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Abstract 

Research and practice have shown that Appreciative Inquiry (AI)—a strengths-based, 

dialogic intervention—provides organizations a valuable methodology to advance 

organizational change initiatives. This dissertation explores the role that Appreciative 

Inquiry plays in helping to create greater work meaningfulness within an 

organizational context. The study is a mixed-methods comparative case study across 

four organizations where AI Summit interventions were deployed, a fifth comparative 

organization utilizing lean thinking methodology, and a sixth quasi-control 

organization without formal intervention. The data collection consists of the 

administration of a pre-test and two post-test surveys to measure work 

meaningfulness, interviews, observations, and artifacts. The various dimensions of 

work meaningfulness are explored in the surveys utilizing the Comprehensive Work 

Meaningfulness Survey (CMWS) and follow-up interviews utilizing the Map of 

Meaning model. The improved work meaningfulness scores as well as polynomial 

regression analysis of the data before and immediately following the AI Summit 

interventions suggest that Appreciative Inquiry can be used to effectively cultivate 

opportunities for greater work meaningfulness. The most notable pathways observed 

during the AI Summit process was the generation of Inspiration, increasing Unity 

with Others, and allowing for Greater Expressions of Full Potential (as measured 

dimensions of work meaningfulness within the CMWS and Map of Meaning model). 

Rich qualitative data, particularly from participant interviews, helped paint a fuller 

picture of this process phenomenon. However, the respondent sample size for the 
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third time period (three months following the AI Summit) was too small to provide 

conclusive quantitative support for these findings. Additionally, there are some 

practical cautions to consider, particularly in the months following the AI Summit, 

pertaining to how initiatives ought to be carried forward within organizations. 

Through an exploration of how interpersonal and collaborative sensemaking, voice 

and empowerment, and crafting interplay within the context of organizations utilizing 

AI, a theoretical and practical model for cultivating greater work meaningfulness is 

presented along with the significance of the findings. Though explored primarily 

within the context of organizations utilizing Appreciative Inquiry, drawing also from 

the findings from the comparative organizations, broader theoretical generalizations 

are suggested for further research and practice.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
 

Far and away the best prize that life offers is the chance to work hard 

at work worth doing.     

—Theodore Roosevelt, 1903 

 

Chapter Overview 

People yearn for meaningfulness in their work and, more broadly, in their lives. Yet 

finding meaningfulness can be a significant challenge. This chapter considers why the 

search for meaningfulness and, in particular, work meaningfulness is important to 

study. The chapter subsequently explores how meaningful work can be created and 

contemplates the additional challenge within an organizational change context. The 

primary research question for this dissertation explores the role that Appreciative 

Inquiry can play in helping to create greater work meaningfulness within an 

organizational context. A secondary research question that emerged during the course 

of the interviews in this study explores the relationship that the Map of Meaning 

(Lips-Wiersma & Morris, 2018) has to an individual’s creation of greater work 

meaningfulness and considers how the Map of Meaning may be utilized from a 

practical perspective in conjunction with AI Summit work. The end of the chapter 

outlines the remaining organizational structure of the dissertation. 

The Search for Meaning 

Paradoxically, the answer to the age-old question “What is the meaning of life?” can 

be both simple and infinitely complex. From Plato to Frankl and beyond, volumes 
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have been written on the search for meaning and what makes life meaningful. Yet, for 

as much as we have learned about meaning and meaningfulness, a comprehensive 

understanding remains elusive. Perhaps most significantly, this is due to the multi-

dimensional factors that may either contribute or detract from one’s sense of 

meaningfulness (Both-Nwabuwe, Dijkstra, & Beersma, 2017). The episodic and 

sometimes fleeting nature of one’s sense of meaningfulness adds to this complexity 

(Bailey & Madden, 2016). Furthermore, an experience that manifests itself into a 

sense of deep meaningfulness for one person may provide little to no inherent sense 

of meaningfulness for the next (Wrzesniewski, Dutton, & Debebe, 2003). Yet there is 

an innate drive to seek meaning that permeates the thread of human history (Frankl, 

1959; Yeoman, 2014). 

In Search of Meaningful Work 

Given that work occupies such a significant portion of our lives, what makes for a 

meaningful life parlays into significant interest around what constitutes meaningful 

work and how to actualize a portfolio comprised of more meaningful work 

experiences. For purposes of this dissertation, I adopt the definition put forth by 

Rosso, Dekas, and Wrzesniewski (2010) that suggests that work meaningfulness 

refers to the level of purpose and significance that work holds for an individual. I use 

the terms work meaningfulness and meaningful work synonymously. Some may 

experience a sense of calling to a particular type of work while others may deem the 

same work “just a job” (Wrzesniewski, McCauley, Rozin, & Schwartz, 1997). 

However, even if individuals do not necessarily perceive the nature of their work as 
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directly meaningful in and of itself, how they come to terms with the ways in which 

their work supports or detracts from having a more meaningful life is nonetheless 

significant.  

 

Even in work situations that traditionally may be associated with stigma, people can 

manage to find a sense of meaningfulness in their work (Ashforth & Kreiner, 1999; 

Lips-Wiersma, Wright, & Dik, 2016). We are the authors of our own sense of 

meaningfulness (Wrzesniewski et al., 2003), and there are multiple sources of work 

meaningfulness (Lips-Wiersma & Wright, 2012; Rosso et al., 2010). For instance, an 

organization’s mission may inherently provide a sense of meaningfulness for some 

members. For others, meaningfulness may be experienced in relationships with co-

workers, in a focus on common goals, or simply in the ways that work helps enable 

fulfillment in other areas of lives such as family, hobbies, or volunteer efforts. 

Wrzesniewski (2003) proposes that “it is not so much the kind of work that matters as 

it is the relationship to the work” (p.297). At the same time, it is important to consider 

the overall organizational context at play and the corresponding impact to either 

thwart or support efforts at cultivating meaningful work (Yeoman, 2014).  

Significance of Meaningful Work on Individual and 
Organizational Outcomes 

Given the significant benefits that meaningful work offers both employees and the 

organizations for which they work, this is an important area of study. Research 

suggests health benefits of meaningful activity, such as association with a reduced 
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risk of depression (Telzer, Fuligni, Lieberman, & Galván, 2014) and Alzheimer’s 

disease (Boyle et al., 2012). Studies also suggest that prosocial behavior (i.e., helping 

others) can lead to more meaningfulness by fulfilling basic human needs and 

strengthening relationships (Hooper, 2016; Van Tongeren et al., 2016; Weinstein & 

Ryan, 2010). Beyond the individual benefits of work meaningfulness, there are also 

significant benefits to consider within an organizational context. As Rosso et al. 

(2010) synthesize, meaningful work has been shown to influence significant 

outcomes including work motivation (Hackman & Oldham, 1980; Roberson, 1990), 

absenteeism (Wrzesniewski et al., 1997), work behavior (Berg, Wrzesniewski, & 

Dutton, 2010; Bunderson & Thompson, 2009; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001), 

engagement (May, Gilson, & Harter, 2004), job satisfaction (Wrzesniewski et al., 

1997), empowerment (Spreitzer, 1996), stress reduction (Elangovan, Pinder, & 

McLean, 2010), organizational identification (Pratt, Rockmann, & Kaufmann, 2006), 

career development (Dik & Duffy, 2009), individual performance (Hackman & 

Oldham, 1980; Wrzesniewski, 2003), and personal fulfillment (Kahn, 2007). 

Furthermore, research suggesting that task significance can contribute to improved 

job performance (Allan, Duffy, & Collisson, 2018; Grant, 2008) has important 

implications for organizations and the work they support. Given these significant 

benefits, it is important to consider how meaningful work may be created so that 

organizations can better understand the role they are able to play in supporting the 

cultivation of meaningful work. 
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Creation of Meaningful Work 

Lips-Wiersma and Morris (2018) posit four primary pathways to meaningful work: 

Integrity of Self, Unity with Others, Serving Others, and Expressing Full Potential. 

These pathways are held in tension to maintain balance between Self and Others as 

well as Being and Doing, and play out in the overall context of Inspiration and the 

Reality of our Self and our Circumstances (Lips-Wiersma & Morris, 2018). These 

concepts will be revisited in more depth in chapter two, but it is important to note 

that, analogous to experiencing and sustaining good health, experiencing and 

sustaining work meaningfulness does not “just happen” and is a shared responsibility 

between individuals and the organizations of which they are a part. Cultivating work 

meaningfulness amidst a sea of organizational change initiatives can be particularly 

challenging, as change initiatives often diminish rather than increase a person’s 

ability to experience work meaningfulness through these four pathways. Let us 

consider this challenge further. 

The Challenge: Finding Work Meaningfulness in the Context 
of Organizational Change 

The ultimate function of organizations is to accomplish things that individuals would 

be unable to do otherwise. However, an organization’s ability to effectively fulfill its 

mission is not a given. As dynamic entities, organizations are in a constant state of 

flux with changes in market forces, regulations, environmental conditions, socio-

political conditions, financial factors, personnel, customer demographics, cultural 

dynamics, and so on. Given this, it is incumbent upon organizations to learn to 
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manage change effectively. However, failed organizational change efforts abound 

with some estimates suggesting a failure rate as high as 70% (Burke, 2011). The 

inherent organizational impacts of failed organizational change on organizational 

performance and culture are intuitively significant in practice, yet theoretically 

complex and difficult to measure.  

 

In organizations where change fatigue rules the day due to constant and frequently 

unsuccessful change efforts, employees may feel challenged to find work 

meaningfulness. Organizational change efforts can become undeniably abusive 

bedfellows with the power to produce cynicism, lethargy, complacency, and worse. 

As Kanter (as cited in Morgan, 2001) suggests, no one likes change when it is “done 

to us” but change that we think up and embrace of our own accord possesses the 

power to inspire. This inspiration has the ability to drive positive energies and action, 

where change efforts may take on a life of their own. When change is something 

people have ownership in, there is greater potential for experiencing work 

meaningfulness (Avey, Avolio, Crossley, & Luthans, 2009). Work autonomy plays an 

important role in contributing to work meaningfulness (Cain et al. 2017; Hosie, 

Jayashree, Tchantchane, & Lee, 2013; Tims, Derks, & Bakker, 2016). Given the 

shoddy track record of ineffectual change initiatives that pervade many organizations, 

it is incumbent upon organizations to consider alternate approaches that support 

greater bottom-up change efforts. Such approaches possess the potential to yield 
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greater success by cultivating greater autonomy, commitment, and work 

meaningfulness. 

Appreciative Inquiry and the Creation of Meaningfulness at 
Work 

Appreciative Inquiry answers this call, offering a promising alternative to more 

traditional organizational change methodologies because its three pillars—

appreciation, inquiry, and wholeness—create the conditions in which people can 

experience a greater sense of unity with others (Ludema, Whitney, Mohr, & Griffin, 

2003). Discovering and combining strengths, focusing on a common vision, 

collaboratively creating new realities based upon the best versions of themselves, 

being inspired, and having a greater sense of voice and ownership all contribute to 

this (Ludema et al., 2003). The purpose of this dissertation is to explore if, how, and 

why Appreciative Inquiry supports the creation of work meaningfulness. 

Subsequently, if AI is demonstrated to support the creation of work meaningfulness, 

this study raises the question for future research of how, why, and what impact does 

this have on performance? 

 

The potential implications of AI from both a theoretical and practical perspective are 

significant not only for the opportunity to improve organizational outcomes, but also 

to affect work meaningfulness. This dissertation contends that AI is, in essence, a 

methodology that possesses the potential to create a safe space for individuals within 

an organization to cultivate individual and collective meaningfulness that may 
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otherwise be neglected or pushed aside. If we consider organizations not as problems 

to be solved, but rather as opportunities to be embraced, we open up a new set of 

possibilities available to us—particularly when we consider that our choice of what 

we study and how we study it largely creates what we discover (Cooperrider & 

Srivastava, 1987). Put another way, this suggests that positive intentionality and 

mindfulness in our inquiry and change efforts can lead us to create greater 

meaningfulness. The questions we explore ultimately bring meaning to our lives and 

to the human systems in which we function. Yet, as with any methodological 

approach, utilizing AI is not without its cautions. This analysis considers not only the 

noteworthy benefits of undertaking an AI approach, but also the associated risks and 

suggests a framework for mitigating these risks.  

Dissertation Overview 

The purpose of this dissertation is to explore if, how, and why AI helps people 

develop, create, and sustain a sense of meaningfulness at work and theorizes what 

impact this may have on organizational outcomes such as motivation, absenteeism, 

work behavior, engagement, job satisfaction, empowerment, stress, organizational 

identification, career development, individual performance, organizational 

performance, and personal fulfillment. This section provides an overview for the 

remainder of the dissertation.  

Literature review (Chapter 2) 

Chapter two delves into a literature review exploring three relevant threads for this 

research: work meaningfulness, the challenge of organizational change initiative, and 
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Appreciative Inquiry. In the work meaningfulness section, definitions of work 

meaningfulness are explored along with how work meaningfulness is created. This 

section includes an exploration of Lips-Wiersma and Morris’s (2018) Map of 

Meaning framework, how work meaningfulness is measured, and salient critiques and 

cautions to consider pertaining to work meaningfulness. The organizational change 

section considers why so many organizational change initiatives fail and postulates 

that work meaningfulness moderates the risk of failure. The Appreciative Inquiry (AI) 

section provides an alternative offering to achieve greater work meaningfulness and 

more successful organizational change. This section includes a description of what AI 

is and how it works, discusses how it is implemented within organizations, considers 

the associated critiques and cautions, and, most importantly, explores the link 

between AI and work meaningfulness, setting the stage with the key research 

question for the ensuing methodology, results, discussion, and future research and 

practice chapters that follow.  

Methodology (Chapter 3) 

Chapter three details the methodology utilized for this study. As mentioned above, the 

purpose of this dissertation is to understand if, how, and why AI supports the creation 

of work meaningfulness in organizations. To study this phenomenon, I used a mixed-

methods comparative case study design (Eisenhardt, 1989; Yin, 2014) in which I 

analyzed the relationship between AI interventions and individual work 

meaningfulness in four organizations (Gridmax Energy, Flowcotrol, Erie Systems, 

and Edu-Novation). I then compared these results to the relationship between lean 
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manufacturing interventions and individual work meaningfulness in a fifth 

organization (AT-Corp) and no interventions and individual work meaningfulness in 

a sixth organization (NS-Gurus).  

 

The nature of this intervention research is quite complex. As Michel, O’Shea, and 

Hoppe (2015) contend, conducting high-quality intervention research is challenging 

because it not only requires adhering to rigorous research design, but also needs to be 

tailored to meet organizational needs. I frame the rationale for the intervention design 

at the onset of chapter three. I subsequently discuss the details of the AI intervention 

design, choice of survey instruments, and interview methods for collection of the 

quantitative and qualitative data.  

 

I collected quantitative and qualitative data immediately before the interventions 

(T1), immediately after the interventions (T2), and three months after the 

interventions (T3). I gathered the quantitative data by means of a survey that included 

four instruments as applicable: 

1. The Comprehensive Meaningful Work Scale (CMWS), a validated survey, 

developed by Lips-Wiersma and Wright (2012) (see Appendix A). This 

instrument measures individual work meaningfulness. 

2. The Brief Calling Scale, a validated survey, developed by Dik, Eldridge, 

Steger, and Duffy (2012) and designed to measure individual sense of calling 
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at work (see Appendix B). I used this instrument to explore the relationship 

between individual work meaningfulness and sense of calling. 

3. An AI Feedback Survey that I created to understand the perceptions of 

Gridmax, Flowcotrol, Erie Systems, and Edu-Novation employees concerning 

the AI interventions used at those organizations (see Appendix C) or  

4. A Lean Thinking Methodology Feedback Survey that I created to understand 

the perceptions of AT-Corp employees concerning the lean thinking 

methodology interventions used at AT-Corp (see Appendix D).  

 

The associated hypotheses are included for the quantitative data. In addition to the 

quantitative data, I collected qualitative data via open-ended survey questions (see 

Appendix E), semi-structured interviews (Rubin & Rubin, 2012) (see Appendix F 

for the Semi-Structured Interview Guide used), participant observation (Spradley, 

1980), archival documents, and use of the Map of Meaning (Lips-Wiersma & 

Morris, 2018). I collected these qualitative data to gain a deeper understanding of 

the participants’ experiences of AI and lean thinking methodology and how these 

approaches influenced their sense of work meaningfulness. Chapter three 

concludes with a description of the analysis methods used for both the 

quantitative and qualitative data. 

Findings (Chapter 4) 

In pursuit of my primary research question (how and why AI supports the creation of 

work meaningfulness), I performed analysis to explore the relationship of the CMWS 
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(meaningfulness) scores to the AI Summit intervention. Chapter four explores the 

findings from this research.  

 

The first section discusses the quantitative survey data collected and the subsequent 

analysis performed on these data across all three time-periods. Within the T1 

quantitative data analysis, CMWS meaningfulness scores are analyzed to assess any 

comparative themes across the organizations participating in this study. I then look at 

the BCS data to explore any patterns related to calling. I subsequently look at the lean 

perception data from AT-Corp to establish a baseline for analysis within this 

comparative organization. Within the T2 quantitative results, I explore delta (change) 

scores in the CMWS work meaningful data at T1 (before the AI Summit) and at T2 

(immediately following the summit) as well as polynomial regressions compared to 

the AI Feedback data. This process is then repeated for the T3 quantitative data. The 

quantitative portion of chapter four concludes with a recap of the quantitative findings 

juxtaposed against the quantitative hypotheses. 

 

The subsequent section discusses the qualitative data collected and provides a 

description of the analysis process used. As indicated, the qualitative data includes 

interviews, open-ended survey responses, participant observations, and artifacts. First 

order concepts, second order themes, and aggregate dimensions are identified from 

these data (Gioia, Corley, & Hamilton, 2012) and, from this, a theoretical model is 
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presented for further discussion. Each one of the second order themes and aggregate 

dimensions are explored in further detail, along with representative supporting data. 

Next, I reflect upon general cautions and observations from the AI Summit work and 

follow-ups across the organizations, the Map of Meaning exercises, and comparison 

group findings and organizational practices. The chapter concludes with a summary 

integration and framework model tying the concepts together and setting the stage for 

the ensuing discussion in chapter five. 

Discussion (Chapter 5) 

In chapter five, I explore the most significant findings from the study—namely, the 

role that Appreciative Inquiry plays in mediating the dance between Inspiration and 

Reality in the creation of work meaningfulness. I introduce a theoretical model that 

depicts the role that the Appreciative Inquiry 4-D Process uses to create Inspiration 

that is rooted in Reality through sensemaking and crafting, thereby generating greater 

work meaningfulness. I discuss the risks and cautions identified from the results of 

this study, highlighting the importance of a solid post-summit plan to mitigate energy 

degradation and decreased work meaningfulness. I then consider the distinctive 

characteristics of the AI methodology for managing change and increasing work 

meaningfulness through the inherent collaborative empowerment to create new 

organizational realities.  

Implications for future research and practice (Chapter 6) 

Chapter six presents opportunities for future research and implications for practice. 

AI and the Map of Meaning practices offer significant opportunities for organizations 
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to help cultivate greater work meaningfulness and attenuate the risks associated with 

organizational change initiatives.  



 

15 

Chapter 2: Literature Review—Work 
Meaningfulness, Organizational Change, and 

Appreciative Inquiry  

Chapter Overview 

This literature review begins with an exploration of work meaningfulness—an 

examination of what it is, how it is created, how it is measured, and its cautions. This 

parlays into a consideration of the challenge that organizational change poses to the 

creation and sustainment of work meaningfulness. Work meaningfulness is examined 

from the perspective of how people contend with organizational change in a work 

setting so as to relate to it, affect it, make sense of it, and create meaningfulness for 

themselves, individually and/or collectively, during the process. This social 

construction of meaning from a cultural and interpersonal sensemaking perspective 

has important implications, suggesting that people can actively engage in and 

embrace change in a positive manner that serves to derive meaningfulness while 

positively affecting organizational outcomes. This literature review then includes an 

exploration of Appreciative Inquiry (AI) as one promising mechanism for positively 

engaging with organizational change through its facilitation of a process for 

organizations to better understand and leverage their strengths, sometimes referred to 

as an organization’s positive core (Ludema et al., 2003). This analysis considers AI’s 

foundation, applications, and critiques, and offers an extension exploring AI as a 

mechanism for also helping to cultivate opportunities for greater work 

meaningfulness for participating employees. In so doing, this review seeks to draw 
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upon and juxtapose extant theory pertaining to work meaningfulness. From this 

exploration, a framework will be built enabling this study to contribute an extension 

to existing theory, provide implications for practice, and offer suggestions for future 

research. This literature review is organized into three primary categories: work 

meaningfulness, organizational change, and Appreciative Inquiry. 

Work Meaningfulness 

This first section discusses pertinent work meaningfulness literature that seeks to 

define what work meaningfulness is, describe how it is created, describe how it is 

measured, and addresses critiques and cautions of work meaningfulness. As noted in 

chapter one, the terms work meaningfulness and meaningful work are used 

synonymously in this analysis. 

What work meaningfulness is 

The meaningfulness literature is fragmented across disciplines and there is much 

overlap regarding the use of the terms meaning and meaningfulness sometimes 

confounding two related but discrete concepts (Rosso et al., 2010). For purposes of 

this dissertation, I adopt the distinction put forth by Rosso et al. that suggests that, 

whereas meaning refers to what the work signifies, meaningfulness refers to the level 

of significance. Work meaningfulness refers to the level of purpose and significance 

that work holds for an individual; it may derive from intrinsic qualities of the work 

itself, the mission and values the work is designed to serve, and/or the relationships 

and organizational community in which the work is embedded (Pratt & Ashforth, 

2003).  
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I share the assumption with Frankl (1959) and others (e.g., Baumeister & Vohs, 2002; 

Pratt & Ashforth, 2003; Wrzesniewski, 2003) that people generally desire and seek 

meaningfulness in their lives, knowingly or otherwise. Given the significant amount 

of time that work occupies in many people’s lives, it is reasonable to presume that 

this desire for meaningfulness carries over into people’s work lives. As such, it is 

salient to consider how work meaningfulness is created. This, however, proves a 

challenge since there is not a consensus in the literature on what constitutes 

meaningfulness, largely because of the multi-dimensional nature of the construct 

(Both-Nwabuwe et al., 2017).  

How work meaningfulness is created 

From an integrative synthesis of the literature, Rosso et al. (2010) suggest that there 

are four primary sources of meaningful work: the self (e.g., values, motivation, 

beliefs); others (e.g., coworkers, leaders, groups and communities, family); the work 

context (e.g., design of the work, organizational context); and spiritual life (e.g., 

spirituality, calling). From their analysis, seven categories of mechanisms for the 

creation of meaningful work are suggested, which are summarized in Table 1. 

Following the table is a brief explanation of each mechanism. 
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Table 1. Mechanisms for Creating Meaningful Work 

 

No. Mechanism Description 

1 Authenticity Alignment between behaviors and one’s sense 

of “true self” 

2 Self-efficacy Belief in one’s power and ability to 

accomplish established tasks or make a 

difference 

3 Self-esteem One’s sense of value and self-worth 

4 Purpose One’s sense of directedness, intentionality, or 

significance in work  

5 Belongingness One’s desire to establish significant, lasting, 

positive relationships 

6 Transcendence Being part of something greater than one’s 

self 

7 Cultural and interpersonal  

sensemaking 

Meaning created as social construction within 

context or environment of which one is a part 

Source: Adapted from Rosso et al. (2010) 

The authenticity mechanism suggests that people tend to experience more meaningful 

work when the alignment between required work behaviors are consistent with one’s 

inner self. The self-efficacy mechanism contends that people tend to experience more 

meaningful work when individuals feel empowered and able to complete the work 

and feel like it makes a difference. The self-esteem mechanism suggests that people 

tend to experience more meaningful work when individuals feel a sense of value and 

self-worth. The purpose mechanism asserts that one’s sense of directedness, 

intentionality, or significance in one’s work will tend to provide a more meaningful 

work experience. The belongingness mechanism that contributes to work 

meaningfulness centers on the creation of positive relationships. The transcendence 
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mechanism that contributes to work meaningfulness centers on the sense of being part 

of something greater than one’s self. The cultural and interpersonal sensemaking 

mechanism acknowledges that meaning is created as part of a social construction 

within the context or environment of which one is a part. Sensemaking provides a 

critical mechanism for assimilating and evaluating context in the generation of work 

meaningfulness. 

Map of Meaning model 

The Map of Meaning model (Lips-Wiersma & Morris, 2018), which was used in the 

interviews for this dissertation, is detailed in this section. The Map of Meaning is an 

integrative model that describes the creation of work meaningfulness and consists of 

three main aspects comprised of eight dimensions as presented by Lips-Wiersma and 

Morris (2018). The Map of Meaning Model is based upon extensive qualitative (Lips-

Wiersma, 2002a; Lips-Wiersma, 2002b; Lips-Wiersma & Morris, 2009) and 

quantitative (Lips-Wiersma & Wright, 2012) research and, as such, is a reliable tool. 

While conceptualized differently in terms of how the various dimensions are 

categorized and interact with one another, the model put forth by Rosso et al. (2010) 

is consistent with the areas put forth in the Map of Meaning by Lips-Wiersma and 

Morris (2018) and its earlier iterations (Lips-Wiersma, 2002a; Lips-Wiersma, 2002b; 

Lips-Wiersma & Morris, 2009; Lips-Wiersma & Morris, 2011). 

 

The Map of Meaning includes a framework for tying together and applying these 

dimensions, providing accessibility to participants in terms of being able to talk about 
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work meaningfulness (Lips-Wiersma & Morris, 2018) as well as integrating with an 

ability to measure meaning through a consistent scale in the Comprehensive 

Meaningful Work Survey (CMWS) (Lips-Wiersma & Wright 2012). The CMWS, 

utilized pre- and post-summit for this study, will be discussed further in the 

measurement section of this chapter.  

 

There are eight dimensions included in the Map of Meaning. The first four 

dimensions comprise the main aspect of the Map of Meaning and include the four 

pathways to meaningful work: Integrity with Self, Unity with Others, Service to 

Others, and Expressing Full Potential (Lips-Wiersma & Morris, 2018). Within the 

model illustrated in Figure 1 below, the four pathways are held in tension across two 

additional dimensions, comprised of the need to balance Self and Others as well as 

the need to balance Being and Doing (Lips-Wiersma & Morris, 2018). Finally these 

six dimensions are all played out within the overall context of Inspiration as well as 

the Reality of our Self and Circumstances as the final two dimensions of the model. 

The relationship of these eight dimensions can be visualized in Figure 1 below (Lips-

Wiersma & Morris, 2018). It is important to highlight that these eight dimensions in 

the Map of Meaning are the same ones included on the CMWS assessment 

culminating from prior qualitative and quantitative findings (Lips-Wiersma, 2002a; 

Lips-Wiersma, 2002b; Lips-Wiersma & Morris, 2009; Lips-Wiersma & Wright, 

2012).  
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Figure 1. The Map of Meaning 

Integrity with Self 

As Lips-Wiersma and Morris (2018) contend, the Integrity with Self pathway refers 

to the meaningfulness that arises as we consider who we are becoming as the result of 

being engaged in life and work, and consists of three main sub-themes: moral 

development, personal growth, and being true to self—with self-awareness being 

embedded in all three of these sub-themes. In the model, moral development refers to 

one’s ability to distinguish between right and wrong and may manifest in perceptions 

of honesty, trustworthiness, empathy, developing character, being a good person, 

having courage to do what is right as opposed to what is convenient, and not 

compromising one’s self (Lips-Wiersma & Morris, 2018). The personal growth theme 
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covers both the intentional cultivation of growth as well as allowing growth to occur 

naturally and may manifest as developing strengths, shoring up knowledge or skill 

gaps, continuous learning, seeking to fulfill roles to the best of one’s ability, taking 

responsibility for developing one’s self, and seeking new insights and methods (Lips-

Wiersma & Morris, 2018). Being true to self focuses on being in accordance with 

one’s self without taking on false personas and may characteristically include a sense 

of freedom to be one’s self, being able to question the status quo, authenticity, 

adhering to one’s own priorities, uniqueness, respect, self-worth, and knowing one’s 

own mind (Lips-Wiersma & Morris, 2018). The Integrity of the Self construct 

included within the Map of Meaning is consistent with the mechanisms of 

authenticity (i.e., alignment between behaviors and one’s sense of “true self”), self-

efficacy (i.e., belief in one’s power and ability to accomplish established tasks), and 

self-esteem (i.e., sense of value and self-worth) offered up by Rosso et al. (2010). 

Unity with Others 

Unity with Others refers to the meaningfulness that arises as we experience oneness 

with others, and this, in turn, enriches our own humanity (Lips-Wiersma & Morris, 

2018). Within this pathway, the authors suggest that three sub-themes exist: working 

together, shared values, and belonging. In the model, the sub-theme of working 

together recognizes that we can be more and achieve more with the support of others 

and may manifest in experiences of stimulation from others, overcoming shared 

obstacles, a sense of team, having fun together, generating mutual motivation, 

creating group energy, having a sense of cooperation, and feeling in sync with others 
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which, in turn, validates one’s own work (Lips-Wiersma & Morris, 2018). The 

sharing values sub-theme may manifest in experiences of articulating assumptions so 

that they are explicit, having shared conversations about values, establishing a 

common understanding of values, and making deeper conversation possible (Lips-

Wiersma & Morris, 2018). The belonging sub-theme—which is also identified 

explicitly within the Rosso et al. (2010) model—fulfills a human need for connection 

with others as part of a larger association with whom we feel comfortable (Lips-

Wiersma & Morris 2018). The belonging sub-theme may be experienced as 

generosity, warmth, being at home among others, acceptance, not having to justify, 

celebrating together, feeling embraced, and a sense of community (Lips-Wiersma & 

Morris, 2018). 

Service to Others 

The Service to Others pathway centers on the human need to contribute to the well-

being of others and consists of two sub-themes: making a difference and meeting the 

needs of humanity and the planet (Lips-Wiersma & Morris, 2018). As Lips-Wiersma 

and Morris (2018) describe, the making a difference sub-theme covers being able to 

improve people’s circumstances whereas the meeting the needs of humanity and the 

planet sub-theme refers to contributing to wider causes in larger contexts. The former 

tends to refer to elements of work where people feel more direct control or are 

internal to the organization whereas the latter tends to be rooted in a sense of work for 

broader causes (Lips-Wiersma & Morris, 2018). The Service to Others construct 

included within the Map of Meaning is consistent with the making a difference aspect 
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of the self-efficacy and the transcendence mechanisms put forth by Rosso et al. 

(2010).  

Expressing Full Potential 

The Expressing Full Potential dimension refers to the expression of one’s own unique 

gifts and talents in the world (Lips-Wiersma & Morris, 2018). Contrary to Integrity 

with Self, it is active and directed outward, whereas the former is inward and 

reflective (Lips-Wiersma & Morris, 2018). Lips-Wiersma and Morris (2018) contend 

that this pathway is generally expressed through acts of creating, achieving, or 

influencing something. The Expressing Full Potential construct is consistent with the 

belief in one’s power and ability to accomplish tasks established by Rosso et al. 

(2010). 

Balance between Doing and Being and between Self and Others 

Simply put, Being focuses on reflection whereas Doing focuses on action in this 

model (Lips-Wiersma & Morris, 2018). When considering the model visually in 

Figure 1, the Integrity with Self and Unity with Others pathways tend towards the 

Being side of the axis whereas Expressing Full Potential and Service to Others tend 

towards the Doing side of the axis. Similarly, the model suggests balancing between 

Self and Others. As such, the Integrity with Self and Expressing Full Potential 

pathways tend toward the Self side of the axis while the Unity with Others and 

Service to Others pathways tend toward the Others side of the axis. It is important to 

hold these four quadrants in tension with one another, as the loss of balance over time 

tends to negatively affect meaningful work. For instance, if people tend to focus on 
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others to the detriment of their own self-care, their sense of experienced work 

meaningfulness will be diminished. Similarly, work meaningfulness will suffer if one 

is always “doing” but does not take the time for reflection. The converse for both of 

these examples is also true. If people chronically focus on themselves without 

balancing care for others, or are so inwardly focused that they do not take outward 

action, a sense of emptiness may snuff their sense of work meaningfulness.  

Inspiration and Reality of Self and Circumstances 

Meaningfulness is experienced when an individual feels aligned with an ideal that 

stems from the desire to continually improve self and the conditions of others (Lips-

Wiersma & Morris, 2018). As the authors suggest, inspiration may be drawn from a 

variety of sources such as relationships with others, strongly held convictions, nature, 

or spiritual sources. What is important for a sustainable sense of meaningfulness is for 

inspiration to be rooted in reality (Lips-Wiersma & Morris, 2018). Similar to the 

tensions described in the prior section, reality must also be held in balance with 

inspiration. There is a risk of becoming mired in reality and stoking the flames of 

cynicism just as there is a risk of becoming excessively optimistic if one becomes 

unhinged from reality.  

