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Introduction 

The Canadian Community College Professional Board Staff Network (PBSN) is 

“a nationally recognized organization for board staff with representative membership 

from across the country.  It promotes awareness of the value of the board staff 

profession in the higher education community and provides training opportunities for 

board staff.1”  The purpose of this research paper was to determine whether the PBSN 

functions as a non-hierarchical collective based on the organizing strategies defined by 

Helen Brown, the strategy development framework outlined by Lewis & Barnsley, and 

Luce Irigaray’s concept of entrustment. 

 Kirby and McKenna (1989) suggest having the researcher reflect on her 

“conceptual baggage” at the outset of the project adds another dimension to the data 

and allows the researcher to become another subject in the process.  As a founding 

member of the PBSN, I continually reflected throughout this course on the relevance of 

these concepts to this national network of my colleagues.  We evolved because of a 

shared need for professional development and a safe venue for support and advice. As 

we move into our eleventh year, I believe we have reached the point where we need to 

reflect on our evolution and challenge ourselves to develop a new template to ensure 

our future success. 

 

Background on the Professional Board Staff Network 

 The PBSN evolved from occasional meetings and telephone calls over the 

course of four years between individuals whose primary role is to provide administrative 

support to Boards of Governors at public colleges and institutes in Canada.  They were 

looking for advice and information from colleagues who understood and “lived” this 

                                                 
1 ACCC PBSN Vision, Mission, Membership & Structure, Ethical Values and Principals, adopted June 5, 1995 at the 

inaugural meeting held in Victoria, British Columbia. 
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unique role. Initially, these connections were informal and regional and operated mostly 

in British Columbia, Alberta and Ontario.  On a rare occasion, a couple of board staff 

would meet at the national conference hosted by the Association of Canadian 

Community Colleges (ACCC).  

In late 1994 and early 1995, a small group of individuals held teleconferences to 

explore the potential for establishing a national network of colleagues affiliated with 

ACCC. They discussed their need for professional development and the opportunity to 

connect with colleagues in similar roles for advice and information.  To this end, they 

researched practices with American colleagues organizations as well as relevant 

published articles. This included: 

⇒ The Association of Governing Boards (AGB), a U.S.–based organization that 

provides training and development for board members. AGB had conducted two 

studies (1989 and 1991, respectively) that focused on identifying the “elements of the 

role of board staff” and comparing institutional profiles to four categories of board 

secretaries.   

⇒ The Alberta Council of Board Chairs (1991) survey on boards, board sub-committees 

and administrative support to the board. 

⇒ The Advanced Education Council of British Columbia (AECBC) 1993 survey that 

commented on the training/upgrading needs and opportunities for board staff as well 

as issues such as role ambiguity, balancing career and home, and other career 

opportunities.  

The dialogue and these findings led to an inaugural meeting at the June 1995 ACCC 

Conference at which a broader group of board staff reviewed the research and 

discussed establishing a national network. Over the course of the next year, a “working 

group” met by teleconference to action the items coming from the initial meeting 

including a draft mission, vision and an agenda for the next annual meeting.  Following 
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the 1996 session, PBSN conducted a national survey of board staff to create a list of the 

many and varied aspects of the position as well as a professional development needs 

inventory that could serve as the focus of annual conference sessions.  This “working 

group” format continues to be used by the Network to plan its annual session agenda. 

The Network has met every year since 1995 as part of the national ACCC Conference 

and continues to serve as a resource for its members throughout the year. 

 

The Purpose of this Project 

 A founding member of the PBSN, I passionately believe in its value. As I 

progressed through the theoretical frameworks and readings in the course material, I 

recognized a number of the concepts of non-hierarchical organizing as relating to my 

Network.  The purpose of this project was to check this perception with my colleagues in 

the Network and to lay the foundation for a discussion of current and future organizing 

strategies for the Network. 

