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Abstract: The purpose of this paper is to describe the GENERATIVE 

method, a methodology for promoting change in human systems (i.e., 

contexts involving human interactions, such as organizations, communities, 

institutions). The first part of the paper is focused on the description of the 

interactionist and constructionist epistemological background adopted. The 

second is dedicated to the presentation of human systems as socially 

constructed realities. The third part is dedicated to the description of the 

three recursive steps of the GENERATIVE methodology: The system 

analysis, the negotiation and redefinition of goals and the pragmatic 

intervention. Finally, the presentation of the methodological steps is 

critically discussed in order to show how this methodology is particularly 

useful and effective in promoting change in human systems. The paper aims 

to provide insights and guidelines to professionals, practitioners and 

consultants working in contexts involving human interactions. 
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Introduction 

The aim of the present paper is to propose and 

describe in depth the GENERATIVE method 

(GENERATIVE methodology for performative 

intervention in human systems), a methodology of 

intervention in contexts involving human interactions 

(organizations, institutions and communities), developed 

within a theoretical framework inspired by Symbolic 

Interactionism and Social Constructionism (Burr, 1998; 

Gergen, 1999; 2009). The main focus will be on the 

formulation of a methodological proposal and its 

connections to the epistemological background.  

This paper is developed around three key concepts: 

The first is “shared forms of meaning”, to be intended 

as a set of meanings, values and practices which 

dynamically generate-and are generated by-the human 

system. The second is “human system”, with which we 

intend a system composed by people interacting in the 

framework of a set of common and (at least partially) 

institutionalized goals, providing meaning to it. The 

third concept is the role of whom promotes and 

facilitates the connection and the continuous interaction 

among different forms of meaning that constitute a 

human system, that is the “change facilitator”: We use 

this label, instead of, for example, consultant, or 

practitioner, because we want to stress the broader field 

of application of this role, who can not only intervene 

in the field of consultancy to organizations, but also in 

other forms of human systems. 

Epistemological and Theoretical Background 

The theoretical background of the present paper is 

rooted in Symbolic Interactionism (Blumer, 1969; 

Mead, 1934) and Social Constructionism (Gergen, 

1973; 1999; 2011). 

The core of the interactionist approach poses 

meaning as the by-product of human interactions 

(Mead, 1934). According to Blumer (1969), human 

beings act toward social phenomena on the basis of the 

meaning it assumes for them. Meaning is handled and 

modified through an interpretative process used by the 

person in dealing with the things he/she encounters 

(Blumer, 1969). In other words, all human reality, at 

least in the universe of symbols and meaning, is 

generated by the interaction between individuals 

(Berger and Luckmann, 1967). More specifically, when 
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we talk about social interaction, we are not referring 

exclusively to interpersonal exchanges: Meaning 

emerges as a result of wider and transversal 

constructions, which can be found in societal dynamics 

(Doise and Mapstone, 1986; Wagner and László, 2003) 

that provide a common ground of knowledge, “a set of 

meanings that are mutually known, believed, 

presupposed, or taken for granted by the participants of 

a joint activity” (Kashima, 2014). 

Gergen’s social constructionism criticises the 

prominent role that the individual mind has in human 

sciences and in culture (Gergen, 1997; 1999), which has 

brought, at least in psychology, to unfruitful attempts to 

control, predict and assess the “real” reality of 

individuals. On the contrary, heavily based on symbolic 

interactionism, social constructionism poses that human 

reality is neither objective nor universal but rather a 

social construction and that it is only in relationship with 

others that an individual exists (Gergen, 2009; 2011): 

Language and dialogue are the core of the process of 

meaning generation that characterizes human beings 

(Kegan and Lahey, 2001). 