 

Once again, comparing to the Rosso et al. (2010) model, Inspiration is consistent with 

the mechanisms of purpose (i.e., one’s sense of directedness, intentionality, or 

significance in work) and transcendence (i.e., being part of something greater than 

one’s self). Furthermore, the importance of being rooted in the Reality of Self and 
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Circumstances, as suggested by Lips-Wiersma and Morris (2018), is consistent with 

the assertion that the mechanism of cultural and interpersonal sensemaking constructs 

meaning within the context or environment of which one is a part (Rosso et al., 2010). 

Ultimately, the mechanism by which employees evaluate and interpret this context for 

themselves is through a process of sensemaking. 

Interpersonal sensemaking 

Wrzesniewski et al. (2003) extend models of individual behavior and job attitudes 

toward work by asserting that job meaning is most frequently derived through an 

interactive, interpersonal sensemaking process at work that involves interaction with 

others. Noting that traditional research on job attitudes and meaning of work has 

tended to focus on predictors and outcomes, the authors encourage more focus on the 

processes through which meaning is created at work, particularly given that different 

people in the same contexts will experience meaning differently (Wrzesniewski et al., 

2003).  

 

Scholars applying a sensemaking perspective view meaning as a social construct 

influenced by the context in which the individual is situated (Rosso et al., 2010; 

Weick, 1995). Moreover, associated “meaning-making” research challenges the 

notion that people determine meaning for themselves on an individual basis 

(Baumeister & Vohs, 2002; Maitlis & Lawrence, 2007, Rosso et al., 2010; 

Sonenshein, 2006; Weick, 1995). The sensemaking process draws upon collective 

storytelling and visualizing.  
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Job crafting  

Another process for creating more meaningful work is that of job crafting. Job 

crafting encompasses processes through which employees alter the way they may 

think about or approach their jobs, tweak the tasks themselves, and/or change how 

they establish relationships along the discretionary boundaries of their job 

descriptions (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Job crafting essentially results in a role 

that changes one’s work identity as well as the meaning of the work itself 

(Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). The process model Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) 

present provides a feedback loop that reinforces or modifies motivation for job 

crafting which may include a desire for control over job and work meaning, need for 

positive self-image, and/or need for human connection with others. The moderating 

variables in their model include the perceived opportunity to craft one’s job in 

consideration of the associated job features, as well as the individual’s work and 

motivational orientations. As the authors note, job crafting practices may change: 

Task boundaries change by altering the type and/or the number of job tasks, cognitive 

task boundaries by altering the view of work as discrete parts or as a whole, and 

relational boundaries by altering with whom one interacts at work and/or the nature of 

those interactions. The specific effects of this model may include changes to the 

design of an employee’s job and/or changes to the social environment at work that 

feeds an employee’s sense of work meaning and identity (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 

2001). The job crafting model has implications for this study with regard the 
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collaborative ability for employees to apply these concepts at the 

group/organizational level. This concept will be discussed further in chapter five. 

 

Measuring work meaningfulness and calling 

Measuring work meaningfulness  

Given the multi-dimensional nature of meaningfulness, it can be challenging to 

recognize, articulate, and measure work meaningfulness and its relationship to other 

constructs. Steger and Kashdan (2007) performed a longitudinal study using the 

Meaning in Life Questionnaire (MLQ) and Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS) and 

cited other studies (Ehrhardt, Saris, & Veenhoven, 2000; Fujita & Diener, 2005; and 

Schimmack & Oishi, 2005; and Steger, 2005) supporting the relative stability of 

meaning in life and life satisfaction ratings absent the theoretical supposition of 

changes in life circumstances. At the same time, however, the one-year test-retest 

results still have appreciable variance to suggest sensitivity to life events (Steger & 

Kashdan, 2007). An implication for research is the exploration of processes that may 

lead to changes in meaningfulness. A limitation of these instruments is that they are 

not work-specific in context. 

 

In subsequent work, Steger, Dik, and Duffy (2012) developed the Work and Meaning 

Inventory (WAMI), which utilizes subscales to create a composite Meaningful Work 

score based upon the dimensions of Positive Meaning, Meaning-Making through 

Work, and Greater Good Motivations. Interestingly, when comparing their instrument 



29 

 

 

to job satisfaction, their findings suggested that work meaningfulness may actually be 

a better predictor of absenteeism than job satisfaction, which is currently the widely 

used predictive indicator (Steger, Dik, & Duffy, 2012).  

 

Around the same time, Lips-Wiersma and Wright (2012) developed the 

Comprehensive Meaningful Work Scale. Their scale seeks to address several 

concerns with prior measures of meaning. Namely, prior scales are not precise or 

comprehensive, they do not sufficiently parse individual subjective meaningfulness 

from organizational antecedents and outcomes, and they do not account for the 

ongoing process of trying to attain wholeness or coherence—a central tenet of 

meaningfulness (Lips-Wiersma & Wright, 2012). The CMWS was selected for this 

study given the multi-dimensional aspect of this statistically validated scale within the 

context of work meaningfulness, its process-oriented measurement, and consistency 

with the Map of Meaning dimensions described earlier. Lips-Wiersma and Wright 

(2012) contend that the instrument will aid in further understanding of how individual 

and organizational factors interact in crafting (Wrzesniewski, 2003) and fostering 

(Pratt & Ashforth, 2003) meaningful work. 

Measuring calling  

Wrzesniewski et al. (1997) present a model suggesting that most people view their 

work either as a Job (i.e., focus on the financial necessity over aspects of fulfillment 

in the role that work plays in life), a Career (i.e., focus on advancement), or a Calling 

(i.e., focus on fulfilling work perceived as socially useful). Citing the work of 
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Amabile and colleagues (1994), Wrzesniewski et al. suggest an expansion to their 

work considering “challenge” as a potential intrinsic-extrinsic distinguishing feature 

for Careers and Callings from Jobs. Dobrow (2004) argues limitations to this model, 

citing its inability to address the complexities and understand differences of people 

that fall within the various categories. Dobrow (2004) urges a new calling construct 

comprised of the following seven elements (1) passion, (2) identity, (3) need to do 

it/urgency, (4) longevity, (5) engulfs consciousness, (6) sense of meaning, and (7) 

self-esteem. Dobrow (2004) also cautions that there may be deleterious effects of 

calling that researchers ought to consider as well. Research on calling suggests that 

when individuals are able to pursue work that is in line with their sense of calling, 

they will tend to experience a greater sense of work meaningfulness (Both-Nwabuwe 

et al., 2017; Rosso et al., 2010). Therefore, calling is likely to be an antecedent of 

work meaningfulness as opposed to a process by which to create work 

meaningfulness (Both-Nwabuwe et al., 2017; Lips-Wiersma & Wright, 2012). The 

reality is that many individuals pursue work that may not feel aligned with a personal 

sense of calling for reasons that may include their lack of clarity of their own calling 

or pragmatic limitations on their ability to pursue a sense of calling. 

 

The original instrument utilized by Wrzesniewski et al. (1997) included three 

paragraphs to which respondents identified the degree to which the orientations (Job, 

Career, and Calling) described them. The instrument also correlated eighteen true-

false questions that were statistically validated. The Brief Calling Scale (BCS), which 



31 

 

 

is based upon the work of Wrzesniewski et al. (1997), provides an abbreviated 

instrument consisting of four questions whereby respondents select the degree to 

which the statements describe their work orientation (Dik, Eldridge, Steger, & Duffy, 

2012). The BCS was selected for this study given the psychometrically sound 

measures of calling (Dik, Eldridge, Steger, & Duffy, 2012) coupled with the 

pragmatic desire to minimize the number of questions to which participants are asked 

to respond. 

Critiques and cautions of work meaningfulness 

Despite the many benefits of work meaningfulness, there are cautions to consider as 

well, such as increased risk for workaholism, burnout, and exploitation (Duffy, 

Douglass, & Dik, 2016). Some people may find that they seek meaningful work at the 

expense of developing meaningful relationships in their personal life (Oelberger, 

2017). The Map of Meaning model suggests that the way to counter these cautions is 

by seeking balance between Being and Doing, balance between Self and Others, and 

doing so in the context of Reality to self and circumstances within and/or across 

work-life roles (Lips-Wiersma & Morris, 2018).  

 

Regarding exploitation, attention has been called to the double-edged sword nature of 

meaningfulness and cautions pertaining to prospective sacrifices in pay, hours, 

respect, and conditions employees may endure when pursuing a work calling deemed 

highly meaningful (Bunderson & Thompson, 2009). Cha and Edmondson (2006) 

suggest a double-edged sword of another type regarding values-driven organizations 
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that may heighten experiences of work meaningfulness for employees while 

simultaneously increasing the risk for disenfranchisement for employees who may 

become more attuned to perceived leader hypocrisy in this context. Furthermore, 

when organizational attempts to create work meaningfulness are perceived to be 

inauthentic or manipulative efforts for performative intent, the results can be harmful 

to both individuals and organizations (Bailey, Madden, Alfes, Shantz, & Soane, 

2017). 

 

Organizations that seek to create a culture fertile for the cultivation of work 

meaningfulness embark upon a worthy moral pursuit in its own right, but also one 

beneficial to assisting organizations in accomplishing more successful organizational 

change initiatives (Steger, Dik, & Duffy, 2012). As such, an additional concern is that 

the heightened awareness and study of workplace meaningfulness itself increases the 

risk of it potentially becoming relegated to a commodity status that organizations seek 

to “achieve” like employee engagement, without appropriate regard for the associated 

sensitivities of meaningfulness (e.g., Fletcher, 2016; Steger, 2013). Like engagement, 

meaningfulness cannot be imposed upon participants, and inauthentic attempts at 

supporting workplace meaningfulness will likely backfire. Organizations would be 

wise to be cognizant of their motives and sensitive to these considerations as they 

pursue efforts to support greater work meaningfulness. This is particularly important 

when considered in the context of significant organizational change, which can serve 
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to either enhance or erode work meaningfulness, depending largely upon how the 

change is undertaken.  

How and Why Organizational Change Initiatives Fail and 
Mitigating with Alternative Approaches 

Burnout and cynicism from excessive change 

Repetitive change syndrome (Abrahamson, 2004) causes burnout and cynicism 

amongst employees within organizations undergoing excessive change. I posit that 

this burnout and cynicism erodes employees’ abilities to actualize the pathways to 

work meaningfulness and only serves to increase the likelihood of a failed change 

initiative. Excessive change is characterized by a litany of seemingly unconnected 

changes and/or new changes being started before prior change initiatives are 

completed (Stensaker, Meyer, Falkenberg, & Haueng, 2002). However, employees 

are able to develop coping mechanisms to counter excessive change (Stensaker, 

Meyer, Falkenberg, & Haueng, 2002) and change agents can take steps to help 

organizations better navigate successful organizational change initiatives.  

Inadequate change-agent responses to resistance 

Kotter (1995) outlines an oft-cited eight-step process for organizational change, with 

the most important step first: establish a sense of urgency. He even goes so far as to 

imply that the ends may justify the means as he cites examples of crises manufactured 

by senior executives to create a burning platform for change. Creating a sense of 

urgency to help instill action may be an appropriate leadership approach for helping 

to achieve commitment, or “buy-in.” For instance, if an organization is facing a 
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significant market disruption that threatens the long-term viability of the organization 

if an orchestrated response is not immediately deployed, this may prove an effective 

strategy. On the other hand, exercising this option of deception by manipulation is an 

ethical slippery slope. Fundamentally, the intent for creating a sense of urgency is to 

serve as a call to action, to increase buy-in, and to reduce resistance to organizational 

change initiatives.  

 

Despite differing perspectives in the literature regarding resistance, there is 

concurrence that the earlier and more meaningfully involved people can be, the 

greater the chance for successful change (Pasmore, 2011). Pasmore (2011) goes on to 

suggest a four-phase module for organizational change interventions consisting of (1) 

understanding the need for change, (2) framing the change, (3) understanding the 

change process, and (4) sustaining change outcomes. The manner in which direction, 

alignment, and commitment are created in framing change initiatives will establish 

irreversible dynamics that will ultimately affect how successfully the change efforts 

play out (Pasmore, 2011). In other words, when formal leaders mandate change, 

compliance is their expected outcome. While this mechanism may be appropriate in 

certain situations, there is an inherent drawback to the level of commitment and buy-

in that this approach achieves. This approach tends to elicit passive behaviors and 

lack of shared responsibility for outcomes. When change initiatives are consistently 

introduced without offering the opportunity for authentic participation, employees 

may be inclined to respond with cynicism as opposed to the higher level of 
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commitment that can result from more meaningful involvement in the decision-

making process. 

 

Despite a prevalent view of resistance as a negative force to be overcome by change 

agents, resistance should be viewed as a neutral product of relationship (Ford & Ford, 

2009). Change agents who indiscriminately perceive resistance in the former manner 

may unintentionally self-sabotage their change efforts, as this enactment tends to 

aggregate non-neutral responses on both sides with a likely impact on the chances of 

success (Ford & Ford, 2009). Alternatively, an inclusive, goal-oriented dialogue from 

change agents who commit to genuinely listening and treating recipients as 

contributors will likely lead to a quicker and more successful change than whatever 

initial draft the change agents might have come up with of their own accord (Ford & 

Ford, 2009).  

Lack of employee voice and empowerment 

It is therefore critical to consider the roles that voice and empowerment play in 

enabling organizations to better enact change initiatives. Furthermore, voice and 

empowerment practices contribute to more meaningful work experiences (Bailey & 

Madden, 2016; Srivastava, Bartol, & Locke, 2006; Wood, & De Menezes, 2011). 

Undertaking culture change initiatives in particular requires change agents to devote 

significant time and energy to building openness and trust so that organizational 

members will feel invited to talk safely (Burke, 2011). This encouragement to 

recognize and talk about feelings, and the provision of the appropriate time and space 
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to do so, can be a powerful mechanism of meaningful engagement to understand what 

is beneath the surface and to help move the organization toward change goals. A 

relationship between employee voice and engagement has also been demonstrated 

with trust in management as a mediating factor (Rees, Alfes, & Gatenby, 2013). Yet a 

gap exists between an organization’s intended employee voice practices and how 

employees perceive those practices (Kwon, Farndale, & Park, 2016). To mitigate this 

gap, participative organizational practices (e.g., Appreciative Inquiry) can be used to 

increase work engagement (Kwon, Farndale, & Park, 2016).  

Disengagement 

Khan (1990) conceptualizes engagement as when one is able to express one’s 

“preferred self” in work and within the organization, thus contributing to more 

meaningful work (Pratt et al., 2006). Conversely, disengagement represents the 

“withdrawal and defense of a person’s preferred self” through behaviors that are 

passive or incomplete, display emotional absence, or support a lack of connections 

(Kahn, 1990, p.701). Engagement has been demonstrated to show a strong positive 

correlation to work meaningfulness (May et al., 2004). 

Considering the dismal 33% average reported engagement, organizational stakes for 

pursuing workplace engagement are high considering the productivity, sales, 

profitability gains, and other positive metrics associated with higher engagement 

levels (Gallup, 2017). It is little wonder, therefore, that so many organizations seek to 

measure and pursue workplace engagement. Perhaps the organizational pursuit of 

workplace engagement misses the mark so frequently because efforts are focused on 
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the outcome of work engagement itself instead of the processes that support it. I 

submit that a focus on processes that help cultivate greater work meaningfulness will 

likely yield higher levels of work engagement and other associated outcomes. 

Appreciative Inquiry is one such promising process. 

Appreciative Inquiry 

This section explores what AI is, how it works (particularly in an organizational 

context), and considers the link to work meaningfulness that is the foundation of the 

research question being explored within this study.  

What Appreciative Inquiry is and how it is applied within organizations 

AI is a strengths-based, collaborative approach to build capacity and transform 

organizations through a shared image of their positive potential by first discovering 

the very best in their shared experience (Barrett, Fry, & Wittockx, 2005). In 

Cooperrider and Srivastava’s (1987) seminal introduction of AI to organizations, the 

authors outline four principles for AI. The first principle of AI is the appreciation of 

what works well within a given social system, exploring the social innovations that 

already exist within the system to inspire a heightened state of potential. The second 

principle is that this research should be applicable to a social system. It should not be 

merely an academic exercise nor should it be utopian. The third principle is that AI 

should yield provocative findings that are both visionary and pragmatic. Finally, in 

the fourth principle that Cooperrider and Srivastava (1987) assert, AI should be a 

collaborative effort. 
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Offering AI as an alternative to traditional problem-solving approaches, Cooperrider 

(1990) invites us to consider the relationship between positive imagery and positive 

action, suggesting that organizations are affirmative human systems subject to a 

heliotropic effect, moving towards that on which we focus. In contrast to the deficit 

imagery and limited perspective a typical problem-solving mindset evokes, positive 

images of the future generate an affirmative mindset that allows people to connect 

more readily to the positive aspects of the past, to recognize the positives of the 

present, and to see new potential in the future (Cooperrider, 1990). This catalyzes an 

affirmative emotional environment that includes increased hope, care, joy, optimism, 

altruism, and passion (Cooperrider, 1990). This dissertation suggests an explicit 

extension of this list: meaningfulness. For, as Cooperrider (1990) observes,  

Appreciation not only draws our eye toward life, but stirs our feelings, 

excites our curiosity, and provides inspiration to the envisioning mind . 

. . the ultimate generative power for the construction of new values and 

images is the apprehension of that which has value (p.19). 

 

As identified in the Map of Meaning model, inspiration is a key element of work 

meaningfulness, and one of the significant outcomes of the AI process can be a 

greater sense of inspiration which can, by extension, fuel a greater sense of work 

meaningfulness. When considering the inquiry aspect of AI, the questions we ask are 

interventions in and of themselves, and our choice of what we study and how we 

study it largely creates what we discover (Cooperrider & Srivastava, 1987). This 

suggests that mindful intentionality in our exploration may also help create 

meaningfulness in helping us to balance being and doing. 
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This section offers a brief overview of the various ways that AI can be utilized within 

organizations. In addition to the AI Summit methodology used for this study, other 

forms of AI engagement include whole-system “4-D” dialogues that occur over 

multiple locations over an extended period of time; mass-mobilized inquiry consisting 

of large numbers of interviews on a topic throughout a community; core group 

inquiry consisting of small groups focusing on select topics; positive change network 

consisting of AI champions within an organization initiating projects; positive change 

consortium consisting of organizations collaboratively engaged to explore common 

interest; AI learning team as a small group of people on a specific project focus; and 

Progressive AI Meetings consisting of sessions over the course of ten to twelve 

meetings, each lasting two to four hours (Whitney & Trosten-Bloom, 2010). 

 

The AI Summit process is a multi-day event aimed at getting as much of the system 

represented in the room as possible, whereby participants work collaboratively 

through the 4-D Cycle (Barrett, Fry, & Wittockx, 2005; Ludema et al., 2003). The 4-

D Cycle process utilized within AI consists of the following iterative phases: 

Discovery, Dream, Design, and Destiny (see Figure 2). The process is initiated with 

thoughtful identification of the affirmative topic for the change initiative. The 

Discovery phase typically consists of one-on-one interviews and groups to identify 

themes from when individuals and organizations have operated at their best. From 

these learnings, activities in the Dream stage help to envision significant possibilities 
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that challenge the status quo. The Design phase involves forming provocative 

propositions of what the organization should be. Group activities draw upon the 

identified Discovery and Dream elements. The Destiny phase launches these Designs 

into action and focuses on obtaining the personal and organizational commitments 

and paths forward (Whitney & Trosten-Bloom, 2010). 

 

Discovery
“What gives life?”

(The best of what is)

Appreciating

Dream
“Envisioning what 

could be?”

Innovating

Design
“What should be—the
ideal organization?”

Co-constructing

Destiny
“How to learn, empower, 
execute, and improvise?”

Sustaining

Appreciative Inquiry “4-D Cycle”

Affirmative Topic:

Change Agenda

Positive Core 

(Root Causes

of Success)

 

Figure 2. Appreciative Inquiry 4-D Cycle 

 

More will be discussed on the AI Summit process utilized for this study in the 

methodology section covered in chapter three. 

Recognizing organizational meaning in current and past practices  

Organizations that experience frequent questionable and/or failed changes can 

quickly breed an environment of cynicism. The more unsuccessful change efforts that 
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are undertaken, the less any substantive change really takes root. Research suggests 

that organizational change initiatives are more likely to take hold in human systems 

that cultivate practices supportive to work meaningfulness. Furthermore, the inherent 

meaningfulness in organizational traditions and values is sometimes overlooked by 

change agents when considering what practices might well be left intact or built upon, 

as opposed to replacing them with new ones altogether. Appropriate reliance on and 

appreciation of organizational tradition can help provide a more robust framework to 

weather the challenges of organizational change when measuring current decisions 

against the rationales that underlie their traditional practices (Salipante, 1990). 

Utilizing a framework of organizational sensemaking can help organizations 

collectively make and evaluate meaning. Appreciative Inquiry offers a promising 

alternative to successfully navigate organizational change initiatives because it 

cultivates an environment more conducive to growing meaningful work through just 

such a framework. 

 

It is important to ask the question, “What’s not going to change around here?” when 

assessing change initiatives within the context of an AI approach. This fundamental 

question gets at the root of what creates and sustains this socially constructed 

meaningfulness for both the organization and the individuals within it. In order to 

contend effectively with these types of questions, it is important to consider the role 

of employee voice and empowerment within organizations. In the next section, I will 
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explore in further detail what Appreciative Inquiry is and how it relates to greater 

work meaningfulness. 

The link between Appreciative Inquiry and work meaningfulness  

Cooperrider and Srivastava (1987) describe an organizational landscape ensconced in 

a problem-oriented view of the world that creates infertile soil for the generative 

capacity of which we are capable. They assert that we have forgotten how to dream, 

how to marvel at and embrace the miracle and mystery of social organization. In 

other words, we can easily become mired in a problem-solving paradigm and turn off 

our capacity to think beyond arbitrary organizational constraints we presume are 

fixed. We then do not exercise our ability to appreciate, think creatively, and dream 

about what possibilities might be realized. The function of problem-solving is merely 

to achieve a status quo and presumes that there is already shared knowledge of what 

“should be” that often, in actuality, is not the case (Cooperrider & Srivastava, 1987). 

According to Cooperrider and Srivastava (1987), an appreciative mode opens up our 

ability to discover new “possibilities that can enrich our existence and give it 

meaning” (p. 164). 

 

The tendency with our traditional problem-solving approaches is to merely go 

through standard diagnostic checklists, which have been conceptualized as 

“ameaningful” thinking (Cooperrider & Srivastava, 1987; Koch, 1981). The 

alternative that is available to us—if we open up our collective organizational mind, 
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heart, and soul—is cultivating significant meaningfulness and generative possibility. 

As Cooperrider and Srivastava (1987) advocate, it is  

. . . important to recognize that the problem-solving method of 

organizational inquiry . . . paints a picture of organizational life in 

which a whole series of colors are considered untouchable. In this way 

the totality of being is obviously obscured, leading to a narrowed 

conception of human nature and cultural possibility (p.155).  

 

Furthermore, appreciation is a process of affirmation. Unlike criticism, which is based 

on skepticism and doubt, appreciation is based on belief, trust, and conviction. 

Cooperrider & Srivastava (1987) suggest that “from this affirmative embrace flows a 

deeper fullness and richness of experience” ( p.164). This is a limitation of the 

traditional problem-solving approach that takes a critical approach. This critical slant 

may permeate our organizational culture and suppress experiences of meaningful 

work. 

 

At an individual level, meaning is fostered when we have awareness in the moment. 

When we are outside of the moment, we tend to lose our effectiveness, particularly 

when the stakes are high. Our nerves and anxiety get the better us of and keep us from 

succeeding; the higher our expectations are, the more we tend to become 

disconnected from the actual process, and the less we are able to manifest a 

successful outcome. Frankl refers to this phenomenon as paradoxical intention 

(Frankl, 1959; Pattakos, 2010). To draw an analogy from positive sports psychology, 

this phenomenon is illustrated by the athlete who tends to be more successful by 
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envisioning their success, rather than focusing on the challenge itself or trying to 

avoid making a mistake. Similarly, when groups embark on a traditional problem-

solving approach, ironically this approach, which is intended to help, often 

contributes to resultant failure. 

 

Frankl’s (1959) practice of logotherapy, used primarily with persons who survived 

the holocaust, places an emphasis on the search for meaning in one’s life. This search 

becomes a dominant force that shapes life, making it possible for individuals to 

overcome their fears and perceived limitations. A key premise in the concept of 

paradoxical intention is in the psychodynamics of how individuals tend to cope with 

problems, creating a state where the problem is apt to be perpetuated indefinitely. The 

premise behind this phenomenon is that the coping mechanisms tend to promote 

adaptation to conditions of the problem rather than exploring change to avoid it 

entirely. Frankl advocated taking an opposite approach of one’s normal tendency in a 

given situation, with the expectation that this approach can often generate revelation 

about the current behavior that was otherwise imperceptible.  

 

Much like the logotherapeutic approach for individuals to resolve challenges by 

searching for meaning, AI seeks to change the paradigm entirely from our typical 

problem-solving approach, looking to explore and appreciate the underlying meaning 

within organizational constructs. As logotherapy provides individuals with a 

potentially counterintuitive approach to exploring new paradigms and answers to 
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questions of meaning, AI also provides new options at both an individual and an 

organizational level. Our choice of what we study and how we study it largely creates 

what we discover (Cooperrider & Srivastava, 1987). Additionally, the philosophical 

underpinnings of AI assert that our choice language shapes our reality. It is this 

positive intentionality in our exploration that leads us to experience meaningfulness.  

 

The use of AI within organizations is consistent with other organizational practices 

cited by Pratt and Ashforth (2003) that address meaningfulness in work (e.g., job 

redesign, employee involvement practices), meaningfulness at work (e.g., enhancing 

cultural identity, establishing vision), and transcendence (e.g., promoting 

psychological safety, enacting with integrity). In a study on psychological capital, 

findings suggest that AI practices have the ability to satisfy the basic psychological 

needs (BPNs) of competence, autonomy, and relatedness (Verleysen, Lambrechts, & 

Van Acker, 2015) which support the creation of work meaningfulness. Given the 

comprehensive nature of AI and its ability to span multiple pathways to work 

meaningfulness, AI provides a powerful alternative to other organizational change 

methodologies to successfully enact change, in a manner that, this research posits, 

fosters greater work meaningfulness. A distinctive factor of AI over many other 

traditional top-down organizational change practices is the degree to which it focuses 

on contributing to employee voice and empowerment in the process. 
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Spreitzer (1996) extends the concept of voice and job enrichment from earlier 

literature to put forth a multi-dimensional conceptualization of empowerment that is 

optimally facilitated in situations of (1) low role ambiguity, (2) broad span of control, 

(3) sociopolitical support, (4) access to information, and (5) a participative unit 

climate. AI provides the opportunity to address each of these factors to subsequently 

increase an employee’s sense of voice and empowerment, thereby contributing to a 

greater sense of work meaningfulness and, arguably, achieving better outcomes. 

Specifically, regarding role clarity, AI helps to provide opportunity for employees to 

self-select into areas of strength and interest, and to collectively charter a clear action 

plan forward. With regards to span of control, AI offers employees an active role in 

the determination of the organization’s direction. In terms of sociopolitical support, 

AI offers an egalitarian process to establish a greater sense of unity, alignment, and 

support with organizational leadership. Regarding access to information, the AI 

process is transparent and open and provides equal access to the working information. 

With regard to a participative climate, this is the essence of the entire AI approach. 

The next section includes additional discussion pertaining to employee voice, 

particularly of marginalized members.  

Critiques and cautions of Appreciative Inquiry 

Appreciative Inquiry is not without its critics. Given the privileged place that 

positivity holds in AI, some have cautioned that negative emotions may simply be 

pushed aside to the detriment of participants (Bushe, 2011; Fineman, 2006). Barge 

and Oliver (2003) caution not to conflate being appreciative with being positive, as 
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they contend Cooperrider and other proponents of AI may tend to do, which risks 

dismissal of meaningful sentiment that may not necessarily be deemed positive. 

Another caution is the popularity achieved by AI due to the positive affect that often 

results from the process can be fleeting and, as such, should be countered with 

concrete, sustainable action (Bushe, 2011).  

 

Fineman (2006) takes aim at Appreciative Inquiry and its accompanying positivity, 

levying a substantial list of “concerns and counterpoints” drawn from other critics. 

This analysis summarizes these positions briefly. The concerns and questions raised 

are not without merit. However, in response, some proponents in the field contend 

that they miss the intended spirit and practice of AI, and those counterpoints are also 

offered in the analysis herein. One primary concern Fineman (2006) asserts is that 

AI’s focus on positive experiences and counseling against “negative talk” and “deficit 

language” fails to recognize and value important opportunities for learning from 

negative experiences, and thereby “creates a conceptually truncated picture” (p.275), 

ultimately undermining group efforts to achieve anything more than superficial 

change. Furthermore, Fineman (2006) contends, privileging positive talk fails to 

provide space for the realities of dilemmas and emotional ambiguities in the 

workplace, which can contribute to organizational vitality. When taking aim at 

positive scholarship more broadly, Fineman (2006) charges that its “world view . . . is 

panacean and seductive and . . . uncritical of its own stance” (p.276). Furthermore, 

some critics have expressed concern regarding the hidden tyranny of positive 
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discourse, which may cause those with contrary emotions to feel pathologized 

(Fineman, 2006).  

 

In response to critics, AI proponents assert that the philosophy and practice is not 

merely a matter of “focusing on the positive.” Bushe (2011) contends that the focus 

should not be on generating positive affect, but rather focusing on the positive core of 

the organization. Proper understanding and practice of AI maintains that all voices are 

essential to the life of the organization (Bright, Powley, Fry, & Barrett, 2013). As 

Bright et al. note, the challenge is to permit space for the cynical voice to be heard in 

order to properly discern the hidden images of hope to tap for generativity. This has 

important implications for practice. As the authors suggest, if we hold the 

understanding that cynical perspectives are manifestations of implicit, anticipatory 

desires of what should be, this permits us to value these voices and recognize their 

important place at the table. They refer to a practice described as analogic inquiry, 

which recognizes typical ebb-and-flow in conversation between cynical and 

anticipatory modes. Once we can value and navigate cynical expression in the context 

of their interrelatedness to the anticipatory images they shadow, AI practitioners can 

be more mindful when facilitating generative discussions. Through considering and 

articulating our stories, we are creating meaning (Baumeister, and Vohs, 2002). It is 

in these generative, anticipatory images where meaningfulness can be cultivated. 
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The real value of AI is in its generativity (Bushe, 2013), which is the concept of 

seeing old things in new and creative ways that may otherwise be overlooked if 

approached merely from a deficit perspective. For instance, Bushe (2013) offers the 

example of the generative image of “sustainable development” that provided a bridge 

of common ground between environmentalists and business leaders where there 

previously was none. This new image co-created common language and discovered 

shared resultant meaning that can be leveraged for new progress. Bushe (2013) goes 

on to suggest that obtaining the stories of marginalized members of a system is 

sometimes the most generative thing that can be done since it allows for new, often-

overlooked ideas that tend to exist at the margins of social systems’ voices. 

 

Fineman (2006) contends that current organizational approaches to foster 

empowerment tend to be predominantly driven by management in the conception, 

establishment of goals, and degree of latitude provided to workers—falling short of 

“true” empowerment that addresses the root conditions that contribute to 

powerlessness in the workplace. This pseudo-empowerment, argues Fineman (2006), 

is “therapeutic fiction” that serves primarily to reinforce employee conformity to the 

organization’s expectations, thereby preserving the organization’s power imbalance 

between management and workers, and in so doing, endangers positive feelings and 

impedes optimal progress. In this critical assessment, Fineman (2006) takes aim at 

empowerment programs more generally. Organizational management would be well-

advised to heed this caution. Practically speaking, while it is not possible to eliminate 
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this risk completely, when considering the application of AI to an organization, its 

authentic practice would suggest that the boundaries of role and power be temporarily 

set aside to the fullest extent possible to minimize power differentials during the 

process. The role of an appreciative leader is to be inclusive and collaborative in 

efforts to cultivate an environment to help bring out the best in people (Ludema et al., 

2003).  

 

Ultimately, Fineman’s (2006) criticisms seem to be a call for balance. What 

appropriate balance looks like will continually be debated. Certainly, this is a healthy 

question for practitioners and scholars alike to consider how to appropriately guard 

against excessive positivity and maintain sensitivity to the context of particular 

situations. While AI focuses on the positive, when practiced properly it is 

simultaneously grounded in reality because the learnings are based upon the positive 

core of a time when the organization has been at its best and not upon some 

unattainable Utopian vision (Ludema et al., 2003).  

 

A final word of caution is that AI, like any other organizational intervention, can be 

facilitated poorly with subpar or even damaging results. As such, it is important that 

AI facilitators not only be appropriately conversant in the underlying philosophy, but 

also skilled in the practice. One way to mitigate poor application of the practice is for 

newer facilitators to apprentice with more experienced and effective practitioners. It 

is also important for leadership teams to be socialized to the process in advance of the 
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actual summit as a best practice. Leadership alignment and genuine support is a 

critical component for the success of the AI process.  

