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Abstract

This paper presents an organizing process that is based on a synthesis of sociology, 
systems, power and field theories. The basis for the approach was established as a 
PhD thesis in the Social Systems Sciences Program at the Wharton Graduate School 
of Business, the University of Pennsylvania (Smith, 1983). Its first use in 1985 on a 
World Bank project enabled the Colombians to transform their approach to solving 
complex, multilevel cross-sector problems. For example, they were able to produce 
a design which involved representatives of the whole country in solving problems 
that caused the financial collapse of the electricity sector. The problems were very 
like those experienced by California in 2002. (Smith, 1985)

Experience with implementing the process reveals that it is transformational in 
nature—it helps people and organizations to rise to new levels of understanding, en-
gagement and performance. The process relies on a new understanding and a new 
formulation of actor environment relations. The author’s five-dimensional model of 
organization changes current conceptions of actor environment relationships from 
one of control and adaptation to one of creation and engagement. 

This conceptualization, called AIC—Appreciation, Influence and Control, after the 



three power relationships at its core—was given practical form through a ten-year 
action research process within the World Bank. It was successfully implemented 
on a large scale in many parts of the world. More recently this approach (Smith, 
Davis; 2002, 2003, 2004) has produced more holistic designs for education in Organi-
zational Sciences, more effective ways of addressing Transformational Leadership 
for executives and an expanded frame for strategic action in organizations. The AIC 
process stresses transformation from a three-dimensional, control-centered view of 
organization to one centered in a four-dimensional, influence-centered model which 
in turn is enabled by engagement with a fifth-dimension level of appreciative-cen-
tered organization.  

The paper provides:

  a new basis on which to build organization theory—the assertion that “Pur-
pose is the source of Power”

  a redefinition of actor/environment relationships as power relationships.

  a new model then enables us to better understand the process by which pur-
pose is generated and translated into effective action.

  an understanding that enables us to design improved organizational pro-
cesses that use more of the potential power available to them than do more 
traditional models. 

  a description of  practice that enables organizations to achieve higher levels 
of purpose, at relatively less cost, in relatively shorter periods of time with 
much less emphasis on using expensive control mechanisms.

I. Theoretical Roots:

From sociology the AIC model builds on Parsons’ concepts (1937, 1951) which lead 
to treating the individual, the organization and the community as a single system. 
It builds on Parsons’ (1960) specific insight in “Structure and Process in Modern 
Society” that organizations consist of a hierarchical dimension of nested technical, 
managerial and institutional levels. It adds to this vertical level,  the Social Systems 
Sciences contribution of Emery and Trist (1965), a horizontal dimension in which 
Emery and Trist saw organization as three concentric environments: internal, trans-
actional and contextual. To this combined three-dimensional (control-centered) view 
of organization, the model adds two further dimensions: time and mind/spirit to 
produce a five-dimensional view of organization.  

The authors believe that much of the current organizational literature is still draw-
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ing from and trying to make sense of this four-dimensional perspective. The addi-
tion of mind/spirit as the fifth spatial dimension (appreciative-centered level) en-
ables the researchers to go even beyond the dynamics of four dimensions to access 
and reproduce the holonomic resonance that appears to be present at times of peak 
performance and transformation. This part of the work builds on the discoveries 
of the physicist David Bohm (2002) on the nature of dialogue and on the work of 
Karl Pribram (2004, 1994, 1991). Many of the principles of holonomic functioning of 
the brain, in particular, seem to mirror the authors’ findings on the nature of five-
dimensional, appreciative-centered organization. 

Much of the organizational theory of the last decade focuses on four-dimensional 
modeling. Inspired by Chaos Theory, the New Sciences and Organizational Learn-
ing it raises our perspective from the three-dimensional modeling of control- and 
command-centered-organization to understanding the dynamics of living in turbu-
lent environments. The evolution, however, is not yet complete. Most organizations, 
for example, are not taking account of all their stakeholders in developing their 
strategies. Most focus on one or two customers and competitors. Rafael Ramirez’s 
Prime Movers (2000), for example, points the way by showing how a few leading-
edge companies have gained their edge by reconfiguring their relationships with 
their stakeholders. 

