helping and hindering factors)

� Project selection and planning (SMART initiatives)

Joint Problem Solving has been facilitated and provided by HSNPF Facilitators, with external
consultants, in a number of health agencies. 

Interest Based Problem Solving 
or
Joint Problem Solving (JPS)
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Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) describes many methods of resolving disputes outside
the conventional routes of the law or formal investigative grievance procedures. ADR methods and
techniques are many and varied. More commonly they take the form of mediation in the use of a
third party neutral who will assist parties in resolving a dispute themselves but the range of options
is vast including facilitation, binding and non-binding arbitration, conciliation, peer review, internal
arbitration tribunals, Interest Based Problem Solving, Ombudsmen, Designated Contact People 
(in Bullying and Harassment cases) and communication and conflict management training for
management and staff. Working in Partnership is also an ADR technique.

ADR techniques are not intended to replace conventional resolution methods. Those methods
should always remain open to all parties and in fact the existence of strong formal processes can
often strengthen the power of any informal ADR route. However, legal and formal investigations
can be lengthy and costly and can still leave a dispute unresolved in real terms leaving both parties
feeling dissatisfied. ADR can offer parties the opportunity to play a real part in deciding the
outcome of a dispute between them, resulting in a probable improvement in their relationship
whilst ensuring their joint ownership of the solution. 

In Ireland we are familiar with the ADR conciliation methods of the Labour Relations Commission.
Some companies and agencies have pioneered the use of in-house arbitration (e.g. RTÉ’s Industrial
Relations Tribunal) etc. The use of mediation and informal interventions are beginning to be used
in some bullying and harassment cases with the use of in-house “Contact People” and external
trained and accredited mediators. The Irish Family Mediation Service uses ADR techniques in
helping couples negotiate separation agreements and already the evidence shows that an
agreement negotiated in this way rather than a judgement set down in court has a much greater
chance of being complied with by both parties. 

The use of Alternative Dispute Resolution is greatly increasing in Canada and the US as it appears to 
be reducing costs whilst at the same time producing longer lasting solutions and outcomes to disputes
and complaints. Many courts now recommend it to parties presenting a legal case and it is enshrined
in many of the US labour laws and regulations. Website www.opm.gov/er/adrguide gives many
details of the nature, design and current status of many ADR systems used by US state agencies. 

Any company or agency interested in developing Alternative Dispute Resolution techniques must
design one specific to their own needs. A lot of current expertise in this field is based in Canada
and the USA but there are also consultants with this expertise in Ireland. If you require any more
information as to which companies work in this area please contact HSNPF for details 
(Tel. 01 6167400 e-mail: info@hsnpf.ie)

Useful Sources:
www.adr.ca
www.fmcs.gov/internet/
www.mediatorsinstituteireland.ie

Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR)
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Organisational Conflict – the unseen thief of resources and why this conflict should
receive a lot more attention than is presently the case

The overall cost of organisational conflict is hard to fully quantify but it makes up a substantial
proportion of any organisation’s resources. Studies suggest anything from 30% of a line manager’s
time may be occupied with conflict issues with one study carried out by Watson & Hoffman citing
42% of management time occupied in this way. Similarly, performance problems among staff,
largely resulting from strained relations between staff members is thought to account for over 
65% of performance deficits (Daniel Dana, 1984). Lack of skill and knowledge on the part of 
the employee is a far less likely cause of performance deficiencies. 

Most organisations, particularly medium to large sized ones, have some kind of system in 
place to deal with disputes and conflict. Most of these systems depend heavily on rights based
grievance procedures, usually accessed externally. They run from internal investigative processes to
conciliation provided by the Labour Relations Commission and full arbitration and binding decisions
handed down by the Labour Court. There is a growing recognition (albeit slowly) that interest
based processes employing ADR can empower staff and managers to deal locally with a whole
range of conflicts from the interpersonal to wider disputes between groups or departments.

A further step can be taken on the Conflict Management ladder combining the whole gamut of
rights based and interest based processes to form an Integrated Conflict Management System.
They are comprehensive tools for the cohesive integration of Organisation Development, Alternative
Dispute Resolution and Human Resource principles. To be fully integrated these systems should 
be complemented by Fostering and Sustaining Elements, these are organisation wide practice 
and support structures that help to prevent and manage conflict, examples include coaching and
mentoring capacities, Designated Contact Persons (particularly useful for Bullying and Harassment
cases) and widely available training in interest based negotiation methods. When combined such
measures help to create a “conflict competent” organisation capable of surfacing its conflicts in the
certain knowledge that it will be handled responsibly and respectfully. This is also the correct kind
of environment in which to encourage and engender the development of a Learning Organisation. 