These assumptions have great impact on the way we 

propose to approach organizations and human 

relationships. Following the social constructionist 

approach, institutions, communities and organizations 

can be conceived as human products designed to fulfil 

specific social and cultural needs expressed by groups 

of people (Berger and Luckmann, 1967). We use the 

label “human system” to refer to all those systems 

composed and constructed by people interacting. Thus, 

what a human system is, in terms of the meaning 

deeply woven into the specific human system, is 

generated by the interaction among its members. In 

other words, it is constructed through the way in which 

individuals talk and act referring to it, whether it is an 

organization, a community, an association or an 

institution (Gergen et al., 2004; Gergen and 

Thatchenkery, 2004). For example, in the organizational 

context, even individual action is not to be considered 

as the result of the individual information processing, 

but as inherently social, deriving from shared meanings 

(Sugiman et al., 2008). The change facilitator 

articulates his methodological choices adopting the 

described epistemological background and according to 

the conception of human system: For example, 

concepts as validity and reliability, which are common 

criteria to assess the integrity of research in positivist 

research (Johnson and Cassell, 2001), lose their 

universal power of explanation. Instead, they can be 

adopted for their situated implication (Henwood and 

Pidgeon, 1992), so that the change facilitator, rather 

than being concerned with finding general laws of the 

human system reality, may focus on the processes of 

meaning construction that contextually generate that 

peculiar organizational reality (Gergen, 1999; Johnson and 

Cassell, 2001). Since organizations are not objective 

realities but symbolic units to which people give and 

share meaning, “problems”-and the way people act 

towards them-are also not objective or “within 

individuals” (as more or less stable characteristics and 

capacities), but rather they are the product of 

dysfunctional relational attempts to adapt to specific 

inter-personal and cultural contexts (Gergen and 

Thatchenkery, 2004; Perren and Grant, 2000). 

Presentation of the GENERATIVE Method: 

Theoretical Background 

The theoretical model that sustains our 

methodological proposal describes the construction of 

the meaning of a human system. It is widely based on 

other theoretical proposals (Contarello et al., 2009; 

Flick, 1998) that have been adapted in order to shape it 

according to the epistemological background. 

Graphically, the model can be represented adapting a 

visual form initially proposed by Flick (2000). This 

representation can be used to describe the construct of 

human system as a set of meanings generated in the 

continuous reciprocal interaction between different 

“domains” of meaning construction. This graphical 

representation is not created in order to explain what a 

human system “is” in terms of reality, but in order to 

explain the theoretical model (Nencini and Prati, 2010; 

Prati and Nencini, 2011).  

According to this model, we can identify three 

main domains of meaning construction that contribute 

to the complex and reified meaning of a human 

system (Fig. 1). 

The “cultural and ideological domain” refers to 

diffuse and deep-rooted forms of shared knowledge that 

are constituted by narratives that are available to 

everyone and that everyone can easily refer to when 

interacting with others (Bruner, 1991; Hammack, 2008; 

László, 2008). This domain of meaning construction can 

be imagined as constituted by widespread values, ethics 

and ideologies disseminated in the specific context of the 

human system. Various authors have contributed to the 

development of theories regarding widely diffused 

narratives. The Theory of Master Narratives (Hammack, 

2008) describes how narratives constitute these forms of 

knowledge. Master narratives can be described as “a 

collective storyline which group members perceive as 

compulsory-a story which is so central to the group’s 

existence and ’essence’ that it commands identification 

and integration into the personal narrative” (Hammack, 

2011). Examples of these master narratives can be 

found in social categories, such as gender, race and 

nationality (Hammack, 2006). 
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Fig. 1. Human system as socially constructed reality 

 

Master narratives are continuously shaped as 

individuals interact and make decisions about which 

aspects of them to appropriate and which to repudiate 

(Hammack, 2011). Rappaport (2000) described 

“Dominant cultural narratives” as “over learned 

stories communicated through mass media or other 

large social and cultural institutions and social networks” 

(Rappaport, 2000). The dominant cultural narratives are 

known by most people in a culture. The author specifies 

these narratives both as direct and coded as visual 

images, as symbols, as stereotypes and as ritualized 

performances of behaviour (Rappaport, 2000). 

