C:  Some Examples of Transitive Relationships:

1. “Contributes to” (or its ‘system equivalent’: “should help achieve”) – enables the creation of ‘Intent Structures’ showing how THINGS TO DO (or ‘Intents’) may contribute to each other and to the Mission.

2. “Is more important than”; “should have priority over” – yield ‘Priority Structures’

3.  “Supports”; “enhances”; “leads to”; “enables” – the ‘action’ of these relationships are often somewhat similar to (but not exactly the same as) “contributes to”.

4.  “Aggravates” – enables creation of  structures showing how ‘problems’, ‘difficulties’, ‘barriers’, ‘obstacles’, ‘weaknesses’ (negative factors generally) may aggravate each other.  Such structures are technically called ‘problematiques’ – these are most useful for resolution of ‘system messes’ (as Russell Ackoff has termed them).

5. “Includes” – enables creation of ‘inclusion’ structures (useful for curriculum design).

6. “Implies” – the basis of all mathematics, much of physics, much of law, etc.  A most important relationship – currently this relationship is not enabled in the OPMS software.  It would appear in due course.
7. “Precedes”:  Already well known as the basis of PERT/CPM – used to create graphical structures showing the precedence holding between EVENTS/ MILESTONES.

8. “is heavier than” – most useful for creating ‘tangible’ examples for explaining system relationships
Different transitive relationships are appropriate in different parts of the system under consideration, at various times.

C1:   A couple of ‘non-transitive relationships’
            (NOT to be used in ISM)

1. “Loves”:  If ‘A’ loves ‘B’ and if ‘B’ loves ‘C’ – then it DOES NOT FOLLOW that ‘A’ MUST love ‘C’.  “Hates”, is likewise non-transitive.

2. “Partially includes” (If ‘A’ partially includes ‘B’ and if ‘B’ partially includes ‘C’ – then it DOES NOT FOLLOW that ‘A’ MUST partially include ‘C’).
3. “Obeys” -  if a dog obeys a boy, and the boy obeys his father, it DOES NOT FOLLOW that the dog would obey the boy’s father! 
D:  A background note:  What is modeling?  

The Structural Modeling Approach – and how it is significantly different from any conventional approach

First, a quote from John N. Warfield:

Modeling is a process that begins with human perception.  A sequence of the following nature describes the activity of modeling:

1) Perception

2) Storage in the brain

3) Identifying a context within which to place the perceptions, and within which they can potentially be integrated

4) Generating factors associated with that context and with the perceptions that are the focus of attention at the time

5) Identifying types of relations that appear to be associated with these factors in the chosen context

6) Structuring the factors to show how they are interrelated through specific relationships that are representative of the selected types

7) Interpreting the structures produced

8) Associating the factors with algorithms that permit the relationships discovered to be quantified (if they are possible to quantify)

9) Assigning or computing numerical values to/for the factors

10) Interpreting the model-related information for purposes of design or decision-making

 (Above paraphrased from “Structural Thinking”, J.N. Warfield: 1995-96 Essays on Complexity)

 The above sequence describes Structural Modeling, the process underlying Interactive Management (and the One Page Management System).  Built into the above-outlined Structural Modeling process, when IM or OPMS is used, is an ongoing comparison of model-related information at each stage with the reality on the ground.  These comparisons become sharper and more focussed as the models evolve and develop over time.  


The conventional way (which the IM or OPMS process would not allow at all) is to start at Step 8 or at Step 9 of the above-outlined modeling sequence.  

In fact, most discussions between people not using IM/OPMS start out at Step 8 or Step 9, usually leaving out Steps 1 to 7, which are pre-requisite for clear understanding all round!  (It is true that there are, on occasion, some context-clarifying remarks made, but these generally lack adequate focus to ensure truly clear understanding all round).   Thus, many discussions between people are, in the conventional way, based on sets of  ‘mental models’ that are significantly different from each other because of differing backgrounds of the people holding them. These mental models on which different people are basing their discussions are left entirely unclarified.  Because of the differences in context, the very same words spoken by different people could often mean significantly different things.  In any case, the context is entirely unclear.  This leads to non-understanding, misunderstanding, confusion, and, finally, ineffective or incompetent action.

We are interested in ensuring effective action at every level in the organisation – starting with the individual.  Because discussions in the Structural Modeling process are always based on a significant clarification of the context of each idea and thought contributed to the discussion by each person, subsequent action is much more likely to be effective.  (Step 3 of the sequence of Structural Modeling outlined above).  

It should be observed that ‘Structural Modeling’ INCLUDES the ‘conventional modeling process’.  The conventional ‘numerate models’ (showing numbers, e.g. how much money, how many copies will be sold, and so on – on which most people rely to the near-total exclusion of any structuring activity) will develop, in a natural way, as the structure of the interrelationships of various issues becomes clear.  The difference is that the numbers developing through the Structural Modeling approach are based on a detailed consideration of all structural aspects of the issue, and will therefore have far higher reliability than the numbers made in the usual approach. 
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C: General Systems Theory (Background study)

There is an enormous literature relating to GST, the mere listing of which would run into literally hundreds, perhaps even thousands, of pages.  Those of you who wish to become Facilitators may like to write to us for the names of some reference and background books on GST.

For further information, contact:

G.S. Chandy

e-mail: opms_ilw@yahoo.com

      chandygs@hotmail.com   

Camp: Mumbai
c/o Sahi Oretrans Pvt Ltd, 
30 Western India House

Sir P.M. RoadFort, 

Mumbai, INDIA

Tel.: +91-22-2281 0033 (7 lines)
***
