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Abstract 

Canada Post Corporation (CPC) has a longstanding history of using progressive 

discipline to influence behaviour in a heavily unionized environment. In this paper, however, I 

question the effectiveness of limiting ourselves to progressive discipline to address incidents of 

workplace violence between two or more employees. Recent initiatives have challenged frontline 

supervisors to use discipline as a last resort. In search of an alternative to progressive discipline 

I looked to answer the question, “How can CPC Calgary move toward a restorative approach to 

workplace violence?” To help answer this question I reviewed literature on restorative justice, 

workplace violence, behaviour change, and learning organizations. Then, using the action 

research methodology, Canada Post employees were engaged in a survey, interviews, and a focus 

group. 

My research revealed that Canada Post supervisors believe strongly in zero tolerance for 

violence in the workplace. The literature, however, warned that zero tolerance may come at the 

price of reduced confidence in one’s ability to navigate workplace violence and of over-

sensitivity to low intensity incidents. This is a price that Canada Post may currently be paying. In 

fact my research showed that Supervisors often do not feel they have the skillset to navigate 

workplace violence without making a mistake. This led to the question, “Is it safe to be 

accountable at Canada Post?” In a place of safety Canada Post employees may be more willing 

to admit, “I made a mistake and I am sorry.” Safety is also needed in order for CPC supervisors 

to be willing to explore alternative approaches such as restorative approaches. 

It is my hope that three recommendations can help move Canada Post forward. First I 

recommend a restorative behaviour change model to interrupt the cycle of uncivil or bullying 

behaviours. The model respects the principles of restorative justice and provides a structured 
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alternative to progressive discipline. Next I recommend supervisor learning labs to foster 

strategy exploration, rapid learning, skills development, and confidence. Lastly I recommend the 

tiered development of subject matter experts to allow for timely support to increasingly complex 

incidents of workplace violence such as bullying. 
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Chapter One: Focus and Framing 

They want their pound of flesh, work now grieve later, let the arbitrator decide, put a 

letter on their personnel file are combinations of words whispered by the long listening walls of 

Canada Post Corporation (CPC). These described a win–lose, punitive approach to conflict in the 

workplace. In 1974, the criminal justice system accepted a restorative approach for a case out of 

Elmira, Ontario, that is often “widely credited with initiating the contemporary restorative justice 

movement” (Zehr, 2004, p. 305). Since then the application of restorative justice has gone 

beyond the criminal justice system. The education system, entire cities, and, to a lesser extent, 

workplaces have also explored alternatives that move the focus from a punitive approach to 

conflict toward an increasingly restorative approach (Green, Johnstone, & Lambert, 2013). This 

report examines opportunities for CPC to join this exploratory venture by asking, “How can CPC 

Calgary move toward a restorative approach to workplace violence?” More specifically, the 

purpose of this research was to develop a working model for addressing the problem of 

workplace violence in a way that respects the needs of impacted employees, the needs of the 

corporation, and also supports a change in the behaviours that lead to workplace violence. 

In 2015, CPC documented 512 reported incidents of workplace violence 

(D. Gylywoychuk, personal communication, January 11, 2015).1 Of these 512 reported 

occurrences 67% (343 incidents) involved a third-party aggressor from outside the workplace 

with the remaining 33% (169 incidents) involving aggression from a CPC employee (Figure 1). 

The focus of this research is the 33% (169 incidents) broken down by general incident type: 

those involving physical interaction, those involving a direct or implied threat of physical 

                                                 

1 All personal communications in this report are used with permission. 
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violence but without actual physical interaction, and those involving psychological violence such 

as bullying that did not include a threat of physical violence (Figure 2). 

 
Figure 1. 2015 Canada Post Corporation workplace violence incidents: Source of aggression. 

Note. Based upon information provided by D. Gylywoychuk (personal communication, January 

11, 2015). 

 

 

Figure 2. 2015 Canada Post Corporation workplace violence incidents: Incidents involving 

employee aggression by type. 

Note. Based upon information provided by D. Gylywoychuk (personal communication, January 

11, 2015). 

I have been with CPC since February of 2008 and with CPC Calgary since 2010. During 

this time I have functioned as a delivery agent, supervisor of operations, health and safety 

officer, and, currently, as a health and safety manager. In my current role I provide oversight to a 
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team of CPC workplace violence subject matter experts. Over the past few years, I have been 

part of numerous conversations that reveal tensions within a shifting CPC culture. These include 

conversations that insist on identifying a winner and a loser and that clearly indicate that some 

will not be happy unless they get their “pound of flesh.” Senior leaders have been challenging 

that way of thinking through statements that encourage CPC to use “discipline as a last resort” 

(CPC Leadership Conference Presenter, personal communication, May 22, 2014). The 

implication being that CPC people leaders reflect on the appropriateness of using the traditional 

progressive discipline approach that includes a letter on file, suspensions, and ultimately release 

from the organization. Participation in culture-shaping dialogues around “discipline as a last 

resort” (CPC Leadership Conference Presenter, personal communication, May 22, 2014) 

positioned me to better understand a variety of perspectives and the potential opportunities for 

alternative approaches. 

With the encouragement to use “discipline as a last resort” (CPC Leadership Conference 

Presenter, personal communication, May 22, 2014), it was important that when conducting this 

research I sought an appropriate balance and avoided the risk of a pendulum swing from the 

traditional focus on progressive discipline to an approach that was even less effective in restoring 

the parties and promoting positive behaviour. In order to help find this balance and address the 

uncertainty amongst stakeholders, I explored the following question: How can CPC Calgary 

move toward a restorative approach to addressing instances of workplace violence? I also 

utilized the following subquestions when conducting this research: 

1. What restorative practices have been used successfully at CPC Calgary when 

responding to workplace violence? 
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2. What restorative practices would ideally be used in CPC Calgary’s approach to 

workplace violence? 

3. What supports will enable CPC Calgary to move toward a restorative approach to 

workplace violence? 

4. What are the potential roadblocks to implementing restorative practices at CPC 

Calgary? 

Significance of the Inquiry 

Determining the meaning of “discipline as a last resort” (CPC Leadership Conference 

Presenter, personal communication, May 22, 2014) is a significant challenge in an organization 

steeped in the tradition of progressive discipline for decades. Finding another way requires 

creativity, thought, and can seem ambiguous for a group of people accustomed to following a 

specific sequence of steps. Perhaps nowhere does this challenge present itself more than when an 

employee of CPC is a perpetrator of workplace violence. As displayed in Figure 1, in 2015, 33% 

of all reported complaints of workplace violence at CPC alleged that an employee was the 

aggressor (D. Gylywoychuk, personal communication, January 11, 2015). Historically, CPC has 

utilized one main way to respond—progressive discipline. If not progressive discipline then 

what? The intent of this inquiry was to explore the alternatives, determine how new approaches 

may benefit CPC, and to examine implications of maintaining the status quo. 

To be clear, the change proposed through this inquiry is not for progressive discipline to 

fade into the darkness. I believe that approach has a very critical role, both historically and in the 

new CPC. This inquiry enabled CPC to have another lens through which to view its approach to 

conflict. It also looks for a means to build into the current CPC processes and culture parallel 

opportunities for those primarily affected by an incident of wrong-doing to “come together to 
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share their feelings, describe how they were affected and develop a plan to repair the harm done 

or prevent a reoccurrence” (McCold & Wachtel, 2003, p. 2). In other words, I explored options 

for CPC to take a more restorative approach to negative conflict. 

A restorative approach lays claim to many potential benefits for the victim, offender, and 

workplace. One of which is an increase in perpetrator accountability as they assume 

responsibility to repair the harm they have done (Liebman, 2007, p. 26; Zehr, 2003, p. 83; 

Zernova, 2013, p. 1). A second expectation is that the risk of reoffending is lowered (Liebman, 

2007, p. 27; Zehr, 2003, p. 40). Third is the expectation that the offending party will have a 

better understanding of the impact their behaviour had and be more genuine in their attempts to 

apologize and make amends (Liebman, 2007, p. 26; Zehr, 2003, p. 15). Ideally this will lead to a 

fourth benefit of increased forgiveness from those offended as a result of feeling heard and 

experiencing genuine remorse from the offender (Liebman, 2007, p. 332, Zehr, 2003, p. 6). 

Finally, restorative justice looks to support the offender’s successful reintegration into their 

workplace (Liebman, 2007, p. 27; Zehr, 2003, p. 41; Zernova, 2013, p. 42). 

In the context of workplace violence at CPC, four key stakeholders stand to benefit from 

this research: frontline supervision, as well as the Labour Relations, the Human Resources, and 

the Health and Safety departments. Each of these stakeholders stands to benefit from clarity on 

an effective alternative to progressive discipline. Confusion takes time, energy, and rework on 

part of each of these groups. Absent of a clear process, Labour Relations, Human Resources, and 

Health and Safety sometimes provide differing opinions on the next step. Supervisors, as a result, 

become confused, frustrated, and, sometimes, shop for the answer they prefer. Relations 

sometimes become strained between departments as positions are taken regarding how to best 
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proceed. Meanwhile, time ticks on for the victims as they await resolution or the accused as they 

await closure or absolution. 

As such, the timing for this research could not have been better. Stakeholders have 

become accustomed to proceed with the dominant punitive approach. In the absence of this 

approach they are uncertain what to do instead. One potential reaction is to do nothing and 

become negligent. The CPC (2013b) Workplace Violence and Prevention and Protection Policy 

(WVPP) stated, “Recommendations regarding disciplinary measures shall not form part of the 

Competent Investigator Report” (Section 2.2, Roles and Responsibilities, para. 6). However, the 

question still remains as to whether the policy and related practice creates the kind of 

accountability needed to encourage behaviour change and result in a safer workplace. Should 

things remain status quo there is a risk that CPC will revert to a predominantly punitive approach 

or, in the absence of progressive discipline, CPC leaders will do nothing and become negligent. 

Senior leaders are sending a clear message that a punitive approach does not meet the mandate to 

engage employees. Therefore, it is not meeting the needs of the corporation. CPC has grappled to 

clearly identify what should be done instead. The outcomes of this research have the potential to 

identify an effective means to fill that gap. 

Organizational Context 

A number of relevant factors contribute to the complexity of creating change within CPC. 

Those factors include being a Crown corporation, the size of CPC, and the number of employees 

represented by bargaining groups. Also important are CPC’s mission, values, and recent strategic 

initiatives. 

The complexity of Canada Post. CPC is a Crown corporation. As noted by the Treasury 

Board of Canada Secretariat (2010), “Crown corporations operate at arm’s length from the 
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government, as public institutions, they are ultimately accountable to the government” (para. 3). 

Perhaps as a consequence of this tie to the government, CPC is accustomed to operating in a 

political arena that is perceived as hierarchy driven and highly structured by rules and 

regulations. As a result, senior leaders will likely play a critical role in initiating any significant 

change at CPC (see Appendices A and B for organizational structures). 

The Canada Post group of companies employs approximately 65,000 people. In 2014, 

these employees delivered 9 billion items across the 15.7 million addresses that are served by 

CPC every day (Canada Post Corporation, 2014). This was done with the assistance of 6,300 

retail post offices, 21 processing plants, 492 delivery depots, and a fleet of 12,000 vehicles 

(Canada Post Corporation, 2014). Of those 65,000 employees the Canada Post segment alone has 

51,718 employees represented across four bargaining agents (Canada Post Corporation, 2014, 

p. 57). This highlights the importance of being highly structured in order to receive, transport, 

and deliver mail across Canada while respecting the applicable collective agreements. In 

addition, with multiple bargaining agents, politics become just as prevalent internally as 

externally. It also makes cultural change a particularly complex matter that cannot be achieved 

without collaboration across multiple groups. 

Mission and values. CPC’s mission is “to serve all Canadian residents, businesses and 

organizations by providing protected conveyance of messages, information and parcels 

throughout Canada and by providing quality value-added service that earns customers’ loyalty” 

(Government of Canada, 2016, Mandate section, para. 1). Loyalty requires great service but the 

real competitive advantage, according to Psichogios (2013), comes from creating a great 

customer experience (p. 35). CPC is on a quest to find their competitive advantage in the new 

world of competition. That advantage may come from creating a superior customer experience. 
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Currently, however, approximately 67% of all reported workplace violence complaints involve 

alleged aggression from a third party such as a customer or member of the public (D. 

Gylywoychuk, personal communication, January 11, 2015). That indicates a negative impact to 

customer relations and the employee experience as well. The 33% of complaints that involve a 

CPC employee as the alleged aggressor is an indicator that the employee experience has been 

impacted. According to Psichogios (2013), this in turn affects the customer experience. The CPC 

mission to earn customer loyalty is impacted by how successfully workplace violence incidents 

are prevented and managed. 

In 2013, the corporate values were rewritten (see Appendix C for a complete list of 

values) to include “Transformation – We will innovate and transform to win in the marketplace” 

(Canada Post Corporation, 2016, Our Values section, para. 1). This is indicative of the need to be 

ever evolving as well as respond to and predict emerging customer needs. New processes, new 

equipment, innovator’s awards, and sponsoring the reality television show Dragons’ Den 

(Interisano, 2016) are all steps in expressing this value and rebranding CPC as innovative. As 

processes transform it is important that consideration be given to the impact on people’s 

experience as well as the provision of excellent service. The workplace violence process is not 

different in this regard. The transformational value of the workplace violence portfolio lies 

partially in its ability to create and protect the type of culture that is capable of winning the 

patronage of the customer. The chain of logic would look something like this: 

• if a restorative approach to workplace violence can create a better employee 

experience, and 

• if a better employee experience is key to a better customer experience, and 
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• if, when all things are equal with service between competitors, a better customer 

experience is the real competitive advantage, then 

• a restorative approach to workplace violence has potential to become a competitive 

advantage for CPC Calgary. 

A workplace noted for exposure to violence neither encourages employee retention nor helps 

attract new recruits. On December 11, 2013, CPC announced major changes to the business that 

would result in the need for approximately 8,000 fewer employees over the next 5 years (Canada 

Post Corporation, 2013a). In that time, however, attrition rates far outstrip 8,000 (D. 

Gylywoychuk, personal communication, January 11, 2015), and CPC will continue needing to be 

competitive in the hiring market. By creating a workplace that effectively addresses workplace 

violence, CPC potentially increases its attractiveness to new recruits and also to existing 

employees. 