 

When leaders’ words or actions are perceived to be inauthentic—consisting of lip-

service rather than genuine commitment to the process—this becomes a fertile 

breeding ground for cynicism that can quickly sabotage any potential long-term 

benefits of the AI process. This may manifest itself innocuously enough when focus 

initiatives that are identified during the AI Summit work simply do not receive 

ongoing attention following the summit. If the momentum generated from the initial 

AI Summit work is not seized to propel and sustain continued appropriate action on 

the initiatives, the organization risks sapping itself of any benefits achieved from the 

AI Summit. In actuality, the resultant cynicism or mistrust that may ensue due to 

inaction can arguably be more detrimental than merely preserving the status quo that 

exists prior to an AI Summit. Raising employee hopes only to have them be dashed 

by inaction is certainly not a recipe for success. It is, therefore, vitally important to be 

intentional in the allocation of time, space, and support to develop a clear plan for 

post-summit work. This will help ensure that change initiatives that are identified 

during the summit have the greatest chance for success. When organizational 

leadership is authentically aligned with and aware of the AI process at the onset, this 

helps to ensure greater top-down support, commitment, communication, and energy 

to help sustain the process.  
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Integrative Framework 

Figure 3 provides a framework to integrate these key concepts that have been 

reviewed in chapter two. When organizational change initiatives are introduced (as 

represented on the left side of the model), individual and organizational practices 

mediate the process of sensemaking. Within this study, the relationship to perceived 

work meaningfulness is explored in the context of utilizing AI as an example of 

organizational practices. As an example of individual practices, the complementary 

Map of Meaning reflection exercises during interviews that follow the AI Summit 

offer an opportunity to reflect in an intentional way to apply a sensemaking lens to 

the experience from a personal work meaningfulness perspective. The sensemaking 

process interacts with dimensions of self, others, and work/circumstances, and draws 

upon sources of inspiration. This sensemaking process moderates the level of work 

meaningfulness an individual will experience. Work meaningfulness moderates 

individual and organizational outcomes as noted in chapter one (e.g., motivation, 

absenteeism, work behavior, engagement, job satisfaction, empowerment, stress, 

organizational identification, career development, individual performance, 

organizational performance, and personal fulfillment) (Rosso et al., 2010). 
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Figure 3. Framework for Organizational and Individual Practices’ Impact on 

Work Meaningfulness and Outcomes 

 

Research Question and Rationale 

Given the high rates of failure for organizational change initiatives coupled with high 

rates of employee disengagement, it is incumbent upon organizations to consider 

what can be done to stem the tide on these fronts. This dissertation seeks to contribute 

to this effort from both a research and practice perspective. The significant capacity 

of AI to help organizations has been shown to effectively navigate change and 

challenge (Bushe & Paranjpey, 2015). Given that work meaningfulness has been 

demonstrated to influence positive individual and organizational outcomes (Rosso et 

al., 2010), processes that can help engender greater work meaningfulness merit 

further study. From this literature review, processes that support the pathways of 
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Integrity with Self, Unity with Others, Service to Others, and Expressing Full 

Potential contribute to work meaningfulness when done so with a balance between 

Being and Doing, Self and Others, and Inspiration and Reality of Self and 

Circumstances (Lips-Wiersma & Morris, 2018). I propose that the process of 

Appreciative Inquiry contributes to greater work meaningfulness by creating 

conditions that allow these qualities to flourish. This increased work meaningfulness, 

in turn, can serve as a mechanism for achieving improved organizational outcomes 

(e.g., successful change initiatives and higher engagement levels). 

 

The primary research question for this dissertation thus explores the role that 

Appreciative Inquiry can play in helping to create greater work meaningfulness 

within an organizational context. A secondary research question that evolved during 

the course of this study explores the relationship that the use of the Map of Meaning 

(Lips-Wiersma & Morris, 2018) has to an individual’s creation of greater work 

meaningfulness. This work also considers how the Map of Meaning may be utilized 

from a practical perspective in conjunction with AI Summit work. Within the 

framework provided in Figure 3, AI serves as an example organizational practice and 

the Map of Meaning reflection exercises serve as an example individual practice. The 

AI Summit process affords individuals to undertake collaborative sensemaking 

exercises. The complementary Map of Meaning reflection exercises during interviews 

that follow the AI Summit offer an opportunity to reflect in an intentional way to 

apply a sensemaking lens to AI Summit experiences from a personal work 
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meaningfulness perspective. Both of these practices serve to mediate change 

initiatives through an interactive sensemaking process in the context and reality of 

circumstances of self, others, and the work itself. The next chapter details the 

methodology used to explore these questions. 
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Chapter 3: Methodology 

Chapter Overview 

In this chapter, I provide an explanation of my research methodology. First, I provide 

an overview of my research design, a mixed-methods comparative case study across 

six companies. I subsequently introduce the six companies that participated in the 

study. Next, I provide the rationale for the intervention design and then describe the 

AI Summit interventions my colleagues and I conducted in the first four companies. I 

also describe the lean process methodology that was underway in the fifth company, 

my comparison company. The sixth company served as a quasi-control group with no 

formal intervention. Finally, I explain my data collection and analysis procedures, 

elaborate my hypotheses for the quantitative data, and describe how I moved from the 

raw data to the results and findings I report in chapter four. 

Research Design Overview 

As mentioned, the purpose of this dissertation is to understand if, how, and why AI 

supports the creation of work meaningfulness in organizations. To study this 

phenomenon, I used a mixed-methods comparative case study design (Eisenhardt, 

1989; Yin, 2014) in which I analyzed the relationship between AI Summit 

interventions and individual work meaningfulness in four organizations (Gridmax 

Energy, Flowcotrol, Erie Systems, and Edu-Novation). I then compared these results 

to the relationship between lean manufacturing interventions and individual work 

meaningfulness in a fifth organization (AT-Corp) and no interventions and individual 
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work meaningfulness in a sixth organization (NS-Gurus). I collected quantitative and 

qualitative data immediately before the interventions (T1), immediately after the 

interventions (T2), and three months after the interventions (T3). I gathered the 

quantitative data by means of a survey that included four instruments as applicable: 

(1) the Comprehensive Meaningful Work Scale (CMWS) (Lips-Wiersma & Wright, 

2012), (2) the Brief Calling Scale (Dik, Eldridge, Steger, & Duffy, 2012), and (3) an 

AI summit feedback survey I created, or (4) a lean thinking feedback survey I created.  

 

In addition to the quantitative data, I collected qualitative data via open-ended survey 

questions I created, semi-structured interviews (Rubin & Rubin, 2012), participant 

observation (Spradley, 1980), archival documents, and use of the Map of Meaning 

(Lips-Wiersma & Morris, 2018). I collected these qualitative data to gain a deeper 

understanding of the participants’ experiences of AI and lean thinking methodology 

and how these approaches influenced their sense of work meaningfulness.  

Participant Company Profiles 

All the participant companies described in this study are headquartered in the 

Midwestern United States. The company names utilized in this study are pseudonyms 

for the participant companies; any likeness to an actual company name is coincidental 

and unintentional. A brief company profile for each participant organization is 

provided below. 
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Gridmax Energy (AI Summit intervention participant organization) 

Founded approximately twenty years ago, Gridmax Energy provides electric grid 

management services to areas across a number of U.S. States and Canada. 

Specifically, Gridmax Energy focuses on providing secure and reliable grid service, 

transmission and resource planning, competitive markets enablement, and tariff 

administration. Gridmax Energy employs over one thousand employees and 

contractors. A large percentage of the workforce consists of high-tech employees 

supporting the information technology infrastructure that manages the grid system. 

Gridmax Energy operates in a highly regulated industry with significant local 

competition for talent. The AI summit methodology was used with Gridmax. 

Flowcotrol (AI Summit intervention participant organization) 

Founded approximately eighty-five years ago, Flowcotrol is a global engineering, 

design, and manufacturing firm that designs and develops flow and level control 

instrumentation. Flowcotrol’s products have a broad variety of commercial 

applications including petrochemicals, energy, clean water, pharmaceuticals, foods, 

beverages, and chemicals. Flowcotrol employs approximately 750 employees 

worldwide at its various sites. The AI summit methodology was used with 

Flowcotrol. 

Erie Systems (AI Summit intervention participant organization) 

Founded approximately thirty-five years ago, Erie Systems provides receivables 

management (i.e., revenue collection) solutions to organizations. Erie Systems’ 

largest customers are in the healthcare sector, accounts receivable management 
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companies, and government and municipal organizations. Erie Systems employs 

approximately three hundred employees and recently underwent an acquisition. The 

AI summit methodology was used with Erie Systems. 

Edu-Novation (AI Summit intervention participant organization) 

Founded approximately twenty years ago, Edu-Novation provides educational 

support services for a diverse and disadvantaged student body served by several 

charter schools in an urban setting. The central office has about five employees and 

the consortium schools it serves has dozens of employees at each respective site. The 

AI summit methodology was used with Edu-Novation. 

AT-Corp (Lean Thinking – Alternate intervention organization) 

Founded approximately twenty years ago, AT-Corp manufactures trailer systems for 

cargo, automotive, recreational vehicle, and industrial product lines. AT-Corp’s 

culture places a heavy emphasis on lean methodologies for continuous improvement. 

AT-Corp employs approximately two hundred employees across several plant 

locations within close geographic proximity to one another. Interestingly, a 

significant percentage of their employees are Amish, and come from a cultural 

background that is resistant to adoption of many modern technologies and places 

significant emphasis on community. The employees are assigned to teams that 

metaphorically raise trailers instead of barns. Each team has daily fifteen-minute 

debriefs at the end of shift that review innovations and track a variety of metrics for 

continual improvement as part of their culturally embedded lean process 

methodology. While the company has an uncharacteristically strong emphasis on lean 
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for the trailer/RV industry and makes use of innovative technology, their supply chain 

management system is surprisingly manual and the organization makes extensive use 

of print product binders, whiteboards, printouts, and Post-it
®
 Notes throughout the 

plant such as the one shown in Figure 4. AT-Corp was a comparative group in which 

the lean thinking methodology was used instead of the AI methodology. 

 

Figure 4. Sample Lean Station 

NS-Gurus (No intervention) 

Founded approximately twenty years ago, NS-Gurus is a boutique technology 

consulting company providing customized software solutions for their clients’ 

business problems. NS-Gurus primarily serves customers within the manufacturing 

industry. NS-Gurus employs approximately a dozen employees who are located in 

one office location. NS-Gurus was used as a quasi-control group in which no 

interventions were done. 
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Intervention Design 

This section describes the rationale for the intervention design of the study, the 

process used for the AI Summits, and a description of the Lean Thinking 

methodology used in the comparative organization. 

Rationale for the intervention design 

To improve outcomes from both a practitioner and research perspective, Baumeister 

and Alghamdi (2015) recommend the use of resource-based interventions that are 

tailored for target populations and focused on particular resources. They define 

resources as anything that is useful in attaining valued goals. By their definition, a 

resource-based intervention would therefore include programs to help individuals and 

groups work better together. Similarly, Briner and Walshe (2015) contend that it is 

important to gather information from the target population to determine an 

appropriate focus of the intervention, an amenability towards the change initiative 

identified, and research evidence for the efficacy of the intervention methodology 

itself. The need to tailor interventions in order to meet an organization’s specific 

needs and context largely contributes to the complexity of intervention research 

(Michel, O’Shea, and Hoppe, 2015).  

 

Citing extensive research links between work and well-being, Briner and Walshe 

(2015) bemoan the lack of good-quality research on resource-based or other 

interventions such as traditional stress management and job redesign. Their response 

to this gap draws upon more mature intervention disciplines (e.g., medicine) and 
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suggests eleven characteristics that resource-based interventions ought to have, where 

applicable. These characteristics are summarized in Table 2 below.  

Table 2. Key Characteristics Recommended for Resource-Based Interventions 

 

No. Key Characteristic 

1 There is a practically significant and specific well-being problem in the 

target group 

2 The specific well-being problem identified is, in principle, amenable to 

change through the type of intervention proposed 

3 The resource-oriented intervention selected is capable, in principle, of 

bringing about practically significant increases in this particular resource 

4 There are no clear, strong, or obvious indicators of the causes of the well-

being problem that are unrelated to the resource-oriented intervention 

5 Increasing the level of this particular resource will, in principle, have 

practically significant effects on the specific well-being problem 

6 The target group has relatively low levels of this particular resource 

7 There is a linear relationship between the resource and the specific aspect of 

well-being 

8 There are no practically significant individual differences in response to 

increasing this particular resource 

9 An explicit and well-articulated theoretical mechanism explaining how 

increasing the resource affects the specific aspect of well-being 

10 An explicit and well-articulated account of the role of time in increasing 

both the resource and possible subsequent changes in the specific aspect of 

well-being 

11 The target group is split into three subgroups: intervention, alternative 

intervention, and non-intervention 

Source: Briner and Walshe (2015) 

This section describes how this study design meets the rigor suggested by Briner and 

Walshe (2015) via the key characteristics of resource-based interventions. The AI 

Summit design meets the first characteristic—providing value for the organization— 

by honing in on a high-value challenge that is specifically identified by the 

organization being served by the intervention. The second characteristic, pertaining to 
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the amenability of the organization, is met given the nature of the organization’s 

ownership in collaboratively developing the change initiative in the AI Summit. 

Given the three decades of associated research and practice demonstrating AI’s 

significant potential returns for organizations, the third characteristic, pertaining to 

the potential of the AI Summit to deliver as intended, is met. The fourth 

characteristic, pertaining to other clear causal factors, is met since AI Summits 

inherently focus on complex organizational challenges that do not have obvious 

causes unrelated to the resource-intervention focus. The fifth characteristic basically 

begs the question, why intervene to increase a resource unless it is likely to have 

meaningful effects on the identified well-being problem (Briner & Walshe, 2015)? 

This risk is mitigated through careful collaboration with the organization on the 

intended focus of the AI Summit to address the organization’s identified well-being 

problem. Similarly, since the target group identifies the well-being problem of focus, 

the sixth characteristic, pertaining to a desire to increase the associated resource(s), is 

also likely to be present.  

 

The seventh characteristic cautions against interventions that may have a curvilinear 

relationship, meaning that more of a resource may actually harm rather than enhance 

well-being at some point along the curve (Briner & Walshe, 2015). The positivity 

cautions associated with AI, as discussed in chapter two, are important to keep in 

mind by ensuring that AI Summit work remains rooted in reality through adept AI 

Summit facilitation. The eighth characteristic, pertaining to individual differences in 
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responses, holds similar cautions (such as individuals who may react differently to 

high levels of positivity) which can be mitigated by sensitive facilitation and 

establishing clear ground rules for participants’ respectful adherence to the AI 

Summit process. These points will be revisited in further detail in the discussion in 

chapter five.  

 

The ninth characteristic, pertaining to a well-articulated theory, is present in the Map 

of Meaning model used within this study to explore the dimensions related to the AI 

Summit. The tenth characteristic, pertaining to clear time relationship for the impact 

of the intervention, is established through three distinct time periods (T1, T2, T3) as 

detailed later in this chapter. The eleventh characteristic, pertaining to intervention 

groups, alternative intervention groups, and non-intervention groups, provided a 

significant pragmatic challenge in regards to finding intra-organizational groups for 

this study. To address this challenge, the comparative case study approach was 

utilized for inter-organizational comparison to establish each of these three groupings 

consisting of the four organizations undertaking AI Summits (intervention group), the 

organization utilizing lean (alternate intervention group), and the organization with no 

formal intervention (non-intervention group). 

 

In a systematic review and meta-analysis on the effectiveness of work engagement 

interventions by Knight, Patterson, and Dawson (2017), several pertinent findings for 

this study design were identified. Based on their findings, Knight et al. (2017) suggest 
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that there are key benefits of working in groups for increasing resources, work 

engagement, and well-being. As such, they encourage further exploration of group 

interventions, such as the design included with this study. Citing lack of support from 

senior management as a common stumbling block for interventions, the researcher-

organization relationships are crucial to intervention success (Knight et al.). It is 

therefore incumbent upon researchers to establish strong relationships with 

organizational sponsors and actively involve them in the study design as appropriate. 

This is a best-practice hallmark of the AI Summit methodology. Knight et al. further 

urge the use of detailed evaluations to gauge understanding of how and why 

interventions work. To this end, the survey design and interviews, which will be 

discussed in further detail in the data collection section below, include these types of 

evaluative questions. Furthermore, utilizing employee participation in the 

development and implementation of an intervention may help ensure that positive 

outcomes are achieved (Nielsen & Randall, 2012). This, too, is a key characteristic of 

the AI Summit methodology that will be described in more detail in the next section. 

 

AI Summits 

The AI Summits in this study were facilitated by certified facilitators (including this 

researcher) and utilized the AI Summit process established by Ludema and colleagues 

(2003). The process unfolds in three major phases: (1) activities before the summit, 

(2) activities during the summit, and (3) activities after the summit. Before the 

summit, three key activities take place. First, the consultants meet with the sponsors 
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of the change initiative to gain a clear understanding of what they want and to help 

them frame it as an affirmative topic. The sponsors are usually a handful of senior 

leaders in the organization who want to solve a problem. In the case of Gridmax 

Energy, the sponsors consisted of the senior team of the IT department who wanted to 

“find a sustainable fix” for the organization’s automation and compliance processes, 

which they claimed were “broken.” Appreciative Inquiry begins by framing an 

affirmative topic so that the process focuses on creating what the organization wants 

rather than what it does not want (i.e., that which is “broken”). In the case of 

Gridmax, after much discussion, the affirmative topic was framed as, “Amped-up 

automation: Empowering our people to reimagine how we deliver secure and 

compliant service and value.” Second, the consultants work with the sponsors to 

select a summit planning team with representation from the various constituencies 

that have an interest or a stake in the affirmative topic and change process. The 

planning team usually consists of about 20 people who come from different levels 

and roles in the organization. Third, the consultants meet with the planning team to 

plan and design the summit in such a way that it remains focused on the affirmative 

topic and meets the needs and aspirations of the “whole system” of stakeholders. 

 

During the summit, the consultants lead the participants through the Appreciative 

Inquiry 4-D Cycle consisting of four iterative stages: Discovery, Dream, Design, and 

Destiny. During the Discovery phase, participants go through a series of activities 

(e.g., one-on-one interviews, small group discussions, and large group reports and 
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discussion) in which they study and analyze times when “when they have been at 

their best” relative to the affirmative topic. The purpose of the Discovery phase is 

help the organization understand at a deep level the forces and factors that support its 

high performance. In the case of Gridmax, they analyzed the forces and factors (e.g., 

purpose, vision, values, relationships, resources, processes, procedures, ways of 

working) that supported high performance when they were at their best relative to 

“amped-up automation and empowering their people to reimagine how they deliver 

secure and compliant service and value.” The Discovery phase also serves as an 

opportunity to strengthen relationships, build individual and collective efficacy, and 

set the stage for innovation. 

 

During the Dream phase, participants engage in a series of activities that invite them 

to imagine the “ideal organization” relative to the affirmative topic. The purpose of 

the Dream phase it to build on the “best of the past” and envision a desired future that 

supports radical innovation and exceptional performance. In the case of Gridmax, 

they envisioned the “ideal organization” in which “amped-up automation and 

empowering people to reimagine how they deliver secure and compliant service and 

value” were operating at the highest possible level. Appreciative Inquiry is based on 

the proposition that the process of dreaming and envisioning the future is more 

creative, generative, and bold when it is linked to the positive emotion, energy, and 

insight gained from studying real examples of high performance in the past. 
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During the Design phase, participants engage in a series of activities to build the 

“organization of their dreams” relative to the affirmative topic. The purpose of the 

Design phase is to take the most promising ideas that emerged in the Dream phase 

and translate them into actionable strategies through a process called “rapid 

prototyping,” in which participants create tangible models of how the strategies will 

work, how much they will cost, and what impact they will have. These strategies can 

include things as large as redefining the purpose of the firm, adopting new 

technologies, redesigning departments or divisions, developing new products, or 

pursuing new markets. They can also include things as small as defining a few new 

metrics, establishing new relationships, adjusting communication protocols, creating 

clear agendas for meeting, or hosting brown bag lunches to promote learning and 

social bonding. Figure 5 displays the strategic opportunity map that was 

collaboratively developed by the entire group at the culmination of the Dream phase 

at Gridmax to identify top-priority actionable strategies for action.  
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Figure 5. AI Summit Strategic Opportunity Map 

 

In the Destiny phase, participants engage in a series of activities to create action plans 

to implement the strategies they formulated in the Design phase. These action plans 

usually include specific timelines, metrics, milestones, and outcomes. They also 

include a framework for ensuring follow through on the plans, including the 

formation of action teams and an overall steering committee, integrating the plans 

into the ongoing operations of the organization, securing sponsorship and resource 

support from senior leadership, and planning additional summits to further advance 

the process in the future.  

 

The summit agendas and affirmative topics were tailored towards a specific change 

agenda established in conversation with each of the participating companies and were 

two to three days in duration as summarized in Table 3.  
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Table 3. Intervention Summary 

 

Organization Intervention 

/ 

(Duration)  

Participant 

Count (n) 

Affirmative Topic: Change 

Agenda 

Gridmax 

Energy 

AI Summit 

(3 days) 

IT division 

(66) 

Amped-up automation: 

Empowering our people to 

reimagine how we deliver secure 

and compliant service and value 

Flowcotrol AI Summit 

(2 days) 

Engineering 

team 

(37) 

Engineering creativity at 

Flowcotrol for a better, faster, 

smarter future 

Erie Systems AI Summit 

(2 days) 

Finance team 

(16) 

Finance of the future: Serving the 

business smarter, better, faster 

Edu-Novation AI Summit 

(3 days) 

Administrators, 

faculty, and 

support staff 

(61) 

Revolutionary innovation and 

transformative experiences to 

prepare students for infinite 

possibilities 

AT-Corp lean 

(ongoing) 

Production 

plant line staff 

(44) 

N/A 

NS-Gurus N/A Consulting 

organization 

(11) 

N/A 

 

As noted in the research design overview, this study utilized a mixed-methods 

comparative case study approach (Eisenhardt, 1989; Yin, 2014). For comparative 

purposes, I included two organizations (AT-Corp and NS-Gurus) that did not 

participate in the AI Summits. In the case of AT-Corp, while Appreciative Inquiry 

Summits were not utilized, AT-Corp utilizes lean practices as an embedded, ongoing 

process-improvement methodology to navigate organizational change throughout the 
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organization. The next section briefly describes the lean thinking methodology. In the 

case of NS-Gurus, serving as a quasi-control group, no formal intervention or 

established organizational change methodology was utilized. There were, however, 

noteworthy practices identified within NS-Gurus that contribute to greater work 

meaningfulness and positive organizational outcomes that will be discussed further in 

chapters four and five. 

Lean thinking 

Lean thinking was coined by Womack and Jones (2003) based upon their study of 

Toyota’s Production System model. This methodology espouses an approach focused 

on optimally organizing human activities to increase value to society, individuals, the 

organizations of which they are a part, and to eliminate waste. Lean thinking, while 

distinctive from Appreciative Inquiry, shares some similar and complementary tenets. 

Incidentally, Flowcotrol utilizes both AI and lean practices on an ongoing basis 

within the organization demonstrating that the two practices can coexist well with one 

another. The lean thinking approach encourages employees to practice their critical 

thinking about their work activities and relies upon hands-on collaborative 

approaches to reviewing and redesigning work initiatives. The practice encourages a 

kaizen philosophy which focuses on making continuous and incremental 

improvement on a day-to-day basis. This is accomplished by building kaizen 

activities intentionally into the work day to review and assess improvement 

opportunities. Another similar tenet is the importance of collective visualization. 
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Above all, the practice, when properly enacted, puts people first—individual 

customers and employees—above systems. 

 

Data Collection  

Consistent with my mixed-methods research design, I collected quantitative and 

qualitative data. I collected quantitative and qualitative data immediately before the 

interventions (T1), immediately after the interventions (T2), and three months after 

the interventions (T3). I gathered the quantitative data by means of a survey that 

included four instruments as applicable: 

1. The Comprehensive Meaningful Work Scale (CMWS), a validated survey, 

developed by Lips-Wiersma and Wright (2012). This instrument measures 

individual work meaningfulness (see Appendix A). 

2. The Brief Calling Scale, a validated survey, developed by Dik, Eldridge, 

Steger, and Duffy (2012) and designed to measure individual sense of calling 

at work. I used this instrument to explore the relationship between individual 

work meaningfulness and sense of calling (see Appendix B). 

3. An AI Summit Feedback Survey that I created to understand the perceptions 

of Gridmax, Flowcotrol, Erie Systems, and Edu-Novation employees 

concerning the AI interventions used at those organizations (see Appendix C).  

4. A Lean Thinking Methodology Feedback Survey that I created to understand 

the perceptions of AT-Corp employees concerning the lean thinking 

methodology interventions used at AT-Corp (see Appendix D).  
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The use of the CMWS instrument over three time periods was intended to measure 

any change in the participants’ sense of work meaningfulness related to the 

interventions. The BCS was administered at T1 to gauge participants’ baseline 

orientation to work. The AI Feedback Survey was administered to elicit participants’ 

perceptions of the interventions themselves and resulting outcomes at T2 and T3. The 

Lean Thinking Methodology Feedback Survey was administered at T1 and T3 for 

comparative purposes on participant perceptions were the lean thinking methodology 

was alternatively in use.  

 

For the qualitative data, I  collected responses via open-ended survey questions I 

created (see Appendix E); conducted semi-structured interviews (Rubin & Rubin, 

2012) following the interventions (see Appendix F for the Semi-Structure Interview 

Guide used); engaged in participant observation (Spradley, 1980) throughout the 

study; and collected outputs from the intervention processes (e.g., new innovations, 

directions, strategic plans, and artifacts) along with archival documents such as 

memos and content from company websites. The purpose of collecting this qualitative 

data is to make sense of (Weick, 1995) and build plausible theory about (Charmaz, 

2014; Corley & Gioia, 2011) what might explain the relationships between the AI 

Summit process (compared to the lean process) and increases or decreases in 

perceptions of work meaningfulness. The remainder of this section describes the data 

collection in further detail. 
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Informed consent, confidentiality, and remuneration 

Employees involved with the AI Summits (or in the comparative work groups within 

AT-Corp and NS-Gurus) were provided, via informed consent, the opportunity to opt 

in or out of the surveys and interviews without their employers knowing which option 

was chosen. See Appendix G for the survey informed consent and Appendix H for the 

interview informed consent forms used. For those employees who opted in, 

appropriate protections were put in place to protect their identity and confidentiality 

as well as the freedom to drop out of the study at any time. Except in the case of AT-

Corp, all survey participants were offered a $5 Amazon
® 

electronic gift card as a 

token of appreciation for completion or alternatively, a $5 donation made on their 

behalf to a children’s hospital foundation or educational charity in local proximity to 

their organization. A pizza lunch was provided at the end of shift as a token of 

appreciation for participation in both instances at AT-Corp. Interviewees were not 

offered anything, but thank-you notes and $10 Starbucks
®
 gift cards were mailed as 

an expression of appreciation for the participants’ time after the fact. In all instances, 

informed consent was provided; survey and interview participation was expressly 

communicated as voluntary and confidential. Surveys generally took ten to fifteen 

minutes per participant. Interviews generally took thirty to forty-five minutes per 

participant. 

Survey data collection 

Where applicable, surveys were administered in paper format immediately before the 

commencement of each of the AI Summits (T1) and immediately at the conclusion of 
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the AI Summits (T2). An email follow-up survey was administered three months after 

the AI Summits (T3) via SurveyMonkey
®
. In the case of AT-Corp, two (T1 and T2) 

onsite paper surveys were administered three months apart following a shift 

observation that included a weekly lean process review. In the case of NS-Gurus, two 

(T1 and T2) email SurveyMonkey
® 

instances were administered three months apart. 

Each survey instance contained the Comprehensive Meaningful Work Scale (CMWS) 

for longitudinal comparative purposes. Additionally, T1 solicited basic demographic 

information, a Brief Calling Scale (BCS), and several free response questions. T2 

included AI Summit feedback questions on a Likert scale and additional free response 

questions. T3 included follow-up personal and organizational progress questions on a 

Likert scale as well as additional free response questions. All survey data were 

consolidated, coded, and anonymized in Microsoft Excel
®
.  

Comprehensive Meaningful Work Scale (CMWS) 

This study utilizes the Comprehensive Meaningful Work Scale (CMWS) (Lips-

Wiersma & Wright, 2012), measuring eight dimensions of meaningfulness at work: 

(1) Unity with Others, (2) Service to Others, (3) Expressing Full Potential, (4) 

developing inner self, (5) reality, (6) inspiration, (7) balancing being and doing, and 

(8) balancing self and other (see Figure 6). 
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Unity with Others (UWO):  

1. I have a sense of belonging 

2. I can talk openly about my 

values when we are making 

decisions 

3. We talk about what matters to 

us 

4. We support each other 

5. We reassure each other 

Service to Others (STO):  

1. We enjoy working together 

2. I feel I truly help our 

customers/clients 

3. We contribute to products and 

services that enhance human 

well-being and/or the 

environment 

4. What we do is worthwhile 

5. We spend a lot of time on things 

that are truly important 

Expressing Full Potential (EFP):  

1. I create and apply new ideas or 

concepts 

2. I make a difference that matters 

to others 

3. I experience a sense of 

achievement 

4. I am excited by the available 

opportunities for me 

Inspiration (INSP):  

1. I feel inspired at work 

2. The work we are doing makes 

me feel hopeful about the future 

3. The vision we collectively work 

towards inspires me 

4. I experience a sense of spiritual 

connection with my work 

Developing the Inner Self (DIS):  

1. At work, my sense of what is 

right and wrong gets blurred 

(reverse scored) 

2. I don't like who I am becoming 

at work (reverse scored) 

3. At work, I feel divorced from 

myself (reverse scored) 

Reality (REA):  

1. At work, we face up to reality 

2. We are tolerant of being human 

3. We recognize that life is messy 

and that is OK 

Balancing Being and Doing (BBAD): 

1. In this work, I have the time and 

space to think 

2. We have a good balance 

between focusing on getting 

things done and noticing how 

people are feeling 

Balancing Self and Other (BSAO):  

1. I create enough space for me 

2. I have a good balance between 

the needs of others and my own 

needs 

Figure 6. CMWS Questions (Lips-Wiersma & Wright, 2012) 

 

This survey instrument was selected for use in this study since it provides a validated, 

multi-dimensional, process-oriented measure of work that captures the complexity of 
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the work meaningfulness construct (Lips-Wiersma & Wright, 2012). The CMWS was 

administered as a pre-test (T1) immediately before participation in the AI Summit 

process, as a post-test (T2) immediately following the completion of the AI Summit, 

and as a second post-test (T3) several months after the AI Summit. For the two 

organizations not participating in AI Summits (AT-Corp and NS-Gurus), only a T1 

and T2 survey were administered, with T2 being administered several months later 

(comparable to the T3 timing of the other participant organizations.) The purpose of 

collecting these data is to examine the relationship between the AI Summit process 

and changes in perceptions of work meaningfulness over time following the 

intervention, and to compare those results with changes (if any) in perceptions of 

meaningfulness of the comparative and quasi-control groups. 

Brief Calling Scale (BCS) 

A Brief Calling Scale (BCS) (Dik, Eldridge, Steger, & Duffy, 2012) was also 

included in T1 for analysis with the other collected data. This abridged calling survey 

was selected to mitigate respondent overload, particularly since these data points were 

of secondary interest. Additionally, it was presumed that the BCS orientation would 

likely remain relatively static over this brief period of time and, in a pragmatic effort 

to limit subsequent survey size, the BCS questions were not asked again in T2 or T3 

surveys. BCS questions include the following: 

1. I have a calling to a particular kind of work. 

2. I have a good understanding of my calling as it applies to my career. 

3. I am trying to figure out my calling in my career. 
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4. I am searching for my calling as it applies to my career. 

 

AI Summit Feedback Surveys 

The AI Summit Feedback Surveys were administered at T2 (immediately following 

the summits) and T3 (approximately three months after the summits) for the four 

organizations that participated in the AI Summit (Gridmax Energy, Flowcotrol, Erie 

Systems, Edu-Novation). The purpose of the AI Summit Feedback Surveys was to 

understand the participants’ experience of the summits and explore the relationship of 

those experiences to their sense of meaningfulness at work.  

 

At T2, participants were asked to respond to the following questions on a 5-point 

Likert scale: 

1. The Appreciative Inquiry process helped me feel more excited/energized 

about working on significant organizational challenges. 

2. The Appreciative Inquiry process helped me feel more empowered in my 

work. 

3. The Appreciative Inquiry process helped me feel more connected to my 

coworkers. 

4. The Appreciative Inquiry process helped me feel more trust in senior 

management. 

5. The Appreciative Inquiry process will change the way I will think about and 

approach my work. 

6. The Appreciative Inquiry process will change the way I will think about and 

approach my relationships at work. 

7. As a result of the Appreciative Inquiry process, I am more hopeful about the 

future for our group/organization. 