The authors believe that this evolution will not be complete till these dynamics 
are understood within the context of an additional fifth dimension—that of mind/
spirit—which will help us better design the meaning processes that provide ways to 
put turbulence in a safer context. As Russell Ackoff would say, “dissolves” (solves in 
advance) problems of influence and control. Appreciative-centered processes, with 
their emphasis on the whole and ideals, we believe will help create greater possi-
bilities for understanding and trust system-wide and create a safer space to resolve 
the value difference inherent at the influence level, thereby heightening capacity 
for action.

II. the Five Dimensional Model of Organization (AIC)

The five-dimensional concepts produce a new philosophy, model and process of 
organization that attempts to capture the full potential inherent in organizations’ 
relationships with their environments (Smith; 2004, 1996, 1992, 1983, 1980). The 
practical effect of implementing programs based on the AIC concept has been 
to enable organizations and communities in many parts of the world to achieve 
higher-level purpose at low cost in relatively short periods of time with a natural 
process for replication built-in. For example, the realization that it is purpose that is 
the central source of power enables communities to free themselves from images 
of powerlessness due to environmental resource dependency. In Thailand the pro-



cess was used to train thirty people in rural development. The AIC process then 
self-multiplied around the country and into other sectors of the economy—urban, 
health, private sector—and after five years was used by the Government to involve 
the whole country in the 1991 five-year development planning process. While the 
process has been very successful in practice it has not yet received systematic re-
search or evaluation (McNeil, 1999).

Recently in partnership with the Organizational Science Department of George 
Washington University, the AIC model has been explored for application to Trans-
formational Leadership, and to the design of Strategic Organizing Processes. Davis 
and Smith’s recent work (2004, 2003, 2002) on synthesizing the fields of strategy, 
systems and power has been successfully applied in the leadership development 
arena, the classroom for undergraduate and graduate students and presented in 
peer reviewed forums. Theoretically these applications have led us to the conclu-
sion that actor/environmental relationships are at the heart of the strategic trans-
formational process. This breakthrough has led to an understanding that strategic 
action must be re-conceptualized as an influence-centered activity in which the 
environment has been de-objectfied allowing strategic actors to be freed up from 
the traditional notions of adaptation, fit and dependence. 

Chart #1



Philosophy—AIC, as a philosophy, holds that purpose, not for example, wealth, au-
thority or knowledge, is the basic source of power. Every purpose creates a power 
field. Just as the field of gravity is proportional to mass, so the field of potential 
created by purpose is proportional to its “mass”—the larger the purpose, the larger 
is the potential power field.  

The Model—AIC, as a model, explains how the potential of purpose is translated 
into action through the management of three fields of power relationships. The 
insight was triggered by Emery and Trist’s description of an organization as three 
environments. They saw the actor, organization or system as an internal environ-
ment; the system had two external environments, a transactional one that the orga-
nization could negotiate with, and a contextual environment that consisted of the 
environment that was beyond negotiation. 

The AIC model recognized that these three distinctions are power distinctions. The 
external environment defines the area beyond the actors’ control. Actors’ relation-
ships with their internal and external environment are power relationships.

 The system’s internal boundary is the boundary of what it controls. 

  Its transactional boundary is the boundary of its influence, and

  its contextual boundary is the boundary of its appreciation. The concept of 
appreciation was drawn from Vickers (1966)

Considerable research and practice with these concepts, since 1978, has demon-
strated that the substance and laws of operation in each of these fields are quite 
distinct:

 The substance of appreciation is mental and spiritual; the relationship be-
tween purpose and appreciation obeys laws that are akin to those of quantum 
science. They require at least five dimensional explanations. 

  The substance of the influence field is dynamic relationships. Its laws are 
more like those of Einstein’s relativity than quantum science. Dealing with 
dynamic relationships over time, the influence field requires at least four di-
mensional explanations. 