The “domain of interpersonal and intergroup 

theories” is represented by theories that guide each 

individual to act contextually towards the human system 

and towards others in order to interpret and explain what 

is happening. Theories pertaining to this domain build 

their assumptions within the cultural domain described 

above and run as explanatory anchoring for the 

behaviour and the organizational functioning. Several 

theories have described the connection between cultural 

and social forms of contextual knowledge and 

behaviour: Moscovici, since his earlier formulations, 

defined social representations as “the elaboration of a 

social object by the community for the purpose of 

behaving and communicating” (Moscovici, 1963). 

Further developments of the Social Representations 

Theory extended the conceptualization linking 

representations and behaviour (Wagner, 1994), as 

Doise’s contribution identified four levels in social 

psychology: Intrapersonal, interpersonal, intragroup and 

intergroup (Doise and Mapstone, 1986). 

Interpersonal and intergroup theories constitute the 

representation that each individual has regarding his/her 

role within the human system (such as a professional 

role within an organization), as well as regarding the 

others in terms of groups and in terms of individuals 

(Prati and Nencini, 2011). 

According to the adopted epistemological framework, 

social factors involved in a human system may structure 

meaning through the way in which they reconstruct 

various forms of scientific knowledge into social 

representations and personal theories. In this sense, 

scientific formalizations of knowledge are not to be 

intended as concrete pictures of specific organizational 

or psychological aspects (e.g., how the role of the perfect 

leader should work), or methodological praxis (e.g., how 

to operate within organizations). Instead, they can be 

used as forms of knowledge that can guide the change 

facilitator in his/her approach to the explicit 

reconstruction of the human system’s meaning. 

Formalized scientific theories provide sources of 

comparison between possible narratives describing 

peculiar forms of human systems and offer insights of 

interventions that generated changes in other contexts. 

Some of these theories can be particularly useful in 

our domain of intervention. For example, leadership 

theories are often relevant in organizational contexts 

for their circular power of describing and providing 

effective forms of interaction (Avolio et al., 2009; 

Dachler and Hosking, 1995; Zacko-Smith, 2007). Other 

relevant examples are constituted by theories 

describing emotions in organizations (Coupland et al., 

2008) or descriptive and prescriptive stereotypes of 

gender in organizations (Heilman, 2012). 

Finally, the domain of “practices and pragmatic 

constrains” refers to the way in which environmental 

constraints, actions and practices give meaning to their 

environments, thus contributing to particular 

constructions of situated meaning. At this level, which is 

characterized for being more contextual and pragmatic 

compared to the previous ones, the focus is on concrete 
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elements of the environment (such as the peculiar 

elements of a workplace or of a room), pragmatic 

elements that reify roles and interactions (for example, 

the use of a white coat and a stethoscope by the medical 

staff in a hospital), or specific procedure and documents 

(such as the use of badges to record attendance in a 

workplace or formalized regular meetings among 

managers in an organization). The contribution of 

practices and pragmatic constrains, although apparently 

less evident than other sources of meaning construction, 

is strongly involved in structuring the meaning of a 

particular human system in a specific environment and a 

specific situation (Prati and Nencini, 2011). 

As in the interpersonal and intergroup domain, 

several authors in the field of environmental psychology 

have developed significant contributions to this topic, 

creating scientific formalizations of the reality of 

practices. For example, Twigger-Ross and Uzzell (1996) 

described how environment contributes to maintenance 

and development of identity processes, while 

Gustafson (2001) developed a three interrelated poles 

model of self, others and environment, explaining the 

way in which meanings are attributed to places. 

Considering specifically the organizational human 

system, several researchers in the ergonomics field 

have inquired the connections between characteristics 

of the workplace and occupational health (Fairbrother and 

Warn, 2003; Leather et al., 1998). Once again, 

scientific knowledge is performatively used here in 

order to frame and share what can be observed in a 

particular human system, while collecting personal 

theories and practices by different social actors 

regarding their perception of their environment. 