8. As a result of the Appreciative Inquiry process, I have a greater sense of 

purpose in my work at my organization. 
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At T3, participants were asked to respond to the following questions on a 5-point 

Likert scale: 

1. Initially following the Appreciative Inquiry summit, I personally made 

meaningful changes in the way I work. 

2. Initially following the Appreciative Inquiry summit, my work group made 

meaningful changes in the way we work. 

3. Since the Appreciative Inquiry summit, I personally have sustained 

meaningful changes in the way I work. 

4. Since the Appreciative Inquiry summit, my work group has sustained 

meaningful changes in the way we work. 

5. I would like for our group to do another Appreciative Inquiry summit event. 

Lean Thinking Feedback Surveys 

The Lean Thinking Feedback Surveys were administered at T1 and T3 for the 

comparative organization (AT-Corp). The purpose of the Lean Thinking Feedback 

Surveys was to understand the participants’ experience of the lean process and 

explore the relationship of those experiences to their sense of meaningfulness at 

work. This lean feedback was used as comparison data with the AI Summit feedback.  

 

At T1 and T3, were asked to respond to the following questions on a 5-point Likert 

scale: 

1. Our organization’s use of the lean process helps me feel more 

excited/energized about working on significant organizational challenges. 

2. The lean process helps me feel more empowered in my work. 

3. The lean process helps me feel more connected to my coworkers. 

4. The lean process helps me feel more trust in senior management. 

5. The lean process positively changes the way I think about and approach my 

work. 

6. The lean process positively impacts the way I think about and approach my 

relationships at work. 

7. As a result of our organization’s use of the lean process, I am more hopeful 

about the future for our group/organization. 
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8. Using the lean process enables a greater sense of purpose in my work at AT-

Corp. 

Hypotheses pertaining to the quantitative data 

1. (H1) Organizational members who participate in the AI Summit process will 

report higher subsequent levels of experienced meaningfulness in subsequent 

CMWS scores (and underlying sub-scores for each of the dimensions 

comprising the CMWS) at (A) time two (T2) and (B) time three (T3) periods.  

2. (H2) Participants with strong calling alignments (as measured by Brief Calling 

Scale scores) will have higher reported baseline CMWS meaningfulness 

scores. However, this will not be a significant predictor for changes in 

reported CMWS scores. 

3. (H3) Participants with an “other” orientation as assigned from those opting for 

remuneration to be donated to others instead of retained for themselves for 

completing the CMWS surveys may tend to have greater work 

meaningfulness scores. 

4. (H4) The findings from the comparison organization utilizing lean thinking 

methodology will show that these practices contribute to work 

meaningfulness; however, subsequent changes in CMWS scores will not be 

significant. 

5. (H5) For future research (outside of the scope of this dissertation): 

experienced meaningfulness is positively related to performance outcomes.  
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Qualitative data collection 

I collected qualitative data from four sources: open-ended survey response questions, 

semi-structured interviews, participant observation, and additional artifacts. Below I 

describe each in detail. 

Open-ended survey response questions 
The open-ended survey response questions were administered to AI Summit 

participants at TI (immediately prior to the summit), T2 (immediately following the 

summits) and T3 (approximately three months after the summits). The purpose of 

these questions was to gain additional understanding of the participants’ experience 

of the summits and explore the relationship of those experiences to their sense of 

meaningfulness at work.  

Open-ended questions at T1 included 

1. Can you describe a time (at either your current or a prior employer) when you 

had a particularly meaningful work experience? What was it about that 

experience that made it particularly meaningful for you?  

2. If you have any additional comments you would like to share feel free to 

include them here.  

Open-ended questions at T2 included 

1. What was a high point of the AI Summit the past 3 days for you? What made 

it a high point? 
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2. What were the top 3 things you found most meaningful with your AI Summit 

experience the past 3 days? What was it about these experiences that 

contributed to your sense of meaning? Please share examples… 

3. If you have any additional comments you would like to share feel free to 

include them here.  

 

Open-ended questions at T3 included 

1. What was a high point for you at work since the AI Summit? What made it a 

high point? 

2. What were the top 3 things you found most meaningful since your AI Summit 

experience? What was it about these experiences that contributed to your 

sense of meaning? Please share examples. 

3. If you have any additional wishes for yourself personally, for your 

organization, or other comments you would like to share feel free to include 

them here. 

Interviews 

Semi-structured qualitative interviews were conducted and the responses analyzed 

(Rubin & Rubin, 2012). Interviewee volunteers were recruited through solicitation in 

the T2 survey for participants in the AI Summit and the T1 survey for the 

comparative groups. Everyone who volunteered to be interviewed was scheduled for 

an appointment. In all, 33 distinct participants were interviewed across the six 
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organizations with nearly all interviews performed in-person as summarized in Table 

4. In a limited number of cases, interviews were conducted via WebEx
®
. In all cases, 

interviews were audio recorded and transcribed for analysis of themes that evolved.  
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Table 4. Interview Summary 

 

Organization / 

Intervention 

Unique 

Interviewees 

Follow-up 

Interviews 

In Person vs. 

WebEx
®
 

Interviews 

Gridmax Energy 

(AI Summit) 

8 3 10 in-person 

1 WebEx
®
 

Flowcotrol  

(AI Summit) 

3 N/A 3 in -person 

Erie Systems 

(AI Summit) 

7 N/A 6 in-person 

1 WebEx
®
 

Edu-Novation 

(AI Summit) 

3 N/A 2 in-person 

1 WebEx
®
 

AT-Corp 

(lean) 

6 N/A 6 in-person 

NS-Gurus 

(no intervention) 

6 N/A 6 in-person 

Total 33 3  

 

The interviews focused on the participant’s general workplace meaningfulness 

perspectives and experience of the AI Summit work and subsequent progress or, 

where applicable, the lean thinking methodology or other practices their organization 

utilizes. Time and participant willingness permitting, in a majority of interviews, the 

remaining time was spent reflecting on the Map of Meaning. Specifically, participants 

were invited to reflect upon recent weeks from a work context and to jot down 

examples of experiences that came to mind in each of the four quadrants (i.e., 

Integrity with Self, Unity with Others, Service to Others, Expressing Full Potential) 
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represented on the Map of Meaning (Figure 1) as well as the center (i.e., Inspiration). 

Participants were then invited to share about how they experienced the exercise 

broadly, and then invited to share the examples that came to mind on their personal 

diagram (see Appendix F for the interview guide).  

Participant observations and other artifacts 

Participant observation field notes (Spradley, 1980) from the AI Summit participant 

organizations and lean process methods at AT-Corp were utilized in this analysis. 

Additionally, outputs from those processes (e.g., new innovations, directions, 

strategic plans, and artifacts) along with archival documents such as memos and 

content from company websites were also used as part of this analysis. The purpose 

of collecting these qualitative data was to make sense of (Weick, 1995) and build 

plausible theory about (Charmaz, 2014; Corley & Gioia, 2011) what might explain 

the relationships between the AI Summit process (compared to the lean process) and 

increases or decreases in perceptions of meaningfulness. 

Data Analysis  

This section describes the process utilized for the quantitative and qualitative data 

analysis. 

Quantitative data analysis 

I utilized SAS Enterprise Guide
®
 to import, clean, and transform data for subsequent 

statistical analysis. Where possible, participant responses were matched across T1, 

T2, and T3. CMWS comprehensive score changes (aka delta scores) were measured 
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across periods along with delta scores for each of the underlying eight dimensions 

measured within the instrument. In the event that a match was not possible, either 

because a participant did not participate across both periods in comparison or the 

appropriate demographic data for matching was not provided, these results were not 

included in the T2 and T3 comparative analysis since delta scores could not be 

determined for these individuals. In two instances of one missing response to a single 

question on the CMWS, these missing values were imputed with an average value 

from that participant’s survey for the other questions within that particular dimension. 

In two additional cases that had multiple missing values, these survey responses were 

omitted from the analysis. ANOVA functions were run across organizations for 

analysis of the data. Factor analysis was run on the Likert scale supplemental 

questions asking for participant perceptions of the AI Summit at T2 and T3 as well as 

for the lean questions asked of the comparative group to determine whether it was 

appropriate for creating a composite measure. Linear regressions and correlations of 

consolidated organizational data delta scores were run across appropriate composite 

measures.  

 

Given a number of methodological concerns expressed in the literature (reliability, 

ambiguity, confounding effects, and reducing three-dimensional relationships to two-

dimensional) when performing difference score analysis in this manner, polynomial 

regression analysis was also utilized to mitigate these concerns (Edwards & Parry, 

1993; Edwards, 2001; Edwards, 2002.) The polynomial regression analysis was run 
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across the same data matched from T2 and T1, as well as T3 and T1, but was 

performed using the actual CMWS scores and sub-scores across these time periods 

(not the difference scores between these time periods) along with the corresponding 

AI Summit feedback scores at T2 and T3. The polynomial regression analysis was 

run two different ways for each set of data using PROC GENMOD within SAS 

Enterprise Guide
®
. The first time the model was run using the T2 CMWS score as the 

dependent variable compared against the T1 CMWS score and the AI Summit 

feedback score from T2 as the main effects as well as the polynomial squared on each 

of these effects. The second time the model was run as a straight line regression 

without the polynomial squared effects. This process was then individually repeated 

for each of the eight sub-scores that comprise the CMWS scale across T2 and T1. The 

same polynomial regression analysis approach was utilized for the data at T3 

comparing to T1 data which consisted of the CMWS scores and sub-scores at both of 

these respective time periods as well as the AI Progress feedback score collected at 

T3.  

 

The results of the data analysis from both the difference (delta) score approach and 

polynomial regression approach are detailed in the T2 and T3 quantitative results 

sections in chapter four. 

Qualitative data analysis 

To collect and analyze the qualitative data and build my model of Appreciative 

Inquiry’s contribution to increased work meaningfulness, I utilized the Gioia 
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approach to grounded theory (Gioia, Corley, & Hamilton, 2012). This approach is 

comprised of four key steps: lay the groundwork, perform the analyses, create a data 

structure, and move from data structure to grounded theory. Laying the groundwork 

includes designing a well-specified but general research question and collecting 

multiple data sources (e.g., interviews, open-ended survey questions, field 

observation, organizational artifacts) with an emphasis on semi-structured interviews 

(Rubin & Rubin, 2012), which provide perspectives by the people experiencing the 

phenomenon of theoretical interest.  

 

Doing the analyses involves 1st-order analysis, 2nd-order analysis, and creation of 

aggregate dimensions. The 1st-order analysis, requires combing through the data 

iteratively to discover and capture as many ideas as possible relevant to the research 

topic, often 100 or more. During this phase, it is important to adhere faithfully to the 

informants’ terms and manner of explanation in order to capture the essence of their 

experience, often called in vivo coding (Charmaz, 1996). As the research progresses, 

the researcher explores the data for similarities and differences among the in vivo 

codes and reduces them to a manageable number (e.g., 25-30) of germane 1st-order 

concepts.  

 

During 2nd-order analysis, the researcher moves into the theoretical realm, asking 

whether the emerging 1st-order concepts suggest broader 2nd-order themes that might 

help describe and explain the phenomenon under study (i.e., the role that 
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Appreciative Inquiry plays in creating work meaningfulness). Particular attention is 

given to emergent themes that are not well theorized in the existing literature or 

established themes that stand out because they have particular relevance or can be 

viewed in new ways given the new context. Once a comprehensive set of 1st-order 

concepts and 2nd-order themes has been developed and the researcher has reached 

“theoretical saturation” (Glaser & Strauss, 1967), the emergent 2nd-order themes are 

distilled into aggregate dimensions. Aggregate dimensions weave major 1st-order 

concepts and 2nd-order themes into a small number (e.g., 2-5) of overarching 

conceptual categories that provide a clear and compelling answer to the research 

question.       

 

Together, the 1st-order concepts, 2nd-order themes, and aggregate dimensions 

comprise a data structure like the one displayed in Figure 7. Coding Diagram 

Example from Gioia, Corley, & Hamilton (2012). The data structure allows the 

researcher to organize data into a helpful visual aid, providing a systematic 

representation of how the researcher moved from raw data to concepts, themes, and 

aggregate dimensions during the analyses. 
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Figure 7. Coding Diagram Example from Gioia, Corley, & Hamilton (2012) 

 

In moving from data structure to grounded theory, the researcher becomes a 

conceptual storyteller (Corbin & Strauss, 2015). The researcher discovers the 

storyline in the concepts, themes, and aggregate dimensions; links the storyline to 

relevant literature; and tells the research story in an interesting, persuasive, and 

theoretically robust way. It is a move from “inductive” to “abductive” research 

(Alvesson & Kärreman, 2007), in which the researcher iterates between the data and 

the literature, using both of them to make sense of the phenomenon under study. 

Gioia, Corley, and Hamilton (2012) refer to this as turning a “static picture into a 

motion picture” (p. 8). It is a process of building a dynamic model, grounded in the 
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data, which captures the informants’ experience in theoretical terms. Figure 8 shows 

the grounded model generated by the data structure from Corley and Gioia (2004). 

 

Figure 8. Grounded Model Example by Gioia, Corley, & Hamilton (2012) 

 

This kind of grounded model shows the dynamic relationships among the concepts, 

themes, and aggregate dimensions that describe or explain the phenomenon of 

interest. For this study, I initially coded field notes and interviews individually within 

Microsoft Word
®
. I subsequently uploaded interview transcripts and survey open-

ended responses into Nvivo Pro
®
 for additional cross-coding and thematic analysis. 

The key themes and findings from this analysis are presented in chapter four, 

consistent with the Gioia Method described above. 
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Chapter 4: Findings 

Chapter Overview 

In pursuit of my primary research question (how and why AI supports the creation of 

work meaningfulness), as a primary focus, I performed analysis to explore the 

relationship of the CMWS (meaningfulness) scores to the AI Summit intervention. 

This chapter explores the findings from this research.  

 

The first section discusses the quantitative survey data collected and the subsequent 

analysis performed on these data across all three time periods. Within the T1 

quantitative data analysis, CMWS meaningfulness scores are analyzed to assess any 

comparative themes across the organizations participating in this study. I then look at 

the BCS data to explore any patterns related to calling. I subsequently look at the lean 

perception data from AT-Corp to establish a baseline for analysis within this 

comparative organization. Finally within the T1 data, I explore an ancillary question 

of self vs. other orientation data collected as it pertains to work meaningfulness. 

 

Within the T2 quantitative results, I explore delta (change) scores in the CMWS work 

meaningful data at T1 (before the AI Summit) and at T2 (immediately following the 

summit) and determine that the inter-organization impact is not significant, allowing 

me to combine the data across organizations for subsequent analysis. Next, I perform 

a factor analysis on the AI Summit feedback data supporting consolidation into one 

composite score comprised of the averages to each of the AI survey responses for 
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each participant. This composite score is subsequently analyzed against the delta 

CMWS scores and sub-scores, highlighting the statistically significant work 

meaningfulness dimensions related to the AI Summit. Finally, polynomial regression 

is performed on the T2 CMWS scores and sub-scores as the dependent variable 

against the corresponding T1 CMWS scores and sub-scores and the AI Summit 

feedback scores, as well as the polynomial squares of this data. The statistically 

significant results from this analysis are similarly highlighted. 

 

This process is then repeated for the T3 quantitative data. However, given the 

significant reduction in matched response data (N=38 at T3, down from N=125 at 

T2), caution must be applied in the interpretation of these results. The quantitative 

portion of this chapter concludes with a recap of the quantitative findings juxtaposed 

against the quantitative hypotheses. 

 

The subsequent section discusses the qualitative data collected and provides a 

description of the analysis process used. As indicated, the qualitative data includes 

interviews, open-ended survey responses, participant observations, and artifacts. First 

order concepts, second order themes, and aggregate dimensions are identified from 

these data (Gioia, Corley, & Hamilton, 2012) and, from this, a theoretical model is 

presented for further discussion. Each one of the second order themes and aggregate 

dimensions are explored in further detail, along with representative supporting data. 
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Next, I reflect upon general cautions and observations from the AI Summit work and 

follow-ups across the organizations, the Map of Meaning exercises, and comparison 

group findings and organizational practices. The chapter concludes with a summary 

integration and framework model tying the concepts together and setting the stage for 

the ensuing discussion in chapter five. 

Quantitative Results: Survey Response Data 

Participation rates 

For organizations participating in the AI Summit intervention, response rates for T1 

ranged from 88–100% and 74–90% for T2. The fact that time was built into the AI 

Summit schedule permitting participants to complete the surveys while they were all 

present contributed to the healthy response rates for these periods. Unfortunately, but 

not surprisingly, the response rates to T3 surveys that were administered via 

SurveyMonkey
®
 through follow-up email invitations three months later fell off 

precipitously (21–31% for organizations participating in the AI Summit). The 

response details are summarized in Table 5. 
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Table 5. Participant Summary by Organization 

 

Org. Ppt. 

Count  

T1 

Survey 

Ppt. 

Count 

T1  

Resp. 

Rate 

T2 

Survey 

Ppt. 

Count 

 

T2  

Resp. 

Rate 

T3 

Survey 

Ppt. 

Count 

 

T3 

Resp. 

Rate 

 

*AT-Corp 44 23 52% N/A N/A 25 50% 

*NS-Gurus 11 11 100% N/A N/A 6 55% 

Gridmax 

Energy 

66 59 89% 49 74% 14 21% 

Flowcotrol 37 37 100% 33 89% 7 19% 

Erie 

Systems 

16 14 88% 12 75% 5 31% 

Edu-

Novation 

61 54 89% 50 82% 14 23% 

Total 235 198 84% 144 80% 71 30% 

(Abbreviations in table above: Ppt. = Participant; Resp. = Response) 

*Indicates comparative groups that did not participate in the AI Summit intervention. 

 

T1 quantitative results 

This section highlights key findings from the T1 survey results.  

CMWS Scores at T1 

To start, I reviewed the CMWS (meaningfulness) baseline scores at T1 (T1CMWS) 

across organizations. The CMWS score consists of all eight sub-dimensions and is 

scored in the range of 28 to 140 (Appendix A). Of the differences that were 

statistically significant, Gridmax Energy (AI Summit) and Flowcotrol (AI Summit) 

had higher CMWS mean scores (i.e., lower work meaningfulness) when compared to 
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AT-Corp (lean) and NS-Gurus (no intervention) (and, in the case of Gridmax Energy, 

also to Edu-Novation). The details are illustrated in Figure 9 below.  

 

Comparisons significant at the 0.05 level are indicated by ***. 

ORGCode 

Comparison 

Difference 

Between 

Means 

       Simultaneous 95%  

       Confidence Limits   

Gridmax Energy–Flowcotrol 3.599 -5.235 12.432   

Gridmax Energy–Erie Systems 5.150 -7.247 17.547   

Gridmax Energy–Edu-Novation 11.738 3.865 19.610 *** 

Gridmax Energy–AT-Corp 15.184 4.926 25.443 *** 

Gridmax Energy–NS-Gurus 18.793 5.102 32.484 *** 

Flowcotrol–Gridmax Energy -3.599 -12.432 5.235   

Flowcotrol–Erie Systems 1.552 -11.561 14.664   

Flowcotrol–Edu-Novation 8.139 -0.819 17.097   

Flowcotrol–AT-Corp 11.586 0.473 22.699 *** 

Flowcotrol–NS-Gurus 15.194 0.852 29.537 *** 

Erie Systems–Gridmax Energy -5.150 -17.547 7.247   

Erie Systems–Flowcotrol -1.552 -14.664 11.561   
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Comparisons significant at the 0.05 level are indicated by ***. 

ORGCode 

Comparison 

Difference 

Between 

Means 

       Simultaneous 95%  

       Confidence Limits   

Erie Systems–Edu-Novation 6.587 -5.898 19.073   

Erie Systems–AT-Corp 10.034 -4.078 24.146   

Erie Systems–NS-Gurus 13.643 -3.131 30.417   

Edu-Novation–Gridmax Energy -11.738 -19.610 -3.865 *** 

Edu-Novation–Flowcotrol -8.139 -17.097 0.819   

Edu-Novation–Erie Systems -6.587 -19.073 5.898   

Edu-Novation–AT-Corp 3.447 -6.919 13.813   

Edu-Novation–NS-Gurus 7.056 -6.716 20.827   

AT-Corp–Gridmax Energy -15.184 -25.443 -4.926 *** 

AT-Corp–Flowcotrol -11.586 -22.699 -0.473 *** 

AT-Corp–Erie Systems -10.034 -24.146 4.078   

AT-Corp–Edu-Novation -3.447 -13.813 6.919   

AT-Corp–NS-Gurus 3.609 -11.653 18.870   

NS-Gurus–Gridmax Energy -18.793 -32.484 -5.102 *** 

NS-Gurus–Flowcotrol -15.194 -29.537 -0.852 *** 

NS-Gurus–Erie Systems -13.643 -30.417 3.131   

NS-Gurus–Edu-Novation -7.056 -20.827 6.716   

NS-Gurus–AT-Corp -3.609 -18.870 11.653   

Figure 9. T1 CMWS Analysis by Organization 

 

These findings are consistent with prior research suggesting that work 

meaningfulness is not necessarily tied to salary, status, or job complexity. In this 

example, AT-Corp is a manufacturing company and the vast majority of the people 

who participated in the survey were line employees, and Gridmax Energy participants 

were largely part of an IT organization and more highly educated and compensated 

by comparison. Yet the meaningfulness scores were higher in aggregate for AT-Corp 

employees suggesting that other factors are at play. From the observations and 

interviews, it was apparent that AT-Corp has focused its efforts on creating a positive 

culture of inclusion, collaboration, and support. That positive culture was palpable as 
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was employees’ sense of perceived worth from organizational leadership as identified 

in one of the first order concepts. As a representative quote from one of the 

interviews: “I’m not sure I ever wanted to work [in this industry] . . . and I probably 

wouldn’t have except for what I knew about AT-Corp and how they treat people. It’s 

a big part of the reason why I came and haven’t been at all disappointed.” In contrast, 

participants within Gridmax Energy largely reported contending with frustrating silos 

within the organization, challenging regulations and bureaucracy, and ever-shifting 

change initiatives. As one participant commented, “I’m skeptical our executive 

leadership [has] . . . the right commitment level to keep things moving. They 

constantly pull us in different directions.” This example illustrates the importance of 

considering work meaningfulness within organizational context. 

 

Given the multi-dimensional nature of work meaningfulness, the additional context 

illuminated from conversations across the organizations is helpful to more fully 

understand why some of these differences may be present. Yet, given the small 

sample sizes as a limitation of this study, caution must, of course, be applied in 

drawing broader conclusions from this data analysis without further research. 

Moreover, this particular study did not focus on where organizations are at in terms of 

meaningfulness scores relative to one another or why the relative differences. Rather, 

the primary research question centers on how and why AI supports the creation of 

work meaningfulness. As such, the data pertaining to changes across the subsequent 

time periods become the more important area of analysis for this question, as opposed 
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to the starting baselines themselves. I will explore these questions further in the T2 

results section below but, before doing so, will briefly review additional data 

collected at T1. 

BCS data at T1 

As indicated, BCS survey data were also collected at T1 (see Appendix B for the 

questions). I treated the BCS data as a scale by reverse scoring questions three and 

four and subsequently taking the average of the four responses. I then ran a linear 

regression comparing CMWS to the average BCS scores at T1 resulting in a p-value 

of 0.0119, which is statistically significant. This finding is consistent with the calling 

literature and supports H2 (Participants with strong calling alignments, as measured 

by BCS, will have higher reported baseline CMWS meaningfulness scores), but is 

ancillary to the primary research question of this study and represents another 

opportunity for future research.  

Lean perception data 

For comparative purposes, I analyzed participant perceptions (N=23) of the lean 

thinking methodology within their organization, and its impact on their work 

experience at AT-Corp. The questions can be found in Appendix D. The mean scores 

for each question were all less than or equal to two (i.e., on the more positive side of 

the five-point scale) as shown in Table 6.  

Table 6. Lean Question Response Averages 

Lean 

Question (LQ) #   Mean  Std Dev Minimum Maximum 
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Lean 

Question (LQ) #   Mean  Std Dev Minimum Maximum 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
 

1.9130435 

1.8260870 

1.8260870 

2.0000000 

1.7391304 

1.9130435 

1.6521739 

1.5652174 
 

1.1643587 

1.0292174 

0.8868829 

1.2431631 

1.0538842 

1.1643587 

1.1122743 

1.1211231 
 

1.0000000 

1.0000000 

1.0000000 

1.0000000 

1.0000000 

1.0000000 

1.0000000 

1.0000000 
 

5.0000000 

5.0000000 

4.0000000 

5.0000000 

4.0000000 

5.0000000 

5.0000000 

5.0000000 
 

 

A confirmatory factor analysis was run on the response data (the results of which are 

in Figure 10. Confirmatory Factor Analysis Summary for Lean Questions) supporting 

the premise that these are strongly correlated dimensions. Given this strong 

correlation, for pragmatic purposes, a composite average lean perception score was 

calculated for each participant based upon their responses to the questions in 

Appendix D. 

  



101 

 

 

Eigenvalues of the Correlation Matrix:  

Total = 8 Average = 1 

  Eigenvalue Difference Proportion Cumulative 

1 6.62228793 6.07044496 0.8278 0.8278 

2 0.55184297 0.23259456 0.0690 0.8968 

3 0.31924841 0.12455475 0.0399 0.9367 

4 0.19469366 0.06522544 0.0243 0.9610 

5 0.12946822 0.03397862 0.0162 0.9772 

6 0.09548960 0.02954375 0.0119 0.9891 

7 0.06594585 0.04492248 0.0082 0.9974 

8 0.02102336   0.0026 1.0000 
 

 

 

Factor Pattern 

  Factor1 

LQ1 0.94134 

LQ2 0.86396 

LQ3 0.84856 

LQ4 0.90576 

LQ5 0.90892 

LQ6 0.92490 

LQ7 0.93637 

LQ8 0.94389 
 

Variance Explained 

by Each Factor 

Factor1 

6.6222879 
 

 

Final Communality Estimates: Total = 6.622288 

LQ1 LQ2 LQ3 LQ4 LQ5 LQ6 LQ7 LQ8 
0.88612541    0.74643152    0.72005318    0.82039721    0.82612664   0.85544377    0.87678999    0.89092021 

 

 

Figure 10. Confirmatory Factor Analysis Summary for Lean Questions 

 

The composite lean perception score was subsequently run as the independent 

variable in a linear regression against CMWS meaningfulness scores at T1 yielding a 

p-value of < 0.0001 and a Pearson Correlation Coefficient of 0.86411. Given the 

small sample size (23), further research is clearly warranted. Yet this finding supports 
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the proposition that that mindfully implemented organizational practices, as supported 

by this finding regarding the use of lean thinking practices within AT-Corp, possess 

the strong power to positively influence work meaningfulness for employees. 

Self vs. other orientation data point analysis 

The survey remuneration data point was used to establish a “self vs. other” variable. 

For participants who opted to receive the $5 Amazon gift card, a value of “self” was 

assigned and for participants who opted to have a donation made on their behalf, they 

received an “other” assignment. While not a primary research question, in this 

particular exploration, I sought to explore whether any apparent relationship existed 

in the data in regards to remuneration method selected and participants’ reported 

CMWS score at T1. As such, a one-way ANOVA procedure was run exploring the T1 

CMWS against this variable to determine whether there was any potential predictive 

value of how participants with one orientation over the other may experience work 

meaningfulness. The output did not yield a statistically significant finding (p-value of 

0.9614) suggesting that this proxy variable for a self vs. other orientation is not a 

determining factor in one’s reported work meaningfulness (running counter to H3 that 

posits that participants with an “other” orientation as assigned by selected 

remuneration for survey completion may tend to have greater work meaningfulness 

scores). Since the CMWS model proposes a balance between self and others and does 

not suggest that achieving work meaningfulness is an “either/or” proposition, this 

finding lends support to this model. 
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I also ran a one-way Anova procedure exploring the self vs. other data to the BCS 

scale scores described in the prior section above. The output for this analysis did not 

yield a statistically significant finding either (p-value of 0.4305).  

T2 quantitative results 

This section highlights some of the findings from the T2 survey results. Since T2 

results were taken immediately upon completion of the AI Summit (two or three days 

after T1), only the four organizations (Gridmax Energy, Flowcotrol, Erie Systems, 

and Edu-Novation) participating in the intervention were surveyed. The other two 

comparative organizations (AT-Corp and NS-Gurus) are not included in T2 data but 

were resurveyed at T3. 

CMWS delta scores at T2 

Given the primary research question (how and why AI supports the creation of work 

meaningfulness), the CMWS composite score and its subsequent movement was of 

particular interest. As such, delta scores were calculated for the composite CMWS 

score as well as each of the eight sub-dimensions where participant responses could 

be matched across time periods. The delta scores were calculated by matching 

participant responses and taking the difference in total CMWS scores as well as each 

of the eight sub-dimension at T1 and T2 (see Appendix A for the CMWS questions 

and sub-dimensions). Once these variables were established, I first wanted to check 

whether there were significant differences across organizations. To explore this 

question, I ran a one-way ANOVA with the CMWS delta score at T2 as the 

dependent variable, and the organizations as the class variable across the four 
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participating in the AI Summit. This analysis yields a p-value of 0.1311 which, since 

greater than 0.05, is not statistically significant for purposes of differentiating inter-

organization impact on the meaningfulness work score changes following the 

intervention. Given this result, the organizations were combined to increase the 

sample size for subsequent analysis. 

AI Summit feedback at T2 

A factor analysis was run on the AI Summit feedback response data (questions A1-

A8; the results of which are in Figure 11. AI Summit Response Data Confirmatory 

Factor Analysis) supporting the premise that these are strongly correlated dimensions. 

Given this strong correlation, for pragmatic purposes, a composite average AI 

feedback score was calculated for each participant based upon their responses to the 

questions in Appendix C. 
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Eigenvalues of the Correlation Matrix:  

Total = 8 Average = 1 

  Eigenvalue      Difference   Proportion Cumulative 

1 5.08793442 4.40459815 0.6360 0.6360 

2 0.68333627 0.05894923 0.0854 0.7214 

3 0.62438705 0.14117659 0.0780 0.7995 

4 0.48321046 0.11760193 0.0604 0.8599 

5 0.36560853 0.04255828 0.0457 0.9056 

6 0.32305024 0.09473720 0.0404 0.9459 

7 0.22831304 0.02415305 0.0285 0.9745 

8 0.20415999   0.0255 1.0000 
 

Factor Pattern 

  Factor1 

A1 0.80303 

A2 0.83091 

A3 0.68735 

A4 0.78623 

A5 0.81947 

A6 0.78636 

A7 0.82299 

A8 0.83357 
 

Variance Explained 

by Each Factor 

Factor1 

5.0879344 

 
 

Final Communality Estimates: Total = 5.087934 

A1 A2 A3 A4 A5 A6 A7 A8 
0.64485520     0.69040439   0.47245074    0.61816277   0.67152789 0.61836820 0.67731812 0.69484711 

 

 

Figure 11. AI Summit Response Data Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

Relationship of CMWS delta scores to AI Summit feedback scores at T2 

The composite AI Summit feedback score was subsequently run as the independent 

variable in a linear regression against CMWS meaningfulness delta scores at T2, 

yielding a p-value of 0.0268 and a Pearson Correlation Coefficient of 0.1981. The 

additional analysis on the eight sub-dimensions is included in Table 7. Linear 

Regression Summary of CMWS Data to AI Feedback.  
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Table 7. Linear Regression Summary of CMWS Data to AI Feedback 

 

Linear Regression analysis 

Dependent Variable run 

against AI Feedback 

Composite Score 

Pearson Correlation 

Coefficients related 

to AI Feedback 

Composite Score 

(N=125) 

p-value 

CMWST2DELTA 

(Comprehensive Meaningful 

Work Score) 

0.19806 0.0268* 

UWOT2DELTA 

(Unity with Others) 

0.17042 0.0574* 

STOT2DELTA 

(Service to Others) 

0.13907 0.1219 

EFPT2DELTA 

(Expressing Full Potential) 

0.19182 0.0321* 

DIST2DELTA 

(Developing Inner Self) 

-0.15822 0.0780 

REAT2DELTA 

(Reality) 

0.05518 0.5410 

INSPT2DELTA 

(Inspiration) 

0.24678 0.0055* 

BBADT2DELTA 

(Balancing Being and Doing) 

0.10445 0.2464 

BSAOT2DELTA 

(Balancing Self and Others) 

0.09785 0.2777 

 

The correlations asterisked in Table 7 above are statistically significant (or 

approaching statistical significance in the case of Unity with Others). These findings 

support H1A, the primary hypothesis of this research that organizational members 

who participate in AI will report higher subsequent levels of experienced 
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meaningfulness in subsequent CMWS scores at T2. However, not all the sub-

dimensions were statistically significant. Of the sub-dimensions, Inspiration, 

Expressing Full Potential, and Unity with Others had the most significant p-values 

from this data analysis as shown in Table 7.  

Polynomial regression analysis of CMWS scores at T2 

As described in chapter three, given some of the methodological concerns noted when 

performing difference score analysis, polynomial regression was also performed for 

more robust analysis. The full results for this analysis are included in Appendix I. As 

noted, the matched sample size across T2 and T1 for this analysis was 125. Once 

again, the AI Summit composite feedback score was the primary independent variable 

of interest in relation to the CMWS scores and sub-scores.  