The following statement by the President and Chief Executive Officer, Deepak Chopra, 

further illustrates the importance of addressing obstacles to employee engagement: 

We have a 252-year history, but we’re writing the most pivotal chapter now. We are 

boldly transforming to meet the changing needs of Canadians. It means more than 

adapting to mail’s decline. It means growing as an e-commerce business, it means being 

innovative in our marketing mail business, it means being customer-centric and cost-

competitive, and it means having an engaged workforce [emphasis added]. There is a 

renewed sense of purpose for everyone at Canada Post. (Canada Post Corporation, 2014, 

p. 1) 

Mr. Chopra has been clear that transformation in order to meet the changing needs of Canadians 

is a key piece in the new culture and values system of CPC. In order to accomplish this he 
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highlighted the need for an engaged workforce. The focus on an engaged workforce and its 

connection to providing great customer service is a strategic initiative for CPC. 

Change often is not comfortable. Researchers Bareil, Savoie, and Meunier (2007) found 

that 23% of their respondents had a predisposition toward change that determined their level of 

discomfort (Conclusion, para. 1). However, 77% of those respondents experienced a discomfort 

directly related to the specific situation or change (Bareil et al., 2007, Conclusion, para. 1). CPC 

has also been working to shift the culture around its response to mistakes and behaviour 

concerns. This creates a level of discomfort. As mentioned earlier, CPC is guided by four 

bargaining agents. These four bargaining agents provide oversight to five collective agreements. 

These collective agreements essentially dictate to Canada Post and its workers how to behave. If 

organizational members breach these collective agreements grievances are filed and arbitrators 

are chosen to help decide the outcome. If workers breach their collective agreements or the 

organizational code of conduct, CPC is well acquainted with the traditional progressive 

discipline model. This model typically starts with an informal conversation and progresses to a 

letter on file, suspensions, and ultimately release from the organization. This progressive 

discipline process is familiar and, when done well, satisfies an arbitrator that workers have been 

given sufficient opportunity and warning to adjust their behaviour. This process is to CPC much 

like a soother is to a child; in other words, progressive discipline is well known and provides 

comfort as a way to respond to negative behaviour. 

Over the next four chapters I invite other organizations to consider parallels with the CPC 

reality. In Chapter 2 the reader is invited to explore literature on workplace violence, restorative 

justice, and behaviour change. The literature creates understanding on relevant topics and begins 

to hint at workable solutions. Chapter 3 explains how I conducted action research within CPC in 
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enough detail that it can be repeated. Chapter 4 outlines four findings that emerged from the 

primary research and draws five conclusions based on the findings, CPC’s current reality, and 

the literature reviewed. Finally, Chapter 5 identifies three recommendations to help move CPC 

toward the use of restorative practices. 

Chapter Summary 

In summary, at least two developments threaten to pop the soother. The first, in 2013 

CPC adopted a new WVPP policy (Canada Post Corporation, 2013b). The policy challenged 

workplace violence investigations to go beyond punitive discipline and to find ways to change 

behaviour outside the progressive discipline process. Discomfort resulted as frontline supervisors 

and those who provide them support began to grapple with the relationship between progressive 

discipline and workplace violence investigations. The second development came at the CPC 

2014 Leadership forums when senior leaders began promoting the message “discipline as a last 

resort” (CPC Leadership Conference Presenter, personal communication, May 22, 2014). With a 

long history of using arbitration-proven progressive disciplinary practices, these messages have 

left stakeholders confused and uncertain how to promote behavioural change. In many ways, the 

soother dropped. This research is intended to explore the possibilities of restorative practices 

moving CPC beyond the temporary relief provided by the traditional soother toward an approach 

that addresses the underlying causes of problem behaviour. This chapter provided the 

organizational context for this inquiry. The next chapter reviews literature relevant to the 

research. 
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Chapter Two: Literature Review 

Three needs drive my literature review. First is the need for an elementary understanding 

of restorative justice in order to create and ask better informed primary research questions. 

Second is the need to make sense of the primary research findings, form conclusions, and make 

recommendations. Third is the need to answer the following main research question and 

subquestions: 

How can CPC Calgary move toward a restorative approach to addressing instances of workplace 

violence? 

1. What restorative practices have been used successfully at CPC Calgary when 

responding to workplace violence? 

2. What restorative practices would ideally be used in CPC Calgary’s approach to 

workplace violence? 

3. What supports will enable CPC Calgary to move toward a restorative approach to 

workplace violence? 

4. What are the potential roadblocks to implementing restorative practices at CPC 

Calgary? 

To help frame the topic, in the following sections I review literature for relevant 

definitions, opinions, and emerging ideas. The specific focus is in three areas: workplace 

violence, restorative justice and restorative practice, and supporting behaviour change. As 

movement toward the increased use of restorative approaches requires learning at CPC, I also 

briefly explore the concept of being a learning organization. 
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Workplace Violence 

The term workplace violence was, at one time, likely limited to acts of physical violence. 

Today, however, the term has evolved and continues to develop as scholars and legislative 

bodies seek to further define the term and strategies to address it. To better set the context for 

this research, I briefly explore definitions of workplace violence, introduce four types of 

workplace violence with a focus on organizational violence, and comment on the popular policy 

of zero tolerance. 

Definitions of workplace violence. As a federally regulated organization, CPC is 

mandated to comply with the Canada Occupational Health and Safety (2015) regulations, which 

indicate that “‘work place violence’ constitutes any action, conduct, threat or gesture of a person 

towards an employee in their work place that can reasonably be expected to cause harm, injury 

or illness to that employee” (Part XX, Sec. 20.2, para. 1). For many, it was not so long ago that 

workplace violence was limited to physical assault. The Canadian Centre for Occupational 

Health and Safety (CCOHS) acknowledged this limited perspective and stated: 

Most people think of violence as a physical assault. However, workplace violence is a 

much broader problem. It is any act in which a person is abused, threatened, intimidated 

or assaulted in his or her employment. Workplace violence includes: 

• Threatening behaviour - such as shaking fists, destroying property or throwing 

objects. 

• Verbal or written threats - any expression of an intent to inflict harm. 

• Harassment - any behaviour that demeans, embarrasses, humiliates, annoys, alarms or 

verbally abuses a person and that is known or would be expected to be unwelcome. 

This includes words, gestures, intimidation, bullying, or other inappropriate activities. 
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• Verbal abuse - swearing, insults or condescending language. 

• Physical attacks - hitting, shoving, pushing or kicking. (Canadian Centre for 

Occupational Health and Safety, 2016, para. 1–6) 

The CPC definition of workplace violence is outlined in its WVPP policy (Canada Post 

Corporation, 2013b) and is very similar to the regulation with some additional clarification: 

Workplace Violence constitutes any action, conduct, threat or gesture of a person in the 

workplace that can reasonably be expected to cause harm, injury or illness to an 

employee, contractor, supplier or other person. Prohibited conduct includes, but is not 

limited to: 

• Intentionally causing physical injury to another person; 

• Intentionally causing damage to property of another; 

• Threatening gestures, remarks or actions directed at another person (written or 

verbal); 

• Possession of a dangerous weapon during work that is not provided or permitted by 

the employer; 

• Bullying or intentional harmful teasing (written or verbal); and 

• Displaying or exhibiting extreme anger or hostility. (Section 2.1, para. 5) 

One difference in the definitions is in explicating who has to be subjected to violent behaviour 

for it to be classified as workplace violence. The Canada Occupational Health and Safety (2015) 

regulation indicated the action has to be “towards an employee” (Part XX, Sec. 20.2, para. 1). 

The CPC definition broadened this to include “contractor, supplier, or other person” (Canada 

Post Corporation, 2013b, section 2.1, para. 5) in the workplace. An exploration of Bowie’s 

(2011) four types of violence will show alignment with the CPC stance. 
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Types of workplace violence. As previously mentioned, the definition and thoughts 

around workplace violence continue to evolve. One author has taken the California Occupational 

Safety and Health Administration’s definition and expanded it to include a new type that he 

called “Organizational Violence” (Bowie, 2011, p. 44). Bowie (2011) identified the following 

four types of workplace violence: 

• Type 1 – External/intrusive violence includes “criminal intent by strangers; terrorist 

acts; protest violence, mental illness or drug-related aggression; random violence” 

(p. 45) 

• Type 2 – Consumer-related violence includes “consumer/client/patients (and family) 

violence against staff; vicarious trauma to staff; staff violence against 

clients/consumers, including terrorist acts” (p. 45). 

• Type 3 – Staff-related violence includes “staff on staff violence and bullying 

including terrorist acts; domestic violence and sexual harassment at work; third party 

violence” (p. 45). 

• Type 4 – Organizational violence includes “organizational violence against staff; 

organizational violence against consumers/clients/patients; organizational violence 

against other organizations or communities; organizationally condoned or sponsored 

terrorist acts” (p. 45). 

Bowie’s (2011) Type-2 violence, like the CPC definition, is expanded beyond the 

regulatory definition. As previously noted, the Canada Occupational Health and Safety (2015) 

regulation identified that the violence must be “towards an employee” (Part XX, Sec. 20.2, 

para. 1). Bowie, however, added staff violence against clients or consumers. At CPC, violent acts 

by an employee toward a customer or member of the public are captured in the system used for 
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recording incidents. Therefore, CPC would appear to agree with this part of Bowie’s expanded 

definition. 

The most significant difference between the two sources relates to Bowie’s (2011) new 

Type-4 violence. According to Bowie (2011), this expansion to include organizational violence 

came from, “an emerging awareness of the role organizational culture and management style can 

play in triggering workplace violence” (p. 45). For most organizations the focus of workplace 

violence is on the perpetrator of the violence. It is a very individualistic, and perhaps myopic, 

approach to the problem. Bowie challenged organizations to consider that a focus on the 

individual may not be enough. He highlighted the importance when he described oppressive 

organizational culture as displaying the following characteristics: 

Chronic worker/management conflict, an aggressive and authoritarian management style, 

inconsistent applications of staff management policies, ineffective vertical and horizontal 

communication, inconsistent action and decisions by senior management, ineffective 

grievance procedures, perceived unjust treatment of employees, lack of mutual respect 

among separate work teams and departments, ethnic tensions, increased workloads with 

diminishing resources and rewards, and poor working conditions and security. (Bowie, 

2011, p. 47) 

The challenge from Bowie (2011) is to consider organizational culture as a key predictor of 

workplace violence rather than simply focusing on the individual (p. 49). He suggested, 

There can be a trickle-down effect of Type 4 violence that may stimulate other types of 

workplace violence. Therefore it could be suggested that a positive management culture 

could be part of minimizing the impact of internal and external violence upon 

organizations. (Bowie, 2011, p. 49) 
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Bowie (2011) used the analogy of bad apples and bad barrels to explain the shift in thinking. 

While most organizations look at the bad apples in their organization (and should), it is also 

beneficial to reflect on whether or not the organization is actually acting as a bad barrel (Bowie, 

2010). Bowen, Privitera, and Bowie (2011) warned about the danger of neglecting a bad barrel 

and stated, “What would be a dysfunctional behaviour in a healthy and functional organisational 

climate can be seen as a coping mechanism in an unhealthy, dysfunctional environment” 

(p. 186). If Bowie’s assessment of organizational violence is appropriate, then it may indicate the 

most important starting place for violence prevention and for organizations to assess the risk of 

other types of violence. 

For those believing organizational violence is a nonissue, it may be helpful to consider 

whether a toxic work environment is one potential picture of the trickle-down effect of 

organizational violence. According to Wyatt and Hare (as cited in Paterson, Miller, Leadbetter, 

& Bowie, 2008), the dynamic that drives a toxic work environment is shame that is used with 

intent or simply allowed to happen (p. 30). These types of organizations, often hierarchy driven 

with rigid boundaries placed on frontline workers, often find lowered self-esteem amongst 

workers (p. 30). Paterson et al. (2008) provided the following description of what can happen in 

these work environments: 

Workers in such services can become acutely sensitised to any perceived threat to the 

limited degree of status and self-esteem the organisation has allowed them. One 

consequence is that low level verbal abuse, or even non-compliance by a service user, can 

evoke a disproportionate emotional response because of the implicit threat to the staff 

member’s vulnerable self-esteem. (p. 30) 
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Organizations would benefit from genuine reflection on the concept of organizational violence 

and whether current organizational practices and stressors are actually perpetuating the problem 

of poor behaviour. Organizations may, unintentionally, be fostering toxic work environments. 

One strategy to address the toxic work environment is the inclusion of zero-tolerance 

campaigns and clauses in workplace policies. Included in the CPC policy is the statement, 

“Canada Post will not tolerate any form of violence in the workplace” (Canada Post Corporation, 

2013b, Section 1, para 1). Paterson et al. (2008) warned, however, that zero-tolerance campaigns 

can actually make things more dysfunctional in certain circumstances, such as when a worker’s 

self-esteem is threatened (p. 30). In order to better understand this phenomenon I reviewed a 

study that echoed this warning. 

In their study, Middleby-Clements and Grenyer (2007) took advantage of an opportunity 

to assess the impact of two training programs that were identical with the exception of adding a 

new zero-tolerance policy to the version of the program given to Training Group 2 (p. 188). 

Middleby-Clements and Grenyer found the addition of the zero-tolerance policy resulted in 

employees who were “significantly more rigid” (p. 189) and “less tolerant” (p. 189). They also 

found that Group 2 was “less confident and less skilled than group 1” (Middleby-Clements & 

Grenyer, 2007, p. 189). The researchers theorized, 

Perhaps being more rigid and less tolerant leads to a perception of lower confidence and 

skill when responding, that is, there is a reduction in perceived options and confidence in 

handling violent incidents. Zero tolerance implies that staff should be fearful of 

aggression, which might engender a more negative perception of the helpful role. 

(Middleby-Clements & Grenyer, 2007, p. 190) 
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Other authors expanded on the unintended consequence of a zero-tolerance policy by pointing 

out that it may result in interventions that are disproportionately intense compared to the 

aggressive behaviour (Whittington & Higgins, 2002, p. 38). This is very similar to the impact of 

organizational violence that Paterson et al. (2008) described in the context of toxic work 

environments. It is also worth considering the impact of overreacting to those being accused of 

things like harassment or bullying. Jenkins, Winefield, and Sarris (2011) provided a sobering 

review of the psychological consequences of such accusations. Their research showed that the 

impact exists even if the accusations are unfounded (Jenkins et al., 2011, p. 39). Stories from 

those accused described distress resulting in time off work and suicidal thoughts (Jenkins et al., 

2011, p. 39). Keeping these concerns in mind, it would be wise to consider carefully the 

unintended consequences of a zero-tolerance policy or campaign when working toward the goal 

of a healthier workplace. 