According to these assumptions, we stress how the 

GENERATIVE method considers human systems as 

symbolic unities, confined by the meaning given by 

people to them. As the three domains of meaning 

construction are continuously redefining and modifying 

their contents, the way the change facilitator enters and 

intervenes with the human system has to be defined 

according to the way the human system itself is 

configured in that specific moment. In other words, the 

change facilitator becomes part of the interactive process 

of meaning construction and contributes to generate 

peculiar meaning to the whole system during the 

intervention. As a consequence, he or she is not in a 

“neutral” position and should be aware that could not be 

considered exclusively as a “bringer of truth” or the 

“medicine to the disease” (Cassell and Symon, 2004; 

Denzin and Lincoln, 2000; Gergen, 1999). 
A second consequence of the theoretical assumption 

described above is that problems are not “objective 

entities”, intended as deviations from a normal situation 

or located inside the mind of individuals, but rather they 

can be framed as inefficient constructions of reality. 

Since problems and human systems are considered to be 

socially constructed, interventions cannot be carried out 

as series of “best practices” whose efficacy can be 

considered independently from the context. They need to 

be carried out according to the specific meaning of that 

particular human system. In this vein, the change 

facilitator’s role is to mediate between different possible 

forms of meaning and to promote alternative and more 

effective, constructions of shared meaning. 

Methodological Implications: A Proposal of 

Operating Practice 

The GENERATIVE method stands as a 

comprehensive tool for analyzing and dealing with 

various social realities. The methodology of 

intervention is directly derived from the theoretical 

framework depicted above. 

Before entering into the details of the proposed 

methodological stages, a few assumptions concerning 

what we mean with the term “intervention” and about the 

position of the professional in the process of change 

need to be clarified. 

Consistently with the socio-constructionist approach 

that holds the GENERATIVE method, the very nature of 

the“ intervention” can be assimilated to a peculiar form 

of interaction, characterized by specific assumptions and 

social expectations in terms of roles, “stage” and “plot” 

(Goffman, 1959), in which the professional “enters” the 

context-target and becomes another element that interact 

within the system to generate its meaning (Denzin and 

Lincoln, 2000). In other words, the intervention cannot 

be summarized in the positivist metaphor of a direct and 

intentional action of a “content-expert” who knows what 

is needed in that particular social system, but rather it 

includes all the interactions that the “process-expert” 

professional facilitates in order to promote a change 

which is recursively negotiated with the social system 

(Contarello et al., 2013; Czarniawska, 2001). 

Consequently, the intervention begins in the moment 

in which the change facilitator starts interacting with a 

particular human system. 

According to Goffman (1959), meaning construction 

is both shaped and constrained by social roles and 

expectations. As a consequence the very first “action” of 

the change facilitator is to ensure the sharing of the 

meaning of the intervention itself within all the key 

persons composing the system. This also implies that the 

change facilitator should be ready to evaluate the 

absence of this shared adherence to the meaning of the 

intervention and act consequently. This is not a mere 

matter of changing the name of things, but it is the 

necessary attention that is required in order not to fall in 

a contradiction, that is affirming that reality is socially 

generated independently from the observer. As stressed 
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before, the change facilitator is neither neutral nor 

transparent: His/her presence is already an action which 

perturbs the social system (Contarello et al., 2013). This 

is why it is important that the professional orients his or 

her competences in order to use his/her presence to 

promote a change in the direction that has been 

negotiated, rather than to unconsciously participate in the 

system’s continuous movements. 

To summarize this introduction to the methodological 

assumptions of a potential intervention with a social 

system, we stress that, since each action generates 

meaning, it is important to keep attention on the 

implications of an intervention on a double level: On the 

“meta-theoretical” level, concerning the direction of the 

change that may be produced in interaction with the 

system; on the “pragmaxtical” level, regarding the 

practical implications of every concrete action for the 

“meta-theoretical” level. 

For this purpose, our methodological proposal can 

be divided into three stages: The first, which we call 

“system analysis”; the second, which is characterized 

by recursively renegotiations and redefinitions based 

on the “results” of the first stage; and the third, which 

is commonly associated to a stereotypical 

“intervention”, characterized by actions and activities 

guided by the professional (Fig. 2). Because these 

three stages are largely overlapped and their 

sequential development is actually circular, it is 

difficult (and not really useful) to clearly affirm which 

stage that a particular action belongs to. Nevertheless, 

for expositive purposes, we present here the core 

elements of each methodological stage. 