  The substance of control is form and so obeys laws that are more akin to 
Newtonian Science. Such laws are capable of being explained with three-di-
mensional models. 

The A, I and C represent the actors’ (individual, organizational or community) power 
relative to the environment. However, because power is a relationship (Nagel, 1975) 
there is a reciprocal power returning from the environment to the actor. The model 
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adopts the convention of labeling this reciprocal power with a small a, i and c.  So 
there are nine fundamentally different power relationships as indicated in Chart 2.

Chart #2

The Large letters A, I, C represent the power of the Actor over the environment; 
and the small letters a, i, c represent the reciprocal power relationship of the envi-
ronment relative to the Actor. The colors are those that have been derived from the 
study of individual Power Maps.

The Process—As an organizing process AIC operates by:

   identifying the purpose to be served and trying to operate at the highest 
level possible (i.e., increase its “mass”)

   framing the power-field around that purpose—those who have control, influ-
ence and appreciation relative to the purpose

   selecting those with the most influence relative to the purpose (stakeholders) 
from the three circles and designing a process of interaction between them; 
and
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   facilitating a self-organizing process which ensures that the stakeholders fully 
utilize their appreciative, influence and control power.

The process always operates at three levels of organization and does not proceed 
unless these are identified and incorporated, for example:

  a group, an organization and community or 

  an organization, a community and a region. 

In this hierarchy the lower level is the control-centered organization, the next the 
influence-centered organization and, the last, the appreciative-centered organiza-
tion. 

III. The Centrality of Purpose

The power fields of the model are generated by the actor’s purpose. “Purpose is the 
source of power” (Smith, 1980). This assertion means that every purpose creates 
a power field. From a post-modernist perspective we now understand that, if we 
accept this assertion, we do construct our own environments. The source of that 
constructed reality is purpose. Every purpose, no matter how big or small, creates 
a power field. Purpose in this sense operates very much like mass in physics: It 
creates a gravitational field that attracts in proportion to its size. Higher purposes 
have greater attractive power. It is interesting to note that gravity always attracts 
and it never repels—there are no negative or positive gravitons. This insight is also 
in line with post-modernist thinking, as it reinforces the idea that there are no good, 
bad, negative, positive environments. In the objective sense there is only the social 
constructed reality of the actor who builds the picture—in other words, the view-
point is unique to the constructionist, the actor. 

The power field created by purpose consists of the potential for achievement of 
the organization’s purpose. Whether the potential represented by the purpose can 
be realized or not depends on the external environment and on the holder(s) of the 
purpose (the actor). There must be some latency in the environment for the benefits 
that pursuit of the purpose offers. The actor must also take action to convert po-
tential power into real (or kinetic) power. The higher the level of purpose, the more 
people it affects; and the greater the latency, the greater the potential power. 

Within each of the three fields—appreciation, influence and control—purpose is 
manifest in different ways:

  In the appreciative field purpose is always “open” to new possibilities of ex-
pression from the “whole.” We express purpose at this level as an “ideal,” a 
purpose that can only be appreciated. It can successfully be approximated, 
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but it can never actually be achieved (Ackoff 1972). 

  At the influence level purpose is conceived “relative” to “other” purposes. 
We express these as “values”—purposes that can be influenced but not con-
trolled. 

  At the control level purpose is closed. We express purpose at this level as 
“goals”—purposes whose outcome can be controlled or achieved with a great 
degree of certainty because we control all the resources necessary for their 
achievement.  

IV. Power and Dimensions

In striving to model the relationship between purpose and power, Smith (1980, 
1983) further discovered that one could not understand these power field dynamics 
in less than five spatial dimensions. 

Three Dimensional, Control-Centered Level: Physical Space

Chart 1 shows the AIC model as a three-dimensional construct. It shows the spa-
tial distribution of the actor’s power through the three spheres of control, influence 
and appreciation. In this perspective the actor is located in the inner (blue) circle 
of control. He has, then, a control-centered perspective. He sees the world in terms 
of his own goals (the self), consideration of others (influence) and the whole (ap-
preciation). Influence and appreciation are subordinate to the achievement of his 
own goals. 