 The literature of academic governance provides considerable information 

concerning the contribution of ongoing professional development to creating effective 

governing bodies.  The literature also provides useful conceptual frameworks within 

which the process of governance can be examined: board member recruitment, 

selection, orientation, development, defined roles and responsibilities of governors and 

administrators.  All of these efforts are focused on training, education and development 

of individual members of a board as well as the board as a group. What the literature 

fails to comment on is the role of board staff in the governance process.  Board-

governed post-secondary institutions and/or their membership associations have not 

made a practice of conducting research on board staff nor developing strategies for their 

professional development.  While this project does not purport to address this unfulfilled 

need, it may serve to create awareness of a unique and valuable Network that serves as 
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an example of non-hierarchical organizing in action. As well, I am hopeful that it will 

provide some “food for thought” for the Network as it contemplates its future. 

 

Research Process 

When contemplating this paper and an approach to designing my questionnaire, I 

drew on Kirby and McKenna’s (1989) guide for conducting social research, “Methods 

from the Margins”. The Professional Board Staff Network might not be viewed as a 

traditionally marginalized group.  However, this view changes when one realizes that the 

position occupied by a board staff person within each college or technical institute 

operates virtually as an “island”.  These individuals are isolated from the normal benefits 

derived from being integrated in other areas of the organization such as the opportunity 

to network, seek advice, obtain information, and access appropriate and relevant 

professional development.  In the context of their organizations and their unique role 

within them, board staff function as a marginalized group. 

I highly value my relationship with my colleagues on a professional basis as well 

as personally.  Both its past, present and future are important to me. As you read 

through the rest of this paper, it should become obvious that the participants were 

viewed as “equally knowing subjects”, a principle identified by Kirby and McKenna as 

important to social research.  The participants’ responses reflect that they felt 

empowered and safe in sharing their wealth of knowledge and experience with me.  

Brown (1992, 77) also points to the valuable contribution of participants who are viewed 

as active, knowledgeable actors. 

Kirby and McKenna reference the importance of good rapport, trust and 

communication – elements in my relationship with my colleagues that are highly valued 

and proved critical in the research process.  I found a similar connection in my telephone 

conversation with my U.S. colleagues – an obvious sense of common purpose and 
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passion emerged in our discussion.  All of the responses were frank and honest, 

indicative of how PBSN functions and again reflecting principles espoused by Kirby and 

McKenna.  

 

Survey Questionnaire 

A questionnaire (Appendix 1) was administered to thirteen current and past 

members of the Professional Board Staff Network.  Following on Kirby and McKenna’s 

advice, particular attention was paid to providing a brief overview of the theoretical 

concepts of non-hierarchical organizing and the questions were designed to garner 

members’ interpretations of these principles based on their experience with the Network.  

As well, respondents were asked to reflect on the approved vision, mission, 

membership, structure, ethical values and principles of the Network.  The questionnaire 

accorded an opportunity to simply respond to the question and/or offer additional 

comments.  Respondents were apprised of the purpose of the exercise, advised neither 

they nor their institution would be specifically identified, and assured the information 

would not be published beyond the assignment paper being submitted to the course 

instructor.  They were given the option to respond anonymously: none did. 

The questionnaires, coded to facilitate follow-up, were administered by email on 

August 19, 2005 with responses requested by September 9, 2005.  Fifty percent of the 

responses were received within one week of the questionnaire being sent.  A reminder 

was given on September 14th with the remainder of responses received by September 

23rd resulting in a 100% response rate. 

The questionnaire was designed to elicit information on the demographics of 

members (age, gender, length and degree of association with the network), to gain 

insights into the factors that led to the formation of the Network, to determine whether 

the founding principles remain relevant, to invite comment on the kinds of organizing 
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strategies currently used by the Network and how these might compare to the 

hierarchical organizing structures typically used by membership organizations.  For 

those respondents who have been involved with the Network since its formative years, a 

specific question was included to assess whether the activities undertaken to develop 

the Network’s change strategy were conducted within the intent of the four-step 

framework developed by Lewis & Barnsley. 