The System Analysis 

On the “pragmatic” level, the system analysis is 

proposed as an integrated set of actions aimed to (a) 

investigate how all the individuals who interact within 

the system contribute to generate meaning about the 

system itself and (b) identify needs, resources and 

critical elements in the system. The major goal at this 

level is to report to the system a sort of “picture” of its 

functioning, by reifying some characteristics in order to 

orient and anticipate the possibility of change. 

When framing the theoretical and methodological 

aspects of an intervention, it is worth noting that the 

source of the request of an intervention is usually a 

representative of the social system at stake or one 

“privileged” member of it and not the system as a whole. 

This is crucial because it guides the next spectrum of 

choices that are available for the change facilitator, from 

the type of needs and requests that will be addressed to 

the type of restitution that will be proposed. This is not 

to say that the system representative’s requests have to 

guide the professional’s intervention, but that the 

peculiar perspective of the privileged interlocutor 

provide a powerful representation of the social system 

which needs to be considered when planning the future 

communications and activities with the social system. 

The process of “system analysis” has another indirect 

advantage: It allows all the social actors to participate in 

a consensual process of change, which explicitly relies 

on their resources and competences. 

From the methodological point of view, the system 

analysis is largely derived from the Grounded Theory 

tradition (Charmaz, 1995; Glaser and Strauss, 1967), 

which aims to reconstruct a social reality by creating 

theoretical categories from the data collected on a 

specific field and then analyzing the relationships 

between key categories (Charmaz, 1990). Given the 

bottom-up approach to data collection and analysis, 

the system analysis inevitably produces situated, 

specific and context-related theories. This 

constructionist approach offers a flexible mean of 

exploring both fluid interactive processes and more 

stable social structures (Charmaz, 1990). 

In line with the theoretical assumptions of the 

GENERATIVE method, the system analysis aims to 

reconstruct the complex matrix of interactions that give 

meaning to the social system by investigating the 

contents and narratives on the three domains 

(ideological, intergroup theories, environmental 

constrains). To this purpose, two forms of contents are 

investigated: Shared artifacts and individuals accounts. 

Shared artifacts are represented by formal 

documents, informal procedures and practices, as well 

as practical tools that are used in the system to carry 

on everyday activities. This information mainly 

covers the “environmental constrain” domain of 

meaning construction. 

Individuals who participate and act in relation to the 

system are invited to provide their views concerning the 

other two major domains of meaning construction. This 

is usually carried out by means of individual interviews 

and focus group discussions. Although we invite the 

reader to refer to other publications in order to deepen 

these two research tools (such as Cassell and Symon, 

2004), a few recommendations on the way they are used 

in the system analysis can be useful. 

First, although there is no mandatory procedure on 

this regard, individual interviews are preferably 

conducted before a focus group discussion. This is 

because in this way we favor a free and open discussion 

on the personal accounts and theories of the participants, 

limiting their potential embarrassment or difficulty in 

expressing negative or critical positions about the system 

(e.g., asking an employee’s opinion on his/her 

department and/or its Head) that could possibly 

influence the individual interview if done afterwards. 
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Fig. 2. Methodological steps of the GENERATIVE method (center), detailed description of each step (right) and examples of 

possible practices that can be implemented (left) 

 

Second, although subdued to the specific requests 

expressed by the system (or its representatives) about the 

aims of the system analysis, interviews should cover the 

main areas which will allow to reconstruct the complex 

matrix of the system. This means to investigate (mainly, 

but not only) (a) the social actor’s perception of the 

resources in the system, as well as of its main critical 

elements or areas that may be improved; (b) the social 

actor’s involvement in the decision making of the system 

(or part of it); (c) the social actor’s awareness of his/her 

role within the system and its relationship with other 

relevant roles; (d) the social actor’s representation of the 

whole system, its core values or mission (particularly if 

it is an organization) and vision for the future; (e) the 

social actor’s personal story within the system. 

In line with the recursive and circular process of data 

collection, analysis, hypothesis formulation and re-

collection of data typical of the grounded methodology 

(Charmaz, 1995; Cicognani, 2002), personal accounts 

and documental information are used to reconstruct a 

first representation of the social system and its dynamics. 

