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The Johari Window
Leadership in a public context requires a considerable degree of self-knowledge.  For example, we need to be aware of our strengths and weaknesses, and also aware that others perceive aspects about us that we do not—and this influences their behavior toward us.  

A model termed the Johari Window (devised by Joseph Luft and Harry Ingham) is useful for reflecting on both our own degree of self-awareness, and about how that self-awareness influences how we communicate with others. 
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QUADRANT I. The area of free activity or “Arena” refers to behavior and motivation known to self and known to others. The arena has information that you and others share. 


QUADRANT II, The blind area, where others can see things in ourselves of which we are unaware.  Some physical mannerisms and personality characteristics fall here as well. Some wags call this the “bad breath” or “spinach in the tooth” window.  

QUADRANT III. The avoided/hidden areas or “Façade” represents things we know but do not reveal to others, (e.g., a hidden agenda, or matters we are sensitive about).

QUADRANT IV. Areas of unknown activity, in which neither the individual nor others are aware of certain behaviors or motives. Yet, we can assume their existence because eventually some of these behaviors and motives were influencing our relationship all along.

As we self-disclose, Area I (the Arena) extends into Area III (the facade) 

With feedback about how others perceive us, Area I moves into Area II (the blind spot) 

By enlarging both these areas, Area I can extend into Area IV (the unknown).

The value system of a group and its membership may be noted in the way unknowns in the life of the group are confronted.  Relationships are more likely to be effective and sustainable if there is a fair balance between self-disclosure and feedback.

Assumptions of the Window as a model for human interaction: 

1. A change in any one quadrant will affect all other quadrants. 

2. It takes energy to hide, deny, or to be blind to behavior that is involved in interaction. 

3. Threat tends to decrease awareness; mutual trust tends to increase awareness. 

4. Forced awareness (exposure) is undesirable and usually ineffective. 

5. Interpersonal learning means a change has taken place so that Quadrant I is larger, and one or more of the other quadrants has grown smaller. 

6. Working with others is facilitated by enlarging one’s arena; conversely, the smaller the first quadrant, the poorer the communication. 

7. There is universal curiosity about the unknown area; but this is held in check by custom, social training, and by diverse fears. 

8. Sensitivity means appreciating the covert aspects of behavior, in Quadrants II. III. IV. and respecting the desire of others to keep them so. 

9. Learning about group processes, as they are experienced, helps to increase awareness (larger Quadrant I) for the group as a whole as well as for individual members. 

The Window is especially useful as a means to visualize how self-disclosure and feedback may increase personal and interpersonal awareness.  A few “types”: 

* An open and receptive person has a large public area; is open to feedback, has a relatively confident self-image and is willing to be visible to others. 

*  A “pumper” has a large hidden area and plays games with others—seeking to keep important information hidden from them while urging them to self-disclose

*  A “hermit” has a large unknown area.  They may be immature, anxious, lack self-knowledge and confidence, and behave erratically.  They are motivated by keeping that scary unknown area walled off so they can avoid dealing with the issues it contains.

* There are also blabbermouths that have a big blind spot.  They talk a lot about nothing and engage in little real dialogue or conversation.   Their Arena is small. 

As a person’s confidence and self-esteem develops, they may actively invite others to comment on their blind spots and engage in self-disclosure.  Active listening kills are helpful in this endeavor.  While this is generally positive, we all have defenses, protecting parts of ourselves that feel vulnerable.  

We also need to be aware of the dangers of self-disclosure.  We are often better off not telling secrets regarding our sexual behavior, mental health problems or large-scale failures (remember Monica Lewinsky's disclosures to Linda Tripp). Most secrets get passed along to at least two more parties. As you share secrets with people you can give them power over you. 
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Is there such a thing as an “organization”?

Many organization theorists have noted that organizations are subject to the problem of reification. 

Reification (Lat. res thing + facere to make), or hypostatization, n., the turning of something into a thing or object; the error which consists in treating as a "thing" something which is not one.   (Wikipedia). 

Humans tend to reify many different kinds of phenomena; that is, we transform an idea, action, or human made entity into something that has a life of its own.   When we think about public agencies, we tend to think about the laws, human needs, buildings, clients, budgets, etc., that are collectively wrapped up in a given entity, and attribute to it a “hard” reality that doesn’t really exist.  After all, ultimately it’s just a bunch of people who get together day after day who may (or may not) be working toward a common goal.

From this perspective, “organizations” as such don’t really exist. They are a construction we create around a collectivity of people who perceive a common bond and/or task. 

One theorist who has explored this issue in detail is Karl Weick (author of the Social Psychology of Organizing).  To get away from the reification problem, Weick emphasized organizing as a practice, which he defined as “a consensually validated grammar for reducing equivocality through sensible, interlocked behaviors.”   He argued that people join organizations not to work diligently on accomplishment of the organization’s goals (though they might at times) but also to have a sense of belonging, time to chat by the coffee machine, long lunches, and time in the company gym.  Whatever “work” they accomplish makes some sense of an equivocal universe, usually in concert with their fellow workers. 

