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Introduction 

 

Innovation, creativity, change, or learning are all buzzwords in the nowadays 

organizations brought into the light of discussions by organizational interest to cope with fast 

changing and highly competitive markets. To put it into Tara Fenwick words “innovation is 

frequently cast as the sine qua non driving competitiveness and productivity.” (Fenwick, 2003) 

The four concepts have in common their strength to bring in novelties, to let the fresh air of an 

“out of the box” idea emerge into the organizational framework.  

However, the acknowledgement of an organization that these four concepts are 

important for the competitiveness of their business is not sufficient to make them happen within 

the organizational borders. Otto Scharmer‟s work, “Theory U. Leading from the futures as it 

emerges”, is in this regards a bridge between the theoretical description of the development of 

the process of innovation/creativity/change/learning (ICCL) and the practical recommendation 

that support the full development of this process in an organization.      

The present paper is a discussion based on “Theory U” and inquires the role of the 

organization in supporting the individual process of ICCL. In Scharmer‟s view, innovation, 

creativity, change and learning are all described as processes and not as outcomes. If the 

individual is the agent of the process, then how can the organization affect the individual 

process? This question is addressed from a theoretical perspective, based on the discussion of 

“Theory U”, but also from an empirical perspective, by focusing on the specific case of a 

Romanian organization, Ogilvy Interactive (OI). Thus, the research questions of this paper are:   

 
What is the role of the organization in the development of Scharmer‟s U process? How did Ogilvy 

Interactive Romania, the advertising agency affect the development of the U process of its 
employees in 2010?  

 

 The U process is the full path containing several stages that a leader follows when s/he 

innovates, creates, learns, or makes a change happen. By “leader”, Scharmer refers to the 

agents of the process, “all the people engaged in creating change or shaping their future, 

regardless of their formal positions in institutional structures”. (Scharmer, 2007, p16) The U 

process follows the same development for ICCL.  

Following the research questions, the inquiry of this paper will develop into five main 

sections:  

1. Theoretical framework, dedicated to a deeper understanding of the U process model 

depicted by Scharmer in “Theory U”. Moreover, in each stage of the U process, I will 

discuss the role of the organization in the development of the U process as transpires 

from Scharmer‟s work.    
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2. Empirical study which will provide an answer to the second research question. This 

section starts with the presentation of the methodology used for gathering data and 

ends with the findings of the research.  

3. Discussions is a section having its roots in the Theoretical Framework and in the findings 

of the empirical study. The aim of this section is to discuss and reflect about the role of 

the organization as follows from my understanding of the U theory and from the 

empirical study conducted in OI.   

4. Conclusion will summarize the answer for the two research questions. 

5. In Broader perspective, the paper will envisage possible wider approaches for this topic.      
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1. Theoretical framework 

 

The aim of this section is to present the U process as it was depicted by C. Otto 

Scharmer in “Theory U. Leading from the future as it emerges” and identify the role played by 

the organization in supporting the development of this process. The U process contains several 

steps. For each step, this section will include a brief description of the stage as it was delineated 

by the author, my own understanding on the author‟s text and the role of the organization as 

resulting from the theory.  

According to C. Otto Scharmer, most of the time, individuals/organizations think and act 

according with the existent large scale human habits, with thinking patterns that frame problems 

from the same angle; when one faces a problem or a situation then s/he simply downloads the 

established mental model to address that particular situation. In this context, ICCL appears only 

when a person goes beyond “downloading”, finds a creative way to change the system s/he is 

part of, finds a different angle in approaching the situation. This mind shift is possible for each 

individual, group, organization or society. The focus of the present paper is the individual, the 

organization but also the relationship between these two levels.   

This mind shift requires a new quality of awareness and attention: “attention not only to 

what we do and how we do it, but to the inner source from which we operate – which for most 

of us is a blind spot.” (Scharmer, 2007, p227)  

Starting from the focus point of human attention, Scharmer identifies three different 

levels of awareness: open mind, open heart and open will. Associated with them, there are 

“seven rooms of attention” or field structures: downloading and performing, seeing and 

prototyping, sensing and crystallizing, respectively presencing.  