The main characteristics of an Integrated Conflict Management System are:

� Breadth – This sort of system can deal with all types of problems at the earliest possible stage and
in the most cost effective way. It is equally effective for labour issues and interpersonal difficulties.

� A Conflict Competent Culture – Conflict is regarded as inevitable and where handled
properly can create the energy for constructive change.

� Multiple Access Points – to any part of the system, either through a trusted individual in 
the system or directly into one of the systems processes through the HR department or 
co-ordinating body amongst others. The person is not bounced from one place to another,
although they may choose from a multiplicity of options.

� Multiple Options – a person or group can choose to access the system through any one of a
number of points on the rights based or interest based side according to their needs. They can also
move between rights based and interest based processes if this becomes necessary at any stage.

� Structures and Individuals that Co-ordinate and Support Multiple Access Points –
These underpin the overall structure by way of complementary resources and skilled
professionals available to all. Transparency and information are crucial to this type of system. 
It is an opportunity for employees to make an input into systems change by way of their
firsthand experience and feedback.

Integrated Conflict Management Systems
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More and more organisations world-wide are developing conflict management systems designed 
to place staff in a position to deal with conflict in a positive way, hopefully avoiding dispute in the
workplace and an over-reliance on formal grievance procedures that eat up time and resources.
Each individual organisation is best placed to design its own principles and if developed jointly with
staff and unions these systems are all the more powerful. Conflict management systems should
include procedures for dealing with grievances both formally and informally. They usually involve
training for staff in conflict management and can involve policy documents on recommended
behaviour. Below is an example of principles which staff are encouraged to follow in the US
Department of the Navy available on http://mediate.com

� Think Before Reacting – consider the options, weigh the possibilities

� Listen Actively – listen to body language as well as words and let people know you have
heard “What I heard you say is…”

� Assure a Fair Process – even the perception of unfairness can destroy a resolution

� Attack the Problem – not each other

� Accept Responsibility – in order to resolve a conflict we must accept our share of the
responsibility and eliminate the concept of blame

� Use Direct Communication – say what we mean and mean what we say using “I-messages”
expressing our own wants rather than “you-messages” which blame or criticise the listener

� Look for Interests – uncover why each party wants something and look for what is really
important in the issue

� Focus on the Future – what do we want to do differently tomorrow?

� Options for Mutual Gain – our gain at the expense of someone else will prolong the
conflict – we must all be better off tomorrow

Principles Of Conflict Resolution
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Mediation can be described as “assisted communications for agreement”. It involves the use of an
impartial, neutral, balanced and safe third party by parties in dispute. There are key principles to the
use of mediation:

� Voluntary – all parties must take part voluntarily

� Confidential – to whatever extent that the parties involved desire

� Collaborative – parties are encouraged to work together to reach the best outcome

� Self-determining – nothing is imposed on the parties – they control the mediated agreement

� Informed – it is the role of the mediator to ensure that the parties get access to all the
information necessary to make their decisions

If you actively resolve your own conflict (in this case with the assistance of a mediator) research
shows that participant satisfaction, the likelihood of compliance and self-esteem are found to be
dramatically elevated.

The use of mediation is increasing all the time in the US in place of the stress and cost of legal
proceedings and formal workplace investigation processes. It is also growing in use in Ireland. 
It is more commonly used in one to one disputes such as bullying cases, breaches in equality law
etc. – all cases presented to the Office of the Director for Equality Investigations are automatically
offered the option of mediation before they go for investigation and half of their investigating
officers are fully trained in mediation. Mediation can either take the form of shuttle mediation 
with the mediator going from one party to the other or the mediator will work with all the parties
together. Trained, accredited mediators are well versed in ADR and Conflict Management Principles. 

www.mediatorsinstituteireland.ie

Mediation
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Facilitation of itself is a change management tool. The involvement of an impartial facilitator is
known to positively influence the way groups approach change. A facilitator can also guide any
group as to which of the tools outlined in this document is appropriate to the task in hand. The
HSNPF Facilitators are FETAC Accredited and in some instances are members of professional
bodies. They have a wide range of qualifications, knowledge and experience of the application of
change processes and have accreditation to work in several of the areas described in this booklet. 