 

Because of the reliability of the CMWS measure and the manner in which 

participants responded to the CMWS the first time they took the survey relative to the 

second time, I expected the T1 CMWS and sub-scores to be statistically significant 

predictors in the straight-line analysis that did not include the squares. This was 

indeed the case with each of the CMWS and sub-scores analyzed. The results were 

also statistically significant (or approaching statistical significance in the case of 

Expressing Full Potential) for the CMWS and sub-score variables in the majority of 

the polynomial square instances, excluding Unity with Others, Reality, Balance 

Between Being and Doing, and Balance Between Self and Others. While statistically 

significant and necessary for the polynomial regression analysis, these parameter 
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results are not, however, particularly noteworthy in and of themselves. Where the 

results become noteworthy is when the AI Feedback score parameter yields statistical 

significance. Articulated from a lay perspective, the AI intervention “lever” and its 

relation to the work meaningfulness scores is where statistically significant results 

may potentially become noteworthy—not the fact that participant baseline 

meaningfulness scores were expectedly in relative proximity to their subsequent work 

meaningfulness scores. 

 

Therefore, the results that were potentially statistically significant and noteworthy, by 

nature of the AI feedback parameter having significance, are summarized in Figure 

12 below.  

Table # 

from 

Appendix 

I 

Dependent 

Variable 

Statistically 

Significant and 

Noteworthy 

Explanatory 

Parameter in Model 

Polynomial 

Square or 

Straight Line 

Regression 

Analysis 

p-value 

1b. T1CMWS 

(composite 

meaningful work 

score at T1) 

Composite AIFDBK 

(AI Summit Feedback 

score at T2) 

Straight Line 

Analysis 

<.0001 

2b. T1UWO 

(Unity With 

Others score at 

T1) 

Composite AIFDBK 

(AI Summit Feedback 

score at T2) 

Straight Line 

Analysis 

0.0040 

3b. T1STO (Service 

to Others score at 

T1) 

Composite AIFDBK 

(AI Summit Feedback 

score at T2) 

Straight Line 

Analysis 

<.0001 

4b. T1EFP 

(Expressing Full 

Potential score at 

T1) 

Composite AIFDBK 

(AI Summit Feedback 

score at T2) 

Straight Line 

Analysis 

<.0001 

7b. T1INSP Composite AIFDBK Straight Line <.0001 
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(Inspiration score 

at T1) 

(AI Summit Feedback 

score at T2) 

Analysis 

8a.   T1BBAD 

(Balance 

Between Being 

and Doing score 

at T1) 

Composite AIFDBK 

(AI Summit Feedback 

score at T2) 

Polynomial 

Square 

Regression 

Analysis 

0.0072 

9a.   T1BSAO 

(Balance 

Between Self and 

Others score at 

T1) 

Composite AIFDBK 

(AI Summit Feedback 

score at T2) 

Polynomial 

Square 

Regression 

Analysis 

0.0048 

Figure 12. T2 Polynomial Regression Analysis Significant Findings Summary 

 

Of these results summarized in Figure 12, the CMWS (overall work meaningfulness 

score), UWO (Unity with Others), EFP (Expressing Full Potential), and INSP 

(Inspiration) are consistent findings from the delta (difference) score analysis 

performed at T2. Additional parameters that appear as significant in this polynomial 

regression analysis include the STO (Service to Others), the BBAD (Balance between 

Being and Doing), and BSAO (Balance between Self and Others). These findings 

support the primary hypothesis (H1) that AI Summit participation positively effects 

work meaningfulness. 

T3 quantitative results 

CMWS delta scores at T3 

As noted, unfortunately despite multiple solicitations across the participant groups, 

the response rate for T3 dropped precipitously—from T2 which consisted of 125 

matches, only 38 could also be matched to T3. Comparable analysis was run, creating 

a composite average of the AI Progress feedback data (see Appendix C for the 
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questions) for the three-month period and running linear regressions and correlations 

against CMWS T3 delta scores and the eight sub-dimension delta scores just as was 

done for T2. The CMWS T3 delta score (comparing the changes in participant scores 

from T1 to T3) was treated as the dependent variable, and a correlation and linear 

regression was run against the composite AI Progress feedback data yielding a 

Pearson correlation coefficient of 0.1213 and a p-value of 0.4682. So, while this 

result showed a positive correlation as was hypothesized, the confidence interval was 

not statistically significant. Given the small sample size, none of the other results for 

the sub-dimension analysis or the comparative groups were statistically significant 

either using this difference score analysis approach, so the support for or against H1B 

was inconclusive. 

Polynomial regression analysis of CMWS scores at T3 

As described in chapter three, given some of the methodological concerns noted when 

performing difference score analysis, polynomial regression was also performed for 

more robust analysis. The full results for this analysis are included in Appendix J. As 

noted, the matched sample size across T3 and T1 for this analysis was only 38. It is 

important to reiterate that this small sample size, particularly at T3, is a critical 

limitation of this study from a quantitative perspective. I, nevertheless, went ahead 

and performed the same polynomial regression analysis for the data at T3 for good 

measure as was performed on the data at T2 as described in chapter three. 
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Once again, the AI Summit composite feedback score was the primary independent 

variable of interest in relation to the CMWS scores and sub-scores. I expected the T1 

CMWS and sub-scores to be statistically significant predictors in the straight-line 

analysis that did not include the squares. This was indeed the case with each of the 

CMWS and sub-scores analyzed (with Developing Inner Self/Integrity with Self 

approaching significance). The results were also statistically significant for the 

CMWS and sub-score variables in the majority of the polynomial square instances, 

excluding Service to Others, Expressing Full Potential, Developing Inner Self 

(Integrity with Self), Inspiration, Balance Between Being and Doing, and Balance 

between Self and Others as was expected. Once again, while statistically significant 

as expected, these parameter results in and of themselves are not particularly 

noteworthy without the AI Feedback score also having significance. 

 

Therefore, the results that were potentially statistically significant and noteworthy, by 

nature of the AI feedback parameter having significance, (the small sample size 

concern aside for the moment) are summarized in Figure 13 below.  

Table # 

from 

Appendix 

J 

Dependent 

Variable 

Statistically 

Significant and 

Noteworthy 

Explanatory 

Parameter in Model 

Polynomial 

Square or 

Straight Line 

Regression 

Analysis 

p-value 

1a. T1CMWS 

(composite 

meaningful work 

score at T1) 

Composite 

AIROGCOMP 

(Post-AI Summit 

Progress Feedback 

score at T3)  

Polynomial 

Regression 

Analysis 

<.0.0439 

7a. T1INSP Composite Polynomial 0.0250 



112 

 

 

(Inspiration score 

at T1) 

AIROGCOMP 

(Post-AI Summit 

Progress Feedback 

score at T3) 

Regression 

Analysis 

7b. T1INSP 

(Inspiration score 

at T1) 

Composite 

AIROGCOMP 

(Post-AI Summit 

Progress Feedback 

score at T3) 

Straight Line 

Analysis 

<.0001 

9b.   T1BSAO 

(Balance 

Between Self and 

Others score at 

T1) 

Composite 

AIROGCOMP 

(Post-AI Summit 

Progress Feedback 

score at T3) 

Straight Line 

Analysis 

0.0476 

Figure 13. T3 Polynomial Regression Analysis Significant Findings Summary 

 

Of these results summarized in Figure 12, the CMWS (overall work meaningfulness 

score), and INSP (Inspiration) are consistent with T2 findings. However, once again, 

given the small sample size, caution must be applied in making any interpretations 

from these results. 

 

Recap of Quantitative Findings Pertaining to Key Hypotheses 

1. (H1) Organizational members who participate in AI will report higher 

subsequent levels of experienced meaningfulness in subsequent CMWS scores 

(and underlying sub-scores for each of the dimensions comprising the 

CMWS) at (A) time two (T2) and (B) time three (T3) periods.  

Findings: The movement in average CMWS scores at T2 as well as the 

polynomial regression results support H1A.  In particular, the CMWS (overall 

work meaningfulness score), UWO (Unity with Others), EFP (Expressing Full 
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Potential), and INSP (Inspiration) were significant across both sets of analysis 

in relation to the corresponding impact of the AI Summit data. This data 

suggests that Appreciative Inquiry is effectual in its ability to create greater 

work meaningfulness through these particular pathways to work 

meaningfulness. 

Findings at T3 did not conclusively support H1B as the sample size was too 

small. Additional research is warranted. 

2. (H2) Participants with strong calling alignments (as measured by Brief Calling 

Scale scores) will have higher reported baseline CMWS meaningfulness 

scores. However, this will not be a significant predictor for changes in 

reported CMWS scores. 

Findings: The BCS and CMWS relational analysis supports this hypothesis. 

3. (H3) Participants with an “other” orientation as assigned from those opting for 

remuneration to be donated to others instead of retained for themselves for 

completing the CMWS surveys may tend to have greater work 

meaningfulness scores. 

Findings: The data did not support this original hypothesis. As discussed, this 

finding is consistent with the premise of the Map of Meaning model that work 

meaningfulness requires a balance between self and others, so this finding is 

consistent with the model. 

4. (H4) The findings from the comparison organization utilizing lean thinking 

methodology will show that these practices contribute to work 
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meaningfulness; however, subsequent changes in CMWS scores will not be 

significant. 

Findings: While the qualitative data collected support this hypothesis, the 

sample size at T3 necessary to support this analysis was too small to 

quantitatively provide any conclusive support for or against this hypothesis. 

5. (H5) For future research (outside of the scope of this dissertation): 

experienced meaningfulness is positively related to performance outcomes.  

Findings: Anecdotal support observed in the interviews (e.g., intent to stay) 

support this hypothesis, but further research is warranted.  

 

Qualitative Data: Themes from Interviews, Survey Responses, 
and Observations 

Map of Meaning interviews 

After my customary opening which included explanation of what participants could 

expect during the interview, background on the research itself, and conversational 

small talk, my formal opening question prompt asked participants to describe a 

particularly meaningful experience in their career (see Appendix F for semi-structure 

interview guide). By design, I was interested in observing participants’ abilities to 

conjure up personal stories or images of work. Except in a few instances, most people 

were able to access an example or story without much difficulty. Yet it was quite 

common that the opening examples were limited to stories about making a difference 

and/or were much less detail-rich compared to the stories people shared after 
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reflecting upon the Map of Meaning. Several participants struggled to identify a 

particular instance and provided a general statement instead. For instance, “I’m 

looking for one specific event, but [struggling] . . . for me, I get meaning out of work 

by providing value . . . ” one participant stated. 

 

As noted, later in the conversation participants were invited to complete the Map of 

Meaning. As a follow-up question to the exercise, I asked participants to reflect upon 

the exercise itself and provide any observations. Many participants reported that it 

was a pleasurable exercise, that it was interesting, and/or that it provided a helpful 

mechanism to be able to identify and talk about aspects of their work that they found 

meaningful. Put another way, this exercise gave participants a common framework 

and language to speak about work meaningfulness which is consistent with the 

findings of Lips-Wiersma and Morris (2018). Occasionally, participants would 

express difficulty with a particular quadrant. Most frequently this occurred with 

ambiguity about what was meant from developing the inner-self, which was the 

nomenclature used on the original Map of Meaning model (Lips-Wiersma & Morris, 

2011) and in the CMWS (Lips-Wiersma & Wright, 2012). In these instances, I 

offered a prompt with the revised framework suggested by Lips-Wiersma and Morris 

(2018), considering this dimension as Integrity with Self. This additional prompt and 

clarification of the dimension typically enabled participants to identify examples 

within their own experiences. Another common observation was that, once 
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participants began getting more involved with the exercise, the floodgates opened and 

suddenly many more examples started to come quickly. As one participant noted, 

At first when I looked at it, I thought, "Well, I haven't really done 

anything in any of these categories." Then, as I thought about it and 

one came to my mind, then something else came. Then something else 

came. Then I thought, "Okay, so express my full potential? Do I really 

understand what that means?" Am I talking about something I should 

do, something I do do, something I could do, or is it all of those 

things? I found that, as I listed some things, that other things came to 

my mind about things I do and things I should do and I'm capable of. 

 

I subsequently asked participants to consider the specific examples they identified 

during the exercise and what made them personally meaningful. My intent was to 

identify common themes. From their responses, along with the comparable free 

response question asked on the surveys, many of the first order concepts and themes 

were identified. All of the themes identified were consistent with the dimensions 

utilized on the CMWS and also the Map of Meaning. These themes are summarized 

in the next section. 

Intervention group findings: Appreciative Inquiry’s relationship to work 
meaningfulness 

Figure 14 represents an adaptation of a “data structure” based on Gioia, Corley, and 

Hamilton’s (2012) methodology, whereby first order concepts were identified from 

the open-ended survey responses, interviews, and observation data. These first order 

concepts were then categorized into second order themes. Finally, these second order 

themes were aggregated into dimensions which, in this instance, were juxtaposed 

against the primary dimensions of work meaningfulness identified by Lips-Wiersma 
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& Morris (2018). These findings will be discussed in further detail in the sections that 

follow Figure 14.  

1st Order Concepts 

 

2nd Order 

Themes 

 

Aggregate 

Dimensions 

• Provides opportunity to reflect on what 
gives sense of fulfillment 

• Engenders appreciation / gratitude 
• Enables creation of shared meaning 

Supports 

mindfulness 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Integrity 

with Self 

 

• Encourages affirmation / celebration 
• Enlivens the senses 
• Gives sense of enjoyment, fun 
• Creates positive infectious atmosphere 
• Creates moments of joy 
• Engaging 
• Helps us not take ourselves to seriously 

Puts humanity 

back in work 

• Provides process to think differently 
• Offers an alternative to problem-solving 
• Frees thinking from typical bureaucratic 

organizational constraints 
• Encourages creativity, innovation, new ideas 
• Creates safe environment for brainstorming 

and enlightened trial and error 
• Generates “aha” moments and learnings 
• Allows for broader perspective 
• Creates better understanding from 
• Provides opportunity for feedback 
• Cultivates learning about others 
• Encourages meaningful stories 
• Fosters listening 

Encourages 

listening, 

learning, new 

ideas, and new 

ways of 

thinking 

• Creates focus on common goals / values 
• Focuses attention on the truly important 

things  

Creates a 

shared vision / 

direction 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Unity with 

Others 

 

• Provides opportunity for affirmation, 
validation 

• Models respect, being valued 
• Supports positive communication 
• Creates greater awareness and may spur 

positive behavior change 

Improves 

communication 

• Accelerates the breakdown of silos 
• Creates strong cross-functional teams 
• Supports diversity of perspective and style 

Strengthens 

co-worker 

relationships 
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1st Order Concepts 

 

2nd Order 

Themes 

 

Aggregate 

Dimensions 

• Inclusivity generates a sense of belonging 
• Provides face-to-face interaction  
• Highly participatory process; engenders 

collaboration and teamwork 
• Creates a bond, generates unity with others 

that often extends beyond the event 

• Calls people to greater challenge / potential 
• Stretches people out of comfort zone to 

achieve greater intellectual and emotional 
stimulation 

• Engenders pride, sense of accomplishment 

Challenges 

people and 

organizations 

to be the best 

version of 

themselves 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Expressing 

Full 

Potential 

• Cultivates buy-in 
• Generates motivation 
• Fosters commitment 

Creates greater 

commitment to 

organizational 

change 

initiatives 

• Allows participants to have sense of voice 
• Increases trust 
• Fosters transparency 
• Cultivates greater connection with 

leadership and sense of support 
• Provides an egalitarian process  
• Reduces intimidation / work-related anxiety 

Creates greater 

sense of voice / 

empowerment 

• Gives visibility into the real-time 
transformation in others 

• Enables new leadership to flourish 
• Grants ownership in change initiatives 
• Grows confidence 

Develops 

others 

• Ability to positively change culture 
• Creates a greater sense of community 
• Engenders a more supportive environment 
• Counters employee retention risk 
• Combats post-merger fallout anxiety 

Improves 

organizations’ 

cultural health 

and outcomes 

• Encourages adaptation  
• Focuses on strengths 
• Provides opportunity for individual and 

corporate crafting 
• Provides work variety 
• Helps identify the best in selves, others, and 

the organization 

Builds a new 

relationship to 

work 
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1st Order Concepts 

 

2nd Order 

Themes 

 

Aggregate 

Dimensions 

• Creates mutual sense of accountability  
• Recognizes the power of words to create 

new realities 
• Taps into expertise 

• Allows people to visualize the impact of 
their collective vision and work efforts 

• Encourages the innate desire to help 

Encourages 

action to make 

a difference 

 

Service to 

Others 

• Taps into enthusiasm 
• Elicits passion 
• Inspires 
• Grants sense of greater purpose 
• Generates anticipation 
• Encourages hope 
• Energizes participants 

Generates hope 

/ greater sense 

of purpose 

 

 

Inspiration 

• Creates call to action 
• Generates momentum and energy 
• Improves productivity and efficiency 
• Generates aspirational metrics that are 

grounded in reality 

Takes a 

grounded 

aspirational 

approach 

 

 

 

 

Rooted in 

Reality 

 

• Hopefulness generated may be tempered by 
cynicism resulting from past experiences 
and ingrained perspectives 

• Emotions may be stirred up in unexpected 
ways for the work setting 

• The highly interactive nature of the AI 
Summit activities may cause discomfort or 
angst for some 

• The focus on positivity can feel limiting or 
inauthentic to some 

AI cautions to 

mitigate 

Figure 14. 1st Data Structure of AI’s Relationship to Work Meaningfulness 

 

The model shown in Figure 15 below was developed from the analysis of the second 

order themes and corresponding Map of Meaning dimensions identified in Figure 14 

above. The model in Figure 15 displays the mechanisms by which Appreciative 

Inquiry contributes to work meaningfulness via the corresponding dimensions from 
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the Map of Meaning. When viewing the model, the first node to the left represents the 

process of AI from which the resultant mechanisms that were identified in the second 

order themes are generated (displayed just to the right of the AI node in the model 

below). These mechanisms then serve to mediate the pathways to work 

meaningfulness as illustrated in the column containing the Map of Meaning 

Dimensions. Also represented on this model are Organizational Outcomes such as 

identified change initiatives. This model posits, as an area for future research, that the 

work meaningfulness generated from AI efforts plays a moderating role in improving 

Organizational Outcomes (represented by the dotted line connection in the right side 

of the figure). 

 

Each one of the second order themes identified in Figure 15 below is discussed in 

further detail in the sections that follow. Included in the analyses that follow are 

representative quotes as supporting data for each of the second order themes that were 

identified, as well as an exploration into how these themes contribute to the 

associated pathways to work meaningfulness. 



121 

 

 

 

Figure 15. Model of Appreciative Inquiry’s Contribution to Greater Work 

Meaningfulness and Improved Organizational Outcomes 

 

Supports mindfulness 

It is not common practice for organizations to set aside day-to-day business, get in a 

room with an intentional inward focus on when the organization has been at its best, 
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conjure dreams for the future, and then to embark upon designing and building a 

future built on these core strengths and visions. It is even less common for 

organizations to take two to three full days for such an exercise. Yet this is what 

organizations commit to when they undertake an AI Summit. The event includes 

guided exercises that serve as mindfulness practices affording individuals an 

opportunity to achieve a state of consciousness that attends to events and experiences 

with greater receptivity and without judgment (Hülsheger, Alberts, Feinholdt, & 

Lang, 2013). AI provides the opportunity to reflect on what gives vitality and 

meaning for a greater sense of fulfillment with a spirit of appreciation. As participants 

take time to recall, reflect, and share high point experiences, one related theme that 

emerges is that of gratitude for these significant experiences. For instance, as one 

participant recounts as she reflects on her most meaningful work story, “. . . it’s [a 

sense of] gratefulness and gratitude for others and feeling, ‘Wow, this really 

happened. I can’t believe it happened.’ . . . . amazement at this all happening.”  

 

The AI process provides a unique context for participants to reflect and share more 

deeply from their experiences than they customarily would in their normal workday 

and, in doing so, provides a foundation for mindfulness. For instance, when 

participants spend ninety minutes interviewing one another with structured, probing 

questions, they are given the opportunity to reflect more deeply than customary work 

conversation and thought typically affords. One participant observed of the process 

that he recognized a repetitive nature of the questions which he postulates surely must 
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be by design because “if you just ask them once, they’re going to come up with 

something real quick and you may not get the roots of it . . . ” he quipped, “It’s [like] 

asking somebody ‘What do you want to eat?’, ‘I don’t care.’ ‘What do you want to 

eat?’ ‘I don’t care.’ ‘What do you want to eat?’ ‘Okay, I want pizza.’” This is an 

oversimplified metaphor to be certain, but an apt observation, nonetheless.  

 

Aspects of the Appreciative Inquiry process, such as the reflective questions during 

the discovery phase of the AI Summit, represent examples of mindfulness practices 

which provide participants with an opportunity to navigate a balance between being 

and doing consistent within this dimension on the CMWS model. While the positive 

correlation between the change in scores identified in chapter four across the balance 

between being and doing dimension were not statistically significant within this 

particular sample size, the qualitative narratives provided by participants are 

consistent with this supposition. One participant reported that, despite coming back to 

a pile of work that awaited him after the two-day summit, he actually felt refreshed 

because he had used his brain in a different way. Given that mindfulness can increase 

the resources for work engagement and counter the symptoms of work burnout 

(Geller, Krasner, & Korones, 2010; Hülsheger, Alberts, Feinholdt, & Lang, 2013, and 

Leroy, Anseel, Dimitrova, & Sels, 2013), the mindfulness aspect of Appreciative 

Inquiry is an important dimension when considering AI’s ability to increase work 

meaningfulness. The mindfulness dimension mediates the Integrity with Self pathway 
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to work meaningfulness in the model represented in Figure 15 by allowing time and 

space for reflective sensemaking and crafting. 

Puts humanity back in work 

It is no coincidence that there has been such a proliferation of office space comics and 

sitcoms portraying workplaces as devoid of humanity in recent decades. Appreciative 

Inquiry provides an antidote to this all-too-prevalent ailment, possessing the ability to 

infuse humanity back into the workplace. Through its affirmative approach that 

encourages celebration, enlivens the senses, creates moments of joy, and simply 

permits fun in the process, AI keeps organizations rooted in their collective humanity. 

The use of activities and skits helps utilize a much broader palette of creativity.  

 

Appreciative Inquiry is a high-engagement process that uses a variety of activities to 

activate both left- and right-brain learning and interaction. In one group’s AI Summit 

presentation at Gridmax, the room was roaring with laughter and enjoyment at the 

creativity and humor displayed by members strutting a cat-walk to the song “I’m Too 

Sexy” as they showed off all their various initiatives, inclusive of spontaneous 

twerking from a straight-laced manager from whom the audience clearly would never 

have expected to see let loose as he did. Numerous participants, often many who went 

into the activity with reservations, invariably report that the skits and other activities 

were critical in bringing down walls, helping bring people together, and getting the 

creative juices flowing. When we can be more human at work, this mediates the 
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Integrity with Self pathway to work meaningfulness in the model represented in 

Figure 15 by allowing us to be more our authentic selves. 

 

 

Encourages listening, learning, new ideas, and new ways of thinking 

Particularly when caught up in the day-to-day efforts, organizations can easily 

become entrenched in problem-solving related, deficit-based approaches. While there 

is a time and a place for problem-solving approaches, they can be limiting in their 

ability to create more meaningful work because they tend to focus on what is 

“broken” rather than taking a more holistic approach that considers what gives vitality 

to the organization. As one participant deftly observed regarding their customary 

organizational experiences with that of what they experienced within the context of 

the AI Summit:  

I think the biggest challenge for me was, I’ve been through strategic 

planning and using SWOT analysis and so on . . . I just naturally want 

to focus on, ‘This is what’s broken, let’s fix it.’. And the most 

challenging part was getting away from that, and transitioning. And 

then once you get partway [through the event] . . . it’s like, ‘Oh yeah, 

we solved some of these problems that initially I was focusing on as a 

problem.’ Some of those got taken care of, even though we started 

from a different angle in looking at it. 

 

This is one of the great marvels of the AI approach: its ability to elevate above the 

customary problems of the day and still resolve them by the very act of not focusing 

on them (Cooperrider, 1990). A number of participants reported that they found this 
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new way of thinking to be the most meaningful aspect of their Appreciative Inquiry 

experiences. 

 

As described in chapter two, the AI Summit utilizes a structured design process that is 

intended to harbor a safe environment for creative thinking. In survey responses and 

interviews, participants reported how these exercises were meaningful by enabling 

them to think differently, learning more about themselves, and growing in their 

confidence. As one participant shared in a representative comment during reflection 

on her AI Summit experience: 

I thought, first of all, I need to give myself a little more credit. I 

thought, too, I need to be more open to the thinking and the 

suggestions of others. I get stuck in ruts of how things are done . . . I 

feel like I’ve learned some of those things about myself the last couple 

days. I need to be open to other ideas, other ways of doing things.  

 

When participants were asked what elements of the AI Summit contributed to greater 

work meaningfulness on the open-ended survey questions, the brainstorming sessions 

and the strategic opportunity map exercises were common responses that emerged. 

One participant offered this representative reflection: 

 

I like clear cut answers . . .  [so the encouragement to] use some 

artistic license was good. I really liked some of the ideas, the 

brainstorming, you know, kinda (sic) ringing that bell when somebody 

starts putting constraints and it’s like “No, you can’t say that.” So that 

was nice. And then, putting it on the board you know, or on the paper 

and doing . . . the spider graph. I thought that was really good . . . 

having it so large. Usually we’re working on small screens . . . it was 

nice to have that up there . . . to have people actually put what was 

important to them. 
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Unpacking this comment, we observe an appreciation for the brainstorming process 

which enables more creative thinking, the ability to safely do so without constraint or 

criticism, and the ability to visualize what was important to others through the group 

mapping exercise that followed the organized brainstorm sessions. Appreciative 

Inquiry’s encouragement of new ideas and ways of thinking creates more meaningful 

work experiences through the personal growth component of the Integrity with Self 

pathway in the CMWS model.  

Creates a shared vision and direction 

As a related secondary theme, numerous participants reported that working on a 

common set of goals and developing a shared vision were the most meaningful and 

inspiring aspects of the summit work. The following comment offers a representative 

comment from one participant’s observations when recounting a personally 

meaningful work experience from the summit: 

For me . . . it goes back to the cross functional side with the 

individuals that are in the group. Obviously, I've known those people, 

a lot of them, for a long time and been able to see that others and other 

areas being financed, as an example, some were isolated, sees a lot of 

the same stuff that we're doing and that we feel that we don't need to 

be doing either and let's find a way out of it. And, so I felt, particularly 

on the first day, maybe this doesn't happen in all those sessions but I 

feel like everybody came to the same conclusion pretty quickly. It's 

like, "Here's where we need to go." And everyone's like, "Yep, 

exactly." 

 

Another participant from a different organization observed a similar phenomenon 

regarding how the AI process coalesces a shared group vision and direction: 
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I thought it was interesting, as you start brainstorming and you put a 

whole bunch of stuff up, then eventually, everybody starts moving, do 

you know what I mean? Into one way. And even between the groups, I 

thought was kind of the same key elements. And so, as you talk . . . 

And I don't think it's a group mentality, I think it's just, you have time 

to talk about it and things start coming to your mind that you haven't 

thought about before and you kind of move more together. So, I 

thought that was good. 

 

AI’s ability to help participants envision the possibilities allows individuals a higher 

level of inspiration and aspiration than can be achieved by focusing on weaknesses. 

As one participant eloquently articulated, 

I think envisioning how you need to be excellent at something, that 

future-minded, that resonates with me in a big way, because I think if 

you don't envision excellence, then you'd never imagine the path to it. 

I truthfully believe that a lot of the greatest things that humans 

achieved individually or collectively are achieved because we have a 

sense of future purpose. So, you don't necessarily get that if you don't 

envision. I used to joke . . . "We didn't build the Hoover Dam and the 

Golden Gate Bridge by working on our weaknesses." We didn't. We 

just didn't . . .  [because of this, the summit really] resonated with me, 

and I enjoyed it very much, and I think that it was fruitful . . . .During 

the summit, some of the people . . . that don't usually spark or light up, 

did. I think getting those people who generally don't express that kind 

of enthusiasm and energy excited was really infectious for the people 

in that room. I think it's big . . . I think that's a really good thing. 

 

This co-created vision mediates the Unity with Others pathway to work 

meaningfulness in the model represented in Figure 15 through relating to others while 

focusing on common goals. 

Improves communication 

One particular aspect noted in the listening, voice, and cultural health sections above 

is worth highlighting given the frequency in which it came up during the survey 
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responses: the impact of AI on communication patterns. Some of the first order 

themes in this category included opportunities for affirmation and validation, 

expressing respect and value, encouraging positive communications and emotions, 

and the expression of new ideas. This area aggregates up to several aggregate 

dimensions on the CMWS model Expressing Full Potential, inspiration, and 

balancing self and others. As a participant observed in her assessment of the summit 

work and resulting changes, 

So, it was fantastic and I think it really gave us this foundation that I've 

been hoping for where we can continue to move forward with 

planning, both strategically and practically and long-term visioning, all 

of that, with a consistent, agreed-upon approach of how we actually 

communicate together. So, this AI has become our, "How do we 

communicate what we're thinking and what we want?" And I see that 

played out every day when we're in just little meetings, big meetings, 

small meetings, how I see others now write emails, how we get 

feedback on the initiatives themselves. 

 

Another participant commented, 

 . . . what I've seen during and after the summit is people that are in 

different silos . . . cross pollinating and interacting with one another to 

a degree that they didn't before . . .  I've seen people asking each other 

for help. "I don't know this term, I don't understand that, I've never 

been exposed to this. Hey, let's get a dry-erase board," and I've seen a 

lot of that . . . I've seen the meaningfulness, as well as the frequency, 

pick up. It's not superficial conversations. I really do think it's 

meaningful. 

 

The communication supported by AI provides the conduit for the individual and 

corporate sensemaking to occur that contributes to a more meaningful work 

experience through the Unity with Others pathway in the model represented in Figure 

15. 
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Strengthens co-worker relationships 

Another significant theme that emerged in the data was the impact of AI on co-

worker relationships. A number of first order concepts emerged in the qualitative data 

including accelerating the breakdown of silos, creating strong cross-functional teams, 

supporting diversity of perspective and style, promoting a sense of inclusivity and 

creating a sense of belonging, creating strong bonds, and cultivating a sense of 

collaboration that extends beyond the summit event itself. These themes relate to the 

aggregate dimension of Unity with Others in the CMWS. In addition to the significant 

qualitative data on this dimension, the quantitative results were also approaching 

statistical significance. 

 

A number of participants reported building personal relationships that extend beyond 

work-related activities. For instance, one participant reported, 

I have gotten to know other employees very well since the AI Summit. 

Having a common goal with others in my committee has given us the 

opportunity to spend time with each other and learn more about each 

other personally. One of my co-workers gave me a journal in which to 

read and write about my spiritual life. It was a very thoughtful gift and 

I feel much closer to this individual than I ever would have had it not 

been for the AI Summit. 
 

Another commented that 

During [the summit] and post-AI . . . . [I] have learned not just about 

where people have been professionally, and have learned about people 

who are extraordinarily talented in many ways—so many ways (e.g., 

stand-up comedy, poets, musician, catering business on side)—just 

mind boggling in a good way. 

 

An executive sponsor at Gridmax recounted a story about a group of twenty 
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employees from each department across the information technology division:  

Back in October when we got together, it was complaint after 

complaint after complaint. It was just across the board. No one was 

saying anything positive in the room and it all came down to trusting 

their manager to empower them, to share information with them, all 

the things that we want out of Gridmax Energy 2020 (the strategic 

plan). They were expressing the opposite. Then after going through the 

summit, we met with the group in March. I asked them about the to-

dos I gave them because I gave them the kinds of things that they were 

empowered to do, which was don't wait for your boss to just provide 

you information. Ask. There were, I don't know, five or six different 

techniques that I gave them that I felt they could be empowered to do . 

. . They spent maybe twenty minutes about the event. Then I asked the 

whole room, "Tell me about the exercise I gave you and working with 

your manager." There was only one negative person in the room. The 

whole room had said, "I've got a better relationship with my manager." 

A lot of their managers . . . I'm sitting there, trying to figure out who 

they were. All their managers were at that event. Just while it may feel 

a little subjective, the tone in the room changed. The one person where 

his tone didn't change, he wasn't as negative as he used to be. Still 

pretty negative, but he wasn't at the event and his boss wasn't at the 

event either.  

 

As with many of these examples, they cross over into other areas. This one, for 

instance, also relates to culture and empowerment themes. Strengthening co-worker 

relationships mediates the Unity with Others pathway to work meaningfulness in the 

model represented in Figure 15. 