To summarize, the topic of workplace violence is sure to continue provoking 

conversation and a wide variety of responses. Definitions will evolve and theories will be tested. 

CPC is not alone in its venture to determine the best way to approach workplace violence. 

Concepts introduced in this section around organizational violence and zero tolerance may prove 

a useful part of the conversation for CPC. At a minimum, a culture in which zero tolerance 

encourages hypersensitivity and decreases willingness to support an individual’s quest to change 

aggressive behaviour likely does not marry well with the concept of restorative justice. It is to 

this topic that I now turn. 

Restorative Justice and Restorative Practice 

To call a response restorative is to claim it has the ability to reinstate “consciousness, 

vigor, or health” (“Restorative,” 2015, “Full Definition,” para. 1). How then, does justice or a 
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practice earn the claim that it restores consciousness, vigour, or health—that it is, in another 

word, restorative? Here I probe into the topic of restorative justice to discover what distinguishes 

it, how it is defined, and what the key principles of the model include. I also introduce the 

“Social Discipline Window” (McCold & Wachtel, 2003, p. 1), present two authors’ ideas on 

degrees of restorative practice, and end with some examples of restorative questions. 

Distinctions and definitions. Restorative justice is distinct from a retributive approach to 

justice. To need justice implies somebody has behaved in a way that negatively impacted the 

world in which the individual lives. The application of justice is often diluted to the dispensing 

of punishment that is worthy of that behaviour or that gives those impacted their pound of flesh. 

That emphasis on punishment is typical of retributive justice models (Wenzel, Okimoto, Feather, 

& Platow, 2008, p. 376). It also helps distinguish retributive justice from restorative justice, with 

the emphasis on punishing in the first and healing in the second (p. 376). This points to the first 

key distinction—restorative justice focuses on healing those involved. 

A second distinction becomes evident when considering what is meant by the words 

“those involved.” The restorative justice model is conscious of the needs of all stakeholders in 

the process. One description of the model indicated it considers (a) the victim’s needs, 

(b) accountability for the offender, and (c) help for the offender (Bowen et al., 2011, p. 193). The 

distinction of restorative justice is the expansion of focus beyond accountability to the 

perpetrator of poor behaviour to include a focus on how both the victim and the perpetrator can 

be returned to a place of consciousness, vigour, and health. 

In fact, the words those involved goes even further. A key principle of restorative justice 

is the belief that perpetrators do not simply impact their most direct victim (or victims), but also 

the social group in which they exist. Liebmann (2007) acknowledged this point when she gave 
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the following simple definition: “Restorative justice aims to restore the well-being of victims, 

offenders, and communities damaged by crime, and to prevent further offending” (p. 25). The 

United Nations Economic and Social Council (2002) shared this focus on victims, perpetrators, 

and the community in the following definition: 

Restorative Justice is an alternative measure in the criminal justice system that is not 

punitive in nature but rather seeks to render justice to victims and offenders alike, instead 

of tilting the balance heavily in favour of one of the other stakeholders to the 

disadvantage of another. It seeks to re-establish social relationships that are the end point 

of restorative justice and seeks to address the wrongs in the doing and suffering of a 

wrong that is also the goal of corrective justice. (p. 3; see also Leonard & Kenny, 2014) 

The Friends World Committee for Consultation (as cited in United Nations Economic and Social 

Council, 2002) echoed the thoughts on who needs to be considered and clearly added the 

importance of participation from the parties in the following definition: 

Restorative Justice seeks to balance the concerns of the victim and the community with 

the need to reintegrate the offender into society. It seeks to assist the recovery of the 

victim and to enable all parties with a stake in the justice process to participate fruitfully 

in it. (p. 3; see also Leonard & Kenny, 2014) 

In summary, the authors agreed that restorative justice is different than traditional retributive 

justice. Restorative justice must include a focus on the victim, offender, and community, and it 

encourages all parties to be invited to participate. 

Principles of restorative justice. From these definitions researchers have begun to 

identify some key principles of restorative justice. In an attempt to bring the key concepts 

together Liebmann (2007) identified six principles: 
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1. “Victim support and healing is a priority” (p. 26). 

2. “Offenders take responsibility for what they have done” (p. 26). 

3. “There is dialogue to achieve understanding” (p. 26). 

4. “There is an attempt to put right the harm done” (p. 26). 

5. “Offenders look at how to avoid future offending” (p. 27). 

6. “The community helps to reintegrate both victim and offender” (p. 26). 

A brief description of these six principles is helpful in developing a fuller understanding of the 

restorative justice model. 

Principle #1: Victim support and healing is a priority. Liebmann (2007) pointed out that 

when a crime is committed a great deal of effort is extended to arrest, convict, and punish the 

offender (p. 26). In contrast, the resources given to help meet the needs of victims point to a 

great imbalance in favour of the offender (Liebmann, 2007, p. 26). In fact, when Liebmann has 

asked victims what they would have wanted after the crime, “almost all of them mention things 

they needed (their property back, questions answered, information about what was happening, 

etc.) rather than punishment for the offender” (p. 25). This observation helps support the United 

Nations Economic and Social Council (2002) definition of restorative justice that indicated the 

intent is not punitive in nature but rather focuses on restoring justice to both the victim and the 

offender (Leonard & Kenny, 2014, p. 3). In essence, restorative justice calls for a rebalancing of 

focus on the victim rather than just the offender. 

Principle #2: Offenders take responsibility for what they have done. When offenders are 

not prepared to take responsibility for what they have done, restorative justice cannot be fully 

realized. Liebmann (2007) described this as the “starting point for restorative justice” (p. 26). 

Liebmann noted, “Offenders are used to ‘taking punishment’ but this is not the same as taking 



RESTORATIVE APPROACH TO WORKPLACE VIOLENCE  35 

responsibility for what they have done” (p. 26). This happens when offenders serve their time or 

pay the fine with little or no thought to the harm they have done to others (Liebmann, 2007, 

p. 26). There is a clear difference between offenders having punishment imposed upon them and 

offenders actually reflecting and owning the impact of their behaviours on others. 

Principle #3: There is dialogue to achieve understanding. Dialogue is an important step 

in helping offenders reflect and understand the harm they have done to others (Liebmann, 2007, 

p. 26). However, victims also tend to be full of unanswered questions about the crime 

(Liebmann, 2007, p. 26). Dialogue is intended to provide answers to questions for the victim and 

help the offender better understand the impact of his or her behaviour. This process can cause 

feelings of shame in offenders as their view of themselves as moral is challenged (Ahmed & 

Braithwaite, 2012, p. 81). Understanding and discharging this shame becomes a consideration in 

the restorative justice process. 

Principle #4: There is an attempt to put right the harm done. This principle is the 

outcome of the offender taking responsibility for what he or she has done (Liebmann, 2007, 

p. 26). Authors on the subject speak of the importance of the offender making amends or making 

things right (Duncan, 2011; van Alphen, 2015; Zehr, 1990, 2003). Making amends is also 

believed to be a key step toward the offender discharging the shame that arises postincident and 

can help reintegrate an offender (Morrison, 2002, p. 2). Restorative justice holds close this 

principle of making amends for the wrongs done. 

Principle #5: Offenders look at how to avoid future offending. Ideally this process of 

helping offenders understand the impact of what they have done will be a deterrent to repeat 

offending (Liebmann, 2007, p. 27). However, offenders often need additional support or help to 

overcome factors such as homelessness or substance abuse that make it more difficult to avoid 
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repeat offending (Liebmann, 2007, p. 27). This is the aspect of restorative justice that Bowen et 

al. (2011) referenced when they noted resolutions should include not just accountability for the 

offender but also help for the offender (p. 193). Without this aspect of restorative justice the 

cycle is more likely to repeat with additional victims. 

Principle #6: The community helps to reintegrate both victim and offender. 

Reintegrating into the community after a violation can be difficult for both victims and 

offenders. This principle acknowledges that victims and offenders often need support in order to 

successfully reintegrate into their social context (Liebmann, 2007, p. 27). Restorative justice 

seeks ways to set both victims and offenders up for success within their community. 

Liebmann’s (2007) six principles provide an overview of restorative justice theory. 

Another picture provided by McCold and Wachtel (2003), called the “Social Discipline 

Window” (p. 1), is helpful to further define restorative justice by comparing it with other 

approaches (see Figure 3). 

The social discipline window. McCold and Wachtel (2003), in a paper presented at the 

13th World Congress of Criminology in Brazil, explained their “Social Discipline Window” 

(p. 1) framework. The model depicts four approaches to regulating behaviour: punitive, 

permissive, neglectful, and restorative. Each approach, depicted and explained in Figure 3, is 

based on the degree of control and the degree of support each typically provides. 
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Figure 3. McCold and Wachtel’s social discipline window model. 

Note. From “In Pursuit of Paradigm: A Theory of Restorative Justice,” by P. McCold & T. 

Wachtel, 2003, Eforum, p. 1. Copyright 2003 by McCold & Wachtel. Reprinted with permission. 

Approach #1: Punitive approach to regulating behaviour. This represents a high-control 

and low-support approach. Historically, this approach has most often been used in Western 

society (McCold & Wachtel, 2003, p. 1). Often called retributive, this approach labels people 

negatively (McCold & Wachtel, 2003, p. 2). The short word “TO” (McCold & Wachtel, 2003, 

p. 2) is a reminder that in this approach people “respond by doing things TO the offender, 

admonishing and punishing, but asking little thoughtful or active involvement of the offender” 

(p. 2). This approach is likely easily recognized in many longstanding organizations. 

Approach #2: Permissive approach to regulating behaviour. This represents a low-

control and high-support approach. Often called rehabilitative, this approach shields people from 

negative consequences of their behaviour (McCold & Wachtel, 2003, p. 2). The short word 

“FOR” (McCold & Wachtel, 2003, p. 2) is indicative that, “if permissive, one would do anything 

FOR the offender, asking little in return and often making excuses for the wrongdoing” (p. 2). 
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This may best describe what would happen by removing discipline completely from the picture 

in an organization’s approach to workplace violence. 

Approach #3: Neglectful approach to regulating behaviour. This represents a low-

control and low-support approach that is neglectful, passive, and indifferent (McCold & 

Wachtel, 2003, p. 2). The short word “NOT” (McCold & Wachtel, 2003, p. 2) is indicative that, 

“if neglectful, one would NOT do anything in response to offending behaviour” (p. 2). 

Individuals or organizations that turn a blind eye to less severe violence and hope things do not 

escalate further could easily fit this description. This approach may be especially popular as a 

response to nonphysical violence such as bullying, which is often seen as less severe. 

Approach #4: Restorative approach to regulating behaviour. This represents a high-

control and high-support approach. According to the McCold and Wachtel (2003), this approach 

“confronts and disapproves of wrongdoing while affirming the intrinsic worth of the offender” 

(p. 2). This approach is marked by collaboration and reintegration by “allowing the offender to 

make amends and shed the offender label” (McCold & Wachtel, 2003, p. 2). The short word 

“WITH” (McCold & Wachtel, 2003, p. 2) is indicative that, “if restorative, one engages WITH 

the offender and others, encouraging active and thoughtful involvement from the offender and 

inviting all others affected by the offense to participate in the process of healing and 

accountability” (p. 2). This represents a highly supportive approach but also one that promotes a 

high degree of accountability for one’s actions. 

McCold and Wachtel’s (2003) social discipline window is likely helpful when 

challenging organizations to reflect on their current practices. For organizations that, upon 

reflection, feel the full restorative justice model is too far out of reach, McCold and Wachtel 
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(2003) as well as Zehr (2003) highlighted that organizations and their practices can be partly, 

mostly, or fully restorative. 

Degrees of restorative practice. McCold and Wachtel (2003) identified three primary 

stakeholders involved in determining the appropriate means of repairing harm: the victim, the 

offender, and the community (p. 3; see Figure 4). The authors stated, “The degree to which all 

three are involved in meaningful emotional exchange and decision-making is the degree to which 

any form of social discipline can be termed fully restorative” (p. 3). What is particularly useful 

about this approach is the implication that there may be a way to start introducing restorative 

practices gradually in an organization or in specific situations in which people are not ready for a 

fully restorative approach. 

 
Figure 4. McCold and Wachtel’s types and degrees of restorative justice practice. 

Note. From “In Pursuit of Paradigm: A Theory of Restorative Justice,” by P. McCold & T. 

Wachtel, 2003, Eforum, p. 2. Copyright 2003 by McCold & Wachtel. Reprinted with permission. 
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Zehr (2003) could perhaps be rightfully named a pioneer in this area of restorative 

justice. While earlier writings of Zehr (1990) seemed to draw a distinct line between restorative 

and retributive practices, he later evolved to suggest that restorative justice is not necessarily the 

opposite of retribution (Zehr, 2003, p. 11). Similar to McCold and Wachtel (2003), Zehr (2003) 

later promoted the idea of degrees of restorative justice practices (p. 56). He suggested that only 

offering fully restorative approaches falls short in scenarios in which, for example, offenders are 

not willing to accept responsibility (Zehr, 2003, p. 56). In this scenario, any type of victim 

services should be deemed partially restorative (Zehr, 2003, p. 57). The same is true of a scenario 

in which the offender is willing to participate but the victim is not. Partially restorative practices 

that allow the offender to learn from other similar victims should be considered (Zehr, 2003, 

p. 57). Other examples include rehabilitation programs and community services that provide 

restorative value (Zehr, 2003, p. 57). In determining whether something fits in the continuum of 

restorative justice practices, Zehr (2003) suggested exploring the following key questions: 

• Does it [the model] address harms, needs and causes? 

• Is it adequately victim-oriented? 

• Are offenders encouraged to take responsibility? 

• Are all relevant stakeholders involved? 

• Is there an opportunity for dialogue & participatory decision-making? 

• Does it address causes? 

• Is it [the model] respectful to all parties? (p. 56) 

These questions may provide the foundation for critical reflection on existing legislation and 

company policies around workplace violence. In this final section on restorative justice we will 
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look at some specific questions asked by practitioners of the model, the International Institute for 

Restorative Practices (IIRP). 

 Examples of restorative questions. The IIRP refers to restorative questions that are 

useful for practitioners of restorative justice (IIRP, 2006, p. 5). Two sets of questions are 

proposed. The first set of questions, listed here, is geared toward the individual with challenging 

behaviour: 

• “What happened?” (IIRP, 2006, p.5). 

• “What were you thinking about at the time?” (IIRP, 2006, p.5). 