FIGURE 1: The U process 
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Depending on what source the individuals/organizations use to operate from, their actions will 

have significant different outcomes and results. The deeper the room within the U process, the 

deeper the ICCL outcomes are. 

 

1. 1 Downloading 

It is the dominant mode which consists in reproducing the patterns of the past, when 

everything that happens confirms something you already know. “When operating from the place 

of downloading, we are captured in our old world like a prisoner in a cell: there is no way out.” 

(Scharmer, 2007, p121) As soon as one stops downloading, s/he enters the U process.  

In my understanding, downloading refers to applying a certain pattern, a framework that 

is already familiar to the individual/organization, something that it had successfully worked 

before and it is just being reproduced within a new situation. The similarities with the past are in 

this case more significant than the discrepancies.  

In an advertising agency, downloading stage can have as indicators: not recognizing a 

new situation when appears in the client‟s brief1, search for the similarities between the present 

brief and previous briefs rather than pay attention to the differences, adapt a previous idea to a 

new campaign, use already existent ideas/layouts etc. 

 

1.2 Seeing 

Seeing is the first mode of the U process when “our perception becomes more acute and 

we become aware of the reality we are up against.” (Scharmer, 2007, p129) Individual focus on 

what differs from what they had known already. Based on my understanding, seeing is the 

awareness of the differences and it takes place when the individual can exclaim: “Oh, look at 

that!” In an advertising agency, seeing can be reflected by: asking questions about the brief in 

order to discover and explore what makes every brief unique, moving into the context of 

customers, partners, and suppliers and start experience their perspectives, suspending your 

judgment to observe with fresh eyes the new situation etc.      

The three principles2 that Scharmer‟s identifies in his work to reach seeing stage are 

related with the individual and not with the organization, they indicate an individual responsibility 

to reach seeing. However, the author also refers to a collective way of seeing “Dialogue as 

seeing together.” (Scharmer, 2007, p135). In order to help people to see together, Scharmer 

affirms that it is the leader‟s responsibility to help people “discover the power of seeing and 

                                                 
1
 The brief is the initial set of information (background, market data, information about the product, timeline of the 

campaign, guidelines about the visual) that an agency team receive from the client.   
2
 The three principles are: clarifying question and intent, moving into the context that matters and suspending judgment 

and, finally connect to wonder Scharmer, 2007, p131-136 
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seeing together.” (Scharmer, 2007, p147) Therefore, to achieve co-seeing or seeing collectively, 

the leader is in charge with the team facilitation. Hire an internal or external facilitator for this 

purpose is linked to the role of the organization in supporting the U process.  

 

 1.3 Sensing 

  Operating from the field structure of sensing involves moving perception from individual 

heads to outside the organizational boundaries, collapsing the borders between the observer and 

the object of observation. It takes place when individual/organization sees their relation with the 

system and understands how it can be enacted. The system is no longer something that is out 

there; it is also something in here and the observer is part of it. Sensing means in my 

understanding to support the entrance into the field of direct experience while keeping the 

awareness vigilant: “Oh, yes, I can feel this happening”.  

 While seeing requires an open mind to observe the novelty within a situation, sensing 

happens at the emotional level, is about feeling, fully experience a particular situation. So, 

sensing is like seeing, but seeing with the heart. In an advertising agency, go to shopping, buy 

the product and then experience it before writing the copy for the ad is an example of sensing.   

The author mentions that co-sensing, or sensing collectively happens in physical spaces1, 

in a time space2, in a relational space3 and an intentional space4. Therefore, in order to support 

co-sensing in an organization, the individual or the organization should create these spaces 

accordingly. Although Scharmer is not explicit in delineating whose responsibility is the creation 

of these spaces, it is more plausible to assume that creating the physical space, the timelines for 

projects, develop relationships, clarify intentions are related to the role of the organization.     