This view bridges the classical and early modernist theory. The organization does 
have an environment but it sees that environment entirely though the lens of its 
own goals. The purpose of the organization is to control as much as possible rela-
tive to its own goals, influence what it cannot and appreciate the rest. The actor, in 
some way, still sees himself as separate from the environment and is trying to con-
trol as much as possible. Such a perspective, even when entirely appropriate and 
ethical, distorts information from both the influence and appreciative environment. 
Chart 1 readily shows how this three-dimensional perspective is centered in control 
(Smith, 2001). The three-dimensional models work well in cases in which the vari-
ables, and—as we have seen—the goals are relatively well-known and definable.  

A three-dimensional perspective proves too rigid and confining for the dynamic 
probabilistic world of influence-centered organization. In this context the three di-
mensions of an analytical approach no longer suffice, because many different but 
related activities are taking place in different places and in different time frames.  
From experience we know that snapshot problem solving has little long term pre-
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dictability because it operates as “only a slice in time,” or static point. Living sys-
tems are constantly moving through space and time. To account for this dynamism 
we add a fourth dimension of time to the model (Charts 3 and 4). 

The Four-Dimensional, Influence-Centered Level: Time Space

The addition of the forth dimension converts appreciation, influence and control 
power relationships from descriptors of spatial power relationships into descriptors 
of power phases of a whole time cycle. Each sub-purpose, purpose and meta-pur-
pose has its own time cycle. Appreciation, influence and control become phases of 
those cycles.

  The appreciative phase provides the input, or more precisely, the “in-forma-
tion” from the “whole.”

  The influence phase provides the throughput, or more precisely, the “trans-
formation” of information through the value systems of the parts (the stake-
holders). 

  The control phase provides the output or “formation”—the ultimate expression 
of the purpose in action. It is this influence-centered dimension that provides 
the core transformational process. Organizational transformation occurs as “in-
formation” from the five-dimensional appreciated world is processed through 
the purposes (ideals, values, goals) of each of the organizational actors. 

The three time phases of the feed-forward half of the influence cycle convert pur-
pose into form or action. They represent the actor’s power relative to the environ-
ment (indicated in Chart 3 with the large letters A, I and C). The same three time 
phases apply equally to the feedback half of the influence cycle but represent the 
environment’s feedback or power relative to the actor (represented as the small let-
ters a, i and c).  
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The environment’s feedback is equally transformed by the actor’s purposes (ideals, 
values and goals) to form new images of future action. Every phase of organization, 
then, is characterized by a unique power relationship: A-a, A-i, A-c; I-a, I-i, I-c; and 
C-a, C-i, C-c. 

Notice that in Chart 4 it is the (red) lines of influence or transformation that cross 
in the center, while in Chart 3 the actor stands in the center of control, the smallest 
(blue) circle. Geometrically, then, we illustrate how this four-dimensional time-space 
conceptualization is influence-centered and the three-dimensional world is control-
centered. 

Just as the appreciative field is analogous to the field of gravity, so the influence-
field is analogous to the electromagnetic field. The looping phase represents the 
magnetic field and the lines of feedback and feed forward the flow of the electric 
current. The appreciative and the gravitational fields are beyond the positive and 
negative—they always attract and never repel. The influence and electromagnetic 
fields produce both positive and negative attractions and repulsions, causing the dy-
namics of the influence field to reflect these positive and negative relationships. 

This four-dimensional view provides a higher order of organization than the three-
dimensional, control-centered view. It has one greater degree of freedom (time) and 
is able to deal with an exponentially larger set of variables. It does so by dealing 
with relationships, probabilities and process rather than the elements, certainties 
and structures of the three-dimensional, control-centered view of organization. 