• “What have your thoughts been since?” (IIRP, 2006, p.5).  

• “Who has been affected by what you did?” (IIRP, 2006, p.5).  

• “In what ways have they been affected?” (IIRP, 2006, p.5).  

• “What do you think you need to do to make things right?” (IIRP, 2006, p.5).  

These questions allow the perpetrator of harmful behaviour to reflect on what they have done 

and the impact of their behaviour on others. With this in mind, the individual is better positioned 

to begin thinking about making amends. 

The second set of questions is geared toward those harmed by the behaviour: 

• “What did you think when you realised what had happened?” (International Institute 

for Restorative Practices [IIRP], 2006, p. 5).  

• “What have your thoughts been since?” (IIRP, 2006, p. 5).  

• “How has this affected you and others?” (IIRP, 2006, p. 5).  

• “What has been the hardest thing for you?” (IIRP, 2006, p. 5).  

• “What do you think needs to happen to make things right?” (IIRP, 2006, p. 5).  
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These questions give the impacted individual a clear voice. It allows the victim to express how 

the experience affected them and what is required to make amends. 

One of the hopes of restorative justice is that with appropriate remorse, acceptance of 

responsibility, amends, and support the perpetrator will successfully avoid reoffending. Within 

organizations, including CPC, traditional progressive discipline models are implemented to 

encourage this behaviour change and deter reoffending (Chelliah & Tyrone, 2010, p. 104). This 

next section will comment on supporting behaviour change through the traditional progressive 

discipline model and introduce ideas and frameworks that might prove useful as alternatives or 

enhancements of existing approaches. 

Supporting Behaviour Change 

Providing reasonable support and opportunity for behaviour change is certainly one 

aspect of restorative practices. Behaviour change, however, is a complex task that depends upon 

a number of factors. In this section I look at models that provide a framework for behaviour 

change: the progressive discipline model, the holistic evidence-based learning (HEBL) model, 

and other means of interrupting bad behaviour patterns such as the positive behaviour support 

(PBS) model. 

Progressive discipline. Traditional models of progressive discipline are likely familiar to 

most organizations in the Western world. In this section, I briefly define progressive discipline, 

describe its original intent, and explore some of the challenges and opportunities related to 

progressive discipline. 

Practically speaking, progressive discipline usually starts with coaching or counselling 

and progresses to some combination of oral warnings, written warnings, probations and 

suspensions, and dismissal (Grote, 2006, p. 7). In its original state, progressive discipline was 
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intended to protect employees from wrongful dismissal and provide a fair opportunity to adjust 

behaviour prior to termination (Chelliah & Tyrone, 2010, p. 93). The main goal of progressive 

discipline was not intended to be punitive in nature but rather to improve performance through 

feedback and support (Chelliah & Tyrone, 2010; Grote, 2006). The intent behind progressive 

discipline, therefore, is not so different from the intent of restorative justice or other models that 

hold as a component the desire to support needed behaviour change. 

Progressive discipline, however, has come under scrutiny. Chelliah and Tyrone (2010) 

indicated a shift in purpose and noted that today it tends to be treated more as a roadmap to fire 

an employee (p. 95). After a review of relevant literature, Chelliah and Tyrone (2010) listed 

seven examples of criticisms for the traditional progressive discipline model: 

• Management may feel as if they are obligated to address every performance flaw and 

assign an appropriate punishment to meet the offense. 

• Management may focus solely on the problem employees at the expense of good 

performers in the group. 

• Monitoring and disciplining problem employees may consume too much of a 

manager’s time, not allowing the opportunity to focus on other duties. 

• Progressive discipline focuses on employees’ past mistakes. No emphasis is placed on 

helping the employee to recommit to proper performance. 

• Progressive discipline may encourage adversarial relations between a manager and an 

employee. 

• The traditional discipline system may treat the employee as a child rather than as an 

adult who must take the initiative and responsibility to improve his or her 

performance. 
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• Progressive discipline may create managerial resistance to perform the disciplinarian 

role. In turn, managers may tolerate poor performance rather than assume an 

adversarial role, thus complicating the discipline process. (p. 95) 

Chelliah and Tyrone further noted that progressive discipline sometimes places unreasonable 

expectations upon the employee who has no opportunity to participate in setting expectations 

(p. 99). It also places manager and employee in a power-play scenario in which each side 

attempts to maintain power (Chelliah & Tyrone, 2010, p. 96). At this point the process tends to 

become a fight to win rather than encouragement to adjust behaviour or identify genuinely 

needed support. Grote (2006) wrote about his experience when given the mission to go into a 

toxic work environment and “shape those knuckleheads up” (p. 2). He shared, 

What I quickly discovered was that the cause of all the disciplinary problems in that plant 

was the discipline system itself. Our traditional progressive-discipline system, intended to 

correct poor performance, was, instead, generating it. The long-established approach to 

discipline — warnings and reprimands and suspensions without pay — produced nothing 

but belligerence, resentment, and sabotage. In frustration we decided to abandon it, and in 

its place develop an entirely new approach. (Grote, 2006, p. 2) 

Grote’s (2006) abandonment of the existing discipline system did not mean responses to 

escalating behaviour did not progress in severity to match the behaviour (p. 2). The organization 

did, however, abolish all punitive elements of their model, including warnings, reprimands, and 

suspensions without pay (Grote, 2006, p. 2). Instead, the organization focused on a system that 

insisted on people taking responsibility for their behaviour (Grote, 2006, p. 2). One practical 

change to their approach was around the use of unpaid suspensions; instead, they introduced a 

paid disciplinary suspension (Grote, 2006, p. 3). During this final step of their disciplinary 
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process, the employee was directed to take the day off and come back with their final decision: 

“either to solve the immediate problem and make a total commitment to acceptable performance 

in every area of his job or to quit and find more satisfying work someplace else” (Grote, 2006, p. 

3). Within a year the toxicity of the work environment changed, terminations dropped from 58 to 

19 and then to two the following year (Grote, 2006, p. 3). Additionally, “obscene messages, 

along with the customer complaints, disappeared” (Grote, 2006, p. 3). Three things stand out 

from this approach. First, the individual exhibiting poor performance or behaviour was given 

space to reflect on the situation. Second, the individual was given power to choose what comes 

next. Third, the process was undertaken without punitive consequences to the person’s pay but 

still ended in termination if needed. 

Another concern with a traditional disciplinary process is that it typically does not tend to 

offer employees guidance on replacement behaviours or sufficient support in changing the 

undesired behaviour as recommended by Bowen et al. (2011, p. 185). As a result, the offending 

employee may not be clear on the expectation and may not have the support or knowledge 

needed to do things differently. As such, the undesired behaviour continues and the impact grows 

until, maybe one day, the progressive discipline process supports dismissal. 

While Chelliah and Tyrone (2010) sought to start conversations rather than provide the 

ultimate remedy, they did highlight one point—if this model is to continue it may be useful to 

look at ways to make the power dynamics involved more equitable, “rather than reinforcing 

archaic systems of power and hierarchy” (p. 107). Described another way, the challenge is to 

find methods to move the process from a power-over dynamic, in which the employer holds the 

power, to a power-with dynamic (Chelliah & Tyrone, 2010, p. 106). This is similar to the idea 
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presented earlier that highlighted that a punitive approach is done “TO” (McCold & Wachtel, 

2003, p. 2) rather than “WITH” (p. 2) the individual. 

The goal of enhancing or revamping the traditional progressive discipline model is to 

make the process more collaborative and to allow a sense of ownership rather than the feeling of 

a child being told what to do or being baited into a win–lose scenario. One approach for working 

“WITH” (McCold & Wachtel, 2003, p. 2) an individual to create behaviour change specific to 

bullying is the HEBL model. 

Holistic evidence-based learning model. Bullying is only one type of workplace 

violence. It does, however, come with an additional challenge due to its less overt nature when 

compared to other forms of violence. As a result, individuals accused of bullying often find it 

very difficult to understand what it is that caused a person (or people) to describe the individual 

as a bully. Without this recognition the likelihood of behaviour change is extremely low. 

Therefore, in this next section I briefly introduce a theory posed by Piggott-Irvine (2015), in 

which she suggested bullying behaviours are a set of defensive strategies and values (p. 1). 

Understanding this perspective may prove useful in helping the accused and confused bully to 

identify bullying behaviours, reflect on them, and navigate necessary behaviour change. 

When discussing defensiveness, Piggot-Irvine (2015) relayed that it could be seen as a 

means to either avoid or control something (p. 3). She provided the following examples: 

Covering up or withholding vital information or evidence, bypassing, threatening 

conversations, and being indirect by giving mixed rather than clear messages. These 

strategies of defensiveness are generally summarized under categories of avoidance and 

control (striving to win) . . . they are the root of misunderstandings, distortions and 

misinterpretations. (Piggot-Irvine, 2012, p. 97) 
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Piggot-Irvine (2015) proposed the six-step HEBL model to help an individual navigate a change 

in these defensive or bullying behaviours (see Table 1). The model essentially invites the bully 

on a learning journey using the lens of defensive behaviours to guide the conversation. 

Using Piggot-Irvine’s (2015) model, a list of very specific behaviours and the affects or 

perceptions of those behaviours is compiled through consultation with those impacted. The 

findings are then shared with the accused and time is allowed for reflection and questions. The 

facilitator of the process then helps with “confronting the issues by guiding the accused leaders 

to use a defensive lens to unpack and analyze the behaviours that others had summarized” 

(Piggot-Irvine, 2015, p. 5). This is accomplished by identifying if the listed behaviour was 

controlling or avoiding, or both (Piggot-Irvine, 2015, p. 5). Upon completion of this exercise a 

list of defensive behaviours is compiled, prioritized, and a plan made around the behaviour the 

accused felt he or she needed to address first (Piggot-Irvine, 2015, p. 8). Through ongoing 

reflection, feedback, and time the accused then works to adjust the defensive pattern (Piggot-

Irvine, 2015, p. 8). 
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Table 1 

Holistic Evidence-Based Learning Model for Dealing With Bullying  

Roles Approach steps 

1. Clarifier Gathering specific feedback from the senior leadership and staff to 

summarize leadership behaviors and affects 

2. Counselor Counseling the accused bullying leader to deal with stress and anxiety 

when they see accusations outlined in the feedback 

3. Confronter Confronting the issues (note that this does not imply a confrontational 

style) by guiding the accused leaders in analyzing their perception of the 

type of behavior that predominates and understanding its origins. 

Prioritizing target areas for development, with a focus on few tasks done 

well 

4. Personal 

developer 

Intimate and intensive development with the accused in learning non-

defensive, non-bullying approaches. Learning, continual practice, 

analysis, and reflection (and dairying) occur iteratively 

5. Organizational 

developer 

Learning development with all staff in identification and overcoming 

bullying behavior at all levels in the organization 

6. Systems 

developer 

Raising awareness of importance of senior leadership taking a systems-

wide, preventive perspective on addressing stress and consequently, 

bullying 
S 

Note. From “Leader Bullying Through a Different Lens,” by E. Piggot-Irvine, 2015, Sage Open, 

5(2), p. 5. Copyright 2015 by E. Piggot-Irvine. Reprinted with permission. 

Piggot-Irvine’s (2015) model may be a useful process for helping people accept 

responsibility for their behaviour and come to a realization that amends are needed. As such this 

approach has potential for application in a restorative justice model as well. Of course there is 

really no reason this type of learning journey must wait for a dreadful accusation of bullying. As 

noted earlier, the impact of being accused can be devastating to employees. Therefore, 

consideration could be given to Piggot-Irvine’s (2015) model as a tool to empower people to 

redirect defensive behaviours prior to a formal accusation. In this context, the model becomes a 

preventive approach for interrupting defensive behaviour patterns that could result in people 
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feeling bullied. In the following section I continue to explore options for interrupting bad 

behaviour patterns. 

Interrupting bad behaviour patterns. Bowen, Privitera, and Bowie (2011) brought 

together a number of key concepts to formulate a behavioural model. In this model they 

suggested, “Simply educating staff about workplace violence and workplace incivility is 

insufficient, and that understanding incivility and violence as responses to a combination of 

internal and external stressors is key to interrupting these violent responses” (p. 186). In this 

section I explore ideas about interrupting these violent responses with an emphasis on the PBS 

model as a key strategy. 

Key aspects of Bowen et al.’s (2011) model include addressing the larger problem of 

organizational violence, deescalating undesired behaviour, and interrupting violent behaviour. 

The authors encouraged interruption through the use the PBS model, and the teaching of 

replacement behaviours for the unhealthy ones currently used to respond to those stressors 

(Bowen et al., 2011, p. 186). I will introduce the PBS model and comment on aspects the reader 

may find useful when attempting to respectfully deescalate a situation or intervene in one that 

has become violent. 

Positive behaviour support model. The investment of individuals in their own behaviour 

change is a predictor of successful behaviour change. As noted earlier, traditional disciplinary 

models often attempt to impose behaviour change on individuals without any input. This is not to 

say that organizations do not have the right to establish and expect a standard of behaviour, but 

rather that organizations need to be cognizant of whether the methods used to accomplish these 

goals actually exacerbate behavioural problems. Traditional systems lack any collaboration and 

rely heavily on coercion, often through the threat of punishment, to motivate behaviour change. 
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One of the tenets of the PBS model is the continuous movement away from coercive tactics 

(Northern Arizona University, 2016). 

The Northern Arizona University (2016) explained PBS as follows (What is Positive 

Behavior Support, para. 1–5): 

Positive Behavior Support (PBS) is an approach to helping people improve their difficult 

behavior that is based on four things: 

A. An Understanding that people (even caregivers) do not control others, but seek to 

support others in their own behavior change process; 

B. A Belief that there is a reason behind most difficult behavior, that people with 

difficult behavior should be treated with compassion and respect, and that they are 

entitled to lives of quality as well as effective services; 

C. The Application of a large and growing body of knowledge about how to better 

understand people and make humane changes in their lives that can reduce the 

occurrence of difficult behavior; and 

D. A Conviction to continually move away from coercion – the use of unpleasant events 

to manage behavior.  

For organizations looking to adopt concepts from the PBS model, this calls for reflection on 

current processes and practices for their supportive nature, their ability to understand what an 

individual hopes to achieve with his or her poor behaviour, the role of organizational processes 

in perpetuating the problem, and the use of coercion. 