 

 1.4 Presencing 

“Presencing is the bottom of the U process and happens when our perception begins to 

connect to the source of our emerging future.“ According to Scharmer, in this field structure, 

the boundaries between the presence of the past, of the future and of one‟s authentic Self 

melts and the observer experiences the connection with something larger than the self. When 

presencing is happening “the whole being slows down” and the sensing of the emergent future 

becomes so clear and so intense that you can feel it in the whole body. (Scharmer, 2007, 162) 

In my understanding presencing is retreating in the self, reflect and listen to the inner 

knowledge that springs from the source of self. In my view, the manifestation of presencing is 

                                                 
1
 The design of the physical space of the organization 

2
 The timeline for a project/task 

3
 Develop personal relationships between the members of the organization, define clear roles/infrastructure for projects  

4
 Clarify the purpose of a task/project  
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the spark of inspiration, when one feels a bigger person and s/he can tell the quality of his/her 

vision is different.  

Out of the four recommendations that Scharmer offers in order to cultivate presencing, 

two can be linked to the organizational role: create a circle of people that support themselves 

in reaching presencing and develop collective practices that encourage access to the deeper 

sources of communal awareness. (Scharmer, 2007, p188-189)    

     

 1.5 Crystallizing 

With crystallizing, the author starts the journey to the right side of the U process. All the 

stages on the right side of the U take place within presencing, using this connection with the 

deepest source of self and knowing. “Crystallizing means clarifying vision and intention from our 

highest future possibility.” In my understanding, presencing brings the full experience of the 

innovation spark while in crystallizing starts the movement to action, by enlarging the visioning 

according with the inner inspiration. In an advertising agency crystallizing can be recognized 

when the individuals are sketching/drawing their vision, they struggle to put it into words in 

order to clarify it.     

From the five principles that Scharmer enumerates to encourage crystallizing, three of 

them could be undertaken by the organization: encourage the broadcasting of the idea in order 

to create the opening for discussions, build infrastructures to enhance the clarification of the 

vision and the intention and going forward with them across institutional boundaries.   

 

 1.6 Prototyping 

This stage refers to exploring the future by doing it, is “an experimental exploration of 

something new”. Based on my understanding, it is the moment when the idea becomes a draft, 

a tangible outcome that starts to be discussed within the organization. After connecting with the 

source in presencing and letting the image of the future emerge in crystallizing, in the field 

structure of prototyping one uses the intelligence of the head, of the heart and of the hand to 

start the practice. Moreover, being open to the feedback provided by the context, by the 

environment for one‟s prototype milestones in the prototyping stage. With these observations, 

the role of the organization in this stage is clearer as the organization is part of the environment, 

therefore it will play a major role in the way it provides feedback to one‟s prototype.  

 

 1.7 Performing 

Performing brings the best features from prototyping into practice. It provides the 

answer to the question how to take the prototype and embed it in an institutional infrastructure 
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that allows the novelty to be developed and sustained. In an advertising agency, the indicators 

that reflect the achievement of this stage is sending the final layouts to production and then 

releasing them into the market.        

In performing, the leader, as a member of an organization, has to interact with his/her 

colleagues (researchers, consultants, practitioners) or different other stakeholders in order to 

successfully embed the prototype into the institutional infrastructure. The eight principles 

(Scharmer, 2007, p225) recommended by the author in order to enter the field structure of 

performing are relevant in pointing out the possible role of the organization at this stage. 

Based on Scharmer‟s work, a set of principles can be attributed to organizational action: 

train the other members for practice and use the right tools in approaching ICCL; develop a 

parallel learning structure that represent “any setting that allows actors to reflect on their 

experience, to share what they learn, to engage in new experience, to get help from peers.”; a 

learning community that serves more than the future business, but rather the “highest aspiration 

of all its participants; create the conditions “that allow self-organization” to evolve; offer training 

courses for new methods and tools that could serve competence and community building. 

(Scharmer, 2007, p 226) 

 

Considering the role of the organization in the development of the U process, several 

characteristics emerge from the discussions: 

a) The individual is seen as the primary unit of the U process while the role of the 

organization is not defined by the author explicitly. Moreover, in the chapter 

dedicated to practical recommendations1 to experience a full U process, most of the 

recommendations are regarding the individual. Each stage of the U process seems 

rather oriented to the interiority of the individual than to his/her exteriority and this 

involves that ICCL can be managed and cultivated mainly by the individual. 

Therefore, the organization plays a secondary role in Scharmer‟s writing. 

