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would require tremendous amounts of time traveling

away from home and concluded that helping his own -

town to flourish may be more rewarding than diluting
his energies. Furthermore, he acknowledged that he
already has made significant contributions to chang-
ing the world and has affected many people. He no
longer felt the need to burden himself with the respon-
sibility of fulfilling every opportunity he creates. If, at
the time of our interview, Andy seemed to be actively
suffering the contradictory pulls of the achiever and
the strategist action-logics, 6 months later, at the time
of our feedback session, he seemed to have completed
a transition on this issue to treating the strategist
action-logic as primary, valuing quality over quantity.
“I'm at peace with the decision not to expand. I wish I
hadn’t had to spend all the money to find out, but I'm
glad I gave myself the basis for making the best deci-
sion.” (It is important to point out that the reasoning
about the decision is at stake here, not the content of
the decision; one can conceive of a strategist-like way
of developing a multisite business—indeed, an earlier
study shows several medical entrepreneurs, scored as
strategists, doing just that [Hirsch, 1988; Torbert,
1991}.)
Second, Andy highly values the face-to-face con-
nection he has with his employees and fears that with
‘expansion and less personalized relationships, he
would lose the key to success. This belief was rein-
forced by other successful entrepreneurs whom he
met at the Entrepreneur of the Year gathering at the
White House in June 1997, where Andy conducted an
informal survey to shed light on the values of other en-
trepreneurs. “My colleagues, again and again, said
people are the secret,” Andy summarized. “Passion,
people, and money are the important ingredients to a
successful business, in that order,” he concluded.
Andy clarified for us that he has plenty of passion and
money and that the important ingredient now is to
continue nurturing his relationships at work and at
home.
Third, Andy was confronted with the negative in-
- fluence of greed as he explored expansion. Andy
found that his new potential investors greedily tried
tobend him from his loyalties to his original investors,
an influence attempt that Andy both resisted and
found distasteful.

When we review our interview with Andy, we see
the most frequent recurrence of the strategist action-
logic in his comments, particularly in his openness to
exploring possible incongruities in himself, though
the achiever voice was certainly strongly represented

as well. The predominance of the strategist action-
logic seems both confirmed and even clearer during
our feedback dialogue with Andy several months
later, when we discussed his interim decisions and his
reflections on the interview and this analysis. This
very decision process may have helped him move
somewhat from greater attunement to his achiever
voice to greater appreciation of and attunement to his
strategist voice.

However, we should emphasize that our analysis
of Andy is based on short episodes of second-person
research/practice (the single interview and the single
follow-up session we have held with him), whereas
the data we have reported or referenced at other
points in this article are based on executives who have
taken a “third-person” sentence completion measure,
the analysis of which has been highly structured,
quantified, and validated over many years. Thus, we
offer you our analysis, as we offered it to Andy, in the
spirit of a continuing inquiry. '

DEVELOPMENTAL ACTION
INQUIRY AS RESEARCH METHOD
AND ACTION PRACTICE

Andy’s rank ordering of passion, people, and
money as keys to success in business correlates in an
interesting way with the research/practice of devel-
opmental action inquiry. According to the theory and
practice of developmental action inquiry, one’s pas-
sion becomes increasingly focused, clarified, and con-
structive through forms of first-person research/prac-
tice (interwoven with second- and third-person
experiences). One’s relationships with particular
other people and teams become increasingly focused
and liberatingly transformational through forms of
second-person research/ practice. Money is generated
through successful third-person research/practices
that develop products and strategies that appeal to
third-persons whom one does not know personally
(e.g., customers).