Discussion on restorative justice has already highlighted the need for victim support and 

also for enabling behaviour change in offenders. The PBS model helps provide depth on how 

that support and enablement can be achieved. One important area to understand is the motive 
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behind the behaviour. Bowen et al. (2011) suggested, “All behaviour can be thought of as having 

a purpose or function of escape or acquisition” (p. 190). As it applies to workplace violence, 

aggression that is reactive in nature (versus predatory) can be viewed as a desire to harm a 

person who caused injury or damage or to “escape from the immediate situation which may 

cause harm” (Bowen et al., 2011, p. 190). When supporting behaviour change, this is a useful 

concept for preventing undesired behaviour, as facilitators of the process can teach people to 

escape to safety rather than attack (Bowen et al., 2011, p. 191). 

The encouragement of the PBS model is to continually move away from and minimize 

coercive techniques (Northern Arizona University, 2016). The Northern Arizona University 

(2016) explained, “Coercion involves attempting to control the behavior of others through threat 

of, or escape from unpleasant events. Coercion minimizes the dignity of the other person, often 

provokes retaliation, and sometimes causes physical and emotional harm” (What is Positive 

Behavior Support, para 6). Coercion impacts an individual’s sense of dignity, autonomy, and 

self-control (Northern Arizona University, 2016). The PBS model uses an “invitational and 

collaborative process” (Bowen et al., 2011, p. 191) to help motivate people to change their 

behaviours. Part of this process is finding respectful and effective ways to interrupt escalating 

behaviour. 

Things to consider when looking to deescalate a situation. In order to effectively 

interrupt escalating or potentially violent behaviour retaining rationality is key. Two things 

should be considered in order to assist people to maintain rationality: 

1. The higher the degree of emotional labour required by the person interrupting bad 

behaviour the more difficult the process will be (Bowen et al., 2011, p. 189). Emotional 

labour is “the process of regulating both feelings and expressions for the organizational 
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goals” (Grandey, 2000, p. 97). This can commonly be seen in the service sector or in call 

centres in which workers are required to serve with a smile regardless of the interaction. 

Research has shown that this suppression of emotions resulted in “higher heart rates, 

higher increases in diastolic blood pressure, and they were verbally less fluent while 

interacting with a customer” (Rohrmann, Bechtoldt, Hopp, Hodapp, & Zapf, 2011, 

p. 433). The take-away here is not that organizations begin encouraging people to let their 

anger go untethered. Rather, it highlights the importance of providing workers (people 

leaders included) with an environment that meets their personal needs for safety. When 

employee safety needs are met, the degree of emotional labour demanded in intense 

situations may be reduced. This, in turn, will place people in a healthier position to 

provide safety for others (Bowen et al., 2011, p. 190). Reframed another way—“you can 

only give what you have in abundance” (Bowen et al., 2011, p. 189). 

2. An increase in pulse rate by 20% prohibits an individual from processing information in 

the cognitive centres of the brain (Gottman & Levenson, as cited in Bowen et al., 2011, 

p. 192). In other words, the escalating individual has been emotionally hijacked and is no 

longer thinking rationally. Keeping this in mind is useful for two reasons. First, it 

“provides staff with an ability to more easily understand in the moment that the violence 

is not directed at them personally” (Bowen et al., 2011, p. 187). Bowen et al. went on to 

explain, “By de-personalizing the behavioural interactions, staff is empowered to analyze 

the behaviour instead of reacting to it, and consequently decreasing the likelihood the 

interaction will escalate” (p. 187). Consider how this might help supervisors avoid their 

own emotional hijacking when intervening. Second, supervisors’ “efforts to de-escalate 

that rely on an explanation of consequences will be doomed to failure, as consequences 
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are perceived as punishment when people process incoming information at an emotional 

level” (pp. 192–193). The appropriate skills and approaches to avoid these traps are ones 

that can be learned through modelling and practise in a safe learning environment (Lewis 

& Malecha, 2011, p. 46). 

These two points are a starting place for people who struggle to identify how to interrupt 

escalating behaviour in others and perhaps even themselves. Becoming skilful at these 

interruptions can effectively prevent many workplace violence incidents through increased 

understanding, redirection, and avoiding common pitfalls that make things worse. 

The topic of behaviour change will continue to be a complex issue. However, history and 

experience, if heeded, offers lessons from which to learn. This section ends with a challenge to 

organizations that use traditional progressive discipline without thought to how it may actually 

perpetuate bad behaviour. I also examined other lenses through which to view harmful behaviour 

that may prove useful in taking a restorative approach that balances the need for control and 

support. Next I briefly discuss the concept of being a learning organization in order to better 

position continuous learning and improvement within CPC. 

Learning Organization 

Continuous learning is an important concept for CPC. It is particularly critical as it seeks 

to rebrand itself as innovative. In this section I briefly discuss learning organizations and the 

concept of dialogic learning. 

As mentioned, CPC is looking for ways to continue to win in a competitive marketplace 

and endeavour to encourage innovation. When discussing the emergence of learning 

organizations, Michael Marquardt (2011) suggested, “To obtain and sustain a competitive 

advantage in this new world, companies realized that they would have to evolve a higher form of 
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learning capability that would enable them to learn better and faster from their successes and 

failures” (“Emergence of Learning,” para. 3). Marquardt (2011) made the connection that 

innovation will require getting people to a level of competence faster than most training 

programs can accomplish. He stated, “Rapid and ongoing changes in the skills required of 

workers compel them to be continuous learners who do not have the luxury of waiting to be 

trained” (Marquardt, 2011, “Forces that Enable Learning,” para. 2). Having effective learning at 

the heart of an organization is a critical component for innovation and rapid progress. 

One option to the lecture style of training is that of dialogic learning. Nouri (2014) 

considered dialogue a teaching style (p. 87). In his review of dialogic learning he contended that 

studies about learning through dialogue almost all show this learning style “as a means to 

improve learning, memory, decision making, and thinking” (p. 91). Nouri (2014) also noted the 

importance of social interaction in effective learning and stated, “humans are biologically wired 

for dialogue and communicating with one another” (pp. 87–88). By including dialogue and 

social interaction into learning experiences participants can potentially learn more effectively. 

The social interaction of dialogic learning presents an opportunity for organizations like CPC to 

keep pace and even pull ahead in the marketplace. 

Chapter Summary 

In this chapter I explored four topics: workplace violence, restorative justice and 

restorative practice, supporting behaviour change, and learning organizations. I reviewed the 

related literature to help answer the inquiry question and subquestions. I hope the reader reflects 

on how their organization addresses the bad apples (employees). It is also my hope, however, 

that the reader will be encouraged to reflect on the barrel (organizational context) in which the 

apples exist. Doing so may point to broader prevention opportunities within an organization’s 
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processes and management style. I explored restorative justice, progressive discipline, the HEBL 

model, and the PBS model with the intent to provoke thought and enhance ideas about the 

nebulous goal of changing the behaviour of others. Of course, if truly reflective, people may find 

the best starting point is indeed their own behaviour as they respond to violence in the 

workplace. In the next chapter I review the inquiry approach and methodology employed when 

conducting this inquiry. 
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Chapter Three: Inquiry Approach and Methodology 

This chapter provides a comprehensive picture of the framework of this research and how 

it was conducted. To provide that picture I describe the action research inquiry methodology 

used, the project participants and how they were chosen, the three inquiry methods used (survey, 

interviews, and focus group), how those methods were conducted, the data analysis process, and 

how ethical issues were considered and addressed. 

As a reminder, in this inquiry I explored the following question: How can CPC Calgary 

move toward a restorative approach to addressing instances of workplace violence? I also 

utilized the following subquestions when conducting this research: 

1. What restorative practices have been used successfully at CPC Calgary when 

responding to workplace violence? 

2. What restorative practices would ideally be used in CPC Calgary’s approach to 

workplace violence? 

3. What supports will enable CPC Calgary to move toward a restorative approach to 

workplace violence? 

4. What are the potential roadblocks to implementing restorative practices at CPC 

Calgary? 

Inquiry Approach 

The action research engagement (ARE) model, drawn from the methodology of action 

research (AR) provided the overarching framework for this inquiry (Rowe, Graf, Agger-Gupta, 

Piggot-Irvine, & Harris, 2013). Scholars generally describe action research as a participatory 

process conducted in the spirit of collaboration (Coghlan & Brannick, 2010; Reason & Bradbury, 

2008; Rowe et al., 2013; Stringer, 2014). Core principles of action research include relationships, 
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communication, participation, and inclusiveness (Stringer, 2014, p. 35). Reason and Bradbury 

(2008) noted, “Action research primarily arises, however, as people try to work together to 

address key problems in their communities or organizations” (p. 1). It engages those most 

involved in the current reality to which the problem or inquiry topic applies by using a repeated 

cycle of “look, think, act” (Stringer, 2014, p. 8). It is a knowledge-sharing, explorative, and 

meaning-making adventure. 

Rowe et al.’s (2014) ARE model of action research depicts a cyclical process broken into 

a “Readiness for Change Cycle” (p. 5), a “Transition Zone” (p. 5), and a “Change Action Cycle” 

(p. 5). My intent in conducting this thesis research was to fulfill the requirements of the readiness 

for change cycle with the goal of reaching the transition zone, at which point the leadership is 

transferred from me as the student and researcher to CPC. The change action cycle then becomes 

the role of the sponsoring organization (Rowe et al., 2013). 

The readiness for change cycle includes four steps: focus and framing, stakeholder 

engaged inquiry methods, reflection on action, and evaluation of action and engage forward 

(Rowe et al., 2013). The four steps are depicted in Figure 5. It is worth drawing attention to Step 

1: focus and framing. This step provides an enriched view of the traditional “look” (Stringer, 

2014, p. 9) portion of the action research cycle. It starts by ensuring the researcher is looking in 

the right place. A clear understanding of the organizational context, areas in which the energy or 

interest lies within the organization, and what literature says about the problem places the 

researcher in superior position to ask the right questions. 

The remaining steps are similar to those described by Stringer (2014) in which the cycle 

of action research includes (a) “look” (p. 8)—gather data by engaging key stakeholders in 

dialogue; (b) “think” (p. 8)—analyze the data and reflect on its meaning; and “act” (p. 9)—
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implement a plan. In Rowe et al.’s (2013) ARE model the readiness for change cycle initiates 

action by actively engaging stakeholders in understanding the findings and determining further 

steps to be taken going forward (p. 20). It is at this point that the thesis is complete. The 

“Transition Zone” (Rowe et al., 2013, p. 20) engages and interprets the result with senior 

leadership and identifies the application for, in this case, CPC. The researcher then anticipates 

the informative results of further look-think-act cycles of learning as plans are implemented by 

the sponsoring organization. 

Figure 5. The action research engagement model. 

Note. AR = Action Research; ARE = Action Research Engagement. 

From Action Research Engagement, by Rowe, Graf, Agger-Gupta, Piggot-Irvine, & Harris, 

2013, ALARA Monograph Series No. 5, p. 20. Copyright 2013 by Rowe et al. Reprinted with 

permission. 

One distinct feature of action research is its focus on engaging “the complex dynamics 

involved in any social context” (Stringer, 2014, p. 1). Other research methodologies are limited 
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to general research conclusions and standards that fall short of considering the social dynamics 

present in a specific location (Stringer, 2014, p. 6). Action research holds the assumption that 

meaning is a social construction that cannot be discovered without the people who make up the 

organization (Campbell, 2000). This is further emphasized in Stringer’s (2014) expectation that 

action research will result in “contextually relevant procedures” (p. 3). Keeping this in mind, 

action research presents a particularly valuable methodology for inquiry into a social problem 

such as behaviour change and workplace violence. 

Given the collaborative nature of action research, the decision was made to complete this 

inquiry using an appreciative stance that focuses less on insurmountable obstacles and more on 

what could be. This optimism fosters collaboration as people dream together. Zandee and 

Cooperrider (2008) described appreciative inquiry (AI) as “a strength-based collaborative 

approach for the study and change of organizational and societal realities” (p. 190). My goal in 

this action research initiative was to harness the essence of AI by “asking questions that 

strengthen a system’s capacity to apprehend, anticipate, and heighten positive potential” 

(Cooperrider & Whitney, 2001, p. 3). Bushe (2012) noted that “AI as a research method is not 

interested in discovering what is but in allowing a collective to uncover what could be” (p. 14). 

CPC has long-established practices and attitudes for managing employee behaviour. It is 

important that people be given the room to dream outside the lines of the existing structure to 

allow creative solutions to emerge. Otherwise the danger is that people get stuck in a world full 

of barriers to change. Reason and Bradbury (2008) stated, 

Appreciative inquiry celebrates the power of our imaginative mind. As a form of action 

research in pursuit of knowledge creation for social innovation, it invites us to be daring 

in our explorations and articulations of alternative possibilities for our shared and 
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organized existence. At its best, appreciative inquiry becomes like art in enabling 

participants to see anew and to bring something fresh into the world — something that 

inspires thoughts and actions that truly help generate individual, organizational, 

communal, and global “flourishing.” (p. 1) 

One goal of action research is to establish a sense of community and relationships as people 

gather to address a current reality (Stringer, 2014, p. xxi; see also Ludema & Fry, 2008, p. 280). 

The idea of AI was birthed when two researchers discovered that the traditional organizational 

development approach “sucked the energy for change right out of the system” (Ludema & Fry, 

2008, p. 280). As problems were discovered people became discouraged and began to blame one 

another (p. 281). This runs opposite to the values of action research. AI was created to change 

that dynamic and, rather than disrupt relationships, allow a community of people to get excited 

about the possibilities. From this perspective, the collaborative nature of action research 

welcomes an appreciative stance. This also becomes an important feature for any organization 

that struggles with a culture of blame. 

With the goal of bringing a community of people together to collaborate about a social 

problem within their current context, I completed three research methods to engage CPC 

stakeholders in Stringer’s “look”, “think”, and “act” (p. 8) stages: a survey, interviews, and a 

focus group. Each method looked closer at the topic by gathering new data. The methods invited 

participants to “think” (p. 8), theorize, and make meaning of the current reality and of previous 

data collection methods. Participants also shared dialogue and reflective thoughts about potential 

plans to implement restorative practices. I now identify the project participants and how they 

were chosen for each of these three methods. 
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Project Participants 

The aim of this research was to continue the action research cycle within Calgary 

operations. As I currently reside in Calgary, I chose this location for personal convenience. In 

order to position this group for success, three methods of data collection required strategic 

recruitment. This section identifies the recruitment populations, why they were chosen, and the 

selection criteria for participants. In addition, I highlight participants who potentially hold the 

authority to implement change as well as those who may hold power over others involved in the 

inquiry. Three methods were used to gather data for this research: a survey intended for the 

general CPC Calgary population, three interviews with purposefully chosen participants, and a 

focus group with a purposefully chosen group of CPC managers. 