Respondents were also invited to comment on the value of their experience with 

the Network and how the organizing strategies of the Network compare with those used 

in their “paid” organization experience.  Finally, an open-ended question was included to 

provide an opportunity for any additional comments.  A second exercise involved 

telephone interviews (Appendix 2) with three senior members of a colleague 

organization in the United States, The Association of Community College Trustees 

Professional Board Staff Network (ACCT PBSN).  

Data were analyzed primarily through content analysis of the questionnaires, 

interviews and documents. Some aspects of the questionnaire were amenable to 

frequency counts but rigorous statistical treatments were not necessary for the purposes 

of this paper.  This research was complemented by a review of the literature on the 

theory of non-hierarchical organizing. 

 

Research Findings 

 The thirteen members of the Professional Board Staff Network (PBSN) who 

participated in the project represented a wide variety of backgrounds, experiences, and 

viewpoints.  In age, they ranged from twenty-five to over fifty-five; eleven of the 

respondents were female and two male.  Length of membership in the Network was 

almost equal with six (46%) of members having one to five years and seven (53%) 

having more than five years. Participation in the various activities of the Network ranged 
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from all respondents attending annual workshops and contacting Network members for 

information, resources and advice to nine (70%) participating on the working group to 

organize annual workshops.  Six respondents indicated they had presented or facilitated 

at the annual workshop; one respondent commented on how enjoyable this particular 

experience had been. One hundred percent (13) of the respondents indicated their 

experience with the Network has been valuable and their level of knowledge and skills 

has increased.  The result of this approach is that the perspectives provided by 

respondents were given from a solid foundation of experience and knowledge.  

 
In Action:  
Lewis & Barnsley’s “4-Step Framework for Developing a Strategy for Change” 
 

Nine responses were received for the question related to the formation of the 

Network.  The question was designed to capture Lewis and Barnsley’s four-step 

framework (1999) for political strategizing: grounding the issue, defining the issue, 

developing a strategy, and preparing for the results.  It should be acknowledged that this 

framework was not specifically utilized by founding members of the Network. However, 

for the purposes of this analysis, the principles associated with the framework are 

relevant as evidenced from the responses and comments received.  

Eight respondents indicated the step of ‘grounding the issue’ occurred with one 

respondent confirming the first two elements but unable to recall the third.  Essentially, 

the process of grounding the issue was achieved as one respondent noted, through 

“informal discussion” by individuals “looking for assistance from each other” and 

recognizing that “there was no opportunity in Canada for professional development 

specific to Board support personnel (us) and… if it was to happen we were going to have 

to make it happen – together!”  
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A similar response rate (8 affirmative: 0 negative: 1 unable to comment) was 

received for the second step in Lewis and Barnsley’s framework: defining the issue.  For 

this question, additional information was included regarding the specific research 

conducted by the founding group to analyze the problem as well as the short and long 

term needs initially identified.  One respondent expanded on this information to note the 

uniqueness of the board staff position was not fully understood within institutions and 

that “in-service and academic learning opportunities” provided by institutions would not 

meet these needs.  The respondent further acknowledged “the vast untapped 

resource… across this country – the “us” at other institutions” that could provide the 

opportunity to learn from one another and the potential for better job performance to 

result.  

 For the third step: developing a strategy, the question included a list of specific 

activities the founding group may have used to develop the strategy as well as reasons. 

These included: creating a list of session topics, incorporating a networking session into 

the annual national college conference, using a working group/teleconference format to 

organize sessions, developing a program leading to specific professional designation 

and conducting presentations at the ACCC National Governors’ Forum.  Reasons cited 

were that these could encourage attendance at the conference by board staff and 

provide an opportunity for dialogue on issues affecting PBSN members.  Again a similar 

response rate (8:1) was received with the exception of a tenth respondent who indicated 

“no” next to the use of a working group/teleconference format to organize sessions.  