 

b)   This approach of the process of ICCL is based on a vision of “organization as the 

sum of the individuals”. Scharmer is not totally neglecting the role played by the 

organization as it was shown in 1.2–1.7, but the individual remains the main focus 

all throughout Scharmer‟s work. The following quote support this type of relation 

between individual and organization. 

 

                                                 
1
 Principles and Practices of Presencing for Leading Profound Innovation and Change, Scharmer, 2007, p377 - 442 
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“Organizations work the way human being create them. They maintain that it is „the 

system‟ that causes their problems. It‟s always something external, some thing that 
imposes itself to them. So the reality might actually be: „Thought creates 

organizations, and then organizations hold human beings prisoner.‟” 

(Scharmer, 2007, p54)  
  

Therefore, starting from this paragraph and going through the findings from 1.2-1.7, the 

organization is defined by the sum of its individuals, the relations between them (network of 

stakeholders), the organizational environment1, and its infrastructure (spaces for dialogue, 

trainings, tools).      

 Based on the discussion from 1.1-1.7, the organization influence over the development 

of the U process is stronger on the right side of the U and it can be summarized as follows. 

a) On the left side of the U process the organization has three distinct roles: first, to 

support seeing by offering facilitation services to its members; second, in sensing – to 

build the required environment (physical, time, relational, and intentional); third, to 

create a network, a circle of different people, a community engaged in accessing the 

deepest levels of presencing.  

b) On the right side of the U, the influence of the organization becomes more visible: in 

crystallizing and prototyping, the vision of the individual is opened for discussions, for 

feedback, so it depends on the organization how it will respond to it, if the organization 

hinders it or supports it; in performing, the role of the organization is significant in 

providing a infrastructure (trainings, tools, learning structure, system of values) and a 

community to serve the aim of achieving ICCL. 

 

                                                 
1
 Physical space, time space, relational space, intentional space 
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2. Empirical study 

 

The aim of this section is to present the methodology of the research and its findings in 

order to provide an answer to the empirical research question: how did OI affect the 

development of the U process of its employees in 2010?  

   

2.1 Methodology 

 

OI is an advertising agency specialized in online communication, a division part of the 

international Ogilvy Group. In 2010, the organization had 11 employees organized in two 

departments situated at the same level of hierarchy:  

1. Client Service, with two executives and one manager, responsible with the project 

management and the daily communication with the client;  

2. Creative Department, with eight employees (three web designers, three copywriters, one 

strategist and one creative manager) who were involved in proposing and implementing 

the concepts for the project.  

For data gathering, this paper used one questionnaire, applied once by e-mail to four 

employees of OI. The questionnaire was conducted in Romanian. The sampling was decided 

considering the department, the gender criteria and it was restrained to the executive level. The 

demographical data of the respondents reflect the existence of a homogeneous group, their age 

being representative for OI employees.       

 Client Service – one respondent, 26 years, female; 

 Strategist – one respondent, 26 years, male; 

 Copywriter – one respondent, 22 years, female; 

 Web designer – one respondent, 24 years, male. 

Moreover, one respondent from OO with a similar demographic profile (client service, 

female, 26 years) was included into the research as a comparative element, to identify any 

potential discrepancies between the role played by OO and the one played by OI in the 

development of the U process. OO and OI were performing their activity within the same 

organizational framework, as part of Ogilvy Group and what made them different were the type 

of projects and the people performing the tasks.  

 In providing an answer to how OI affected the development of the U process of its 

employees in 2010, the research had three objectives:  

1. to obtain qualitative data to identifying how was the ICCL process taking place within the 

organization in 2010. The research used the U theory as a frame to look at the gathered 
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data. Therefore, the overlaps between the U process and the development of the ICCL 

process in OI will be described using Scharmer‟s concepts.  

2. to acquire quantitative answers about the extend to which Ogilvy‟s was accomplishing 

the organizational roles discussed in the theoretical framework. Again, in this case, the 

research uses the concepts of the U theory.  

3. to identify any other ways, beyond the U theory through which the organization might 

influence the ICCL process of their employees. At this point, the empirical field will 

overtake the theoretical perspective, mentioning what are the elements that did not fit 

into Scharmer‟s theory, that go beyond the model.  