Survey. I designed an anonymous online survey with CPC Calgary employees in mind. 

While the initial choice to perform action research at CPC Calgary was an issue of convenience, 

using Calgary participants for the survey was purposeful to meet the intent of action research, as 

“the study of a social situation carried out by those involved in that situation in order to improve 

both their practice and the quality of their understanding” (Winter & Munn-Giddings, 2002, 

p. 8). This choice of survey participants allowed those most impacted by any future change 

initiative at Calgary CPC to be exposed to the questions, the topics, and to give their voice. 

With this in mind, my intent was to include the entire CPC Calgary population, which the 

Manager of Production Control and Reporting at Calgary CPC estimates to be approximately 

2,200 employees (CPC Manager, personal communication, April 4, 2016). This number included 

local management employees and staff represented by three bargaining groups: the Association 

of Postal Officials (APOC), the Public Service Alliance of Canada (PSAC), and the Canadian 

Union of Postal Workers (CUPW). Since CUPW locally and nationally declined participation, 
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this group was excluded as survey participants. As a result the population of potential CPC 

Calgary participants was reduced to 217. A total of 59 participants submitted fully completed 

surveys, resulting in a response rate of 27%. 

Interviews. I extended interview invitations to four potential candidates, purposively 

chosen based on their ability to provide what Patton (2015) described as “information rich cases 

. . . from which one can learn a great deal about issues of central importance to the purpose of the 

research” (p. 53). Those invited met one or more of the following criteria: 

• given thought to ways to improve the employee experience at CPC, 

• have knowledge of policies relevant to the research topic, 

• experimented with alternative approaches to changing behaviour outside of the 

traditional progressive discipline process, and/or 

• experienced in navigating workplace conflict at CPC. 

These points all led to my conclusion that the invitees represented opinion leaders and, 

therefore, were purposefully chosen as potential participants (Stringer, 2014, p. 79). In spite of 

narrowing the sample population for interviews I did look to invite a variety of perspectives to 

participate. The criteria included the perspective of policy makers, those who enforce the 

policies, and those who implement the policies. This allowed for the perspective of both the 

policy subject matter experts and the end users of those policies to emerge. Etikan, Musa, and 

Alkassim (2016), described the maximum variation sampling method, a form of purposeful 

sampling, as allowing the researcher to “look at a subject from all available angles, thereby 

achieving a greater understanding” (p. 3). Even though the sample group was narrow for 

interviews, it did include people with different angles on the topic. 
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My goal was to recruit a minimum of two and a maximum of three interviewees. This 

was accomplished by taking the first three individuals who accepted the invitation. This 

convenience sample allowed for the timely progression of the research by focusing on those most 

readily available to participate (Etikan et al, 2015). 

Focus group. Invitations for a focus group activity were extended to 15 managers who 

have job responsibilities in Calgary. I chose Calgary managers since they are part of the targeted 

population for a change initiative and, therefore, the group most impacted was allowed the 

opportunity to have a voice and begin grappling with relevant issues. Similar to the interviews, 

focus group invitations included those who counsel on relevant policies and practices as well as 

those who actually carry out the policies on a daily basis. 

To summarize, project participants were chosen with intent to feed the action research 

cycle within CPC Calgary. Armenakis, Harris, and Mossholder (2009) contended that members 

of a community look to one another for clues that aid in meaning making (p. 573). As a result 

these authors suggested, “Any readiness activities must take this social exchange into account” 

(Armenakis et al., 2009, p. 573). The chosen population had relationships and connections that 

allowed for strategic meaning making. They also represented the groups most impacted by 

changes and, therefore, stood to benefit from research involvement as a means of creating 

readiness. Next, I look specifically at the choice of inquiry methods—survey, interviews, and a 

focus group—and explore why they were chosen. 

Inquiry Methods 

This section provides details on the data collection methods used in this inquiry. I then 

provide an overview of how the study was conducted, and I close this section with a discussion 

of how I analyzed the data gathered through the inquiry. 
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Data collection. I chose methods of data collection and the sequence based on the goal of 

gathering the thoughts and opinions of the people who were most impacted by the research topic. 

The first method, a survey, provided individual insights into the needs, expectations, and beliefs 

of a broader employee population at CPC Calgary. Subsequently, interviews helped me better 

understand the perspective and vision of CPC opinion leaders. The final method, a focus group, 

enabled me to explore the topic in a social context and helped bring the inquiry closer to the 

target group in Calgary who would be responsible for implementing any resulting 

recommendations. 

Survey. Completing an anonymous survey with a group of CPC Calgary participants 

provided me with the opportunity to capture a snapshot of the larger social context and beliefs 

within CPC Calgary. Bowen et al. (2011) stated, “All behaviour occurs within a social context 

and within organisations that context is the culture of the organisation” (p. 189). The broader 

survey population increased my ability to assess whether the current context is one that 

welcomed or resisted the increased use of restorative practices. This understanding was an 

important piece in answering the question, “How can CPC Calgary move toward a restorative 

approach to addressing instances of workplace violence?” 

The survey (see Appendix D) gathered information relevant to the research on: 

• demographics; 

• training effectiveness; 

• recognition, skills, and likelihood of intervention when bullying occurs; 

• perspectives of victims, aggressors, and supervisors; and 

• behaviour change. 



RESTORATIVE APPROACH TO WORKPLACE VIOLENCE  65 

Using a Likert scale, I asked participants to indicate their level of agreement with a series of 

statements. This allowed me to identify participant attitudes or strength of agreement related to 

specific statements (Brill, 2008; Joshi, Kale, Chandel, & Pal, 2015; McLeod, 2008). As I 

expected the variability between answers to be low on certain questions, a 7-point Likert scale 

was adopted to increase reliability (Joshi et al., 2015). By combining this quantitative approach 

with the opportunity to provide open comments survey participants were able to provide richer 

meaning to their responses. 

Prior to the official launch I distributed the survey to a test group. This test group 

consisted of my project sponsor, a selection of employees from the Health and Safety group from 

outside the Calgary area, union representatives, and an external group. The pilot test included 27 

people who were given the opportunity to provide feedback on clarity, user friendliness of the 

online platform, and time to complete the survey. The data collected was deleted and not 

included in the final research results. 

Interviews. As described above, I conducted three semistructured interviews with CPC 

opinion leaders. As with semistructured interviews, I began with eight predetermined questions 

(see Appendix E). This method, however, allowed flexibility for the addition of emerging 

questions during the interview process (Glesne, 2011, p. 102). This allowed me to “explore 

meaning and perceptions to gain a better understanding and/or generate hypotheses” (DiCicco-

Bloom & Crabtree, 2006, p. 314). At the same time, this process allowed me to ensure the 

interview questions were predetermined based on their relevance to the research questions and 

findings from the previous data collection method. 

By conducting one-on-one interviews I learned about the interviewee’s personal 

experiences and how the individual made sense of those experiences. These types of interviews 
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are particularly useful when the “processes being studied are nearly invisible” (Rubin & Rubin, 

2012, p. 5), such as the topics of bullying, violence, and restoration. 

As the second data collection method, the interviews provided me with the opportunity to 

present quantitative data from the first method (surveys). The survey data showed participants’ 

overall levels of agreement with certain statements. I provided the interviewees with the 

opportunity to make sense of the survey data and then to share stories of their own experiences 

that connected with what survey participants had provided. This process also helped interviewees 

to check their own perceptions about people’s beliefs and grapple with any surprise results. 

Focus group. The focus group allowed me to move beyond individual perspectives into a 

group environment in which shared perspectives emerged as individuals interacted. Morgan 

(1996) noted, “What makes the discussion in focus groups more than the sum of separate 

individual interviews is the fact that the participants both query each other and explain 

themselves to each other” (p. 139). Being able to view the degree of agreement and disagreement 

is what Morgan (1996) referenced as a “unique strength of focus groups” (p. 139). This moved 

the research from the context in which individuals find themselves into that social context 

described earlier. Asking this group a question about what stood out or was surprising from the 

survey and interview summaries also aided me in making meaning of the findings at that point in 

the process. 

This phase of data gathering included a group of six participants. Morgan (1997) 

recommended six to 10 people as the ideal size for a focus group. The invitation to participate 

explained the selection process to the invitees. It included the priority of creating a cross-

sectional group of policy gatekeepers and the end users of the policies. Including at least one 

stakeholder from multiple departments was given priority in order to engage those with a 
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potential role in implementing changes. Once this priority was met, to the greatest extent 

possible, I included the first individuals to accept the invitation up to a maximum of 10 

participants. One of the priority groups was unable to participate due to geographic constraints. 

The final group of six naturally emerged without the necessity of accepting participants on a 

first-to-respond basis. 

One potential pitfall in this activity was the use of acquaintances rather than strangers as 

participants. This allowed the advantage of a comfort level and involvement of those closest to 

any suggested change. However, this approach also resulted in drawbacks, one of which was the 

unstated assumptions that the acquaintances shared and that the research was particularly 

interested in uncovering (Morgan, 1997, p. 37). Morgan (1997) noted, within participant groups, 

there may also exist unstated or implied agreement not to discuss certain issues (p. 38). In this 

research, however, I gave precedent to the action research model that sought ways to 

increasingly involve those closest to the problem in the solution. 

The focus group used a semistructured approach to questioning. The activity allowed 

participants to express their experience and share their perspectives using a preselected set of 

questions as a guide (Stringer, 2014, p. 111). These preselected questions were based on the 

findings from previously conducted surveys and interviews. Morgan (1997) stated, “The simplest 

test of whether focus groups are appropriate for a research topic is to ask how actively and easily 

the participants would discuss the topic of interest” (p. 17). Question creation targeted dialogue-

provoking topics that appealed to the hearts of previous data collection participants. This 

increased the likelihood that the questions would provoke a response in the focus group 

participants as well. 
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I formed the focus group questions (see Appendix F) based on their ability to help answer 

the primary research question, their ability to provoke dialogue, and to help make meaning of 

previous data collected. I checked the clarity and appropriateness by reviewing the focus group 

questions with my CPC sponsor and thesis supervisor prior to conducting the group method. 

Summary of data collection. I strategically chose and implemented the research methods 

to enrich understanding. They moved from anonymous individual perspectives into increasingly 

open forums. This allowed conflicting opinions previously untethered by the social influences of 

the group to emerge and be naturally challenged by the social context (Stringer, 2014, p. s106). 

Gathering the voice of individuals (survey), bringing that voice to opinion leaders for dialogue 

(interviews), and then presenting both voices (individual and opinion leaders) in a group arena 

allowed for rich meaning making and the identification of opportunities to use restorative 

practices at CPC Calgary. 

Study conduct. This section outlines the steps and documents used to recruit participants 

and implement the survey, interviews, and focus group. I also comment on how the validity of 

data was ensured. 

Survey. I created an anonymous online survey using LimeService (n.d.), which allowed 

the data collected to be stored on Canadian servers and respect Canadian privacy laws. In order 

to ensure anonymity, the ability to track participant Internet protocol addresses (i.e., unique 

identifiers for computers) was disabled. The survey software differentiated participants by an 

identification number that allowed for later analysis of any individual participant’s responses. 

To implement the survey I sent an abbreviated email invitation (Appendix G) to those 

with corporate email addresses. Participation did not require a response to the email, so 

anonymity was preserved. The email recipient was guided to follow a hyperlink for more 
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information and to complete the online survey. By clicking the link the participant was taken to a 

survey preamble that ensured the participant was informed of the risks and benefits. The 

preamble provided enough information for the participant to give informed consent by clicking 

on the “next” link to begin the survey (Appendix H). 

As participants completed surveys email notifications came to me to indicate a survey 

had been completed. This allowed me to easily assess whether the goal of 50 surveys would be 

reached within the 2-week period or if an extension would be necessary. In total, 59 surveys 

were completed over the 2-week period. 

The original research proposal included participation from a large group of unionized 

employees who did not have corporate email addresses. The union requested that the members 

not be involved, and I respected the request. However, in the event the group was to be involved 

I had prepared a business card sized invitation to be handed out (see Appendix I). The card 

contained the same link as the email invitation. This process of recruitment was, however, never 

used. 

Once the survey method was completed I analyzed the data as described in the section on 

data analysis. I used the survey findings to inform the second data collection method—one-on-

one interviews. 

Interviews. To recruit interview participants I emailed individual invitations with 

information on how to contact me to express interest. The email represented an abbreviated 

invitation (see Appendix J). Attached to the email was a detailed interview invitation containing 

more information to ensure participants received adequate information to provide informed 

consent (see Appendix K). Once three participants expressed interest I contacted the fourth to 
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say thank-you for their consideration and informed them I had now recruited my maximum 

number of participants. 

Using a Microsoft Outlook Calendar, I arranged interview times and booked a 90-minute 

time slot with each participant. In the calendar invite I provided the interview questions (see 

Appendix E), a summary of the survey results (see Appendix L), and the interview consent form 

(see Appendix M). I asked all interviewees to sign the consent form and send me a scanned copy. 

Due to the geographic location of the three participants I conducted all interviews by 

telephone. To enable recording, I completed interview calls on speakerphone in a locked and 

private office to ensure no interruptions occurred. One interview lasted 90 minutes and the 

remaining two were 60 minutes each. I sent the audio recordings to a Canadian-based 

transcription company that signed a confidentiality agreement and transcribed the three 

interviews (see Appendix N). 

This data collection method allowed the opportunity for participants to withdraw and 

have their data removed should they choose prior to the data analysis stage. This was offered to 

create safety and to encourage authenticity at the outset, as participants knew they could retract 

potentially career-damaging words. Once transcribed, participants were each provided with a 

copy of their own interview transcript for review. 

To ensure the privacy of interview participants’ names have not been used in this final 

report. All electronic notes, transcripts, and recordings of the interviews have been kept on 

password-protected devices and on an encrypted thumb drive. Recordings will be retained until I 

have successfully met all university requirements for completing my master’s degree, after 

which point all data will be destroyed. In order to continue building on what was learned in the 
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survey and interviews, I used the findings to finalize the focus group questions—the final 

method of data collection. 

Focus group. To recruit participants for the focus group I sent a Microsoft Outlook 

calendar invite to the potential participants (see Appendix O). To ensure informed consent, the 

invitation included a request to review an attached letter of invitation prior to accepting the 

Microsoft Outlook invitation (see Appendix P). Those interested replied directly to me via 

acceptance of the calendar invitation. 