One respondent was uncertain whether the issue of opponents was specifically 

addressed.  However, another indicated this issue was identified and addressed as the 

Network evolved commenting that those previously opposed eventually “came to see the 

value of the Network personally, and certainly to the job we do”.  Two items: developing 

a program leading to professional designation and conducting presentations at the 
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National Governors’ Forum, were identified by one respondent as strategies still needing 

to be actioned.  I should note that this respondent may not be aware that the second 

item did take place at least once when in 1996 two PBSN members (including myself) 

and a U.S. colleague presented to the National Governors’ Forum on the topics of 

meeting processes/formats and ethical guidelines for community college boards. 

 For the fourth step in Lewis and Barnsley’s model: preparing for the results, eight 

responses were received with six affirmative and two unable to comment.   The 

comments suggest lack of time is a significant issue for Network members and that there 

is a need to have a full discussion of this element of the strategy in terms of whether the 

plan good enough, whether the necessary effort is or can be expended, whether it is 

meeting the short and long term needs of the group, and whether the tasks are 

appropriately divided. 

 Referencing the cornerstone documents of the Network, twelve (85%) of 

respondents indicated these continue to reflect the goals of the Network.  One 

respondent suggested the goals remain relevant however they still require review and 

edit particularly in relation to the changing roles of colleges and technical institutes and 

associated governance models.  A further suggestion was received to engage the 

Network, our national association ACCC and “our respective organizations” in an 

exercise of “evaluation, assessment and reflection” of the role of the PBSN. 

 In summary, while the PBSN did not specifically know about nor use Lewis & 

Barnsley’s four-step strategy development framework, the above analysis demonstrates 

that the activities of the Network were done within the principles of the framework.  All of 

the founding members were women in similar roles with common issues needing to be 

addressed. Albeit not a perfect process, the issues were grounded and defined in the 

formative phase. Strategy, while perhaps not fully articulated, was brainstormed and the 

step of “preparing for the results” was clearly identified as an area requiring attention. 
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In Action:  
Helen Brown’s “Non-Hierarchical Organizing Strategies”  
 
 The next section of the questionnaire sought to determine whether the Network 

uses non-hierarchical organizing strategies as identified by Helen Brown (1992).  One 

hundred percent of respondents said that the Network uses the following strategies: 

A. Teach, learn and share resources and skills. 
B. Have a shared understanding of the goal of professional development and 

networking. 
C. Use collaborative problem-solving strategies. 
D. Use participatory and inclusive group processes. 
E. Have contiguous (side-by-side) relationships rather than top-down or 

subordinate. 
F. Value the range of skills and knowledge of members. Respect the individual 

capabilities and recognize that everyone has something to offer and create 
opportunities for those less skilled to contribute. 

G. Have an appropriate and effective format for organizing, in this case, the 
“working group” format. 

 
Although respondents indicated strategies F and G are used, two responses were 

qualified by the statement that the Network needs to “encourage opportunities for those 

less skilled or new to the Network”.  Specifically related to organizing strategy G, there 

was a suggestion that “some of us perhaps need to step up to the plate more”.  Another 

comment noted that individuals are encouraged to participate at the level they can based 

on “schedules and demand”. 

 While twelve (92%) of respondents agreed there is a shared understanding of the 

solution (ie. annual workshop and networking), one feels there is a need to encourage 

the networking aspect.  Eleven (85%) said there is a sense of shared responsibility with 

one respondent suggesting there is too much reliance on one person to finalize tasks 

and that other members should “contribute a little more”. 