Of course there is a great deal more to the HSNPF Facilitators’ role than introducing change
processes to partnership groups. They are constantly working, as independently placed facilitators,
to meet the needs of staff, management, unions, Partnership Committees and client groups within
the health services, taking account of their concerns, anxieties, vulnerabilities, hopes, goals and
expectations. They do so, inter alia, by addressing:

� Group development needs

� Team building

� Training needs

� Leadership development

� Effective meeting processes

� Self and group awareness

� Appropriate use of facilitation skills:
� Observation
� Listening
� Intervention

Facilitation
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A Future Search Conference is a type of planning conference that meets two goals at the same time:

� Helps groups discover values, purposes and goals they hold in common

� Enables people to create a desired future together and to start working toward it right away

The conference is designed around principles that allow people to work together without having 
to defend a particular agenda. This opens the door to creative new opportunities:

Future Search Principles:
� Get the “whole system” in the room (partnership looks to include management, union

representatives, and staff – and, where appropriate, other stakeholders and service users 
e.g. patients)

� Think globally, act locally

� Work common ground/desired futures

� Acknowledge the past – briefly review present – co-create future vision

� Self-managed discussions and action plans

� “Getting to Yes” and JPS principles and processes are applied

Examples of Future Search activity organised by HSNPF:
The two APPM consultative conferences involving 400 managers, union reps and staff, held in 
May and June 2002 were designed and facilitated by HSNPF Facilitators for the APPM Steering
Committee as adapted Search Conferences, with three phases; Diagnosis, Future Vision, Action Plan.

The SWAHB Health Promotion Service ran a two-day Future Search Conference involving 
52 participants in November 2002. The event was designed and facilitated for the SWAHB
organising team by external consultants with HSNPF Facilitators.

In Beaumont Hospital, NEHB and SVUH a number of adapted Search Conference programmes
have been sponsored by Partnership Committees and designed and facilitated by groups of 
HSNPF Facilitators.

Best Sources: 
Future Search: An action guide to finding common ground in organisations and
communities by Marvin Weisbord & Sandra Janoff. San Francisco, Berrett-Koehler
Publishers, 1995.

www.futuresearch.net

Future Search Conferences
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Open Space Technology enables all kinds of people, in any kind of organisation, to create inspired
meetings and events. In Open Space meetings, participants create and manage their own agenda.
The common result is a powerful, effective connecting and strengthening of change processes in
the organisation with planning and action, learning and doing, passion and willingness to take
responsibility.

Open Space works best when the work to be done is complex, the people and ideas involved 
are diverse, the passion for resolution (and potential for conflict) are high, and the time to get it
done is short. And, while Open Space is known for its apparent lack of structure and welcoming 
of surprises, it turns out that the Open Space meeting or organisation is actually very structured –
but the structure so perfectly fits the people and the work at hand that it goes unnoticed in its
proper role of supporting (not blocking) best work. In fact, the stories and work plans woven in
Open Space are generally more complex, more robust, more durable – and can move a great 
deal faster than expert – or management driven designs. In Open Space meetings:

� All of the issues that are MOST important to the participants will be raised.

� All of the issues raised will be addressed by those participants most qualified and capable 
of getting something done on each of them.

� In a time as short as one or two days, all of the most important ideas, discussion, data,
recommendations, conclusions, questions for further study, and plans for immediate action
will be documented.

� When appropriate and time is allowed for it, the total contents of a report document can 
be focused and prioritised in a matter of a few hours, even with very large groups (100s).

� Results can be planned and implemented faster than many other kinds of “large-group
intervention”. It is literally possible to accomplish in days and weeks what some other
approaches take months and years to do.

Best source: Open Space Technology – A User’s Guide, Harrison Owen, 
(Berrett-Koehler Publishers, Inc. 1997)
ISBN 1-57675-024-8

Open Space Technology
(This synopsis is based on an article by Michael Herman)
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Chris Argyris is associated with organisational learning and action science. He is regarded as the
leading author of the theory of single-loop and double loop learning. Hedberg uses the term 
meta-learning to describe what Argyris calls double-loop learning. Argyris describes them thus:

“When the error detected and corrected permits the organisation to carry on its

present policies or achieve its present objectives, then that error-and-correction

process is single-loop learning. Single-loop learning is like a thermostat that learns

when it is too hot or too cold and turns the heat on or off. The thermostat can

perform this task because it can receive information (the temperature of the room)

and take corrective action. Double-loop learning occurs when error is detected and

corrected in ways that involve the modification of an organisation’s underlying norms,

policies and objectives.”

So single-loop learning involves adaptive change, learning and improving the system without
changing the norms. Double-loop learning requires a change in underlying values and
assumptions. The process also seeks to highlight the differences between “espoused theory” 
and “theory in use” and to learn from the contradictions. For example an employer, or trade union
leader (or organisation) may espouse a theory of partnership for handling change. In practice they
may apply a “command and control” or conflict based approach to a situation. The individual and
organisational learning opportunity lies in discussing and examining what is going on and changing
the underlying values from adversarial to collaborative working. 