The focus group was conducted at a location convenient to the majority of participants. 

As there were no power-over issues, I facilitated this data collection method. I informed 

participants that they could withdraw at any time during the activity. Prior to beginning the 

session participants signed a consent form indicating their voluntary and informed consent and 

agreement to be recorded (see Appendix Q). During the focus group a summary of the survey 

and interviews was provided (see Appendix R). In order to capture verbatim comments I used 

three recording devices. This recording was transcribed using the same company that transcribed 

the interviews. All audio recordings, notes, and hardcopies have been retained in a locked filing 

cabinet, a safe, or electronically on a password-protected computer or encrypted thumb drive. 

Upon graduation from the Master of Arts in Leadership program these records will be destroyed. 

Once all data collection phases had been completed, I summarized the results and shared 

them with the two Calgary directors, my project sponsor, as well as the head of my department. 

This allowed those most impacted by any proposed recommendations to be engaged in making 

meaning of the findings. This also enabled the action research process to be handed over to key 

stakeholders within CPC. 
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In order to summarize that data and distil the information to a small group of key 

findings, I completed successive rounds of data analysis and comparison for each of the data 

gathering methods: the survey, focus group, and interview data. In the following section I 

explain how I analyzed and compared each resulting data set. 

Data analysis. The data analysis stage of research is meant to enable the researcher to 

look past assumptions, bias, and, as Stringer (2014) put it, “taken-for-granted theories and 

explanations” (p. 135) in order to “re-theorize the situation” (p. 135). This stage is intended to 

begin organizing the individual stories in a sequence to tell a collective story that is faithful to 

the participants. In order to do this I assigned numerical value to the quantitative survey 

questions using the Likert scale. I then distilled, coded, and categorized the qualitative data. 

Finally, I compared the data from the three data collection methods for common themes, 

interpretations, and conflicting information. 

Survey questions that used a 7-point Likert scale were quantified through the assignment 

of a numerical value as shown in Table 2. The survey, however, also contained open comments. 

These comments along with the qualitative data from the interviews and focus group were 

treated similarly. 
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Table 2 

The 7-Point Likert Scale Used for Survey 

Description 

Numerical 

Value Assigned 

Strongly Agree 7 

Agree 6 

Slightly Agree 5 

Neutral 4 

Slightly Disagree 3 

Disagree 2 

Strongly Disagree 1 

 

In order to facilitate a coding exercise, I transferred the transcripts on to a Microsoft 

Excel spreadsheet (see Appendix A). The spreadsheet identified the source of comments, the 

question being answered, and the sequence in which comments appeared. Next, I distilled the 

data by dividing the transcript into smaller sections that conveyed a complete sentence or 

thought. This resulted in the entire transcript being broken into lines for each quoted sentence or 

thought. Next I interpreted each of these direct quotes into paraphrased key points. Each line was 

then assigned up to three codes. I compiled the list of codes during the analysis as they naturally 

emerged. I found the codes compiled for the interview transcripts were a natural starting point 

for analyzing the focus group transcripts as well. Codes were refined and updated as the exercise 

continued. Some of the original codes were best defined as categories, so I adjusted these as 

needed. Glesne (2011) described this process as “a progressive process of sorting and defining 

and defining and sorting those scraps of collected data that are applicable to your research 

purpose” (p. 194). I continued this process by reviewing the codes and compiling a list of 

categories (or themes) that I felt described the codes. I then reviewed the transcript once again 

and assigned categories. 
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This activity set me up for a common data analysis process described by Morgan (1997). 

When discussing focus groups, Morgan (1997) listed the three most common ways of coding 

transcripts, in which researchers note “(a) all mentions of a given code, (b) whether each 

individual participant mentioned a given code, or (c) whether each group’s discussion contained 

a given code” (p. 60). The final tracking sheet allowed for an easy quantitative count of codes 

assigned. This enabled me to see what topics or ideas stirred discussion. Tracking the source of 

each coded item also allowed me to see if a topic was simply a favourite topic for an individual 

participant or if had been discussed by multiple participants. Finally, using this method for the 

open comments of surveys, the interviews, and the focus group allowed me to determine what 

codes or categories were repeated across data collection methods. By determining the sequence 

of comments and the question numbers I also had the ability to decipher whether common 

themes arose naturally or as a result of having the participants review and comment on the 

findings from precious research methods (e.g., the interview participants were asked to comment 

on the survey findings, and the focus group was asked to comment on the survey and interview 

findings). On reflection, I limited this benefit by introducing the survey findings to interview 

participants prior to their actual interviews. This may have influenced the interview participants 

to discuss items and use verbiage they may not have otherwise discussed or used. I addressed 

this issue in the focus group by not providing information about previous research until the end 

of the focus group at which point participants could comment on survey and interview findings. 

Throughout the research process it was important for me to consider issues of reliability, 

validity, and trustworthiness of the data and subsequent findings and conclusions. Aspinwall, 

Simkins, Wilkinson, and McCauley (1994) described it this way: 
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Is it reliable? Would similar conclusions be drawn if the information was obtained by 

somebody else or by some other method? This is a tricky area. Again, quantitative 

indicators are often more reliable than more qualitative ones [but] their reliability may be 

bought at the expense of their validity. Where reliability is a problem, there is advantage 

in using more than one kind of source data in relation to a particular criterion: 

triangulation. (p. 218) 

The tricky area being described is the tension between reliability of the findings and validity. A 

survey that provides quantifiable findings has a high degree of reliability. If one researcher views 

the quantitative data and finds that a certain statement rated highest on a Likert scale, then every 

other individual reviewing the data should easily conclude the same. In other words, reliability of 

the finding is high. Reliability, however, does not equate to and can actually threaten the validity 

of the findings (Briggs, Coleman, & Morrison, 2012; Hartas, 2010; Scott & Morrison, 2006). 

Validity, according to Bell (1999), “tells us whether an item measures or describes what it is 

supposed to measure or describe” (p. 104). Concerns of validity emerge in surveys, for example, 

when those who chose not to participate would have given different responses (Briggs et al., 

2012, p. 83). This risk is mitigated when response rates are high (Briggs et al., 2012, p. 83). In 

my inquiry, the largest population group was excluded from the survey. Therefore, the 

perspective given may be less valid for the general population at CPC Calgary. As a result, 

findings and recommendations are geared toward the needs of the largest group that responded—

supervisors. For interviews, the largest challenge to validity is the bias of the interviewee (Briggs 

et al., 2012, p. 83). Giving consideration to both reliability and validity are important in 

establishing the trustworthiness of the findings. Indeed the question every researcher has to 
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answer is whether or not his or her findings are authentic and trustworthy enough to act on them 

or apply them to social policy (Lincoln, Lynham, & Guba, 2011, p. 120). 

In response to this challenge of establishing the trustworthiness of my findings I used 

triangulation, member checking, and reflective practice as checks for personal bias. Stringer 

(2014) identified, 

Rigor in action research is based on checks to ensure that the outcomes of research are 

trustworthy—that they do not merely reflect the particular perspectives, biases, or 

worldview of the researcher and are not based solely on superficial or simplistic analysis 

of the issues investigated. (p. 92) 

Next I describe the concepts of triangulation, member checking, and reflective practice as used in 

my data analysis. 

Triangulation. Triangulation enhances credibility by relying on multiple sources of 

information (Stringer, 2014, p. 93). According to Glesne (2011), triangulation in qualitative 

research is most commonly accomplished through using multiple data collection methods (p. 47). 

This research project, for example, used a survey, interviews, and a focus group. Using these 

three methods allowed for data to be validated by multiple sources and also pointed to 

inconsistencies indicating the complexity of the situation (Glesne, 2011, p. 47). In addition to 

validation across multiple methods, another form of triangulation involves engaging multiple 

populations as data sources (Glesne, 2011, p. 47). The inclusion of senior leadership as well as 

employees from a variety of departments and hierarchical levels is representative of this method 

of triangulation. 

Member checking. This is the process of allowing research participants to review raw 

data, analysis, and reports in order to validate that information gathered accurately represents 
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their perspectives (Glesne, 2011; Stringer, 2014). I used member checking through the provision 

of transcripts to interview participants for review. This allowed interviewees the opportunity to 

clarify items that had not been captured accurately. Member checking was also completed by 

providing the interview participants and focus group participants with a summary of the findings 

from previous data gathering methods and inviting discussion on those findings. While the 

members of each method of data collection may have been different, they all represented the 

larger body of CPC members and provided valuable comments about the findings. In addition, 

the final findings, conclusions, and draft recommendations were reviewed with my project 

sponsor, local Calgary directors, the WVPP policy (Canada Post Corporation, 2013b) owner, and 

my thesis supervisor. This allowed for both internal and external checking of my thought 

processes and added to the trustworthiness of my findings. 

Reflective practice. A key part of action research is reflection (Coghlan & Brannick, 

2010, p. 25). Coghlan and Brannick (2010) discussed the importance of testing one’s own 

assumptions in the action research process (p. 25). In terms of creating trustworthiness, reflective 

practice is noted here as a way to identify and account for researcher bias. Prior to the data 

analysis activity I compiled a list of my most obvious bias and assumptions. This allowed me to 

reflect more closely and to use those involved in member checking more specifically in these key 

areas of bias. One example of my bias is illustrated in my professional practice over the past 

three years. During this time my practice has been heavily marked by the message that CPC’s 

current disciplinary practices are not sufficient to create the desired behaviour change. As an 

active participant in interpreting and developing the workplace violence procedures, I am 

invested in the aspects of the portfolio that encourage seeking ways to restore people. In the 

words of Ernest Stringer (2014), I have been a “controller, advocate, or activist” (p. 68) for this 
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change. However, as an action researcher, I needed to shift roles and understand that my role was 

“not to push particular agendas but to neutralize power differentials in the setting so the interests 

of the powerful do not take precedence over those of other participants” (p. 68). My goal as 

researcher was to extract and discover ideas about what would make sense for CPC as a whole. 

I found the use of verbatim statements from participants to be helpful in establishing 

credibility and protecting data from my interpretive lens (Stringer, 2014, p. 140). This was 

important when I was analyzing codes, and I frequently went back to the original quote (always 

in front of me) to ensure I coded it with integrity. One final way I reflected on bias was during 

the coding activity itself. When I recognized a point that touched a personal bias or assumption, I 

assigned the code “INTBIAS” meaning interviewer bias. One example was when I coded the 

word, “hijacked” as a KEYWORD only to discover that I used the term first and then the 

interviewee began using it. I also added a column titled “Observation” to my data analysis 

spreadsheet. This allowed me to note the internal dialogue or connections that occurred 

specifically when coding and categorizing that item. These activities acted as flags, allowing me 

to note my own bias and to reflect more on whether I was being true to the participant’s intended 

meaning. Short (1998) encouraged, “Instead of automatically focusing on what you think 

outside, turn around and focus on what you feel, think and want—from the inside” (p. 22). This 

statement is based on the belief that the things people verbalize to those around them are not 

always aligned with their internal dialogue. Paying attention to the internal dialogue during data 

analysis assisted me in remaining aware of my own bias, thereby enabling me to be more 

empowered and to look beyond my bias to what the data were saying. 
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Ethical Issues 

The process followed to choose participants and implement the data collection methods 

aimed to honour the three core principles identified in the Tri-Council Policy Statement: respect 

for persons, concern for welfare, and justice (TCPS, 2014, p. 8). 

Respect for persons. Respect for persons is, fundamentally, about respecting the 

autonomy of participants. Ensuring this remained the case throughout the research project 

required what the Tri-Council Policy Statement referred to as “free, informed, and ongoing 

consent” (TCPS, 2014, p. 9). This meant that, as the researcher, I was required to provide 

adequate information about the research to ensure participants understood what was required of 

them (TCPS, 2014, p. 9). This was accomplished through the use of invitations to participate 

accompanied by information letters that outlined carefully the risks and benefits of participation. 

When conducting research, power-over issues must be considered to ensure participants 

do not, in any way, feel coerced into participating (TCPS, 2014, p. 9). Careful consideration was 

given to ensure participation was anonymous in the survey and that interview and focus group 

participants held greater or equal positions to my own. Choosing managers for the focus group, 

for example, ensured there was no undue influence in the recruiting of participation. According 

to the Tri-Council Policy Statement, “Undue influence and manipulation may arise when 

prospective participants are recruited by individuals in a position of authority” (Canadian 

Institutes of Health Research, Natural Sciences and Engineering Research Council of Canada, & 

Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada [TCPS], 2014, p. 26). My position 

at CPC is a manager role. Therefore, by limiting focus group participation to managers only 

ensured the participants were not unduly influenced or coerced to take part due to fear of an 

impact to their job should they choose to decline. This approach also ensured that during the 
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focus group activity participants could speak freely amongst peers without fear of reprisal from 

an individual in a position of authority being in the room. This process protected the integrity of 

voluntary consent for a group of participants who were not anonymous to me, the researcher. In 

other words, managers could feel free to withdraw and/or speak candidly without fear of reprisal. 

Choosing manager participants also allowed me to lead the focus group activity without power-

over concerns. 

Ongoing consent indicates that a participant has the right to withdraw from research at 

any time. Prior to beginning the interviews and the focus group activities, I once again reminded 

the participants that they were free to withdraw without question at any time during the activity. 

Survey participants acknowledged consent by electing to continue to the survey by clicking on 

the “next” link after reading the preamble (i.e., the survey information letter). Transparency is 

fundamental in respect for persons (TCPS, 2014); therefore, consent forms were used for the 

interview and focus group activities to confirm participants free, informed, and ongoing consent. 

Concern for welfare. Concern for welfare involves considering the overall health of the 

participants. This required me to identify any risks and benefits associated with research 

participation and provide that information as part of ensuring informed consent (TCPS, 2014, 

p. 10). To accomplish this in the anonymous survey I included the following preamble: 

Should a participant tire prior to completing the survey or find the questions raise areas of 

sensitivity please feel free to stop the survey at any time. It should be noted that once data 

is submitted it cannot be withdrawn and will become an official part of the research. 

Employee Assistance Program services are available at . . . [telephone number] should 

you experience a difficult reaction to the questions. 
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I demonstrated concern for welfare by taking steps to “ensure that participants are not exposed to 

unnecessary risks” (TCPS, 2014, p. 10). By clearly identifying the research questions it gave 

individuals the opportunity to decide if the subject was too sensitive due to variables like past 

experience. 