 On the strategy of using consensus decision-making, eleven (85%) agreed while 

two (15%) were unable to comment.  One respondent observed that there is an 

understanding “that should I miss a meeting, the decisions the group made during my 

absence stand”.  In terms of task rotation, the ratio is similar (11:2) with the two being in 



Participatory Organizing in Action  12 

the negative and a comment that the tasks are rotated however one person takes a lead 

role.  Responses to the strategy of group members functioning as mentors to one 

another showed ten (80%) affirming its use however there was an obvious difference of 

opinion noted in the comments with one person suggesting this needs to be encouraged 

while another found it valuable.  

The strategy of distributed leadership garnered significant commentary and had a 

wide-ranging response rate (10 affirmative: 1 negative: 2 unable to comment).  

Respondents acknowledged that there is some element of distribution of leadership 

however the majority of leadership responsibility rests with one member.  It was again 

suggested there is a need for other members to “take a more active role”. 

 Overall, there was agreement that there are advantages to the organizing 

strategies currently used by the Network and that they work well.  Commitment and 

dedication by the “core” working group, the informal nature of the Network, the use of the 

working group format, and an inclusive approach were cited as strengths.  Wider 

promotion of the Network was identified as a need and the issue of succession planning 

was cited as a significant future challenge. 

 The topic of using a traditional hierarchical organizing structure as well as 

associated advantages and disadvantages received the broadest and most divergent 

range of responses (3 agreed: 7 disagreed: 2 uncertain).  Respondents appeared 

uncertain and somewhat conflicted about the use of more formal organizing strategies. 

One respondent suggested the current structure facilitates the emergence of different 

leaders “dependent on their (the leaders’) needs” and on the environment within which 

they operate. This was correlated with the “responsive and flexible” nature of college 

organizations. 
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A “fairer distribution of responsibilities”, “more regular communication” “regional 

representation” and “more credibility” were cited as potential advantages of a more 

formal structure; again there was a degree of uncertainty associated with the response.  

These were countered and challenged with comments that the current structure is 

flexible, inclusive, and participatory, has a “sense of belonging that we all feel right now”, 

and benefits significantly from the diversity of its membership. These responses clearly 

indicated there a need for the Network to discuss its future including the strengths and 

weaknesses of current as well as other organizing strategies.   

 The next question invited respondents to compare the organizing strategies used 

by the Network to those used in their “paid” organization.  Once again there was a range 

of responses indicating some organizations use non-hierarchical organizing strategies 

while others are bureaucratic, formally structured organizations with still other taking a 

blended approach. 

 The final section was an open-ended question designed to encourage 

respondents to share any additional comments.  The responses demonstrated 

consensus on the high degree of value of the Network to its members with a desire 

expressed to spend more time together. As reflected in the analysis, the PBSN functions 

as a social organization, “as a cycle of tasks to be accomplished – working out what is 

going on and why, what to do about it and the translation of these understandings into 

action– no assumptions are necessary about who does what, or about the relationship 

between actors” (Brown, 1992 citing Hosking, 1988).   To begin to answer the question 

“what does the next cycle of tasks involve”, I will probe similar aspects of a U.S. 

colleague organization. 
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ACCT Professional Board Staff Network 

The Association of Community College Trustees (ACCT) is a U.S. member 

organization that coordinates governance programs for post-secondary institution boards 

of trustees.  Affiliated with ACCT is the Professional Board Staff Network (PBSN) whose 

purpose is to provide “board staff persons with a focus for continuing to develop and 

enhance their professional skills, share their expertise, keep abreast of new 

developments in their field, and to become more proficient at rendering service to their 

governing boards and trustees”. 

Telephone interviews were held with the Founding President of the ACCT PBSN, 

the current President, and the Executive Assistant of the parent organization ACCT (and 

a member of the Network).  I introduced myself to each respondent recalling that in 

1998, I was invited by their Network as a guest speaker to outline the history and 

development of our Canadian Network for board staff.  The participants were notified of 

the purpose of the telephone interview and immediately indicated a willingness to assist.  