The early developmental action-logics (opportun-
ist, diplomat, technician) are the least oriented toward
research in the midst of practice. They treat unre-
searched and unintegrated first-, second-, and third-
person action-logics as governing variables. More pre-
cisely, the opportunist treats his or her own first-
person preferences, exclusive of others’ preferences,
as guides for action. The diplomat treats the second-
person preferences of his or her significant others as
determinative. And the technician treats the third-



person “objective” logics of crafts (be the craft mathe-
matics, sailboating, or dialogical conversation) as
regulative. The achiever action-logic attempts to bal-
ance these three sources of influence (the subjective,
the intersubjective, and the objective) with one an-
other but still without critically examining and poten-
tially transforming the assumptions guiding personal
preference, group norms, or wider organizational
structures and traditions. Thus, the achiever action-
logic is still driven by uncritically introjected cultural
elements and does not self-consciously seek to inte-
grate one’s own and others’ real-time research and
practice. It is only in the transition between the
achiever and the strategist action-logics that a volun-
tary self-criticalness, amutual criticalness with others,
and a critical study of vital cultural values begin to be-
come the basis for action. It is only in this transition
that inquiry begins to take priority over conformity,
that research truly begins to guide practice. (And one
of the disorienting things one initially encounters in
an intentional effort to integrate research and practice,
as Andy did when he spoke of hypocrisy, is how in-
congruent one’s daily practice typically is from what
one espouses as one’s deepest values [Argyris &
Schon, 1974; Harrison, 1995; Torbert, 1976].)

The strategist seeks theory, method, and practices
* that help interweave first-, second-, and third-person
research/practice and that help align visioning,
strategizing, performing, and assessing results. But
each approach has its blind sides, so ultimately the
question arises, “Not by what kind of general strategy,
but by what kind of moment-to-moment alchemy
does one, with others, maintain an active inquiry amid
action?” Addressing this dilemma brings one to the
transition to the “chaotic” magician/witch/clown
action-logic, in which one learns to remain present to
the continual inner interplay of transformational ener-
gies as well as to the external appearance of stability
and intractable problems that we conventionally
encounter.

Thus, developmental action inquiry is primarily an
approach that is generalized one person at a time (and
slowly, at best, across a lifetime of inquiry) about how
to focus one’s own passions and actions to create a
good life; about how to create minicommunities of in-
quiry with one’s family, friends, and colleagues; and
about how to enact constructive leadership in the
third-person organizational roles one plays (Torbert,
1997, 1999). To us, Andy Wilson seems deeply en-
gaged in such self-critical and self-transforming first-,
second-, and third-person research/practices.
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Developmental Action Inquiry
in This Group Interview

As just described in the previous paragraphs, inso-
far as this group interview concerned an effort to dis-
cover the first-person research/practice action-logic
underlying Andy Wilson'’s entrepreneurial success,
our analysis suggests that his orientation toward late-
stage action-logics, centered on the strategist voice, is
a plausible basis for his success. To make somewhat
too neat a package of it, his visioning has a strong ma-
gician element, his strategizing (balancing passion,
principle, people, and money) is predominantly
strategist-like, his entrepreneurial performing has a
strong achiever quality, and his (self-)assessing has a
definite technician flavor. Our two experiences with
Andy across 6 months suggest that he was moving de-
velopmentally through an achiever-strategist transi-
tion, gradually aligning his practice more solidly on
strategist-like governing variables.

Insofar as this group interview with Andy con-
cerned second-person research/practice, we seeanin-
teraction process much more characteristic of collabo-
rative inquiry organizing than of systematic
productivity organizing (see Table 3). First, we were
quite explicitly inquiring together about the underly-
ing patterns of Andy’s leadership and success. Sec-
ond, instead of conducting the interview through a
predetermined interview schedule that focuses solely
on the interview subject, the consulting class used no
prescribed interview schedule and no prescribed se-
quence of interlocutors. The interview took place ona
snowy morning in the professor’s cozy living room.
Several of the class members removed their shoes, and
others trotted back and forth to the kitchen for coffee
refills. Andy, dressed in jeans, sat back casually in a
deep arm chair. Once everyone settled down and the
professor (Bill) welcomed Andy, Jennifer kicked off
the unstructured interview by suggesting that we
make the direction of the interview a discussible pro-
cess (“I wanted to make a recommendation also, that
we, as a class, stop if we feel like we're going on the
wrong tangent and discuss outwardly why we think
we're going on the wrong path.”). Although this pre-
cise process does not take place, the reader will recall
that different members of the interviewing group pur-
sue distinctive directions of questioning and actively
test attributions about Andy that might ordinarily go
undiscussed and untested. For example, Ben, the stu-
dent who speaks at the outset right after Jennifer, re-
veals that he has been opposed to the interview as an
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exercise and asks Andy a rather confronting question:
“Given that things [i.e., the business] are going posi-
tively ... why would this be a time for you, personally,
to reflect?”