 Considering these objectives, the usage of the questionnaire as a method of data 

gathering provided several advantages. First, it was suitable for gathering successively qualitative 

and quantitative data. Second, it offered the respondent more time for reflection, demanded by 

the nature of the researched subject and by the introspective nature of the questions. However, 

using the questionnaire has raised also several issues among which: reliability, bias and 

meaningfulness. “Evidence is considered reliable to the extent that similar findings would be 

obtained if the question were asked repeatedly of the same responded over a period of time.” 

(Labaw, 1980, p60) The questionnaire had only been administrated once by e-mail and the 

reliability cannot be confirmed or infirmed in this case. Moreover, I acknowledge that my position 

may be biased based of my previous experience in the company which offer me a specific angle 

in interpreting the acquired data. Meaningfulness is another disadvantage of the questionnaire 

method, as given the written nature of the answer and the lack of interaction, researcher‟s needs 

for clarification cannot be met. However, the answers to the present questionnaire did not reveal 

any inconsistencies. Moreover, all the respondents employed at OI in 2010 are currently working 

in other advertising companies which may have encouraged a feeling of detachment and 

sincerity in responding to the questionnaire.  

 

2.2 Research findings 

  

The findings of the questionnaire will follow the three objectives mentioned in 2.1. 

  

2.2.1 The development of the U process in OI in 2010 

In three out of the four questionnaires, based on how OI respondents described a 

successful project, the ICCL process follows a different path than the full development of the U 

process as it was depicted in the Theoretical framework. The characteristics of the ICCL process 

in the case of OI employees are as follows:  
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a) It is simpler than the U process as it was mostly reduced to seeing, prototyping and 

performing, or it is a leap from downloading to performing. The graphical representation 

of the process is below.  

      

 

 

 

 

In two cases, (client service executive and strategist) the project started with a 

research about the brand and its competitors and both respondents mentioned they 

were looking for “wow” insights, in order “to propose a campaign that was different from 

what the client had had so far.” These comments reflect that the respondents position 

themselves in seeing. However, in both cases the dive into the U process stops in the 

seeing stage and continues linearly with prototyping. But, in both cases the prototype is 

rejected (either by the client, either by the internal team) and both the strategist and the 

client service executive came up to downloading and then performing1.  

In the case of the creative team, the web designer response is an illustration of 

the leap from downloading to performing. But the project described by the copywriter 

follows step by step the development of the U process, from seeing to prototyping, 

crossing in order each stage of the U process.   

 

b) The process is described in terms of facts.  

When respondents were asked to describe the path of the idea, their description has 

focused on external facts, on the development of the process outside their self as 

opposed to the theoretical framework where Scharmer describes the flow of the idea by 

looking at the inner process of the individual.  

 

c) The process is fragmented among the two departments of the organization. The ICCL 

process was divided into stages among the departments: the Client Service assumed 

                                                 
1
  “I remember that when I went to the strategist to help me it was frustrating because he was asking me questions and 

we just did not reach the point we should have. I wanted him to take over the project from that point but he was doing 
nothing. Considering the emerging issues, we went back to the guidelines that we had.” (quote from the Client Service‟s 
response) 
 
“We wrote down everything and went to the client to present the strategy proposal where we met the frustrated moody 
clients who wanted a hard-sales campaign and who did not want to hear our arguments.” (quote from the strategist‟s 
response)   

DOWNLOADING 
patters of the past 

PERFORMING 
Achieve results through 
practices, infrastructures 

SEEING 
with client service fresh eyes 

PROTOTYPING 
Initial presentation to the 

client 
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that achieving seeing, by writing a good brief based on a research, was her responsibility 

in the ICCL process. Therefore, she became frustrated when the strategist refused to 

take over the project from that point onwards. The same belief transpires from the 

questionnaire of the OO client service. According to Ogilvy procedures in 2010, after 

sending the brief to the Creative Department, the Client Service was required to have a 

de-briefing meeting to make sure the creative team understood the brief correctly and 

then, from the de-briefing until the creative team sends the proposals, there were no 

other interactions between Client Service and Creative Department. Therefore, the 

process is fragmented: the creative team without the presence of the Client Service is 

required to take somebody else‟s “view” (most probably in the seeing stage), external to 

themselves and internalize it in order to reach the other stages of the process.  