Challenges people and organizations to be the best version of themselves 

For many, simply collecting a paycheck from work does not provide a route to a 

meaningful work existence. During the AI Summit discovery conversation, open-

ended survey responses, and follow-up interviews, a common refrain was the power 

of challenge to create meaningful work experiences. This was particularly true when 

the challenge was from a positive perspective and/or had a perceived higher purpose. 
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Of course, it is important to keep in mind that challenge can also overwhelm in the 

extreme. A fitting metaphor for this is exercise to the body. Whereas no challenge 

induces atrophy and extreme challenge risks injury, appropriate positive challenge 

strengthens and grows muscle. AI sets out similarly to focus on challenge from a 

positivist perspective, seeking to identify, affirm, and build upon the best in people 

and organizations. 

As one participant reflected, 

And thinking positive because I think that’s so true, about when you 

start thinking negative, whether it’s the head talk, or it’s the group talk, 

things spiral down and nothing ever good comes out of it. I mean 

nothing. You walk away with bad feelings, you have to bring yourself 

up, or the group back up. So, focusing on the positive . . . if that’s 

where we focused, we’d all be moving so much further along and just 

have more enjoyment in work, less stress, it’d be something more that 

you look forward to. Even if it’s a challenge, it’s a challenge, but it’s 

not mine [alone], there’s a team and eventually, it’ll go. 

 

This collective challenge that AI generates when positively focusing on being the 

version of one’s self individually and organizationally is an important theme that rolls 

up to the aggregate dimension of Expressing Full Potential within the Map of 

Meaning model and also relates to greater commitment to organizational change 

initiatives when they are worked on collaboratively within the context of AI.  

Creates greater commitment to organizational change initiatives 

As noted in chapter one, people tend to resist change when it is “done to them” 

whereas they are apt to embrace change more fully when they have a hand in shaping 

the change initiatives. The positive energy generated within and coming out of an AI 
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Summit is often palpable, and when this is channeled to focus on initiatives that 

people demonstrably care about, there tends to be a greater commitment to enacting 

these changes. One participant from Gridmax Energy recounted a representative 

observation following the AI Summit whereby his teammates were presenting change 

initiatives identified at the summit to executive sponsors (called the “all hands” 

meeting within the organization) for formal integration into the organization’s 

strategic plans: 

I'll tell you . . . the outcome from that, we've already done a couple 

dress rehearsals, what the team's going to present at the all hands at the 

end of the month, it's phenomenal what the teams are presenting. It 

gives me goosebumps to think about what I heard, and how excited 

they are, and how much of a difference the Appreciative Inquiry 

approach really makes. I'm a firm believer in it. I love the concept. I 

am all in, so really, really, really firm believer . . . I watched the teams 

downstairs go through the dry run, and they put everything up on the 

walls, and they walked through it, and the excitement, and the positive 

attitude, and the winning attitude, ability to . . . Everybody is like 

“We’re going to do this.” . . . I’m like, unless we really screw this 

thing up, it’s going to be phenomenal. 

 

This theme also ties to the aggregate dimension of Expressing Full Potential in the 

Map of Meaning model, which, as noted in chapter four, was also statistically 

significant in participants’ experiences of AI to increase their reported work 

meaningfulness on the CMWS.  

Creates greater sense of voice and empowerment 

A key mechanism within AI that gives rise to this greater commitment to 

organizational change initiatives is the degree of participant voice and empowerment 

afforded during the process. Inherent within the process is the opportunity for all 
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participants to have voice in the process and to encourage a high degree of 

empowerment of participants within the organization to enact the initiatives that are 

identified. When asked to reflect upon the aspects that made work more meaningful 

as a result of the AI process, sentiments included an appreciation for feeling heard 

and having a sense of voice, increased trust in leadership, a higher degree of 

perceived transparency, greater connection with and sense of support from 

organizational leadership, a sense of equality within the process, and encouragement 

to provide input with a lessened fear of judgment. One participant commented that 

they found the overall teamwork and the fact that management participated side-by-

side “with those of us in the trenches” during the AI Summit to be one of the most 

meaningful aspects of the experience. 

 

As noted, the AI Summit process provides specific guidance to encourage full 

participation. Numerous participants commented on the significance for them of this 

structure, including this representative comment:  

 

. . . when we were . . . talking about the . . . [particular software 

package] . . . . I don't know John. I don’t know Frank. I don’t know 

any of them but Sally I know, but as were standing there talking about 

these different ideas, I felt . . . I don't know if empowered is the word 

or more comfortable in asking questions. I don't know anything about 

[software package], so I felt . . . Then I felt like when I asked one 

question and it was okay, because I'm wondering, "Would it be all 

right if I asked that question? Would people really think I'm stupid? I 

don't know what I'm talking about, but I'm going to." I felt like when I 

asked the question, and it was all right, then I thought, "Okay. Maybe 

I'll ask this question then." Then when that one was okay, I had more 



135 

 

 

confidence to ask questions and felt okay that it was all right that I did 

ask them. 

 

AI is most effectual when the practices extend beyond the event itself. While these 

particular data were not measured quantitatively in this study, it was apparent from 

the follow-up interviews that the ongoing practices were implemented to varying 

degrees across the organizations. At Edu-Novation for instance, one participant 

observed, 

Well, I will say post-AI, I can see our staff being more . . . using the 

same language . . . . Now we are practicing AI in all our meetings 

basically. This is what we do now. This is our thing, so it's very 

helpful. People are able to feel more comfortable giving their thoughts 

and ideas without feeling like they're not being heard. So, it's more 

open. I know with the staff meeting that I have at [School X] now it's 

more open. Everyone is able to bring their opinions and feel like 

they're being heard, which is a good idea because no one wants to be 

anywhere when they feel like, oh, no one listens to me. 

 

Employee voice is one more mechanism that AI practices provide to cultivate more 

meaningful work experiences for participants. In order to be effectual, however, it 

should be authentic voice that is coupled with practices of empowerment. Put another 

way, this practice cannot simply be lip service that gives employees an outlet for 

voice, but does not genuinely consider the various perspectives. To do otherwise risks 

creating an environment where employees may simply feel as if organizations are 

trying to placate them with shallow words. In the case of Flowcotrol (AI Summit), for 

instance, one participant expressed frustration that a particular initiative that his group 

was passionate about felt summarily dismissed by leadership without being 

adequately considered. Since most organizations are not democratic entities, 
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supporting efforts of voice and empowerment can require delicate balances. I assert 

that most organizations tend to err on the side of too little voice and that this risk of 

perceived oppression can be more detrimental to an organization’s vitality and the 

associated work meaningfulness that individuals derive. The potential upside that AI 

offers in contrast, however, is quite significant for the meaningfulness that employees 

may experience and the associated benefits that organizations may receive as 

observed by a participant at Gridmax Energy when he opined, 

Outside of the AI context, I think a lot of people here feel somewhat 

oppressed in the organization. I'm hoping that the AI context changes 

that. There are a lot of people I think that would express that they feel 

a little bit voiceless, as though they know a better way, they know they 

can do more, they can be better. So, it's very difficult for some of the 

high achievers to say, "I know I could do better and I'm not. I'm being 

held back, or I'm being constrained or oppressed, or whatever." I think, 

I'm really hoping the AI Summit changes that. I am seeing some of 

that . . . I really think I've seen very fast results in these areas, and I 

really look forward to seeing more of this, because I think that desire, 

that angst, of not working on that, for a lot of people, is a big part of 

their problem here. 

 

Greater voice and empowerment mediates the Expressing Full Potential Pathway to 

work meaningfulness in the model represented in Figure 15. The positive correlation 

between the change in scores across the Expressing Full Potential dimension were 

statistically significant, as noted, and the qualitative narratives provided by 

participants within this second order theme are consistent with this supposition as 

well. These findings will be discussed further in chapter five. 
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Develops others 

At Gridmax Energy, another participant noted that the AI Summit has been the single 

most meaningful experience in her career: 

. . . . Watching the employees transition from who I know they are to 

them being excited about work and providing value. The new 

leadership that I saw emerge. Just the positivity that was in the room 

compared to what it was before the event. That hit me for so long. I’ve 

still been excited about that event [weeks later] and can’t stop talking 

about it. In my entire life, that was probably the most meaningful 

[career experience]. 

 

AI promotes the flourishing of new leadership which contributes to both individuals’ 

and organizations’ ability to express their full potential in the model represented in 

Figure 15. 

Improves organizations’ cultural health and outcomes 

The potential upsides of the AI Summit on other aspects of cultural health within 

participating organizations are also important. Adopting the AI mindset and practices 

empirically had immediate impacts within participating organizations. For example, 

this representative comment from a participant reflected that 

The high point [from the summit experience] is actually a change in 

how we approach everything, including the most challenging 

situations. For instance, we pow-wow ahead of time if we know we are 

heading into a difficult meeting where others might be taking a 

problem-centric approach. We commit to employing an AI approach. 

This has been tremendously effective and we have actually seen 

changes in our clients starting to use an AI approach instead of a 

negative, it must be "fixed" approach to challenges and changing 

needs. 
 

Gridmax Energy participants opted to place “5:1” placards on all their office spaces 
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(or in the case of their conference rooms, whatever the equivalent ratio was for the 

room capacity) as shown in Figure 16 to remind them of the optimal positive to 

negative ratio suggested (Gottman & Levenson, 1999) during the AI Summit.  

 

Figure 16. Gridmax Energy Office Space Positivity Ratio Reminders 

 

Another participant described the organizational environment post-summit: 

 

I don’t know if you saw when we walked in but on the door there’s 

five to one and those are all over the place for people that went to the 

summit. Five to one is for every negative thing you say five positives 

is where that came from. I know there was different statistics 

throughout some of those presented. Everyone is promoting that and 

we’ve had a lot of people that weren’t at the summit ask, “What’s five 

to one, what does this mean?” People altogether that were at the 

summit are carrying the energy forward and being positive . . . I’ve 

heard that in meetings people that were at the summit that aren’t in 

management will quickly speak up and then grab a pen and paper or a 

marker and get up on the whiteboard and just jump in and say, “Let’s 

document that.” That’s been an encouraging thing. I also think that 

people are looking at collaboration differently and not so much the 

silos that we had before. They’re saying, “Hey, how do I impact this 

group?" Because they really liked the atmosphere of the summit where 

we had so many different groups come together and talk about the 
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ideas so they could all be on the same page. I’ve seen that 

collaboration increase since the summit . . . It’s just the frequency of 

people being inclusive and collaborating has increased and they saw 

the benefit at the summit that, “Hey when we collaborate we can come 

up with better ideas and everyone is aligned and we can actually 

execute quicker on our ideas.” 

 

Another participant from Erie Systems shared that the AI Summit was helpful at 

reducing her work anxiety and providing a greater sense of hope coming from a 

recently acquired organization which she described in the interview as a particularly 

traumatic work event for her. At Gridmax Energy, as another example, the AI 

Summit mitigated some attrition risk: 

 . . . what that translated into after the summit is, I think, it eased some 

of the compression that we had at work. I've seen people be more 

comfortable, more enthusiastic, less critical, and one person 

specifically told me that they had been looking to leave. They had 

been looking for other work. They said now, considering one of the 

positions internally. They actually applied for a position internally, 

because they started to see progress. They started to see the kind of 

that hope. I think that was really good for them. 

 

Numerous participants reported a sense of greater community that developed from the 

event. All of these representative organizational cultural health dimensions support an 

environment that is fertile for greater work meaningfulness amongst its participants 

by supporting the Expressing Full Potential pathway in the model represented in 

Figure 15. 
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Builds a new relationship to work 

A number of first order concepts emerged related to building a new relationship to 

work itself. As noted in chapter two, one’s relationship to the work itself is another 

key determinant to one’s experienced work meaningfulness. AI encourages 

adaptation through identified initiatives, provides opportunity for work variety, and 

recognizes the power of words to create new realities. Thus, AI provides an 

opportunity for individual crafting of one’s job. I contend that AI also creates an 

opportunity for collaborative crafting at the group level within an organization 

consistent with recent research on group crafting (Luu, 2017; McClelland, Leach, 

Clegg, & McGowan, 2014; Mäkikangas, Aunola, Seppälä, & Hakanen, 2016; 

Mäkikangas, Bakker, & Schaufeli, 2017; Tims, Bakker, Derks, & van Rhenen, 2013). 

AI provides work groups the opportunity to craft their work together as a means for 

employees to apply various motivations (i.e., control over their job and work 

meaning, self-image, human connection) to craft new resultant work meaning and 

identity. As one participant observes, “what we’re doing is creating a ‘system’ that 

future employees can use . . . and not experience the limitations we do today . . . 

We’re all making it better for everybody else.” This collective crafting concept 

provides an opportunity for future exploration. This dimension mediates the 

Expressing Full Potential pathway to work meaningfulness in the model represented 

in Figure 15. The theoretical and practical implications of these findings are discussed 

further in chapter five.  
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Encourages action to make a difference 

While the Service to Others relationship to AI was not statistically significant in the 

CMWS survey data, a frequent and common theme across the organizational 

interviews was the expressed desire to “make a difference” in one’s work. A 

representative participant comment on this theme indicates that “[I find it meaningful 

when I do something for the customer and then] . . . seeing them use it and it's helping 

their job.” The outputs from the AI Summit in this regard were frequently driven by 

this sentiment. These outputs were manifested in the form of action plans for internal 

or external customer project deliverables. Examples included mentorship initiatives, 

customer product improvements, and numerous process improvement initiatives. This 

tangible action driven from a desire to make a difference maps to the Service to 

Others pathway to work meaningfulness in the model represented in Figure 15.  

Generates hope and a greater sense of purpose 

The culminating effects from the various dimensions of the AI Summit yield a greater 

sense of hope, purpose, or inspiration. In fact, the AI Summit impact to the 

Inspiration dimension within the CMWS model yielded the most statistically 

significant finding (p < 0.01) as noted in chapter four, next to the Expressing Full 

Potential dimension (p < 0.05). As one participant offered, 

 . . . I'll say that the off-site [summit] that we had was one of the more 

engaging activities that I've been involved in my 12-13 years at 

Gridmax . . . I felt like I've not seen that [level of engagement and 

energy] at Gridmax [before] . . .  

 

As another example, when asked what inspired another participant about the event 

she replied, 



142 

 

 

 

Seeing people get along and the willingness to work together. There's 

a shortage of that. When I see that happen, it inspires me because I 

don't feel like I have to play a political game. I don't feel like I have to 

say things the way they want things said or wait my turn. Whatever it 

is. Or earn my right at the table. I feel like we're all in it. There are no 

titles. That inspires me because I don't play politics. I feel like doing 

that gets in the way of being productive and people being their best. 

 

I assert that when people experience a taste of what the AI process can do with regard 

to unlocking the potential of organizations and correspondingly increasing work 

meaningfulness, it is this experience that serves to inspire. This Inspiration can be a 

direct source of work meaningfulness, but also can radiate out, as illustrated on the 

Map of Meaning, to flow throughout each of the other pathways to work 

meaningfulness. The impact of AI on Inspiration was perhaps the most significant 

finding of this study and will be discussed further in chapter five. 

Takes a grounded aspirational approach 

Being more in touch with our humanity is one way to stay more rooted in reality. 

Other aspects of our connection to reality are taking stock of the organization’s 

positive core; realizing the enormous potential that is frequently left untapped; and 

remaining aspirational while simultaneously recognizing the business opportunities, 

stakeholder values, and metrics that are important for a given organizational change 

initiative. At the end of the day, AI is about finding a balance of being and doing, as 

the CMWS model suggests. The final Destiny stage of AI is geared towards the 

“doing” aspect—making the dreams a reality. To achieve big dreams, it is important 
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to remain aspirational while remaining rooted in the realities. This sentiment is aptly 

captured by a participant at Edu-Novation who observed that 

 . . . Through our actions as well as our words, we are individually, as 

well as collectively, deeply committed to providing the best possible 

educational experiences for our students. This was made really clear to 

me when people spoke not only of their roles within Edu-Novation, 

central, but their hopes and dreams for the future for our students. 

Visions of what "could be" were expressed in a really positive manner, 

with no blame being placed on what "is" right now . . . We still have 

some distance from our goals, so some work needs to be done to 

achieve them. [But] big dreams take a lot of work to realize. We're still 

a distance away from the realization of our ideals, but I believe, due to 

the way people have articulated their goals, we can realize them. Each 

goal or challenge can be and needs to be broken down into pieces that 

can be worked on and achieved. 

 

This relationship to the Realities of Self and Circumstances keeps Inspiration 

appropriately tethered within the Map of Meaning model as a means to greater work 

meaningfulness as illustrated in in the model represented in Figure 15. The 

relationship between Inspiration and Reality is critically important. Appreciative 

Inquiry’s ability to navigate between the two is its greatest strength and is a key factor 

that distinguishes AI from other methodologies. By focusing on the “best of the past” 

during the Discovery phase, a strong foundation for successful change and greater 

work meaningfulness is created. Whereas other deficit-based methodologies may lead 

participants to feel mired in perceived constraints and suffocating challenges, AI 

possesses the ability to propel participants to a higher state of positive energy and 

associated work meaningfulness by honing in on positive realities that might 

otherwise be overlooked. This is a particularly important concept that will be 

explored further in chapter five.  
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AI Cautions to Mitigate 

As discussed in chapter two, there are several cautions to consider when undertaking 

Appreciative Inquiry so that appropriate sensitivity may be given and concerns can be 

mitigated where possible. One overarching risk is cynicism or disenfranchisement 

that may result from initiatives worked on during the AI Summit simply being 

shelved following the event. When this occurs, as happened in a few instances within 

this study, employees may feel that the initiative was inauthentic or simply another 

corporate fad. Sometimes an initiative is cancelled outright without adequate 

communication as to the reasons why. More commonly, it is just easy to lose 

momentum amidst competing priorities if organizations are not intentional about 

carrying the energy and work initiatives forward post-summit.  

 

Each of these various scenarios can serve to erode the trust, hope, and positive energy 

that were generated during the summit work, so it is incumbent on executive 

leadership to plan for these risks and remain intentional in the ongoing post-summit 

Destiny phase. When these scenarios manifest themselves, they can also erode 

people’s sense of work meaningfulness as was observed in some instances within this 

study. As one Flowcotrol participant observed from his group’s identified initiatives 

from the AI Summit, “We had a couple of meetings immediately after [the summit], 

but I haven't heard any news probably since . . . So it is losing meaning for me. We 

gathered a lot of ideas, but it is a matter of implementing.” The T3 survey and 

interview feedback received from Flowcotrol was consistent in the observation that 
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not many of the initiatives identified during the summit had garnered traction during 

the few months following the summit. Another participant from Flowcotrol lamented,  

There was basically no follow-up to the session; ideas generated were 

abandoned due to time and financial constraints. Pretty discouraging. 

Frankly, I did not feel that the summit made any difference . . . the 

ideas generated have been abandoned as far as I can tell. There is no 

talk of further steps or any schedule of progress towards implementing 

those ideas. So, work is pretty much as before. 

 

Despite these realities, other Flowcotrol employees still expressed hope and 

reservation of judgment. One shared that he had not perceived much follow-up since 

the summit, but was quick to add that it could just be his vantage point and that other 

initiatives identified may still be in play, noting that it was still “early” and there may 

be more work to come. Another Flowcotrol employee added that, “while our project 

hasn’t gone much of anywhere, I did see improvements from another group.”  Erie 

Systems participants had similar mixed feedback three months out from the summit. 

 

In comparison, as was apparent from follow-up surveys and interviews, Gridmax 

Energy and Edu-Novation were collectively more intentional about their respective 

follow-up action plans from the AI Summit. However, even within these 

organizations, individual participants also had different post-AI experiences that 

appeared to be primarily a function of which particular initiative group they happened 

to work on. For instance, one Gridmax Energy employee recounted when the 

initiative he was working on was taken offline that “it felt like a kick in the gut.” Yet 

he spoke very positively of the AI process, what he had learned and experienced, and 
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described progress that he saw other groups making. He rationalized that the outcome 

in his case was more the result of a strong personality in his particular group whom he 

felt somewhat hijacked the process. These various realities, coupled with the low 

response rates for T3 of an already set of small samples, could account for the level of 

work meaningfulness changes (or lack thereof) during the T3 period. Based upon the 

comparative findings across organizations, I submit that this is more a function of the 

inherent cautions that must be observed in deploying an AI Summit effort. More will 

be said on these observations and the cautions that these warrant in the paragraph that 

follows. In either event, the low T3 response rate was a significant limitation of this 

study and one that warrants further research on this question. 

 

When considering the relative traction post-summit that the four groups achieved, 

there is one interesting, but not surprising, differentiating factor between the two 

groups that experienced more post-AI Summit traction than the other two. Two 

groups (Gridmax Energy and Edu-Novation) invested additional up-front time in the 

planning process leading up to the AI Summit and performed an advance leadership 

team summit a month prior to the broad range AI Summit. These additional efforts 

served to increase awareness, leadership commitment, and positive energy leading up 

to the event. These two organizations saw this investment pay-off with a greater 

qualitative level of post-AI traction than the other two organizations based upon the 

observations, interviews, and informant discussions. The two-day planning meeting is 

a best practice recommendation for implementation of AI Summits (Ludema et al., 
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2003), and the findings from this study support the importance of including this 

component whenever feasible. The quantitative data are also consistent with this 

qualitative observation given the comparison of the average composite AI progress 

feedback scores of 2.49 (N=13) for Edu-Novation 3.26 (N=13) for Gridmax Energy 

compared to 3.37 (N=6) for Erie Systems and 3.97 (N=6) for Flowcotrol. However, 

the standard deviations were larger for Gridmax Energy (0.98) and Edu-Novation 

(1.07) compared to 0.58 for Flowcotrol and 0.45 for Erie Systems. Moreover, given 

the critical limitation imposed by the small sub-sample sizes across the organizations 

at T3, drawing any significant conclusions from these data alone would not be 

appropriate. 

 

Regarding the caution noted by Fineman (2006) in chapter two pertaining to the 

potential hidden tyranny of positive discourse, one participant (<1%) did note this 

experience of the summit in his survey response: “I find it interesting how the concept 

of only saying happy things causes me stress and discomfort, while it can bring great 

joy to others.” While the reported prevalence of this sentiment was not statistically 

significant, it is nonetheless a dynamic and perspective that facilitators must remain 

vigilant in the presentation and facilitation of the AI concepts to mitigate this concern. 

This conceptually is also consistent within the Map of Meaning model which suggests 

that Inspiration must be appropriately held in tension with the Realities of Self and 

Circumstances in order to maintain work meaningfulness. This concept will be 

explored in further depth in chapter five. 
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A more prevalent sentiment that was expressed was anxiety caused by some of the 

creative activities, particularly the skits. Yet the majority of participants who 

expressed this sentiment also went on to add that, after they went through the skits, 

they certainly saw and experienced the value of the activities in stretching participants 

out of their comfort zones and tapping into more creative processes. Many even 

reported that, in spite of their initial anxiety, they ultimately enjoyed them and for 

some, they even surprisingly became highlights of their summit experience. This was 

certainly consistent with the observations of the summits themselves. In each 

instance, the collective spike of the positive energy in the room was palpable. In some 

instances, the participants displaying the most visible outward signs of discomfort and 

body language (e.g., eye rolls, sitting immobilized for a few moments, and audibly 

expressing concerns) at the onset of the exercises were often the very people who 

were most animated during the activities themselves once their initial “shock” wore 

off. The creative presentations offer numerous benefits including reducing people’s 

inhibitions, creating bonds, tapping into creative expression, and simply having fun 

(Ludema et al., 2003).  

Map of Meaning Reflections 

The Map of Meaning is an appreciative intervention unto itself in that it asks 

participants to focus on positive experiences of work meaningfulness within their 

work context and, from this, identify or associate the various quadrants which 

comprise the core of work meaningfulness. This exercise seemed to offer a restorative 
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effect on participants’ balance between being and doing by creating a mindful space 

for reflection. In a sense, it opened their eyes to the meaningfulness they experience 

on a day-to-day basis but may not be in touch with or have lost sight of. This was a 

very similar dynamic to the one observed during the AI discovery and design 

sessions. One key difference in this exercise was the more introspective nature since 

it was performed individually, whereas the AI exercises were performed 

collaboratively.  

 

Performing the Map of Meaning reflection exercise in tandem with the AI Summit 

work also seemed to suggest that it may have an amplifying effect on the AI 

initiatives for participants. Given the opportunity the exercise provides participants to 

reflect, they are granted space for sensemaking and crafting to occur and thus, relate 

organizational practices to themselves. The need for individuals to relate 

organizational practices to themselves is a key ingredient for creating work 

meaningfulness (Lips-Wiersma & Morris, 2018). This sensemaking and crafting 

process provides an opportunity for a positive feedback loop that will be explored 

further in chapter five. As one participant observed following completion of the Map 

of Meaning in proximity to the AI Summit, 

It was interesting to reflect over the last couple of weeks and pull out 

these different things that I could see some of these have been 

impacted by the summit itself definitely. It’s neat to see what came out 

of that. 
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Integrating the Map of Meaning more formally into AI Summit work of organizations 

would be an interesting area for future research and practice. It could, for instance, 

provide a helpful way for individuals to further reflect and assimilate on the aspects 

from the AI Summit work that is most meaningful to them. This might serve to foster 

greater commitment and traction post-summit to mitigate some of the challenges 

noted in the previous section. 

Comparison Group Findings 

This section describes other practices that were observed to contribute to work 

meaningfulness within the comparative organizations.  

Lean practices within AT-Corp 

Over the course of several visits, I was able to observe production line interactions 

that included a week-end team review meeting as part of a Kaizen event, which is an 

element of the lean process methodology. The Kaizen event is a short duration project 

with a specific improvement focus that is typically led by a facilitator with the 

implementation team and other stakeholder involvement as appropriate. During the 

course of this particular observation, I noticed signs of bonding within this newly 

assembled team unit through shared affirmations, mutual encouragement, laughter, 

and expressions of pride in their collaborative efforts and collective improvements as 

they reflected over the course of their first production week. The team had to learn to 

adapt and innovate throughout the week as they built out the new production line. The 

significant collaborative and generative nature of the lean process observed resembled 

elements of the design phase of the AI Summit methodology. The reflective nature of 
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what went well that they could build upon was also a complementary tenet to 

Appreciative Inquiry. 

 

As one participant reflected on the company’s journey with lean, he wondered 

sometimes whether all the efforts were really “worth it”. However, he concluded, 

. . . [lean] drives teamwork and it drives ownership of the job . . . you 

see as a team and you learn as a team. In my overall experience with 

lean, I wouldn't go back. I wouldn't have it any other way. Now that 

we're this far into it, and again some of those feelings were early on, 

you're learning things and there's not a lot of other companies you can 

go see or you can learn from them. The hands-on experience is 

definitely the best along with some of the teachings and the learning 

from leadership here. 

 

Another employee reflected on what he appreciated about lean’s integration within 

the corporate culture and what it meant for him: 

Trust is a big thing. We're a lean company, so we have a standard of 

work. Being able to define your own job and how you do it and really 

having the chance of changing that job to get better every day, every 

week, whatever that may be. They're not just telling you, “you got to 

build this trailer a certain way and that's all there is to it, we're not 

going to change it.” This is something ongoing where you have the 

option and it feels like they care enough to let you change the product 

if it's better. They listen to their employees. Being listened to is a big 

thing. 

 

Several noteworthy themes emerge within this observation that are consistent with 

other participant survey feedback and interview responses. AT-Corp’s integration of 

lean within the organization has contributed to a culture of voice and trust within AT-

Corp. It has also created an opportunity for employees to individually and collectively 

craft their work. Within the Map of Meaning exercise with another participant, he 
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also observes that lean has allowed him to feel like he can express his full potential 

because the process has enabled him to achieve things that he did not even realize he 

was capable of doing. Organizationally, a common theme emerged that the 

company’s operational and culture success is due largely to the manner in which lean 

has been implemented and authentically modeled top-down within the organization 

from executive leadership. 

 

Other organizational practices observed within NS-Gurus 

As indicated, NS-Gurus neither participated in the AI Summit intervention, nor 

utilized lean methodologies within the organization. However, several other 

significant ongoing practices were identified by interview and survey participants as 

contributing to positive organizational outcomes, cultural appreciation, and/or greater 

work meaningfulness within the organization. These practices include regular all-firm 

meetings and open book financial management practices, an employee driven SWOT 

analysis exercise, Net Promotor Scores (NPS), team gaming, culture index practices, 

and agile-like practices that include daily stand-up meetings.  

Regular all-employee meetings and open financial book management 

The entire company meets together at on a bi-weekly basis to cultivate cross-

company communication and awareness. Once a month, all of the company financials 

are shared with the entire team as part of formal open book financial management 

practices. This practice has provided an element of transparency and engendered 

clarity of focus, trust, and motivation amongst employees since all employees have a 
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direct understanding of the work they do and how it impacts the company’s financial 

bottom line as well as employee profit sharing and bonuses.  

SWOT analysis 

The SWOT (strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats) exercise has a holistic 

company focus with the unique characteristic that all of the employees perform the 

analysis as a team without the partners present for that discussion. The employee 

group then presents their findings back to the partners. The intention of this practice 

is to provide greater voice and safety in sharing since no single person is identified in 

the aggregate feedback provided to leadership. The partners, as reported by the 

employees who responded to the surveys and interviews, take action that 

demonstrates that they are genuinely receptive to, and seriously consider and respond 

to, the feedback provided.  

Net Promotor Score (NPS) 

The NPS is a client feedback mechanism that has served to provide affirmation to 

NS-Guru’s work, including individual employee efforts. Several of the participants 

interviewed expressed appreciation for this initiative, as it was to make more tangible 

the impact of their efforts, and subsequently make their work more meaningful. One 

participant noted in his Map of Meaning reflection that this fell in the Service to 

Others quadrant, as it made him more cognizant of his day-to-day efforts and the 

impact on his clients’ needs and perspectives. 
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Gaming 

A ritual has evolved within the developer team to participate in a group video game 

on Friday afternoons. Several employees indicated that noteworthy bonding has 

occurred throughout this process. The company also tracks various performance and 

productivity metrics, and has actually found that the weeks they game have had a 

strong correlation to their best performance and productivity metrics. One participant 

hypothesized that it gave the team something to look forward to during the week and 

helped them remain more focused in their work the rest of the week. Another 

interesting dynamic that a participant noted during the Map of Meaning exercise in 

the Unity with Others quadrant is that the six primary players tend to prefer to play on 

the same team together and play virtually against computer-generated avatars.  

Culture index scores 

NS-Gurus utilizes a culture survey index for its employees and then incorporates that 

understanding intentionally into situational awareness of employee strengths and 

preferences. One employee noted during her interview that she appreciated how the 

partners’ awareness and integration of this information translated into a unique 

appreciation and understanding of her strengths and work preferences. 

Agile-like practices 

The team uses agile-like concepts such as fifteen-minute daily team stand-up 

meetings to support collaboration and innovation amongst the development teams. 

Participants noted that these practices contributed to greater sense of unity, clarity of 

communication, and sense of vision and direction. 
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Comparative group practices integration 

As described in the preceding sections, a number of practices were identified from the 

interviews and observations that contributed to participants reported work 

meaningfulness. Table 8 compares qualitative themes that were expressed within the 

AI group to the level observed across the other two comparative groups. “Not 

observed” means that it was just not readily apparent in the observations or from the 

interview themes. It is not necessarily safe to conclude from these data alone whether 

these practices differ materially across each of these dimensions. Further research 

would be required to make more definitive statements. Moreover, another significant 

factor to consider is that both of these organizations have very intentional and 

positive-focused cultures, which may dampen some of the contrasting dimensions 

between the methodologies themselves. One proposition I would offer is that, given 

the differences across the dimensions, AI possesses a greater opportunity to 

contribute to work meaningfulness given the more holistic approach to organizational 

change. This, of course, presents another opportunity for future research. 