This nonconventional interview opening signals
the multivocal, second-person community of on-line
reflective practice (Schon, 1983) into which Andy is
being invited. From the opening comments of the pro-
fessor and two other class members, the field of.in-
quiry is widened to include the question of how the in-
terviewers themselves are performing and how the
interview as a process is proceeding. There was noth-
ing “canned” about the exercise (at that time, there
was no plan to transcribe, analyze, and publish the re-
sult). There was a living sense from moment to mo-
ment that we were cooperating together to see as
deeply and clearly as possible—to confront and pene-
trate beyond possible illusions—to test the relations
between “espoused theories” and “theories-in-use”
(Argyris & Schon, 1974).

Although this single case permits no final empirical
judgment about the matter, we suggest that both the
openness of the class about its own process and the
promise and eventual realization of a feedback and
validity testing session with Andy played a significant
role in the openness with which he was willing to ex-
plore his action dilemmas with us. At the same time,
Andy’s willingness to engage in these self-study ac-
tivities and to reveal his vulnerabilities and unan-
swered questions is an unobtrusive measure of the
strategist-like quality of his action-logic.

Developmental Action Inquiry as
a Third-Person Research/Practice

Our group interview with Andy also contributes to
third-person research/practice in several ways. The
tape recording and transcription of the interview, as
well as its presentation in the “Meet the Person” sec-
tion of this issue, give third-person readers a third-
person (if only single-channel) version of what was
said. (The transcript has been lightly edited for clarity,
one tangential section has been omitted to reduce
length, and one short set of comments has been elimi-
nated because it would have unethically violated
someone’s confidentiality.) The transcript as it ap-
pears here in the Journal of Management Inquiry is open
to any number of interpretations and permits the
reader to make an independent judgment about the
interpretations we offer.

A second way that this group interview contributes
to third-person research/practice is that it demon-
strates how extensive prior testing, using psychomet-
ric and behavioral measures (see various Fisher and
Torbert references), can give a theory—in this case, de-
velopmental action inquiry—grounding in empirical
positivist and multimethod eclectic approaches to
third-person research/practice (see Table 1 again, as
well as Table 4) that can be put to use in analyzing a
single clinical case such as this interview. At the same
time, the multivocal conduct and analysis of this inter-
view, as well as the practice of the feedback session, il-
lustrate the postmodern interpretivist and the coop-
erative ecological inquiry aspects of developmental
action inquiry (see Tables 1 and 4).

Our action aim in presenting these two articles to-
gether cannot be to prove anything because we pres-
entbuta single case. Rather, our aim has been twofold:
(a) to illustrate one of many ways in which both busi-
ness practice and research on management can be en-
riched by methods that interweave first-person,
second-person, and third-person research/practice
and (b) to invite each reader (Andy Wilson, the other
consulting class participants, and JMI readers) to con-
sider whether to commit to examining one’s own and
others’ action-logics in real-time interactions as a way
to gauge what subsequent actions are more or less
likely to generate greater efficiency, effectiveness, le-
gitimacy, and transformation.

In conclusion, our call for further research into the
theory, method, and practice of developmental action
inquiry is not a call for more third-person research
only but rather is a call for interweaving first-, sec-
ond-, and third-person research/practice as illus-
trated here by Andy Wilson, the consulting class, and
this article.
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