 

2.2.2 OI‟s role in the development of the U process of its employees 

Getting back to the empirical research question, then, how did OI affect this 

development of the ICCL process of its employees? The answer is two folded: on one hand, it is 

provided by quantitative data1 poured into the matrix designed in the theoretical framework. On 

the other hand, adds-on that go beyond the theoretical framework are revealed by the 

respondents‟ answer to question 4 and 62.  

Based on the indicators from the theoretical framework, OI affected the development of 

the U process of its employees rather in a negative way, by hindering the spring of ICCL and 

supporting a simplified version of the U process as it was shown in section 2.2.1. The scores 

obtained by OI in supporting the development of the U process of its employees are graphical 

represented in the figure below. The data were gathered based on the answers to question 5 

within the questionnaire.  

FIGURE 3: Centralized table with OI average scores 
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1
 Please see the Appendix, question 5 in the Questionnaire 

2
 Please see the Appendix, question 4 and 6 in the Questionnaire 
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The scores obtained by OI in supporting ICCL are as follows: an average of 3 points out 

of 5 in creating the intentional and physical space, a network of people, and an average of 2 

points for facilitation; the organization performed under 2 points average on creating the time 

space, a supportive infrastructure, a relational space while providing feedback is lagging behind 

with a rating 1 point average.  

However, there are two indicators where the difference between OO scores and OI 

average scores is over 1 point: the time space (scores 3 in OO), indicating a heavier workload for 

OI and a network of people (scores 1 in OO) which entails that the community of leaders was 

better facilitated in OI than in OO. This observation shows that the network of people is not a 

policy of Ogilvy group, case in which OO and OI would have scored the same, but it depends of 

what is different between OO and OI; this fact points out that employees themselves and their 

professional and personal connection are the source for creating a network of leaders.  

For questions 4 and 6, open-ended questions reflecting other possible ways through 

which OI affected the development of the U process for its employees, the responses were 

various. Some of them can be included into the categories of the above mentioned indicators (for 

example, “the people I work with” is pointing out to the quality of people that are included into 

the network facilitating the ICCL process; “better planning to avoid an impossible workload” 

refers to the time space). However, two of them represent new categories pointing out how OI 

affects the development of the U process: “less routine, more thinking” entailing a concern for 

the simplification of the procedures and “the attitude of Ogilvy clients toward us”. Client‟s 

attitude and its choice in deciding the final proposal emerged as an extremely relevant hindering 

factor also in the development of the ICCL process that the copywriter and the strategist 

described. When the organization is facing a negative attitude towards a proposal it had made, it 

depends on the organizational culture how it will mange this situation: can either accept the 

client refusal and propose new concepts (based on the conception “the client is always right”) or 

try to negotiate, to persuade the client that the proposal is worth being implemented. Based on 

the respondents‟ answers, OI adopted the first position because the client refusal is seen as the 

absolute rejection of an idea. Therefore, adding to the hinder represented by heavy procedures, 

OI makes the ICCL process more difficult by displaying an obedient attitude towards client‟s 

feedback.         

Summarizing, in OI the employees developed a simplified version of the U process which 

is influenced by the organization through: the intentional, relational, time and physical spaces, 

the lack of facilitation services provided to employees, the infrastructure, the manner it provides 

feedback to employees, the web of procedures and the attitude towards the client‟s feedback as 

a part of the organizational culture.  
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3. Discussions 

 

In the Theoretical Framework, the organization plays a secondary role in the 

development of the U process because it is the individual the primary agent responsible for the 

full exploration of the U process. Therefore, the role of the organization is to support the 

individual according to his/her needs in each stage of the process: by offering facilitation services 

in seeing, by creating a physical, time, relational and intentional space mould on the progress of 

the U process, by encouraging the creation of a network of leaders engaged in exploring 

together presencing, by providing a feedback that aims to improve the prototyping, or by 

offering an infrastructure (training tools, learning, structure, system of values) that pays respect 

to the U process, as it was described in section 2.7. The organization in this case plays a benign 

role, it is seen as the framework that can enhance, support the U process of the individuals in 

order to help it flourish. 