Table 8. 2nd Order Themes Observed in Comparison Organizations 

 

2nd Order Themes 

Observed within the AI 

Intervention Groups 

 

AT-Corp  

(lean thinking methodology) 

qualitative themes 

comparison 

NS-Gurus (other 

corporate practices but no 

intervention) qualitative 

themes comparison 

Supports mindfulness Not observed 

(e.g. participant comments 

regarding the noise on the shop 

floor and the emphasis on 

productivity making this more 

Not observed 
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2nd Order Themes 

Observed within the AI 

Intervention Groups 

 

AT-Corp  

(lean thinking methodology) 

qualitative themes 

comparison 

NS-Gurus (other 

corporate practices but no 

intervention) qualitative 

themes comparison 

challenging)  

Puts humanity back in 

work 

Observed to a lesser extent  

(lean’s process focus on waste 

reduction and productivity can 

sometimes challenge this 

aspect; this particular corporate 

instance placed a high cultural 

value on the employee that 

tended to counter-balance this) 

Observed  

(e.g. through gaming) 

Encourages listening, 

learning, new ideas, and 

new ways of thinking 

Observed in the kaizen events Observed to a lesser extent 

(less formal process; more 

haphazard) 

Creates a shared vision / 

direction 

Observed to a lesser extent  

(lean offers a clear common 

focus on tangible goals, but less 

visionary) 

Observed to a lesser extent 

(there was clear financial 

direction through the open 

book management process, 

but less holistic vision) 

 

Improves communication Observed to a lesser extent 

(communications are more 

transactional within the lean 

process and less holistic) 

Observed to a lesser extent 

(there were formal meeting 

and communication 

structures in place, but more 

haphazard in nature in 

comparison to AI)  

Strengthens co-worker 

relationships 

Observed to a lesser extent 

(limited to work context, bonds 

outside of work activities were 

generally weaker) 

Observed 

(of note, a smaller company 

that provides opportunity 

for more tight-knit 

relationships) 

Challenges people and 

organizations to be the 

best version of themselves 

Observed to a lesser extent 

(challenges tend to be more 

transactional within the lean 

process and less holistic) 

Observed to a lesser extent 

(less formalized practices; 

some participants noted 

growth and challenge 

limitations) 
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2nd Order Themes 

Observed within the AI 

Intervention Groups 

 

AT-Corp  

(lean thinking methodology) 

qualitative themes 

comparison 

NS-Gurus (other 

corporate practices but no 

intervention) qualitative 

themes comparison 

Creates greater 

commitment to 

organizational change 

initiatives 

Observed 

(attributable largely to the 

company culture however as 

opposed to the methodology 

itself) 

Observed 

(the company values, open 

book management, and 

transparency were 

significant factors for 

participants) 

Creates greater sense of 

voice / empowerment 

Observed to a lesser extent 

(the lean process certainly 

provides opportunity for 

significant voice and 

empowerment within the 

process, though perhaps with 

greater boundary conditions 

than the AI process affords) 

Observed 

(e.g., through the 

participatory SWOT 

exercise) 

Develops others Observed Observed 

Improves organizations’ 

cultural health and 

outcomes 

Observed Observed 

Builds a new relationship 

to work 

Observed to a lesser extent Observed to a lesser extent 

Encourages action to 

make a difference 

Observed Observed 

Generates hope / greater 

sense of purpose 

Observed to a lesser extent 

 

Observed to a lesser extent 

Takes a grounded 

aspirational approach 

Observed to a lesser extent 

 

Observed to a lesser extent 

 

Summary Integration 

As conceptualized in the model presented in Figure 15, Appreciative Inquiry supports 

numerous pathways to experiencing work meaningfulness consistent with the Map of 
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Meaning framework. AI has also been shown in prior research and practice to 

improve organizational outcomes such as the successful implementation of 

organizational change initiatives. This study posits for future research that the work 

meaningfulness generated from AI is a moderating factor in organizations’ abilities to 

successfully achieve organizational change initiatives. In tandem with these findings, 

the Map of Meaning provides a symbiotic practice that, when coupled with AI 

Summit work, offers a prospective amplifying effect for scholars and practitioners 

alike to consider for future research and practice. Similarly, the findings from the 

comparative groups offer future research and practice opportunities regarding their 

ability to influence work meaningfulness.  
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Chapter 5: Discussion 

Chapter Overview 

In this chapter, I explore the most significant findings from this study—namely, the 

role that Appreciative Inquiry plays in mediating the dance between Inspiration and 

Reality in the creation of work meaningfulness. I introduce a theoretical model that 

depicts the role that the Appreciative Inquiry 4-D Process uses to create Inspiration 

that is rooted in Reality through sensemaking and crafting, thereby generating greater 

work meaningfulness. I discuss the risks and cautions identified from the results of 

this study, highlighting the importance of a solid post-summit plan to mitigate energy 

degradation and decreased work meaningfulness. I then consider the distinctive 

characteristics of the AI methodology for managing change and increasing work 

meaningfulness through the inherent collaborative empowerment to create new 

organizational realities.  

The Ecosystem of Inspiration and Reality: Giving Rise to 
Work Meaningfulness 

 

Appreciative Inquiry offers a promising organizational practice to help attain a 

healthy balance between Inspiration and Reality, creating a space hospitable for work 

meaningfulness to grow. Research has demonstrated that organizations benefit when 

people experience meaningful work. Yet, while much is known from a research 

perspective about the creation of meaningful work, far less is known about how to 

move organizations from this theoretical knowledge to what is done in practice (Lips-
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Wiersma & Morris, 2018). This dissertation contributes to this gap through its 

exploration of organizations’ use of Appreciative Inquiry and other comparative 

practices to cultivate greater work meaningfulness. From my exploration of the 

findings discussed in chapter four, the most interesting discovery centered on AI’s 

ability to cultivate work meaningfulness by generating inspiration. Inspiration has 

been defined as “a trait or state, triggered by internal or external stimuli, which is 

characterized by evocation, motivation, and transcendence,” (Thrash & Elliott, 2003, 

p.871). Recent research highlights enhanced outcomes linked to inspiration, including 

the ability to enhance performance, generate more creative options, and improve 

problem solution generation (An, & Youn, 2018; Smith & Futrell, 2014). Additional 

research also contends that inspiration can extend across different domains (Klein, 

Case, & Fitness, 2018). The implications from this collective research suggest that 

inspiration can be harnessed from one area and applied to others while enabling 

improvement of various positive outcomes.  

 

Within the Map of Meaning, Inspiration serves as the central magnetizing core that 

“breathes life into, stimulates, animates and lifts us up” (Lips-Wiersma & Morris, 

2018, p.85). Inspiration is a powerful life force with significant prospective benefits. 

Yet, as with any such force, it is important that it be channeled appropriately lest it 

become untethered, destroying any of the benefits that may have otherwise been 

achieved. Too much focus on inspiration leads to a work perspective that is 

ungrounded and Pollyannaish, thereby negatively impacting work meaningfulness 
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(Lips-Wiersma & Morris, 2018). Work meaningfulness is also lost when stuck in the 

perceived constraints of current realities, creating an environment where dreams go to 

die, devoid of hope for the future (Lips-Wiersma & Morris, 2018). Organizations tend 

to gravitate towards the constraints of realities as commonly manifested in such 

phrases as “bringing things back to reality” in response to expressed dreams and 

visions. When this occurs in excess, cynicism, apathy, and disengagement quickly 

rear their heads. The answer, simple in concept but challenging in practice, is to attain 

an appropriate balance between Inspiration and the Realities of Self and 

Circumstances. 

Cultivating the Garden with Appreciative Inquiry 

Taking an appreciative approach in the garden of our collective minds (to borrow an 

image from Fred Rogers) focuses on the positive aspects of reality that are often 

choked out by the weeds, re-awakens them, and brings them to blossom. This positive 

core unearthed during the AI process provides fertile soil for inspiration to sprout that 

is rooted in reality, which is vital if inspiration is to take hold. Inspiration, like work 

meaningfulness itself, can wane. When inspiration seems to have run dry, it is 

common to feel stuck in a rut. Hedges (2017) suggests that, in order to rekindle 

inspiration, one must counter inaction because waiting to act tends to support stasis. 

Utilizing the process of Appreciative Inquiry in combination with the Map of 

Meaning reflections in an ongoing and intentional manner can serve to bring sources 

of inspiration into focus for individuals and organizations. 
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Based upon the findings of this research, I present the model in Figure 17, which 

depicts the process by which Appreciative Inquiry cultivates work meaningfulness 

through its interplay with Inspiration and Reality. The 4-D Cycle described in 

chapters two and three provides generative opportunities for sensemaking and 

crafting to appropriately tether the planes of Inspiration and Reality. The Discovery 

and Dream phases serve to till the soil of Reality, generating the humus for 

Inspiration to blossom. During the Discover and Dream phases, participants are asked 

to intentionally, but temporarily, suspend customary constraint and deficit-based 

thinking and focus instead on the positive realities of when the individuals and 

organization were at their best. This allows the Inspiration that is generated to be 

rooted in often-overlooked realities by considering strengths that have already been 

demonstrated as possible.  

 

AI’s focus on the “best of the past” during the Discovery phase is a key factor that 

distinguishes AI from other methodologies. The AI approach contributes to work 

meaningfulness in a way that other deficit-based approaches may not. It does so by 

generating a positive, affirmative image that is rooted in a supportive and 

encouraging Reality. The stories and capabilities that are shared during the Discovery 

phase are not some “pie in the sky” images by nature of the fact that they actually 

happened. While it is also important to consider other aspects of Reality such as 

constraints of budget, resources, and situational circumstances, suspending these 

voices of judgment early in the Dream and Design phases are important for fostering 
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creativity and innovation. These other necessary realities are introduced appropriately 

in the subsequent Design and Destiny phases so that the ideas that are generated from 

the Discovery and Dream phases have time to sprout and become grounded in a more 

holistic reality of circumstances. A risk with deficit-based approaches is that our 

natural tendency to focus on perceived constraints can unintentionally sabotage the 

very change we yearn to achieve by overlooking the positive realities that also exist. 

In these instances where a deficit-based mindset permeates our thinking, the 

necessary Inspiration that serves as the driving force for such change initiatives is 

often unwittingly snuffed out along with the associated work meaningfulness.  

 

The Design phase builds upon the ideas identified in the prior two stages. In the latter 

exercises of the Design phase, after a significant amount of generative thinking is 

encouraged, participants begin to juxtapose prototypes against the practical realities 

of resources such as time, budget, and people requirements in order to enact the 

concepts. In this manner, practical realities that may have temporarily been suspended 

during the brainstorming work in the Discover and Dream phases are re-introduced in 

a facilitative manner now that the seedlings of ideas have taken root and can 

withstand exposure to these necessary, but sometimes harsh, elements. The Destiny 

phase further refines the realities that will be necessary to address when implementing 

the co-created vision that has been generated from the AI Summit work.  
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Figure 17. AI 4-D Cycle Model for Creating Work Meaningfulness 

 

Throughout AI’s 4-D Cycle, as represented in Figure 17, an ongoing process of 

sensemaking and crafting occurs in the space between Inspiration and Reality. 

Participants move through an iterative sensemaking process that considers the 

elements of Inspiration and Reality, interprets them, and may enact components 
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through a simultaneous process of crafting. This crafting typically occurs at both the 

individual and team levels during the AI process as groups redefine work activities, 

meaning, direction, and contexts. The arrows in the process model in Figure 17 are 

bi-directional, representing the give-and-take tension between Inspiration and Reality 

discussed in chapter two. The words and experiences of the AI process create new 

contextual realities that possess the power to feed greater sources of inspiration. In the 

ether between the planes of Inspiration and Reality, participants move through 

various pathways of work meaningfulness during the process of Appreciative Inquiry. 

These dynamic pathways to work meaningfulness from the Map of Meaning (i.e., 

Integrity with Self, Unity with Others, Service to Others, and Expressing Full 

Potential) are visualized in the rings in the model above, along with the dimensions of 

balance between Self/Others and Being/Doing. 

Glimpsing New Worlds 

Simultaneously, a critical challenge that organizations face when utilizing AI is 

keeping inspiration appropriately rooted in reality. As discussed in chapter four, this 

was another key finding with noteworthy implications. Where the Destiny phase is 

not enacted appropriately, perhaps through lack of time and commitment to follow-

through activities post-summit as was evidenced in a couple of the organizations 

within this study, the balance between Inspiration and Reality can teeter in the model 

shown in Figure 17. This imbalance results in a muted sensemaking and/or crafting 

response that negatively impacts work meaningfulness. As described in chapters two 

and four, proper enactment of the Destiny phase is one of the most critical cautions of 
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AI. For respondents who reported a lack of follow-through from the AI Summit 

initiatives identified, their original sense of inspiration was squelched when it was not 

enacted in reality. When participants perceive follow-up AI efforts as being 

abandoned or disingenuous, cynicism is generated and work meaningfulness actually 

suffers. In these situations, it is as if participants were able to catch a glimpse of a 

world that could exist and then were precluded from experiencing that world. 

Consequently, given the potency of AI Summits, organizations would do well not to 

undertake such interventions unless they are fully committed to carrying appropriate 

post-AI Summit initiatives forward. 

Empowerment to Create New Worlds  

Kahn and Fellows (2013) describe the important conditions that organizational 

interventions ought to include to encourage employees to see organizational 

initiatives as worthy of their engagement efforts. The relational aspects of these 

practices that contribute to meaningful work include voices that are heard, important 

work relationships, and competent supervision (Kahn and Fellows, 2013). These 

aspects relate to the Expressing Full Potential and Unity with Others pathways within 

the Map of Meaning. Yet, as important as organizational senior management’s 

responsibility is for providing a supportive environment for AI initiatives to be 

carried out, it is also important to acknowledge the collective responsibility of each 

person within the organization to contribute to this effort. As Lips-Wiersma and 

Morris (2018) assert, we disempower ourselves when we wait for others to empower 

us. As they aptly describe, inspiration is not freely experienced when it is directed 
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from the top, as these efforts are usually manifested in detailed mandates and 

performance metrics, some of which destroy the very inspiration they are trying to 

create. Thus, the whole organization is responsible for generating inspiration that is 

appropriately rooted in reality to support the cultivation of meaningful work. Both the 

AI Summit and Map of Meaning practices place responsibility for working with the 

gap between Inspiration and Reality on the members of the organization. These 

appreciative processes help bridge this gap by providing organizational members with 

the language and processes to be able to speak with one another and reflect upon what 

matters most. As a result, a greater level of humanity is restored to organizations that 

can serve to breathe new life and vitality into them. 

Reaping the Harvest: Greater Work Meaningfulness Leads to 
Improved Performance Outcomes 

Over recent decades, research has demonstrated that work meaningfulness has been 

associated with higher levels of engagement, higher levels of commitment, increased 

sense of accomplishment and growth, higher levels of morale and well-being, greater 

job enjoyment, lower levels of intention to quit, and improved performance (Bailey, 

Yeoman, Madden, Thompson, & Kerridge, 2016). Given the numerous performance 

benefits for individuals and organizations, it is important to consider the theoretical 

and practical implications for Appreciative Inquiry and the creation of greater work 

meaningfulness as explored thus far. Figure 17 above illustrates AI’s role in the 

creation of work meaningfulness. What is not conceptualized in this model is the 

impact to individual and organizational outcomes / performance. If we take a 
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conceptual step up a level, I propose that AI’s cultivation of greater work 

meaningfulness, as illustrated Figure 18 below, moderates individual and team job 

performance, which, in turn, subsequently moderates organizational performance.  

 

Figure 18. Model for AI’s Contribution to Work Meaningfulness and 

Moderating Impact to Performance 
 

My assertion is that higher levels of work meaningfulness (provided that one’s sense 

of calling is not exploited) will lead to improved individual and team performance 

outcomes. I propose that AI’s powerful ability to generate greater Inspiration, Unity 

with Others, and Expressions of Full Potential engenders the subsequent 

amplification of organizational performance outcomes. Furthermore, AI’s ability to 

generate superior performance outcomes compared to other deficit-based 

organizational methodologies can be attributed to AI’s ability to create greater levels 

of work meaningfulness. In considering this model in Figure 18, AI could be 

substituted with an alternate, comparative organizational practices (e.g., lean 

methodology, open book management, etc.) to explore the impact of that particular 

methodology on the relative level of work meaningfulness and performance outcomes 

that are generated. The research and practical implications of this model and 

supposition are discussed further in chapter six. 
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Conclusion  

If the social responsibility case for organizations to help cultivate work 

meaningfulness were not enough in their own right, the business case for doing so is 

compelling given the positive outcomes associated with meaningful work through 

extant research. The challenge remains as to how organizations can go about creating 

environments supportive of greater work meaningfulness. This dissertation 

contributes to the literature and practice by offering an analysis of Appreciative 

Inquiry’s ability to cultivate greater work meaningfulness. The findings in this 

research suggest that Appreciative Inquiry’s greatest contribution to work 

meaningfulness is through its process of generating inspiration that is uniquely rooted 

in the realities of the positive core of the organization. Inspiration is frequently 

abandoned by organizations succumbing to day-to-day pressures. Yet, when 

“inspiration is abandoned, hope is abandoned too, and without that the workplace 

loses all that inspired human beings can generate” (Lips-Wiersma & Morris, 2018, 

p.112). In cases where organizations are mired in too much reality, the high costs of 

disengagement are immeasurable.  

 

In their research, Lips-Wiersma and Morris (2018) observed that when people were 

asked to describe their circumstances at work within Map of Meaning reflection 

exercises, it was often the first time they allowed themselves to consider how some of 

those circumstances had stripped away meaning from their lives. This finding was 

consistent with the discussions I had in participant interviews using the Map of 
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Meaning. As the authors observe, once people were able to see circumstances as 

clearly separate from themselves, the question usually shifted from “. . . why do I feel 

so uninspired at work?’ to ‘what can I do to meet my needs for meaning, within this 

work context?’” (Lips-Wiersma & Morris, 2018, p.95). This question becomes 

particularly salient when contending with extensive organizational change efforts that 

erode one’s sense of work meaningfulness. Similarly, within the context of AI 

Summit group discussions, as observed during table discussions and assessed during 

follow-up participant interviews, group members frequently noted the different 

perspectives that the AI Summit work helped them to attain. This perspective served 

not only to inspire, but also to renew and refresh their relationships with their 

contextual realities.  

 

One of the differentiating factors of Appreciative Inquiry from other more traditional 

change management methodologies is the bottom-up approach that AI harnesses. 

Contrary to typical top-down strategies, this approach inherently engenders a greater 

sense of collective empowerment and voice, thus increasing the chances for success 

of the given initiatives. Additionally, a more rooted sense of inspiration is often able 

to take hold within the context of the AI Summits. As described in the findings in 

chapter four, participants achieved greater unity with others by focusing on common 

goals (Unity with Others) and were able to identify energizing ways to relate to their 

work differently and to manifest new and life-giving initiatives that made their work 

more meaningful (particularly in meeting the needs of influencing and creating found 
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within the Expressing Full Potential pathway). The iterative sensemaking and crafting 

that can be affirmatively supported by both the AI Summit work and the Map of 

Meaning provides a powerful mechanism to help individuals and organizations 

successfully navigate this change terrain while creating a positive feedback loop that 

also generates more meaningful work in the process.  
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Chapter 6: Implications for Future Research and 
Practice 

Chapter Overview 

In this chapter, I identify implications for future research and practice.  

Implications for Research 

One of my key findings was that work meaningfulness scores were positively 

correlated to the AI Summit intervention experience feedback. The CMWS scores 

tended to improve at T2, but results were inconclusive for T3 given limitations of this 

study (e.g., sample size and inconsistencies in organizational commitment to 

following up on post-summit initiatives). I propose that the initial improvement in 

work meaningfulness observed at T2 can be maintained over the months following 

the summit work provided that organizations dedicate appropriate support, time, and 

space for AI Summit follow-ups.  

 

In order to test this idea, a larger sample size would clearly be beneficial for similar 

research in the future. For instance, a similar summit design could be deployed across 

a larger organization with comparative groups from within the organization being 

utilized. Optimally, the design would include more consistent post-implementation 

follow-ups (as was observed in two of the four organizations participating in the AI 

Summits in this study) and better response participation for a more meaningful 

analysis of data at T3. 
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Second, I propose that organizations that acculturate an ongoing appreciative 

environment that generates inspiration that is appropriately rooted in reality will 

experience a more sustained work meaningfulness over time. To test this idea, other 

forms of appreciative practices (e.g., whole-system “4-D” dialogues; small focus 

groups; positive change network; AI learning teams, Progressive AI Meetings) could 

be explored within organizations in addition to or in comparison with the AI Summit 

format. Work meaningfulness could be measured at various points in time in 

conjunction with these other practices. 

 

Third, the apparent amplifying effect of the Map of Meaning reflection during the 

interviews suggests that adding this component formally to the intervention itself and 

follow-up periods post-summit will enhance participants’ experienced 

meaningfulness from AI Summit work. This could be tested by incorporating the Map 

of Meaning exercises within the intervention. Comparison groups could be 

established that include the Map of Meaning intervention with those that do not.  

 

Fourth, based on prior research, I propose that experienced meaningfulness will be 

positively related to individual and organizational performance outcomes. While there 

was anecdotal data collected in this study through interviews (e.g., intent to stay), it 

would be advantageous to more formally and consistently collect organizational 

performance metrics to explore the relationship between the AI work, the associated 

work meaningfulness, and the outcomes within the context of the same study.  
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Implications for Practice 

Given the significant levels of failed organizational change initiatives and levels of 

disengagement at work, organizations would be wise to pay close attention to 

organizational practices utilized to cultivate more meaningful work as a means to 

achieve more successful organizational change. This study focused on Appreciative 

Inquiry as a particularly promising holistic alternative along with the Map of Meaning 

being an additional complementary practice available to organizations and 

individuals. Given the amplifying effect observed for participants who also 

participated in the Map of Meaning reflection interviews, I encourage organizations 

to consider incorporating the Map of Meaning into the AI Summit depending on the 

intended focus of the change agenda for the organization. While this intervention 

design utilized the Map of Meaning during the Destiny phase with a subset of 

participants, it would provide a powerful mechanism during the Discovery phase of 

the AI Summit, allowing identification and distillation of key work meaningfulness 

elements more intentionally on the front end so that it is “baked in” the process right 

from the beginning.  

 

From the comparison group analysis, additional practices (e.g., lean thinking 

methodology, open book management) also provide options to organizations to help 

cultivate greater work meaningfulness for employees through crafting and fostering 

practices. In comparison, however, Appreciative Inquiry excels in its ability to inspire 
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employees. This distinctive feature of AI provides a promising methodology for 

organizations who aspire to cultivate greater work meaningfulness.  

 

Yet, one of the significant implications for practice as detailed in chapters four and 

five is the importance of ensuring that appropriate time, space, and resources are 

provided post-summit to ensure that the powerful work that gets generated during the 

AI Summit itself does not end up in the corporate graveyard of other failed change 

initiatives. The sensitivities to integrating Inspiration with Reality as discussed in 

chapter five is vital to the success of AI Summit initiatives. As noted, this risk can be 

mitigated with the senior leadership pre-summit work and intentional follow-ups that 

are built in and monitored following the summit. In addition, it is important that 

organizations actively and continually seek to renew collective sources of inspiration 

and test against the ever-changing contextual realities with which the organization 

contends on a daily basis. Incorporation of the Map of Meaning in an ongoing basis 

following the summit, in conjunction with the intentional AI approach following the 

summit, provide a prospective antidote to this challenge.  

 

Organizations’ collective investment in these practices that seek to actively cultivate 

an environment of greater work meaningfulness are well worth the effort. Not only 

are these investments to generate a more meaningful work environment morally and 

ethically beneficial from a corporate social responsibility standpoint, the research also 

suggests that organizations will experience mutually rewarding improved individual 
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and organizational outcomes as a result of these efforts. This study makes a case for 

why this is a vital focus area for organizations and provides a roadmap for 

organizations to chart a path on this ongoing journey in the quest for meaningful 

work. 
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Appendix A: CMWS 
 

Comprehensive Meaningful Work Survey (CMWS)  

(Lips-Wiersma & Wright, 2012) 

 

Survey repeated across T1, T2, and T3. 

 

Response Scale: 

Always Often Sometimes Rarely  Never 

1 2 3 4 5 

  

Unity with Others (UWO):  

1. I have a sense of belonging 

2. I can talk openly about my values when we are making decisions 

3. We talk about what matters to us 

4. We support each other 

5. We reassure each other 

Service to Others (STO):  

6. We enjoy working together 

7. I feel I truly help our customers/clients 

8. We contribute to products and services that enhance human well-being and/or 

the environment 

9. What we do is worthwhile 

10. We spend a lot of time on things that are truly important 

Expressing Full Potential (EFP):  

11. I create and apply new ideas or concepts 

12. I make a difference that matters to others 

13. I experience a sense of achievement 

14. I am excited by the available opportunities for me 

Developing the Inner Self (DIS):  

15. At work, my sense of what is right and wrong gets blurred (reverse scored) 

16. I don't like who I am becoming at work (reverse scored) 

17. At work, I feel divorced from myself (reverse scored) 

Reality (REA):  

18. At work, we face up to reality 

19. We are tolerant of being human 

20. We recognize that life is messy and that is OK 

Inspiration (INSP):  

21. I feel inspired at work 

22. The work we are doing makes me feel hopeful about the future 

23. The vision we collectively work towards inspires me 
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24. I experience a sense of spiritual connection with my work 

Balancing Being and Doing (BBAD):  

25. In this work, I have the time and space to think 

26. We have a good balance between focusing on getting things done and noticing 

how people are feeling 

Balancing Self and Other (BSAO):  

27. I create enough space for me 

28. I have a good balance between the needs of others and my own needs 
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Appendix B: Brief Calling Survey (BCS) 
Brief Calling Scale (BCS) (Dik, Eldridge, Steger, & Duffy, 2012) 

Survey administered at T1. 

 

Response Scale: 
totally 
true 
of me 

mostly 
true 
of me 

Moderately 
true of me 

Mildly 
true 
of me  

Not at 
all true 
of me 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

5. I have a calling to a particular kind of work. 

6. I have a good understanding of my calling as it applies to my career. 

7. I am trying to figure out my calling in my career. 

8. I am searching for my calling as it applies to my career. 
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Appendix C: AI Feedback Surveys 
 

Response Scale: 

definitely 

true for 

me 

somewhat 

true for 

me 

Moderately 

true for me 

Mildly 

true for 

me  

Not 

true 

for me 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

Appreciative Inquiry Summit Feedback questions at T2: 

9. The Appreciative Inquiry process helped me feel more excited/energized 

about working on significant organizational challenges. 

10. The Appreciative Inquiry process helped me feel more empowered in my 

work. 

11. The Appreciative Inquiry process helped me feel more connected to my 

coworkers. 

12. The Appreciative Inquiry process helped me feel more trust in senior 

management. 

13. The Appreciative Inquiry process will change the way I will think about and 

approach my work. 

14. The Appreciative Inquiry process will change the way I will think about and 

approach my relationships at work. 

15. As a result of the Appreciative Inquiry process, I am more hopeful about the 

future for our group/organization. 

16. As a result of the Appreciative Inquiry process, I have a greater sense of 

purpose in my work at my organization. 

 

Appreciative Inquiry Progress Question at T3: 

6. Initially following the Appreciative Inquiry summit, I personally made 

meaningful changes in the way I work. 

7. Initially following the Appreciative Inquiry summit, my work group made 

meaningful changes in the way we work. 

8. Since the Appreciative Inquiry summit, I personally have sustained 

meaningful changes in the way I work. 

9. Since the Appreciative Inquiry summit, my work group has sustained 

meaningful changes in the way we work. 

10. I would like for our group to do another Appreciative Inquiry summit event. 
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Appendix D: Lean Thinking Methodology 
Feedback Survey 

 

These questions were administered at T1 and T3 within AT-Corp. 

Response Scale: 

definitely 

true for 

me 

somewhat 

true for 

me 

Moderately 

true for me 

Mildly 

true for 

me  

Not 

true 

for me 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

9. Our organization’s use of the lean process helps me feel more 

excited/energized about working on significant organizational challenges. 

10. The lean process helps me feel more empowered in my work. 

11. The lean process helps me feel more connected to my coworkers. 

12. The lean process helps me feel more trust in senior management. 

13. The lean process positively changes the way I think about and approach my 

work. 

14. The lean process positively impacts the way I think about and approach my 

relationships at work. 

15. As a result of our organization’s use of the lean process, I am more hopeful 

about the future for our group/organization. 

16. Using the lean process enables a greater sense of purpose in my work at AT-

Corp. 

 



 

182 

Appendix E: Open-Ended Survey Response 
Questions 

 

Open-Ended Response questions at T1: 

3. Can you describe a time (at either your current or a prior employer) when you 

had a particularly meaningful work experience? What was it about that 

experience that made it particularly meaningful for you?  

4. If you have any additional comments you would like to share feel free to 

include them here.  

 

Open-Ended Response questions at T2 (where applicable): 

4. What was a high point of the AI Summit the past 3 days for you? What made 

it a high point? 

5. What were the Top 3 things you found most meaningful with your AI Summit 

experience the past 3 days? What was it about these experiences that 

contributed to your sense of meaning? Please share examples… 

6. If you have any additional comments you would like to share feel free to 

include them here.  

 

Open-Ended Response questions at T3 (where applicable): 

4. What was a high point for you at work since the AI Summit? What made it a 

high point? 

5. What were the Top 3 things you found most meaningful since your AI 

Summit experience? What was it about these experiences that contributed to 

your sense of meaning? Please share examples. 

6. If you have any additional wishes for yourself personally, for your 

organization, or other comments you would like to share feel free to include 

them here.  
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Appendix F: Semi-Structured Interview Guide 
1. What is your role in the organization? How long have you been with the 

organization? 

 

2. Please share with me a story of a time where you had a particularly 

meaningful work experience?  

a. What was it about that experience that gave it meaning for you? What 

was it about you? What was it about the others that made it 

meaningful? What was it about the organization that helped to make it 

meaningful? 

b. Reflecting back on your experience, what do you believe are the core 

factors that create meaningful experiences at work? 

 

3. Imagine your organization was written up Fortune’s Best Places to work 

because of the organizational culture of meaningfulness. What does the article 

say about the organization that won that award? Paint a picture of what you 

see . . . what is it about the people within the organization, what is it about the 

processes and the impact within the organization? What do you see? 

 

4. Three Wishes: If you had three wishes in order of priority, what would they be 

to enhance opportunities for meaning in your organization and workplaces 

more generally? 

 

5. Post-AI Summit Reflections (where applicable):  

a. Reflecting back on your experience in this appreciative inquiry 

summit. What were the points at which you felt most alive, most 

fulfilled, most meaningfulness in your role in your work? Describe the 

situation(s) and what made it/them meaningful for you? 

b. What are/were your hopes coming out of the summit? 

c. Has anything substantively changed since the AI Summit? If so what 

particular results/outcomes can you share? 

 

6. For comparative organizations: 

a. What practices do you appreciate within your organization? Describe 

them and the impact they have for you personally and/or for the 

organization more broadly. How do these practices contribute or 

detract from creating greater work meaningfulness for you? 

  

7. Meaning Map Reflection Exercise: 

After a brief explanation of the Map of Meaning model, participants are 

invited to reflect silently on recent weeks since the AI Summit and jot down 

examples within each of the quadrants and inspiration center of the Map of 
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Meaning that have been meaningful for them. If anything does not seem to fit 

in one of the quadrants, feel free to write off to the side if helpful. Do not get 

hung up on wording nor worry if examples do not readily come to mind in a 

given area. You are free to skip anything and/or refrain from sharing. 

 

After completing the exercise, you are free to share as much or as little as you 

feel comfortable doing so. Start by sharing any general observations about the 

exercise itself. Was this difficult/easy to do? Did any areas come to mind 

more readily than others? Did any of your quadrants feel like things are out of 

balance or to excess? What personal insights/observations to you have for 

each of the various examples you came up with?  
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Appendix G: Survey Informed Consent 
Background: The purpose of this study is to explore what makes work meaningful 

for employees and what organizations may be able to do to help foster more 

meaningful work experiences. 

 

Risks/Benefits of the Study: This study does not have any known risks. Potential 

benefits include an opportunity for reflecting upon what makes work meaningful to 

you personally, helping your organization better understand what they can do to more 

effectively support a meaningful work experience for their employees, and 

contributing to broader research for other organizations from which to learn. 

 

Confidentiality: Contact information below is solely for matching purposes to 

follow-up surveys. Response data will be stored separately and coded for anonymity; 

only the researcher will have access to the raw responses. In no event shall 

identifying information be used for any other purpose or shared with any other party 

(including your employer). Records of this study will be entered and coded for 

anonymity in password-protected, encrypted storage during the course of the study; 

original survey responses shall be shredded. At the conclusion of the project, all data 

will be transferred to Dr. Jim Ludema, Director of the Center for Values-Driven 

Leadership at Benedictine University, for secure and ultimate disposal after a period 

of 7 years. Should the study ever become published, your name will in no way be 

linked to the study, nor will it mention your personal involvement.  

 

Voluntary Nature of the Study: Your decision to participate is voluntary and will 

not affect your current or future relations with your employer, the student researcher 

or with Benedictine University faculty. You are free to withdraw at any time. 

Contacts for Questions: The researcher conducting this study is Patrick Farran (PhD 

student; Patrick.Farran@comcast.net / 847.624.9827) with study chair, Dr. Jim 

Ludema (JLudema@ben.edu / 630.829.6229). This study has been approved by the 

Institutional Review Board of Benedictine University - chaired by Dr. Alandra Devall 

(adevall@ben.edu / 630-829-6295). 

 

Statement of Consent: By signing below, you indicate that you agree with the above 

information in its entirety, are at least 18 years of age, and consent to participate.  

 

Signature: __________________________________    Date: __________ 

 

Printed Name: _______________________________ 
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Appendix H: Interview Informed Consent 
 

To:  Potential Interview Participant  

From:  Patrick Farran 

Subject:  Informed Consent to Participate in Study 

Date: {insert date} 

 

I am contacting you with the permission of {insert name} at your organization. My 

name is Patrick Farran and I am a PhD student in Values Driven Leadership at 

Benedictine University. I am researching appreciative inquiry and work 

meaningfulness. I am particularly interested in what contributes to making work more 

meaningful for employees and how organizations can help to cultivate opportunities 

and foster an environment for more meaningful work experiences for employees. This 

research will add to the body of knowledge about how appreciative inquiry may be 

used as one possible practice by organizations to not only improve organizational 

outcomes, but also to cultivate more opportunities for employees to experience 

meaningfulness in their work. This research could potentially assist with a greater 

awareness of practices that organizations can utilize to create more meaningful and 

effective work places. 