This first representation is necessary in order to 

formulate preliminary hypotheses about the main 

resources available in the system, the main critical 

elements reported and from which perspective (i.e., how 

the different individuals position themselves regarding 

the “problem” on the basis of their roles) and the main 

narratives that hold the whole social system in terms of 

what can be done and what must not be done, what is 

valuable and what is not, etc. 
Focus group discussions are usually used to report the 

first considerations collected during interviews and 

analysis of documents and to observe how individuals 

actually interact and discuss in relation to the core 

elements of their social system (Marková et al., 2007; 

Morgan, 1988). Focus group discussions are particularly 

useful in order to triangulate the various contents 

concerning the key narratives of the human system (i.e., 

to combine different views about the human system 

provided from various social actors’ perspectives) and to 

observe how different social actors take position about 

these narratives. Focus groups also constitute an 

opportunity to verify with the social actors the initial 

“picture” of the human system that the change facilitator 

is reconstructing, thus functioning as a validity check of 

the system analysis that is taking place. 

Negotiation and Redefinition 

The outcome of the system analysis usually takes the 

form of a documental artefact, which typically is presented 

as an organized report that provides an overview of the 

system in terms of structure, roles, narratives, resources and 

(more importantly) main criticalities. 

The report also offers the opportunity to share and 

negotiate both the goals and the methodology of the 

intervention with the representatives of the human 

system. The initial goals, those that drove the request 

of an intervention, are now redefined in the light of 

the structure and composition of the human system as 

derived from the system analysis. In this way, the 

privileged social actors and the change facilitator are 

brought to share a common direction, a common path 

and a common objective, which his explicitly declared 

and formalized in the report or other type of 

documentation. 
The production of the system analysis report leads to 

a powerful strategic option in the hands of the change 

facilitator because it can be used as a reified tool, a 
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“picture of reality”, a sort of diagnosis which derives its 

effectiveness and legitimation from the medical model 

while never abdicating a theoretical coherence with the 

epistemological premises. 

Formally the phase of negotiation and redefinition is 

already (as the system analysis itself) a phase of 

performative intervention. By presenting a “picture” of 

reality, the change facilitator deals with the laypeople’s 

expectation of a sort of cause-and-effect approach, while 

bringing all the social actors together in an active 

interaction aimed to define the meaning of that reality 

which also gives the consultant the opportunity to re-

define, re-configure and re-narrate some of its critical 

components. This process usually addresses goals, 

problems and the actual actions of the intervention but 

also the concrete indicators of the expected change. 

The process of explicit identification of indicators of 

change is particularly important because it anticipates 

concrete and observable (often, measurable) elements 

that provide and share with the human system the quality 

and quantity of change. At the same time, the very same 

activity of anticipating the indicators of change with the 

social actors makes the change not only possible, but 

already ongoing, thus facilitating it. 

This operation of co-construction and redefinition of 

meaning is the core action of the intervention, moreover 

it is the more theoretically embedded action in the hands 

of the change facilitator because it opens the ground for 

an actual meaning negotiation with the involved actors 

on the key dimensions of the interpersonal and 

intergroup theories (Fig. 1). There is no preset or 

predetermined protocol for this operation precisely 

because there is no configuration of reality valid “per 

se”. More appropriately, the goal of the change 

facilitator is to reduce the gap in the set of meanings held 

by the actors regarding the fundamental goals of the 

system, their role and the rules regulating the 

interactions within the system. 

In terms of practices, the main tool for this phase is 

made of a set of restitution and intervention planning 

meetings with the main actors, on the basis of the system 

analysis report. During the conduction of these meetings, 

a set of alternative configurations are proposed to the 

actors in order to engage them in the discussion on the 

design of the system matrix and the roles that sustain it. 