In the Empirical study, the organization has the same role as the one mentioned above, 

but OI affects the development of the U process of its employees in a negative way, by hindering 

the full experience of the U process. Based on the findings presented in 3.2, except the 

intentional and physical space which appear satisfactory for the respondents, all the other roles 

played by the organization are dissatisfactory for the respondents and for their endeavor to ICCL. 

Moreover, beyond the indicators boiled down from Theory U, the respondents mentioned OI 

procedures and OI attitude toward the client as being harmful for the projects they proposed in 

2010. Thus, in the Empirical study, the organization has a malign role.  

In my understanding, the discrepancy between the benign role of the organization 

resulting from my understanding over Scharmer‟s theory and the malign role it has in according 

with the results of the case study has its roots in the conception of the individual in each case. In 

the U theory, Scharmer assumes an empowered individual, engaged in his/her work and in the 

reflection about his/her work, and, equally relevant, s/he has a high level of awareness about 

himself/herself. This high level of awareness is absolutely mandatory to allow the individual to 

dive into the U process, to reflect about his/her inner processes, to connect with the self in 

presencing and then carry on the spark of presencing in reaching the implementation. The 

individual is a highly conscious agent able to work with himself/herself in each stage of the U 

process. Based on this assumed level of consciousness of the individual, the intervention of the 

organization can be minimized because the individual is empowered to finds his/her way 

throughout the ICCL process.  

But the “real” individual that worked at OI in 2010 does not have a high level of 

consciousness and reflection about the self. Based on the observation that the respondents 



 17 

describe outer facts when are asked to talk about their personal ICCL process, based on the 

fragmentation of the U process between the two departments which is an efficient measure if 

the division of labour is considered, based of the time and procedural limits that characterize OI, 

it results that the individual is “to do” oriented, concentrating on the outer world. S/he lacks the 

high awareness about the Self that Scharmer assumes in his theory, s/he has not been trained to 

focus on his/her inner processes. Thus, the individual that works in OI expects more from the 

organization to support him/her in exploring the U process.  

 

4. Conclusion 

 

The role of the organization in the development of the U process of its members is 

different in each stage of the process following individual‟s needs but also depends on the level 

of consciousness of the individuals that work within the organization. Thus, in OI in 2010 the 

individuals are not trained in focusing their attention on their inner processes and they find it 

difficult to explore the full U process so, the organizational intervention becomes highly important 

and the lack of measures to facilitate the ICCL process is seen as hindering the ICCL process. In 

the Scharmer‟s theory, based on what has been discussed, the individual‟s consciousness has a 

high level, the intervention of the organization is then less visible in the ICCL process; but when 

it takes place it is seen as supportive, encouraging a process that is already raising grace to the 

individual strengths.  

 

5. Broader perspectives  

 

The theory U has its limits in being applied to an organization where innovation, 

creativity, change or learning are required to happen with a very high frequency within strict 

deadlines. According to Scharmer, to create meaningful ICCL, the individual has to experience 

the full U process. In an organization, a superficial ICCL process can be benefic for the 

organization in some situations and disadvantageous in other situations. So, in the process of 

ICCL, it is essential to decide not only the level of depth of the U process, but also the optimal 

frequency of the ICCL process. This paper discussed only the level of depth but the optimal 

frequency – how often should OI employees remain on the surface of the U process and when is 

it relevant to be supported by the organization for the full experience of the U process – can be a 

focus for further development of this paper.  

Moreover, as it was shown, Scharmer‟s theory focuses mostly on the individual in 

approaching the ICCL process. But, in analyzing the way OI affects the process of their 
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employees, other theoretical perspectives concentrating on the organizational environment can 

be also used. The work of T. Amabile could offer a valuable model in analyzing how OI affects 

the creativity process of its employees. She has developed a model called KEYS: “Assessing the 

Climate for Creativity that was specifically aimed at assessing the work environment for 

creativity”.(McLean, 2005) R. M. Kanter‟s work identifies a set of factors that support or hinder 

innovation in an organization. Moreover the process of creativity, innovation, learning or change 

in an organization can be approached separately, analyzing their particularities and not their 

similarities. All this proposals for further development point out that the complexity of the 

organizational “reality” can be tackled from different theoretical angles according with the 

researcher‟s interest.      
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Appendix 

 

A. Questionnaire:  

 
 

The aim of this questionnaire is to explore how the creative processes took place in Ogilvy 
Interactive in 2010, how “out of the box” ideas appeared and developed from scratch to 

implementation. At the same time it brings into discussion what was Ogilvy‟s role in affecting 
your creative process.   