 

Thank you for your consideration for participation in the interview. Your 

participation is voluntary. Should you choose to participate, you do not have to 

answer any questions you do not want to answer. If at any time you do not wish to 

continue with the interview, you may decline. Your time and involvement is 

profoundly appreciated. To maintain the essence of your words for the research, I will 

record the information. At any time, you may request for the recording to be stopped 

and/or deleted and/or to see or hear the information I collect. 

 

The interview will be recorded and the interviewer will take notes. This is done for 

data analysis. The recording will be transcribed by the interviewer and kept 

confidential in a password-protected computer. All individual identification will be 

removed from the hard copy of the transcript. Participant identity and confidentiality 

will be concealed using coding procedures. For legal purposes, data will be 

transcribed on to a compact disc and transmitted to a Benedictine University faculty 

member for secure and ultimate disposal after a period of seven years. Dr. Jim 

Ludema is the Benedictine University faculty member who will secure and ultimately 

dispose of the information. His information is at the end of this form.  

 

Excerpts from the interview may be included in the final dissertation report or other 

later publications. However, under no circumstances will your name or identifying 

characteristics appear in these writings. If, at a subsequent date, biographical data 

were relevant to a publication, a separate release form would be sent to you.  
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I would be grateful if you would sign this form on the line provided below to show 

that you have read and agree with the contents. Please return it by email to me at 

Patrick.Farran@comcast.net. An electronic signature is acceptable.  

 

_______________________________________________  ___________ 

Your signature above         Date 

 

_______________________________________________  

Printed Name 

 

(If you have any questions or concerns, do not hesitate to contact me via email at the 

address above or call me at 847-624-9827.) 

 

This study is being conducted in part to fulfill requirements for my PhD program in 

Values Driven Leadership at Benedictine University in Lisle, Illinois. 

 

The study has been approved by the Institutional Review Board of Benedictine 

University. The Chair of Benedictine University’s Institutional Review Board is Dr. 

Alandra Devall. She can be reached at 630-829-6295 or ADevall@ben.edu. The 

chairperson/advisor of this study is Dr. Jim Ludema. He can be reached at 630-829-

6229 or JLudema@ben.edu for further questions or concerns about the 

project/research.  

 

Sincerely,  

  
Patrick Farran, PhD Candidate 

Benedictine University 
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Appendix I: T2 Polynomial Regression Analysis  
 

T2 Results Analysis (N=125): 

1a. CMWS composite score: T2 to T1 comparison with AI Summit Feedback 

Score and Squares (findings from this set of analysis are not particularly 

noteworthy) 

 

Analysis Of Maximum Likelihood Parameter Estimates 

Parameter DF 

     

Estimate 

Standard 

Error 

Wald 95% 

Confidence 

Limits 

Wald 

Chi-

Square Pr > ChiSq 

Intercept 1 -2.6883 13.3945 -28.9410 23.5643 0.04 0.8409 

T1CMWS 1 0.8547 0.3782 0.1135 1.5959 5.11 0.0238 

Composite AIFDBK 1 7.9453 4.8437 -1.5481 17.4387 2.69 0.1009 

T1CMWS*T1CMWS 1 -0.0007 0.0027 -0.0059 0.0045 0.07 0.7904 

Composite*Composite 1 -0.9143 1.0367 -2.9462 1.1176 0.78 0.3778 

Scale 1 7.7605 0.4908 6.8558 8.7847     

 

 

1b. CMWS composite score: T2 to T1 comparison with AI Summit Feedback 

Score (*significant findings highlighted) 

 

Analysis Of Maximum Likelihood Parameter Estimates 

Parameter DF 

     

Estimate 

Standard 

Error 

Wald 95% 

Confidence 

Limits 

Wald 

Chi-

Square Pr > ChiSq 

Intercept 1 4.9063 3.5446 -2.0410 11.8536 1.92 0.1663 

T1CMWS 1 0.7544 0.0525 0.6515 0.8574 206.28 <.0001 

Composite AIFDBK 1 3.7560 0.9628 1.8690 5.6430 15.22 *<.0001 

Scale 1 7.7892 0.4926 6.8811 8.8171     

 

  



189 

 

 

2a. Unity with Others: T2 to T1 comparison with AI Summit Feedback Score 

and Squares (findings from this set of analysis are not particularly noteworthy) 

 

Analysis Of Maximum Likelihood Parameter Estimates 

Parameter DF 

     

Estimate 

Standard 

Error 

Wald 95% 

Confidence 

Limits 

Wald 

Chi-

Square Pr > ChiSq 

Intercept 1 2.8264 2.5770 -2.2245 7.8772 1.20 0.2727 

T1UWO 1 0.3249 0.3340 -0.3297 0.9796 0.95 0.3307 

Composite AIFDBK 1 1.3329 1.5083 -1.6233 4.2891 0.78 0.3768 

T1UWO*T1UWO 1 0.0160 0.0120 -0.0076 0.0396 1.76 0.1847 

Composite*Composite 1 -0.1028 0.3220 -0.7338 0.5282 0.10 0.7495 

Scale 1 2.4238 0.1533 2.1412 2.7437     

 

2b. Unity with Others: T2 to T1 comparison with AI Summit Feedback Score 

(*significant findings highlighted) 

 

Analysis Of Maximum Likelihood Parameter Estimates 

Parameter DF 

     

Estimate 

Standard 

Error 

Wald 95% 

Confidence 

Limits 

Wald 

Chi-

Square Pr > ChiSq 

Intercept 1 0.6113 0.8847 -1.1227 2.3453 0.48 0.4896 

T1UWO 1     0.7625 0.0565 0.6518 0.8732 182.27 <.0001 

Composite AIFDBK 1 0.8325 0.2895 0.2650 1.4000 8.27 *0.0040 

Scale 1 2.4414 0.1544 2.1568 2.7636     

 

3a. Service to Others: T2 to T1 comparison with AI Summit Feedback Score and 

Squares (findings from this set of analysis are not particularly noteworthy) 

 

Analysis Of Maximum Likelihood Parameter Estimates 

Parameter DF 

     

Estimate 

Standard 

Error 

Wald 95% 

Confidence 

Limits 

Wald 

Chi-

Square Pr > ChiSq 

Intercept 1 -0.1559 1.7853 -3.6550 3.3432 0.01 0.9304 

T1STO 1 0.9272 0.3710 0.2001 1.6544 6.25 0.0124 

Composite AIFDBK 1 0.9938 1.1200 -1.2014 3.1890 0.79 0.3749 

T1STO*T1STO 1 -0.0226 0.0203 -0.0623 0.0171 1.24 0.2651 

Composite*Composite 1 -0.0022 0.2382 -0.4691 0.4647 0.00 0.9925 

Scale 1 1.7694 0.1119 1.5631 2.0029     
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3b. Service to Others: T2 to T1 comparison with AI Summit Feedback Score 

(*significant findings highlighted) 

 

Analysis Of Maximum Likelihood Parameter Estimates 

Parameter DF 

     

Estimate 

Standard 

Error 

Wald 95% 

Confidence 

Limits 

Wald 

Chi-

Square Pr > ChiSq 

Intercept 1 1.5159 0.5958 0.3481 2.6836 6.47 0.0109 

T1STO 1 0.5207 0.0636 0.3962 0.6453 67.13 <.0001 

Composite AIFDBK 1 0.9852 0.2210 0.5519 1.4184 19.86 *<.0001 

Scale 1 1.7784 0.1125 1.5711 2.0131     

 

4a. Expressing Full Potential: T2 to T1 comparison with AI Summit Feedback 

Score and Squares (findings from this set of analysis are not particularly 

noteworthy) 

 

Analysis Of Maximum Likelihood Parameter Estimates 

Parameter DF 

     

Estimate 

Standard 

Error 

Wald 95% 

Confidence 

Limits 

Wald 

Chi-

Square Pr > ChiSq 

Intercept 1 0.4681 1.6673 -2.7998 3.7359 0.08 0.7789 

T1EFP 1 0.6133 0.3150 -0.0041 1.2306 3.79 0.0515 

Composite AIFDBK 1 1.3208 1.1132 -0.8611 3.5027 1.41 0.2354 

T1EFP*T1EFP 1 0.0054 0.0159 -0.0259 0.0366 0.11 0.7362 

Composite*Composite 1 -0.1108 0.2418 -0.5847 0.3631 0.21 0.6467 

Scale 1 1.7246 0.1091 1.5236 1.9522     

 

4b. Expressing Full Potential: T2 to T1 comparison with AI Summit Feedback 

Score (*significant findings highlighted) 

 

Analysis Of Maximum Likelihood Parameter Estimates 

Parameter DF 

     

Estimate 

Standard 

Error 

Wald 95% 

Confidence 

Limits 

Wald 

Chi-

Square Pr > ChiSq 

Intercept 1 0.4964 0.6313 -0.7410 1.7337 0.62 0.4317 

T1EFP 1 0.7157 0.0630 0.5923 0.8392 129.10 <.0001 

Composite AIFDBK 1 0.8272 0.2154 0.4051 1.2493 14.76 *0.0001 

Scale 1 1.7264 0.1092 1.5251 1.9542     
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5a. Developing Inner Self (Integrity with Self): T2 to T1 comparison with AI 

Summit Feedback Score and Squares (findings from this set of analysis are not 

particularly noteworthy) 

 

Analysis Of Maximum Likelihood Parameter Estimates 

Parameter DF 

     

Estimate 

Standard 

Error 

Wald 95% 

Confidence 

Limits 

Wald 

Chi-

Square Pr > ChiSq 

Intercept 1 -0.1626 1.4912 -3.0854 2.7602 0.01 0.9132 

T1DIS 1 1.7243 0.3320 1.0737 2.3749 26.98 <.0001 

Composite AIFDBK 1 -1.0659 1.0216 -3.0682 0.9363 1.09 0.2967 

T1DIS*T1DIS 1 -0.0788 0.0238 -0.1255 -0.0321 10.94 0.0009 

Composite*Composite 1 0.1750 0.2196 -0.2553 0.6053 0.64 0.4254 

Scale 1 1.6384 0.1036 1.4474 1.8546     

 

 

5b. Developing Inner Self (Integrity with Self): T2 to T1 comparison with AI 

Summit Feedback Score (findings from this set of analysis are not particularly 

noteworthy) 

 

Analysis Of Maximum Likelihood Parameter Estimates 

Parameter DF 

     

Estimate 

Standard 

Error 

Wald 95% 

Confidence 

Limits 

Wald 

Chi-

Square Pr > ChiSq 

Intercept 1 2.3536 0.5813 1.2143 3.4929 16.39 <.0001 

T1DIS 1 0.6517 0.0684 0.5176 0.7859 90.71 <.0001 

Composite AIFDBK 1 -0.3129 0.1992 -0.7032 0.0775 2.47 0.1162 

Scale 1 1.7099 0.1081 1.5106 1.9356     

 

6a. Reality: T2 to T1 comparison with AI Summit Feedback Score and Squares 

(findings from this set of analysis are not particularly noteworthy) 

 

Analysis Of Maximum Likelihood Parameter Estimates 

Parameter DF 

     

Estimate 

Standard 

Error 

Wald 95% 

Confidence 

Limits 

Wald 

Chi-

Square Pr > ChiSq 

Intercept 1 4.0450 1.4032 1.2948 6.7953 8.31 0.0039 

T1REA 1 0.1743 0.3178 -0.4485 0.7971 0.30 0.5834 

Composite AIFDBK 1 0.1136 0.8865 -1.6240 1.8512 0.02 0.8980 

T1REA*T1REA 1 0.0267 0.0198 -0.0121 0.0656 1.82 0.1778 

Composite*Composite 1 0.0411 0.1892 -0.3298 0.4120 0.05 0.8279 

Scale 1 1.4164 0.0896 1.2513 1.6033     
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6b. Reality: T2 to T1 comparison with AI Summit Feedback Score (findings from 

this set of analysis are not particularly noteworthy) 

 

Analysis Of Maximum Likelihood Parameter Estimates 

Parameter DF 

     

Estimate 

Standard 

Error 

Wald 95% 

Confidence 

Limits 

Wald 

Chi-

Square Pr > ChiSq 

Intercept 1 2.3870 0.5333 1.3417 3.4323 20.03 <.0001 

T1REA 1 0.5949 0.0576 0.4820 0.7077 106.72 <.0001 

Composite AIFDBK 1 0.2771 0.1673 -0.0507 0.6050 2.75 0.0976 

Scale 1 1.4275 0.0903 1.2611 1.6159     

 

7a. Inspiration: T2 to T1 comparison with AI Summit Feedback Score and 

Squares (findings from this set of analysis are not particularly noteworthy) 

 

Analysis Of Maximum Likelihood Parameter Estimates 

Parameter DF 

     

Estimate 

Standard 

Error 

Wald 95% 

Confidence 

Limits 

Wald 

Chi-

Square Pr > ChiSq 

Intercept 1 -2.1080 1.7208 -5.4808 1.2647 1.50 0.2206 

T1INSP 1 1.1133 0.3046 0.5162 1.7104 13.36 0.0003 

Composite AIFDBK 1 1.7736 1.1861 -0.5510 4.0982 2.24 0.1348 

T1INSP*T1INSP 1 -0.0238 0.0134 -0.0502 0.0025 3.14 0.0763 

Composite*Composite 1 -0.0679 0.2557 -0.5690 0.4333 0.07 0.7907 

Scale 1 1.8072 0.1143 1.5965 2.0457     

 

7b. Inspiration: T2 to T1 comparison with AI Summit Feedback Score 

(*significant findings highlighted) 

 

Analysis Of Maximum Likelihood Parameter Estimates 

Parameter DF 

     

Estimate 

Standard 

Error 

Wald 95% 

Confidence 

Limits 

Wald 

Chi-

Square Pr > ChiSq 

Intercept 1 0.9699 0.6478 -0.2998 2.2396 2.24 0.1343 

T1INSP 1 0.5792 0.0539 0.4736 0.6849 115.48 <.0001 

Composite AIFDBK 1 1.4422 0.2314 0.9886 1.8957 38.84 *<.0001 

Scale 1 1.8361 0.1161 1.6221 2.0784     
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8a. Balancing Being and Doing: T2 to T1 comparison with AI Summit Feedback 

Score and Squares (*significant findings highlighted) 

 

Analysis Of Maximum Likelihood Parameter Estimates 

Parameter DF 

     

Estimate 

Standard 

Error 

Wald 95% 

Confidence 

Limits 

Wald 

Chi-

Square Pr > ChiSq 

Intercept 1 -0.1363 1.2298 -2.5467 2.2742 0.01 0.9118 

T1BBAD 1 0.4902 0.3711 -0.2372 1.2176 1.74 0.1866 

Composite AIFDBK 1 1.7471 0.6503 0.4725 3.0217 7.22 *0.0072 

T1BBAD*T1BBAD 1 0.0197 0.0283 -0.0358 0.0753 0.48 0.4868 

Composite*Composite 1 -0.3310 0.1390 -0.6035 -0.0586 5.67 0.0173 

Scale 1 1.0329 0.0653 0.9125 1.1692     

 

8b. Balancing Being and Doing: T2 to T1 comparison with AI Summit Feedback 

Score (findings from this set of analysis are not particularly noteworthy) 

 

Analysis Of Maximum Likelihood Parameter Estimates 

Parameter DF 

     

Estimate 

Standard 

Error 

Wald 95% 

Confidence 

Limits 

Wald 

Chi-

Square Pr > ChiSq 

Intercept 1 0.6253 0.4179 -0.1937 1.4443 2.24 0.1345 

T1BBAD 1 0.7457 0.0573 0.6333 0.8581 169.14 <.0001 

Composite AIFDBK 1 0.2232 0.1236 -0.0191 0.4656 3.26 0.0710 

Scale 1 1.0564 0.0668 0.9332 1.1958     

 

9a. Balancing Self and Others: T2 to T1 comparison with AI Summit Feedback 

Score and Squares (*significant findings highlighted) 

 

Analysis Of Maximum Likelihood Parameter Estimates 

Parameter DF 

     

Estimate 

Standard 

Error 

Wald 95% 

Confidence 

Limits 

Wald 

Chi-

Square Pr > ChiSq 

Intercept 1 0.2994 1.1836 -2.0205 2.6193 0.06 0.8003 

T1BSAO 1 0.3184 0.3276 -0.3237 0.9604 0.94 0.3311 

Composite AIFDBK 1 1.7579 0.6231 0.5366 2.9791 7.96 *0.0048 

T1BSAO*T1BSAO 1 0.0403 0.0283 -0.0152 0.0959 2.02 0.1548 

Composite*Composite 1 -0.3443 0.1336 -0.6061 -0.0825 6.64 0.0099 

Scale 1 0.9989 0.0632 0.8824 1.1307     
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9b. Balancing Self and Others: T2 to T1 comparison with AI Summit Feedback 

Score (findings from this set of analysis are not particularly noteworthy) 

 

Analysis Of Maximum Likelihood Parameter Estimates 

Parameter DF 

     

Estimate 

Standard 

Error 

Wald 95% 

Confidence 

Limits 

Wald 

Chi-

Square Pr > ChiSq 

Intercept 1 0.7242 0.3964 -0.0527 1.5010 3.34 0.0677 

T1BSAO 1 0.7650 0.0603 0.6468 0.8832 160.90 <.0001 

Composite AIFDBK 1 0.1879 0.1210 -0.0493 0.4251 2.41 0.1206 

Scale 1 1.0367 0.0656 0.9158 1.1735     
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Appendix J: T3 Polynomial Regression Analysis 
 

T3 Results Analysis (N=38): 

 
1a. CMWS composite score: T3 to T1 comparison with AI Summit Feedback 

Score and Squares (*significant/approaching significant findings highlighted) 

 

Analysis Of Maximum Likelihood Parameter Estimates 

Parameter DF 

  

Estimate 

Standard 

Error 

Wald 95% 

Confidence 

Limits 

Wald 

Chi-

Square Pr > ChiSq 

Intercept 1 87.5065 39.5598 9.9708 165.0423 4.89 0.0270 

T1CMWS 1 -2.7954 1.2389 -5.2236 -0.3673 5.09 0.0240 

AIPROGCOMP 1 22.7257 11.2802 0.6169 44.8346 4.06 *0.0439 

T1CMWS*T1CMWS 1 0.0289 0.0099 0.0094 0.0484 8.45 *0.0037 

AIPROGCOM* 

AIPROGCOMP 
1 -3.5543 1.8232 -7.1277 0.0192 3.80 *0.0512 

Scale 1 11.4082 1.3086 9.1113 14.2843     

 

1b. CMWS composite score: T3 to T1 comparison with AI Summit Feedback 

Score (findings from this set of analysis are not particularly noteworthy) 

 

Analysis Of Maximum Likelihood Parameter Estimates 

Parameter DF 

             

Estimate 

Standard 

Error 

Wald 95% 

Confidence Limits 

Wald 

Chi-

Square Pr > ChiSq 

Intercept 1 6.1940 11.5321 -16.4085 28.7964 0.29 0.5912 

T1CMWS 1 0.7839 0.1799 0.4313 1.1365 18.99 <.0001 

AIPROGCOMP 1 2.4761 2.2096 -1.8547 6.8069 1.26 0.2625 

Scale 1 12.8924 1.4789 10.2966 16.1425     
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2a. Unity with Others: T3 to T1 comparison with AI Summit Feedback Score 

and Squares (findings from this set of analysis are not particularly noteworthy) 

 

Analysis Of Maximum Likelihood Parameter Estimates 

Parameter DF 

    

Estimate 

Standard 

Error 

Wald 95% 

Confidence Limits 

Wald 

Chi-

Square Pr > ChiSq 

Intercept 1 8.0718 5.4178 -2.5469 18.6906 2.22 0.1363 

T1UWO 1 -1.4785 0.6850 -2.8212 -0.1358 4.66 0.0309 

AIPROGCOMP 1 5.0282 2.6884 -0.2409 10.2973 3.50 0.0614 

T1UWO*T1UWO 1 0.0875 0.0255 0.0375 0.1376 11.76 0.0006 

AIPROGCOM* 

AIPROGCOMP 
1 -0.6810 0.4309 -1.5256 0.1636 2.50 0.1140 

Scale 1 2.6648 0.3057 2.1283 3.3366     

 

2b. Unity with Others: T3 to T1 comparison with AI Summit Feedback Score 

(findings from this set of analysis are not particularly noteworthy) 

 

Analysis Of Maximum Likelihood Parameter Estimates 

Parameter DF 

      

Estimate 

Standard 

Error 

Wald 95% 

Confidence Limits 

Wald Chi-

Square Pr > ChiSq 

Intercept 1 0.7363 2.3807 -3.9297 5.4024 0.10 0.7571 

T1UWO 1 0.8135 0.1382 0.5427 1.0843 34.67 <.0001 

AIPROGCOMP 1 0.6006 0.4984 -0.3763 1.5776 1.45 0.2282 

Scale 1 3.0803 0.3533 2.4601 3.8568     

 

 

3a. Service to Others: T3 to T1 comparison with AI Summit Feedback Score and 

Squares (findings from this set of analysis are not particularly noteworthy) 

 

Analysis Of Maximum Likelihood Parameter Estimates 

Parameter DF 

  

Estimate 

Standard 

Error 

Wald 95% 

Confidence Limits 

Wald Chi-

Square Pr > ChiSq 

Intercept 1 -1.2867 4.6824 -10.4641 7.8907 0.08 0.7835 

T1STO 1 0.6450 0.9626 -1.2416 2.5316 0.45 0.5028 

AIPROGCOMP 1 3.1803 2.3019 -1.3314 7.6919 1.91 0.1671 

T1STO*T1STO 1 -0.0128 0.0517 -0.1142 0.0885 0.06 0.8043 

AIPROGCOM* 

AIPROGCOMP 
1 -0.4472 0.3660 -1.1646 0.2701 1.49 0.2217 

Scale 1 2.2865 0.2623 1.8261 2.8630     

 

 

 



197 

 

 

 

3b. Service to Others: T3 to T1 comparison with AI Summit Feedback Score 

(findings from this set of analysis are not particularly noteworthy) 

 

Analysis Of Maximum Likelihood Parameter Estimates 

Parameter DF 

 

Estimate 

Standard 

Error 

Wald 95% 

Confidence Limits 

Wald Chi-

Square Pr > ChiSq 

Intercept 1 3.2327 1.5503 0.1941 6.2714 4.35 0.0371 

T1STO 1 0.4349 0.1491 0.1427 0.7271 8.51 0.0035 

AIPROGCOMP 1 0.4383 0.3953 -0.3366 1.2131 1.23 0.2676 

Scale 1 2.3363 0.2680 1.8659 2.9252     

 

4a. Expressing Full Potential: T3 to T1 comparison with AI Summit Feedback 

Score and Squares (findings from this set of analysis are not particularly 

noteworthy) 

 

Analysis Of Maximum Likelihood Parameter Estimates 

Parameter DF 

  

Estimate 

Standard 

Error 

Wald 95% 

Confidence Limits 

Wald Chi-

Square Pr > ChiSq 

Intercept 1 6.9317 4.1236 -1.1504 15.0138 2.83 0.0928 

T1EFP 1 -1.5694 0.9646 -3.4599 0.3211 2.65 0.1037 

AIPROGCOMP 1 3.3905 2.0726 -0.6718 7.4528 2.68 0.1019 

T1EFP*T1EFP 1 0.1317 0.0537 0.0265 0.2369 6.02 0.0142 

AIPROGCOM* 

AIPROGCOMP 
1 -0.5317 0.3341 -1.1865 0.1231 2.53 0.1115 

Scale 1 1.9165 0.2198 1.5306 2.3996     

 

 

4b. Expressing Full Potential: T3 to T1 comparison with AI Summit Feedback 

Score (findings from this set of analysis are not particularly noteworthy) 

 

Analysis Of Maximum Likelihood Parameter Estimates 

Parameter DF Estimate 

Standard 

Error 

Wald 95% 

Confidence Limits 

Wald Chi-

Square Pr > ChiSq 

Intercept 1 1.0921 1.5475 -1.9409 4.1250 0.50 0.4804 

T1EFP 1 0.7941 0.1523 0.4956 1.0926 27.18 <.0001 

AIPROGCOMP 1 0.2643 0.3522 -0.4259 0.9546 0.56 0.4529 

Scale 1 2.0748 0.2380 1.6570 2.5978     
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5a. Developing Inner Self (Integrity with Self): T3 to T1 comparison with AI 

Summit Feedback Score and Squares (findings from this set of analysis are not 

particularly noteworthy) 

 

Analysis Of Maximum Likelihood Parameter Estimates 

Parameter DF 

  

Estimate 

Standard 

Error 

Wald 95% 

Confidence Limits 

Wald Chi-

Square Pr > ChiSq 

Intercept 1 7.6107 5.8156 -3.7877 19.0090 1.71 0.1906 

T1DIS 1 -1.7280 2.3025 -6.2409 2.7848 0.56 0.4530 

AIPROGCOMP 1 0.1451 2.1810 -4.1296 4.4198 0.00 0.9470 

T1DIS*T1DIS 1 0.2369 0.2322 -0.2182 0.6919 1.04 0.3076 

AIPROGCOM* 

AIPROGCOMP 
1 -0.0030 0.3504 -0.6897 0.6837 0.00 0.9931 

Scale 1 2.2050 0.2529 1.7611 2.7609     

 

5b. Developing Inner Self (Integrity with Self): T3 to T1 comparison with AI  

Summit Feedback Score (findings from this set of analysis are not particularly 

noteworthy) 

 

Analysis Of Maximum Likelihood Parameter Estimates 

Parameter DF Estimate 

Standard 

Error 

Wald 95% 

Confidence Limits 

Wald Chi-

Square Pr > ChiSq 

Intercept 1 2.3745 1.7392 -1.0342 5.7833 1.86 0.1722 

T1DIS 1 0.6018 0.3096 -0.0049 1.2085 3.78 0.0519 

AIPROGCOMP 1 0.0861 0.3707 -0.6404 0.8126 0.05 0.8163 

Scale 1 2.2356 0.2564 1.7855 2.7993     

 

6a. Reality: T3 to T1 comparison with AI Summit Feedback Score and Squares 

(findings from this set of analysis are not particularly noteworthy) 

 

Analysis Of Maximum Likelihood Parameter Estimates 

Parameter DF 

  

Estimate 

Standard 

Error 

Wald 95% 

Confidence Limits 

Wald Chi-

Square Pr > ChiSq 

Intercept 1 6.4836 3.8261 -1.0155 13.9827 2.87 0.0902 

T1REA 1 -1.6675 0.7914 -3.2187 -0.1162 4.44 0.0351 

AIPROGCOMP 1 3.2890 1.7494 -0.1398 6.7177 3.53 0.0601 

T1REA*T1REA 1 0.1520 0.0559 0.0425 0.2615 7.40 0.0065 

AIPROGCOM* 

AIPROGCOMP 
1 -0.5381 0.2846 -1.0959 0.0197 3.57 0.0587 

Scale 1 1.7503 0.2008 1.3979 2.1915     
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6b. Reality: T3 to T1 comparison with AI Summit Feedback Score (findings from 

this set of analysis are not particularly noteworthy) 

 

Analysis Of Maximum Likelihood Parameter Estimates 

Parameter DF Estimate 

Standard 

Error 

Wald 95% 

Confidence Limits 

Wald Chi-

Square Pr > ChiSq 

Intercept 1 3.6748 1.4124 0.9066 6.4431 6.77 0.0093 

T1REA 1 0.3984 0.1533 0.0979 0.6990 6.75 0.0094 

AIPROGCOMP 1 0.3028 0.3206 -0.3256 0.9312 0.89 0.3450 

Scale 1 1.9656 0.2255 1.5699 2.4612     

 

7a. Inspiration: T3 to T1 comparison with AI Summit Feedback Score and 

Squares (*significant findings highlighted) 

 

Analysis Of Maximum Likelihood Parameter Estimates 

Parameter DF Estimate 

Standard 

Error 

Wald 95% 

Confidence Limits 

Wald Chi-

Square Pr > ChiSq 

Intercept 1 -0.0796 4.4714 -8.8434 8.6842 0.00 0.9858 

T1INSP 1  -0.7206 0.7594 -2.2091 0.7678 0.90 0.3427 

AIPROGCOMP 1 6.5562 2.6800 1.3036 11.8088 5.98 0.0144 

T1INSP*T1INSP 1 0.0652 0.0342 -0.0018 0.1322 3.64 0.0566 

AIPROGCOM* 

AIPROGCOMP 
1 -0.9483 0.4231 -1.7776 -0.1190 5.02 *0.0250 

Scale 1 2.5260 0.2897 2.0174 3.1628     

 

7b. Inspiration: T3 to T1 comparison with AI Summit Feedback Score (findings 

from this set of analysis are not particularly noteworthy) 

 

Analysis Of Maximum Likelihood Parameter Estimates 

Parameter DF 

                      

Estimate 

Standard 

Error 

Wald 95% 

Confidence Limits 

Wald 

Chi-

Square Pr > ChiSq 

Intercept 1 0.5177 1.7750 -2.9612 3.9967 0.09 0.7705 

T1INSP 1 0.7562 0.1572 0.4481 1.0643 23.14 <.0001 

AIPROGCOMP 1 0.6336 0.4969 -0.3403 1.6074 1.63 0.2023 

Scale 1 2.7425 0.3146 2.1903 3.4339     
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8a. Balancing Being and Doing: T3 to T1 comparison with AI Summit Feedback 

Score and Squares (findings from this set of analysis are not particularly 

noteworthy) 

 

Analysis Of Maximum Likelihood Parameter Estimates 

Parameter DF 

     

Estimate 

Standard 

Error 

Wald 95% 

Confidence 

Limits 

Wald 

Chi-

Square Pr > ChiSq 

Intercept 1 3.7397 2.1901 -0.5529 8.0323 2.92 0.0877 

T3BBAD 1 0.6269 0.8276 -0.9951 2.2489 0.57 0.4487 

AIPROGCOMP 1 -0.6346 1.2255 -3.0367 1.7674 0.27 0.6046 

T3BBAD*T3BBAD 1 -0.0187 0.0799 -0.1754 0.1380 0.05 0.8147 

AIPROGCOM* 

AIPROGCOMP 
1 0.1215 0.1939 -0.2586 0.5016 0.39 0.5309 

Scale 1 1.1696 0.1342 0.9341 1.4645     

 

8b. Balancing Being and Doing: T3 to T1 comparison with AI Summit Feedback 

Score (findings from this set of analysis are not particularly noteworthy) 

 

Analysis Of Maximum Likelihood Parameter Estimates 

Parameter DF 

                     

Estimate 

Standard 

Error 

Wald 95% 

Confidence Limits 

Wald 

Chi-

Square Pr > ChiSq 

Intercept 1 3.2088 0.8089 1.6234 4.7942 15.74 <.0001 

T3BBAD 1 0.4211 0.1484 0.1302 0.7120 8.05 0.0046 

AIPROGCOMP 1 0.1228 0.2101 -0.2890 0.5347 0.34 0.5588 

Scale 1 1.1757 0.1349 0.9390 1.4721     

 

 

9a. Balancing Self and Others: T3 to T1 comparison with AI Summit Feedback 

Score and Squares (findings from this set of analysis are not particularly 

noteworthy) 

 

Analysis Of Maximum Likelihood Parameter Estimates 

Parameter DF 

        

Estimate 

Standard 

Error 

Wald 95% 

Confidence 

Limits 

Wald 

Chi-

Square Pr > ChiSq 

Intercept 1 -0.0387 1.9947 -3.9482 3.8708 0.00 0.9845 

T1BSAO 1 0.1163 0.6744 -1.2055 1.4381 0.03 0.8631 

AIPROGCOMP 1 1.7044 1.0440 -0.3418 3.7506 2.67 0.1026 

T1BSAO*T1BSAO 1 0.0408 0.0663 -0.0892 0.1708 0.38 0.5386 

AIPROGCOM* 1 -0.2168 0.1670 -0.5441 0.1105 1.69 0.1942 
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Analysis Of Maximum Likelihood Parameter Estimates 

Parameter DF 

        

Estimate 

Standard 

Error 

Wald 95% 

Confidence 

Limits 

Wald 

Chi-

Square Pr > ChiSq 

AIPROGCOMP 

Scale 1 1.0548 0.1210 0.8424 1.3207     

 

9b. Balancing Self and Others: T3 to T1 comparison with AI Summit Feedback 

Score (*significant findings highlighted) 

 

Analysis Of Maximum Likelihood Parameter Estimates 

Parameter DF 

 

Estimate 

Standard 

Error 

Wald 95% 

Confidence Limits 

Wald Chi-

Square Pr > ChiSq 

Intercept 1 0.8641 0.7663 -0.6378 2.3660 1.27 0.2595 

T1BSAO 1 0.5371 0.1186 0.3046 0.7696 20.50 <.0001 

AIPROGCOMP 1 0.3505 0.1769 0.0037 0.6973 3.92 *0.0476 

Scale 1 1.0812 0.1240 0.8635 1.3538     
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