The Intervention 

After having generated a common view on the goals 

that have to be pursed and the main strategies through 

which they can be achieved, the “intervention” may be 

implemented. We separate this set of actions from the 

rest of activities described above (i.e., the system 

analysis and the negotiation and redefinition) because 

this is what the system representatives usually expect 

and demand. However, in line with the constructionist 

assumptions of the GENERATIVE method, the process 

of change starts in the very moment in which the 

system analysis generates alternative constructions of 

meaning and calls all the social actors to take into 

consideration multiple perspectives as compared with 

the one initially declared. 

At this stage therefore, a series of actions may be 

planned with the aim of working on a double level: First, 

to maintain the collaborative participation of the social 

actors in order to construct an intervention which has 

meaning for them and that thus allows them to generate 

change within their human system, second, to generate 

new narratives that may substitute or be put beside those 

generating the “problem”, multiplying the alternatives 

available for each social actor and to create new 

pragmatic tools (e.g., new meetings, new roles, new 

teams) or procedural constrains (documents, forms, 

check lists, procedures). 

On the first level, any kind of interactive activity that 

may involve social actors who occupy key roles in the 

system is helpful in strengthening a perception of 

collaboration and active participation. The generation of 

such an interactive framework among social actors and 

change facilitator is crucial in order to produce an overall 

change in the system. 

On the second level, change facilitator and social 

actors are engaged in the creative process of widening 

the spectrum of what exists and generating alternatives 

to the dysfunctional configuration of the “problem”. The 

specific content of each intervention may vary from 

situation to situation, but some examples of commonly 

used interactive activities are: Training courses, role 

playing (Greenberg and Eskew, 1993), simulations 

(Keys and Wolfe, 1990), collaborative practices (Gergen, 

2006; Karakas, 2009), group problem solving (Chiu, 

2000; Paulus and Nijstad, 2003). Of course, this list 

could be extended, but it is worth noting that the key 

factor is represented by a strategic and pragmatic 

approach to the generative process of effective 

alternatives rather than the application of a particular 

technique. Here, situational creativeness is much more 

functional than any a priori knowledge. 

During the formal intervention, which is directed to 
pursue the shared goals formalized in the report, the 
initial system analysis is compared with the new or 
changing meaning that is generated. The overall result is 
a circular process of continuous investigation and 
modification which generates new configurations of the 

system (Fig. 2). 

Conclusion 

The present paper aims to describe the theoretical 

framework and the methodological practices of the 

GENERATIVE method, which was created to provide a 

guideline for those who aim to promote an effective 
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change in a human system. According to the 

constructionist approach that sustains the model, we can 

identify four key features that are particularly relevant 

for a proper and effective implementation of the 

GENERATIVE method. 

First, a human system is configured as a socially 

constructed reality, forged by deeply rooted narratives 

circulating in the cultural context but at the same time 

recursively generated through the interaction between 

roles, in terms of interpersonal theories and practices. 

This means that every “voice” in the human system 

contributes to its creation, from the top manager to the 

employee (but also the customer) in a company, or a 

doctor and a patient in a health institution. Thus, the 

intervention is not aimed to remove problems, but to 

generate new effective narratives. 

Second, the GENERATIVE method is focused on the 

collaboration between the change facilitator and the 

social factors involved in the human system. The 

collaboration does not merely mean the consensus 

between roles or agreement on what has to be done 

through the intervention, but it aims to construct a new 

reality whose meaning-in order to be significant-should 

be jointly generated by all the roles of the human system. 

This allows to produce change which can be configured 

as shared by all the participants and not undergone. 

Third, the role of the change facilitator has to be 

considered as another reality configured by the whole 

human system. This means that the change facilitator, as 

a part of the human system, is never in a neutral position. 

Fourth, the GENERATIVE method shapes the 

intervention as a recursive process: The intervention is 

not considered as a series of context-independent best 

practices, but as locally co-constructed and goal-

oriented. The overall intervention is the result of a series 

of performative tools (coaching, training, role playing, 

etc…) whose purpose is continuously linked to the 

negotiation and generation of the human system reality. 

Jointly considering the methodological approach and 

its link to the epistemological and theoretical framework, 

we consider the GENERATIVE as an effective, social 

based methodology to promote change in contexts 

involving human interactions. 
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