The Five-Dimensional, Appreciative-Centered level: Mind Space

The fifth dimension adds a dimension beyond time. The easiest way to conceive of 
this is as “mind-space.” Our minds have the capacity to move beyond “time-space,” 
to add a degree of freedom not constrained by time. Our minds are able to mix past, 
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present and future events together with products of our imagination to create im-
ages and ideas that have never existed before. This fifth dimension or “mind-space” 
is holographic. It allows the whole to be in every part and every part to be in the 
whole. It is this characteristic that makes “mind-space” appreciative-centered. It 
allows each part to have a relationship to the whole so there is no center or, more 
accurately, every part is a center that contains the whole. 

It is this holographic quality that carries the spiritual properties of the appreciative-
centered space. Spirit is infused in every part of the whole and makes every part 
of the whole feel whole. 

The appreciative field is the place where elements of the whole can interact in all 
possible ways. It is beyond positive, negative or neutral judgments, thus apprecia-
tive-centered organization is the highest of the three levels of organization. It pro-
vides the purpose, the meaning, the spirit of the organization. It is capable of con-
necting anything within its field to anything else within its field without any time 
constraints. This should be no surprise to us. This is how our mind is organized. 
Holographic connections allow us to drive a car while listening to symphonies that 
stimulate our memories of the past, link them to images of the future, while being 
aware that the flies buzzing inside the car appear to be in synch with the music 
(Pribram, 1991).

Power relationships in the appreciative field are the most democratic. Power poten-
tial is shared proportionately to the magnitude of the purpose. However, because 
of the five-dimensional nature of the appreciative field, every purpose is a reflection 
of the whole; so the magnitude of a purpose is related to its resonance with the 
greater whole. This also fits with physics. Power is amplified when its frequency is 
in tune with environmental frequencies. 

V. The AIC Process in Action

The outcome of the AIC philosophy and model is a process that consists of the nine 
power relationships that convert purpose into action. Each step of the process con-
sists of a very specific actor/environment relationship. For example, the A-a phase 
means that the Actor is being open, appreciative (a large A); and the environment 
is also being open (small letter a). 

The organizational function in which actors try to be open to their environments 
and expect the environments to be open to them can have many names according 
to the circumstances. In this case we chose Discovery although in planning set-
tings, for example, we might choose the word “Evaluation.” Similarly, the A-c power 
relationship means the actor is being open but realizes his or her understanding 



(appreciation) of the environment has to have form or closure (control). Hence, we 
translate A-c as Policy—the boundaries or form that we give to our appreciation of 
the whole. In other contexts we might use the word “Culture” as a more appropri-
ate expression of A-c. Culture, in this case is seen as the container (c-ontrol) for the 
expression of the organization’s whole experience (A-ppreciation). 

The nine organizing processes that emerge from the AIC model can be generically 
labeled as:

(A-a) Discovery: This is the phase in which the organization makes a conscious 
effort to step outside its current frame and to allow itself to form a new view of its 
whole relationship to itself and others.

(A-i) Diplomacy: The organization tests the new sense of possibility and reality 
diplomatically with as many different sources of influence as possible.

(A-c) Policy: The organization sets policy parameters around the new set of pos-
sibilities and realities.

(I-a) Strategic Appraisal: The organization identifies the major clusters of key fac-
tors, priority areas, which have to be brought to bear to achieve the purpose given 
the new potential and realities. It identifies the potential positive, negative and 
neutral effects of action on these priority areas.

(I-i) Negotiation: The organization enters into a process of negotiation with each 
of the stakeholders affected and affecting these priorities.

(I-c) Strategy: It narrows down the possible priorities and sets of relationships into 
a number of models or strategies.

(C-a) Monitoring: The organization engages those responsible for action in appre-
ciation of the possibilities and realities for their area of action, and designs monitor-
ing or learning systems to track results.

(C-i) Working Agreements: It creates working agreements between areas of re-
sponsibility for the cooperation necessary to carry out operations and act on feed-
back. 

(C-c) Operations: The organization carries out the operations and obtains feedback 
on the results. 

Again, we emphasize that the naming of the nine processes is relative and contex-
tual. They depend on the purpose, on the situation and the style of the designers. 
We also have to caution that these nine relationships, while illustrated on paper 
as two dimensions, actually operate in five or more dimensions. The appreciative 



process operates in five or more dimensions, the influence in four dimensions and 
the control in three.