Meta learning occurs when there is transformational change, usually involving change in
attitudes and relationships as well as in underlying norms and practices. Meta-learning, is learning
about the context of learning as well as the content of learning. Rosengarten (1995) conducted a
meta-analysis of 30 approaches to learning organisations. He found ten key characteristics:

1. Team work and team learning.

2. Systemic thinking and mental models.

3. Free vertical and horizontal flow of information.

4. Education and training of the whole workforce.

5. Learning reward system for employees.

6. Continuous improvement of work.

7. Flexibility of employees and company strategies.

8. Decentralised hierarchies and participative management.

9. Constant experimentation.

10. Supportive corporate cultures.

Learning Systems
Single-Loop, Double-Loop and Meta Learning
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Kolb 
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This model of learning is now closely associated with experiential adult learning often used to
create a framework and environment for change management. It provides a means of testing new
ideas and methods and the space in which to reflect on their effectiveness through a review.
Conclusions are then reached from this review which in turn leads in to a new phase of planning.
The cycle can and should be repeated on an ongoing basis to create tangible evidence based
progress within an organisation or group.

Phase 1 – Concrete experience – test out new ideas

Phase 2 – Observation and reflection – Reflect on experience – identify what went well
and what did not

Phase 3 – Forming abstract concepts – Draw conclusions/Decide what was learnt/What
were the benefits/What unforeseen issues are emerging

Phase 4 – Testing in new situations – Planning next phase/Test out conclusions
and/or/new ideas generated through recent learning

Kolb’s Learning Cycle

David Kolb’s Experiential Learning Cycle

concrete 
experience [1]

observation 
and reflection [2]

testing in 
new situations [4]

forming abstract 
concepts [3]



HOW?

Process

Task

Relationships
Attitudes/Beliefs

Systems/Methods

Current
State

WHAT?

WHY? – WHO WE ARE

BA
Future State

Vision
Objectives

This model contains three elements: Process; Task and Relationships. It is based on basic 
change management questions: “Where are we now?; “Where do we want to go?”; and 
“How will we get there?”.

“Hamburger” Model for Managing Change

Crucially this model makes the link between the overall state of relationships underpinning 
the effectiveness of processes used to carry out the organisation’s mission or task. Frequently
problems on the Task or Process lines are actually symptoms of difficulties being experienced 
at the Relationship level. This model calls for a holistic view of organisations. 

Source: Savage Young & Associates – Change Facilitation Development Manual 
(OHM, Making Change Happen Programme) 2002

Hamburger Model
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With his six coloured hats Edward de Bono has designed a system aimed at expanding one’s
thinking to cover every angle of a problem. The six hats are as follows:

� White – for facts, figures and objective information

� Red – for emotions and feelings

� Black – for logical negative thoughts

� Yellow – for positive constructive thoughts

� Green – for creativity and new ideas

� Blue – for control of the other hats and thinking steps

Putting on a particular hat is aimed at focusing your thinking in that direction. It can also give you
permission to think in a way which may not be usual in any given situation e.g. red hat thinking/
emotions in work situation. Switching hats can also be used to help people to move from a stuck
position e.g. asking a detractor to wear a yellow hat to look for positives in a situation may change
their negative thinking about a proposal. Equally asking a yellow hat thinker to wear a black hat may
help them to test their positive thinking around a proposal.

Training through accredited “De Bono” trainers, this thinking system is used by companies such as
IBM, Federal Express, British Airways etc.

Edward de Bono’s “Six Thinking Hats”
(From a summary by Sylvie Labelle)
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This booklet, “Tools for Change through Partnership” aims to provide information on some of
the techniques and methods that have been developed internationally for approaching change and
solving problems in the workplace ranging across:

� Problem Solving Techniques for both small and large groups

� Learning Systems

� Whole Systems Change Processes

� Conflict Resolution Techniques and

� Alternative Dispute Resolution 

Within the HSNPF Facilitator group there is the experience to successfully apply a wide range of
these approaches and the facilitators can advise on or source suitable external consultants where
necessary. If you require any more information about any process described in this booklet please
contact your local Partnership Facilitator (details of all facilitators can be found on our website) 
or contact:

HSNPF Head Office,
3rd Floor,
Block 2,
Phoenix House,
Conyngham Road,
Dublin 8.

Tel. 01 6167400
Fax. 01 6167419
e-mail: info@hsnpf.ie
www.hsnpf.ie

Prepared by Lesley Hewson, Mai Kearns McAdam, John McAdam, Liz White
HSNPF Partnership Facilitators, January 2004
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