At the end of the interview with the current Network President, I offered to assist her as 

she completes a master’s program.  This connectivity reflects Morgan’s (1997, 11) 

observation that a shared vision and shared values mobilizes people in a common 

direction. Appendix 2 lists the questions used during the interview and the following 

summarizes the responses received.   

Similar to the Canadian Network, the U.S. respondents all have considerable 

experience with their network having attended and led sessions at regional and national 

conferences, contacted colleagues in their states and across the country for information, 

advice and/or resources, and served in a leadership capacity with the Network’s 

Executive Committee.  Membership in both Networks is affiliated with a national 

organization.  The difference being that the U.S. organization has a primary focus on 
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governance while the Canadian organization is broader based with initiatives ranging 

from education in rural communities to international partnerships. 

Both Networks have cornerstone documents including a vision, mission, 

membership, structure, ethical values and principles.  The U.S. Network annually 

reaffirms these documents at its business meeting. Both Networks have similar historical 

development having started in response to an identified need for sharing of information 

and advice by women in a position of “isolation” within their institution. The U.S. Network 

presented a proposal to its National organization and was formally recognized by ACCT 

in 1994.  The Network publishes a column Interface, which is now part of the ACCT 

Quarterly Magazine.  In 2001, an annual national award was established to recognize a 

board staff member for leadership and professional achievement. In addition to an 

annual networking opportunity and business meeting, members of the U.S. Network are 

regular presenters at their national conference. 

Unlike the Canadian Network which uses an informal working group, an 

Executive Committee format that mirrors the ACCT Board of Directors is used: 

President, Immediate Past President, Vice President, Secretary and Member-at-Large. 

Similar to the Canadian Network, these are volunteer positions, however, leadership 

responsibilities are clearly assigned and identified (as outlined in Appendix 2).  

Respondents indicated the advantages of their organizing structure are that it 

mirrors the one used by its parent organization, that responsibilities are distributed 

among several individuals most of whom serve for four to five years (through a 

progressive organizing structure) and this creates continuity, consistency and ongoing 

commitment. No disadvantages were identified. In terms of non-hierarchical organizing 

strategies, the U.S. respondents indicated they have a shared understanding of the 

importance of networking and the value of the Network to professional development, 

they use consensus decision-making, tasks are assigned according to Executive 
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Committee position, and leadership is distributed based on Executive Committee 

position, however, the President has the greatest amount of leadership responsibility. 

In the past year, ACCT discontinued its practice of having regional conferences 

and opted to focus on a national conference.  PBSN members often could only attend 

either the regional or national conference, frequently choosing the regional session as it 

cost less to attend.  In response to this change, the Network has established “regional” 

members-at-large positions to facilitate communication and coordination of the its goals 

and activities.  Within their institutions, respondents indicated they feel their positions are 

now viewed with more credibility and that the sense of “isolation” still exists because of 

the nature of the issues they deal with; however they find their Network provides relief 

from the isolation. Respondents identified lack of funding to compensate conference 

speakers and communication at a national level as challenges.   

 As an additional note, throughout the history of the both Networks there have 

been few male members.  In Canada, there have been a total of three male members.  

Two of the respondents to the survey questionnaire were males who have moved onto 

other positions and are no longer involved with the Network. Their responses confirmed 

the value of the Network to them and were consistent with those of their female 

colleagues. The third male member was involved for less than a year, has moved out of 

the country and out of post-secondary education. The U.S. respondents had similar 

comments noting that their profession remains primarily female-based (95% women: 5% 

men) and there is minimal participation in the Network by the male members. 

 The findings from the U.S. interviews reflect a commitment to organizational 

goals and evolutionary challenges similar to the Canadian Network, however an obvious 

difference is the use by the U.S. Network of a blended approach of hierarchical and non-

hierarchical organizing strategies. As Brown (1992, 181) observes in her discussion of 

the five arenas of negotiation, a shared set of core values does not make non-
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hierarchical organizations immune from challenges and “a continual process of 

negotiation is intrinsic to the ways in which priorities are set, choices made and actions 

taken”. Both Networks demonstrate the importance of continually assessing the 

strategies used by their respective organizations. 