 

The questionnaire contains six questions. Your answers to these questions are relevant for my 
research and I would very much appreciate if you could allocate 30 minutes to answer several 

questions. There are no correct or wrong answers, but only appreciated insights coming from 
you. All your answers are confidential and they will be used for academic purposes only.  

 

 
1. How often do you reflect about the following questions: (please bold your 

answer) 
 

a. Is my present job suitable for me?  
 

never seldom often 

 

b. What is the way I am going over when I come up with great ideas, how do I do it? 
 

never seldom often 

 
c. Is this company suitable for me and my way of doing my work? 

 

never seldom often 

  

 

2.     I invite you to think about a successful project that you appreciate for being creative 
and in which you played an important role. Then, please describe the path of the creative idea of 

the project, from the moment you have received the brief from the client/internal team until the 
project was released into the market.  

 
In writing down the story of your idea, try to explain how and where from within yourself the 

idea came from by using the following structure:   

 
a) references to facts (what happened, how did the process develop, who was involved in the 

process, what was the source of your idea?) 
b) references to thoughts (what did you think in each stage of the process) 

c) references to feelings (what did you feel in each stage of the process) 

 
3. Were you following the same steps of the process described above for all the 

briefs? (please bold your answer) 
 

Yes. 
 

No. What hindered you to develop the same process for all the projects? 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
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…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..  
 

4. In your opinion, how did Ogilvy contribute to the development of the process 

described at point 2? 

It had no contribution (please mention who had the merits in the success of the project)…………. 

It had the following contributions:  

a) in supporting my creative process through............ 

b) in hindering my creative process through…………….  

 

5. To what extend were the following facilities provided to you by Ogilvy in 2010 in order to 

support your creativity? (please bold your answer) 
 

5.1 Guidance (by a supervisor/colleague/specialist) to help you achieve your best potential in 

performing a task.  

1  2 3 4 5 

                        1 To a minor extend                                5 to a great extend 

 

5.2 A network of people (from the company or outside it) to discuss, consult to help you deliver 

out of the box campaigns. 

1  2 3 4 5 

 

  

5.3 An inspirational environment (offices, meeting rooms, gardens, halls or any other physical 

spaces) 

1  2 3 4 5 

 

 

5.4 Timelines for projects that offer you the time to come up with your best proposal 

1  2 3 4 5 

   

  

5.5 Clear purposes and clear objectives defined at the beginning of the project 

1  2 3 4 5 

 

5.6 Clear roles (who is doing what) for each member of the team and encouraging personal 

relationship between members 
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1  2 3 4 5 

 

5.7 Feedback that encouraged and improved your ideas 

1  2 3 4 5 

 

5.8 An infrastructure (training, technology or other tools to facilitate your creative work and your 

learning process within the organization) 

1  2 3 4 5 

 

6. Please mention 3 things that Ogilvy could have supported you in being more creative in your 

everyday job. 

6.1………………………………………………………………………………………. 

6.2………………………………………………………………………………………. 

6.3………………………………………………………………………………………. 

 

B. Findings 

Centralizers with the answer to quantitative questions   

  Christiana Catalin Alina Alex Corina 

1.1 Is my present job suitable for me?  seldom seldom seldom seldom seldom 

1.2 What is the way I am going over when I come 

up with great ideas, how do I do it? often seldom often never seldom 

1.3 Is this company suitable for me and my way of 

doing my work? seldom seldom seldom often often 

   

  
OI 

average OO 

Feedback that encouraged and improved your ideas 1 1 

Relational space 1.25 1 

A supportive infrastructure  1.5 1 

Time space 1.75 3 

Facilitation 2 1 

A network of people 3 1 

Physical space 3 4 

Intentional space 3 4 

 