Applying the nine processes to a typical project—for example, to establish a policy, 
planning or evaluation or any complex program—would look something like the fol-
lowing:

Appreciative-Centered Phase (Fifth Dimension) 

(A-a)  A design workshop consisting of a meeting of representatives from “the 
whole:” the appreciative, influence and control fields. Then frame the pur-
pose and identify its three levels: control, influence and appreciative; ide-
als, values, goals. Identify the major stakeholders. Set out the purpose and 
the initial scope of the project.

(A-i)  The principals use their influence to attract the full range of stakeholders to 
a full workshop and create the conditions and expectations for success.

(A-c)  Conduct a full workshop that contains representatives of all the major 
stakeholders who collectively have the power to accomplish the purpose.

Influence-Centered-Phase (Forth Dimension) 

(I-a)  Conduct a series of smaller workshops and/or task forces formulating the 
major projects and tasks identified at the full workshop.

(I-i)  Interact, negotiate and coordination for the major tasks.

(I-c)  Formulate the implementation strategy for each task. Form the overall co-
ordinating strategy for the whole community. 

Control-Centered Phase (Third Dimension) 

(C-a)  Develop the project research and monitoring system.

(C-i)  Hold mid-term reviews and renegotiation of agreements.

(C-c)  Tabulate operational results.

To carry out such a process or a longer-term improvement process within an orga-
nization, e.g., culture change or strategic planning, the steps above are repeated 
with overlapping, cross-functional groupings. The process is implemented in ab-
breviated or elongated form at every level of purpose, from individual, to group, to 
organizational and community levels. Each field has its own time/space cycle and 
its own norms of organization drawn from its inherent nature. For example, using 



this philosophy in corporations, Boards become the center for organizing the firm’s 
appreciative field. The field would have a multi-year cycle based on the character-
istics of it industry—say, 5 to 7 years. Such Boards consist of the firm’s major stake-
holders and are responsible for appreciation of the whole at the highest level. The 
CEO and top executives provide the focal point for the influence-centered field. Its 
cycle is likely to be annual. Lower-level management operates at a control-centered 
level with quarterly cycles. The equivalent of the shop floor operates on a weekly 
cycle. Within these fields there are many sub-fields. No matter what their func-
tion relative to the whole organization—appreciation, influence or control—each of 
these sub-fields treats itself as a whole with its own unique field of appreciation, 
influence and control. Each cycle is marked by a meeting of representatives of all 
members of the field in which they go through a process of:

  appreciating their whole situation, 

  examining the parts they can influence and generating many strategic op-
tions, and 

  conducting a control phase in which each member of the whole commits to 
action and the whole group reflects on how those commitments will meet 
the purpose. This process is explained more fully in the paper.

Whereas the process at the Board level might take a whole week to deal with the 
5- to 7-year cycle, the shop floor level might do their review over a brown bag lunch 
once per week. 

VI. Implications and Conclusions

Our experience suggests that by making the fullest possible use of all nine power 
relationships and applying them in appropriate conditions and relationships and 
with appropriate methods, then individuals, groups, organizations and whole com-
munities are able to achieve higher levels of purpose and performance. 

By placing the concept of organization in a much wider, five-dimensional space, 
the AIC process makes every member’s purpose a much more integral part of the 
everyday process of achieving the organization’s purpose. The AIC organizing pro-
cess gains its increased performance from drawing on a much wider field of power 
than traditional models:

  By enlarging its appreciative field at every level, it introduces new possibili-
ties for influence and control. Successful appreciation also pre-solves or dis-
solves many problems that would not surface till the control phase in tradi-
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tional models.

  By enlarging its influence field it greatly increases the number of options con-
sidered at every level, improves its relationships with its stakeholders and pro-
duce much more robust strategies and a wider range of organizational com-
petencies. Improved influence also re-solves many issues that would show up 
as costly problems in the control phase.