 
In Action:  
Luce Irigaray’s Concept of “Entrustment” 
 
 

Luce Irigaray discusses the relationship between the woman who knows and the 

woman who wants to know and defines it as “entrustment”.  Oseen’s (2001) analysis of 

Irigaray states that entrustment is a way of thinking that links “two different people 

involved in the process of sharing organizing skills … that constructs contiguous 

relations between and among the different as together they organize to pursue a goal 

that could not be achieved individually”. 

While the theory of “entrustment” was not specifically identified through a 

question in the Canadian Network survey instrument nor the telephone interviews with 

U.S. respondents, it nonetheless serves as a thread through the other theories and goes 

to the very nature of the two Networks.  They were formed by a group of individuals 

(women) from different post-secondary institutions across each country to pursue a goal 

that could not be achieved individually – to teach, learn and share with one another. 

Their relations are contiguous rather than top-down hierarchical and their very essence 

and existence are based solely on the relationship of women who know and women who 

want to know. 

 

Next Steps: 

 The final aspect of this project involves identification of any issues that may 

require attention by the Canadian Network. On the basis of the findings that emerged 
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from the survey conducted with Canadian colleagues and interviews with U.S. 

colleagues, the following integrated issues warrant immediate attention by the Canadian 

Network: 

⇒ Review of cornerstone documents: mission, vision, membership, structure, ethical 

values and principles, 

⇒ Discussion of the issues of shortage of time and resources, task rotation, and 

distribution of leadership, 

⇒ Conducting sessions at national conferences, 

⇒ Encouragement of opportunities for those less skilled and new to the Network, 

⇒ Identification of strategies to facilitate networking throughout the year, 

⇒ Discussion of a program leading to professional designation, 

⇒ Development of a succession plan, and 

⇒ Discussion of current and future organizing strategies. 

 

My hope is that this research project has captured the challenges and opportunities for 

discussion by my national Network in addressing the next phase of its evolution. The 

results of this project will be shared with the working group preparing the agenda for the 

2006 professional development session and then brought forward to the membership for 

discussion at the annual session. 

 

Conclusion 

Adamson, Briskin and McPhail (1988,13) observe that “women often feel 

powerless to change their lives… this powerlessness is often rooted in the material 

conditions of their work and home lives and is reinforced by the ideology of change in 

our society”.  The Canadian and U.S. Professional Board Staff Networks evolved from 
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groups of women who felt isolated in their work environment and undervalued by their 

organizations.  After discovering this common reference point, they had to develop and 

utilize non-traditional strategies to overcome a sense of powerlessness and effect 

change.  As evidenced in the preceding sections, both organizations have been effective 

within their unique environments.  The U.S. Network appears to have established a 

framework and structure that meets the current and future needs of its membership. The 

Canadian PBSN however is at an obvious crossroads in its evolution. 

Kirby and McKenna (1989, 17) state “… the goal of a different model of research 

is … (to) empower the people who are normally just the objects of research, to develop 

their capacity to research their own situations and evolve their own solutions”. I am 

hopeful that by participating in this research project, my colleagues and I have begun the 

process of contemplating solutions to our issues.  To paraphrase Brown (1992, 192) 

these women are involved in organizing, they are in a creative struggle to build their 

future through their actions in the present. This project has confirmed that the Canadian 

Professional Board Staff Network was founded within the context of the principles 

espoused in Lewis & Barnsley’s four-step framework, that it utilizes participatory, non-

hierarchical organizing strategies as defined by Helen Brown and the basic philosophy of 

Luce Irigary’s concept of entrustment is evident. By reflecting on the findings of this 

project, the Network has the opportunity to capitalize on the excellent work that has been 

done to date and build a solid foundation for its future. 
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