.  Expensive control costs are dramatically reduced as the use of control is sub-
stituted by the use of more appreciative and influence resources.

Traditional organizations focus primarily on the control field. Our better organiza-
tions are in the middle of a revolution in which they are more effectively coping 
with their influence fields, but very few have incorporated an integrative approach 
to the influence field and even less to the appreciative field. Our experience sug-
gests that integrating all three fields equally at every level of purpose produces 
dramatic increases in performance while giving each participant greater degrees 
of freedom for creativity and productivity. While the kind of integrative concepts 
we advocate are not yet well known, there is much evidence that the principles 
involved are associated with exceptional performance.

Jim Collins’s From Good to Great (2001) provides one such popular example. Many 
of his insights from experience are consistent with the transformative process we 
have described. His top five characteristics of the 11 top organizations of the For-
tune 500 corporations move from “good” to “great:” 

  Good is the Enemy of Great: Merely good companies do not—as great compa-
nies do—pursue the maximum “Good.” We translate this as seeking the high-
est level of purpose possible in the situation—an ideal.

  Level 5 Leadership: Such leaders truly believe that their success is a result of 
the efforts of the whole. They are not egotistical; they are humble and reward 
themselves modestly. They have a fierce resolve for their organization to do 
well. These are all characteristics of “appreciative-centered leadership.”

  Confront the Brutal Facts: This corresponds to the part of the appreciative 
phase that asks everyone at every level for every purpose to confront the real-
ties that prevent them from reaching their potential.

  The Hedgehog Concept consists of three questions presented as three over-
lapping circles:

   What Can You Be The Best In The World At? This corresponds to the pur-
suit of ideals at the appreciative level. 
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   What Are You Deeply Passionate About? translates this ideal into passion-
ate work relationships at the influence level, and 

   What Drives Your Economic Engine? translates that passion into economic 
results at the control level.

By focusing on purpose and the power fields created by that purpose, we learn 
how to dedicate real power and real relationships to that purpose rather than to 
structural bureaucratic organizational relationships. 

We understand better the process by which purpose is generated and translated 
into effective social action as determined by its effect on the purposes of all those 
affected (the whole field).

Broad implementation of the process helps overcome the phenomena of “stove 
piping.” It is more motivating and democratic in that it places control in the hands 
of individuals. The ultimate source of control is individual purpose. The overriding 
glue is community or cultural purpose that has its roots in ideals. Ideals and indi-
vidual goals are transformed through group or organizational values. What in tradi-
tional organization theory is the controlling purpose, the “bureau” or organizational 
division becomes a center of value and influence rather than the center of control.  

The process re-centers individual, organizational and community organizing energy 
in the influence arena. It enlarges the power field that is evoked by traditional con-
trol-centered organization. From that center of influence actors reach out into the 
appreciative field. This connected field allows whole communities and whole orga-
nizations to develop much more cost-efficient and less wasteful solutions to their 
problems. Less costly appreciative and influence power is substituted for the very 
expensive control energy. 

By effectively re-conceptualizing organization as an influence-centered activity—a 
process connected to the fifth-dimensional “mind-spirit” level—organizational action 
is reconnected to purposeful relationships of all actors in the system where the 
limits of potential are determined by those involved and not simply governed by an 
“objectified reality” out there. Organizational activity becomes a four-dimensional 
process, an ongoing transformation and not simply an exercise in adaptation, fit or 
re-adjustment. This deconstructs the notion of organizational dependence on envi-
ronmental conditions and frees actors to “imagine, relate and do” according to ide-
als held, values expressed and goals to be realized. By raising the center of opera-
tion from the controlled to the influenced arena individuals, groups, organizations 
and communities become more resilient; they gain a better appreciation of the 
positive and negative trends that affect their purpose; and they develop broader 
vision. They are given license to build longer-term, broader relationships with their 

b.

c.



stakeholders, which increases their capacity to appreciate, influence and control. 
They can transform their operations into higher levels of purpose, at less cost, in 
shorter periods of time with less reliance on costly control mechanisms. 
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