Justice. Justice is an important consideration in treating all people fairly and equitably 

(TCPS, 2014, p. 10). Justice ensures that the benefits and risks of the research are fairly 

distributed amongst segments of the population whose inclusion is “justified by the research 

question” (TCPS, 2014, p. 11). This research offered the opportunity for all CPC Calgary 

employees to have a voice and respected those who chose not to have one. The resulting 

recommendations (presented in Chapter 5), however, are intended to benefit all CPC Calgary 

employees regardless of participation. 

Chapter Summary 

This research was intended to take CPC Calgary to the transition stage of Rowe et al.’s 

(2013) ARE model. Part of the overall strategy included taking an appreciative stance that 

encouraged the celebration of what has gone well in the past and the imagination of what could 

be in the future. I chose project participants with intent due to their exposure to relevant 

experience, processes, and/or location within CPC Calgary for which the recommendations were 

intended. Inquiry methods were strategically ordered and conducted to ensure participant safety 

and the ability to make meaning of the previous method’s findings. I analyzed data reflectively 

and used triangulation and member checking to ensure information gathered was trustworthy. 

Finally, I gave the safety of the participants extra attention through respecting people’s right to 

provide free, informed, and ongoing consent; by identifying and mitigating the risks; and by 

taking steps to make recommendations that benefited all employees at CPC Calgary. In the 
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following chapter I turn my attention to the findings and conclusions that emerged from the 

approach described in this chapter. 
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Chapter Four: Inquiry Project Findings and Conclusions 

I now turn my attention to the research and what it reveals about the readiness of CPC 

Calgary to increase the use of restorative practices. As a reminder, this research was geared 

toward answering the following question: How can CPC Calgary move toward a restorative 

approach to addressing instances of workplace violence? The following subquestions also helped 

to guide the research: 

1. What restorative practices have been used successfully at CPC Calgary when 

responding to workplace violence? 

2. What restorative practices would ideally be used in CPC Calgary’s approach to 

workplace violence? 

3. What supports will enable CPC Calgary to move toward a restorative approach to 

workplace violence? 

4. What are the potential roadblocks to implementing restorative practices at CPC 

Calgary? 

In order to begin answering these questions I first look at the findings or observations 

made during the analysis of the research data. I then present the conclusions relevant to the 

research questions. Last, I briefly discuss the scope and limitations of the research. 

To ensure participant anonymity and to maintain confidentiality I used participant codes 

when presenting direct quotes or paraphrased material from the surveys, interviews, and focus 

group session. I used the codes S1 through to S59 for survey respondents, I1 to I3 for 

interviewees, and FG1 through to FG6 for focus group members. 
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Study Findings or Observations 

I identified a number of common findings during the analysis of data collected through a 

survey with local stakeholders, interviews with CPC opinion leaders, and a focus group with 

local managers. The key findings discussed in the following subsections are as follows: 

1. Zero tolerance was one of the most recurring themes for research participants. 

2. Accountability, shame, and safety are linked. 

3. CPC supervisors often do not see themselves as having the required attributes, skills, 

and knowledge to successfully navigate workplace violence without making a 

mistake. 

4. Restorative practices are seen as an option to explore for incidents involving 

(a) interpersonal conflicts (seen as less severe); (b) concerns between peers (no power 

dynamics or crossing of union lines); (c) issues that have not escalated to physical 

violence (seen as more severe); or (d) cases that have not gone past the point of no 

return. 

Finding #1: Zero tolerance was one of the most recurring themes for research 

participants. If anything was clear from the research it was that CPC employees in Calgary 

expect zero tolerance for workplace violence and they expect to see that tolerance level become 

obvious very quickly when a violent incident occurs. Throughout the survey, statements about 

support and respect represented the most recurring theme. Immediate intervention and zero 

tolerance, however, were the second and third most recurring themes in responses to questions 

that allowed open comments. When asked how CPC can improve its overall effectiveness in 

creating a bully-free workplace, survey responses included the following statements: 
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• “Deal with situations right away” (S12). 

• “We need to deal with the situations immediately and decisively to show that this 

behaviour will not be tolerated and will be dealt with and not ignored” (S34). 

• “Enforcement of zero tolerance” (S47). 

• “Immediate and adequate disciplinary action/follow-up. Zero tolerance” (S53). 

• “Enforcing zero tolerance. I have witnessed too many times it being swept under the 

rug” (S58). 

When asked to comment on any other thoughts about what would increase the likelihood 

of successfully changing one’s behaviour, one participant echoed the theme and stated, “I think 

it’s great that Canada Post is acknowledging workplace violence but I think Canada Post needs 

to take a tougher stance on it. People who threaten violence on co-workers should not be allowed 

back into the workplace” (S26). Survey participant S59 stated he or she would be more likely to 

speak up when witnessing bullying if he or she had “a knowledge that it would be dealt with 

appropriately rather than being hushed or swept aside.” This may point to a roadblock to the 

shared responsibility of zero tolerance. If people feel identified concerns will be minimized, their 

motivation level to speak up is sure to diminish. The statement is also indicative that people may 

feel the demonstration of zero tolerance is somebody else’s primary responsibility. 

Many of the survey comments provided did not elaborate on what zero tolerance means 

exactly. What is well known is that the progressive discipline process has a long tradition of 

being the method for dealing with behaviour problems at CPC. Subsequently, application of 

progressive discipline often ends up in the grievance process (seen as a win–lose process). 

Employees also know that senior leadership has challenged CPC to use “discipline as a last 

resort” (CPC Leadership Conference Presenter, personal communication, May 22, 2014). 
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Perhaps as a result people are left wondering how to best respond to behaviour concerns 

in employees and how to express zero tolerance. This may explain the survey results showing 

that participants are split on the role of CPC’s traditional progressive discipline approach when 

workplace violence occurs (see Figure 6). This can be seen in participant responses to the 

question, “How important is it that the team leader follow the exact same progressive discipline 

process for every scenario of workplace violence?” Some degree of agreement with the 

statement was expressed by 42% of participants, with 51% expressing a degree of disagreement. 

 

Figure 6. Survey result: Importance of following the same progressive discipline process. 

On the other hand, when reflecting on what would increase their own likelihood of 

changing their aggressive behaviour, on average participants “slightly agreed” that CPC’s formal 

progressive discipline process would help (see Figure 7). 
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Figure 7. Survey result: Likelihood that progressive discipline would lead to a personal change 

in behaviour. 

During interviews I discussed the survey results with participants. When asked what 

stood out about the survey results, I2 noted the theme of zero tolerance and commented, “I’m not 

sure that they’ve made the connection between the fact that people need to understand what is 

tolerated and what isn’t, and we need to be consistent about that.” This implies that CPC 

employees believe zero tolerance is needed but struggle with what that looks like. I2 went on to 

highlight that not intervening immediately is what causes staff problems. This suggests that the 

immediate response to an incident is at least one critical component of demonstrating zero 

tolerance. 

One interviewee stood out as being very clear on zero tolerance (I3). This participant 

noted, “You just can’t have that in a workplace. You just can’t, and so it’s unproductive, it’s 

unhealthy, and it just leads to the wrong behaviours and makes people sick” (I3). While I3 spoke 
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a great deal about alternatives to progressive discipline and gave several examples of successful 

interventions without progressive discipline, this participant also had a sense of clarity about 

when to draw the line. This interviewee highlighted that employees are watching the supervisor 

closely and said, “If it’s perceived that you’re not taking it seriously, and acting upon it, that’s 

very bad” (I3). The interviewee then went on to note that CPC needs to act “quickly and 

decisively” (I3), but also had this sense that leadership needs to then hit the pause button and 

create space for people to reflect on what happened. It was as if the interviewee was saying 

people need to move fast to stop progression of the incident, slow down to allow reflection, and 

act decisively to move forward. 

When I asked this participant how to know when it is time to sever the relationship, the 

interviewee made it sound easy: 

Pretty quick and obviously. I usually start out by trying to understand the situation but 

I’m usually very, very blunt about where I’m going. . . . I will give you every opportunity 

to correct a situation. I will work with you, and I will do this, but I need to understand 

that you want to play, right? (I3) 

I3 further explained it this way: 

Your [the aggressor’s] attitude and your approach will determine whether you’re willing 

to play or not, and if you don’t want to play, if you don’t want to get along, if you don’t 

want to try and make this effort, well then we’ll just go disciplinary route, call it a day, 

and that’s what it is, and that’s putting the choice on the person, and the choice, right 

there and then. 

Members of the focus group also made statements that indicated the need to move fast yet slow 

down. When asked about it participants explained, 
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It [workplace violence] needs to have a direct and immediate response to it, but within 

that, you have to be thoughtful, you have to be empathetic. You have to be considerate 

and get the two parties involved, or whoever else, to come to a realisation that there’s an 

issue. (FG4) 

In other words, zero tolerance does not appear to be threatened by taking the time to create space 

to pause, reflect, and better understand one another’s perspectives. 

In summary, when workplace violence occurs there is no room for hesitation. In fact, 

participants expressed a sense that the time for intervention is long before a more severe incident 

occurs. When harmful behaviour is unfolding participants desire for someone to step in and 

immediately stop the behaviour and immediately initiate a process. That process will help 

determine whether alternatives to traditional progressive discipline are appropriate. Those 

alternatives, for many participants, remained unclear. 

Finding #2: Accountability, shame, and safety are linked. Of course initiating a 

process, be it a restorative process or otherwise, does not automatically mean everyone is happy 

to volunteer open and honest participation. When asked about key aspects of restorative practice, 

research participants were quick to highlight that success hinges on the ability to create a safe 

space for participation. During the interviews, in particular, participants identified an emerging 

relationship between accountability, shame, and safety. 

Accountability arose repeatedly throughout the research. Roche (2003) indicated, 

“Accountability, in the classic sense, is the obligation to explain or justify behaviour or 

decisions. If someone is not under the pressure of such an obligation to give an account of 

events, he or she is not really accountable” (p. 43). One interview participant noted that 

accountability means, “I need to recognize that something I’ve done has had an impact on others, 
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and I need to step up to modify, you know, to fix the impact, to put it back, or make it better” 

(I2). When comparing survey responses, I found that 6.4 out of a possible score of 7 (strongly 

agree) was the highest average score for any question, and 6.4 appeared twice. Once in response 

to Survey Question 15, which asked, “Another employee of Canada Post has been violent toward 

you (could be physical aggression, verbal/written threats, or bullying to gain control). What is 

important to you?” The top response to this question was, “That the aggressor takes 

responsibility for what he/she did.” The second question receiving a 6.5 out of 7 points was in 

response to Survey Question 16, which asked participants to rate their response to the following 

statement: “My willingness to forgive the Aggressor is impacted by. . . .” Survey respondents’ 

top response to this question was, “The Aggressor’s commitment to take the necessary steps to 

change their behaviour.” 

The top survey responses echoed this core theme of aggressor accountability or taking 

responsibility. Without it victims are unlikely to feel satisfied and are likely to find it more 

difficult to move beyond the incident. 

The survey results indicated participants know accountability is important to this topic of 

restorative practice and workplace violence. The question, however, quickly arose about whether 

or not it is safe to be accountable in the current CPC context. One participant imagined how CPC 

employees might feel and explained, “You know, I want to be accountable, but I don’t want to be 

shamed about it” (I1). This introduction of the word shame caused a stir in the participant as the 

individual struggled to put words around how important it is to the discussion. The interviewee 

went on to say, 

Shame drives a lot of things . . . you know, a lot, a lot of their responses, a lot of their—

you know, lifestyle choices. . . . I don’t even have the words to describe it, but you know, 
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it’s almost a life force [emphasis added] that happens for folks when they’ve been 

shamed about something. (I1) 

The tendency to avoid shame could originally be a barrier to an aggressor’s willingness to 

participate in a restorative process. For an aggressor to listen closely to the victim’s account of 

how his or her behaviour impacted the victim could conjure up feelings of shame. Some may 

find it more desirable to enter into a win–lose battle, take their chances, and, if they lose, to take 

the identified punishment for the crime. In order to nurture accountability the topic of shame 

likely needs to be considered. 

Participants discussed accountability, shame, and safety. They questioned if it is safe to 

be accountable, or if the fear of blame and shame are too much to overcome. Interview 

participants indicated the need for CPC to create safety around the act of accepting 

accountability. One participant said, “You know, if you don’t make it okay for people to say ‘I 

screwed up,’ then I think that’s the issue” (I3). If screwing up is unacceptable, then saying, “I 

made a mistake,” places people at more risk than they are willing to accept. One of those risks 

being a feeling of shame. If at the heart of restorative justice lays the need for people to be 

accountable for their actions through the making of amends, then people have to feel safe to do 

so. One participant indicated, “When you go to the place of making amends, amends become 

very scary for them, because even a person making amends needs to feel safe” (I1). Creating a 

culture of accountability, in which the most senior executive or the frontline employee can come 

to a table and admit, “I had a part to play in this,” points to an opportunity for CPC. 

The study findings revealed another consequence of fearing accountability. If it is not 

safe to fail, then innovation and experimentation with alternative approaches becomes a 

paralyzing thought for some. This may partially explain why survey and focus group participants 



RESTORATIVE APPROACH TO WORKPLACE VIOLENCE  92 

were clear that they need a lot of support from subject matter experts. One participant shared that 

support was needed because “there is a moment where we take the wrong way” (FG5). One 

survey participant put it this way, 

I think that many team leads here feel fear that they will make the wrong decision or take 

the wrong steps in dealing with workplace violence; that this will lead to a lack of 

support/respect for them as Supervisors. I believe this may be the reason we see acts of 

violence not handled appropriately or not handled at all. Perhaps better tools are needed 

or readily available reference material so that the best practices are always forefront. 

(S55) 

Something is making it uncomfortable for these supervisors to experiment and to test their own 

level of competence. A researcher, who conducted a project within the transport sector, sought to 

explore the topic of accountability, and she quoted one of the employees as saying, “In this 

organization you are allowed to come out of the baby-chair only when you can walk” (van der 

Zouwen, 2008, “Quote,” para. 1). That is a sobering picture of how people might feel about 

exploration and risk. One interview participant shared a childhood story to tell about a person 

who made it feel safe to make a mistake, explore, and learn. The story was of an uncle who 

noticed soapy streaks left on the dishes. Rather than reprimand the interviewee the interaction 

was described this way: “It was just this exploration about how when the soap dries on the dishes 

they leave these funny little streaks and I – I just felt it was a learning experience. I didn’t feel 

ashamed about the fact that I didn’t rinse the dishes” (I1). The supervisor’s fear of making 

mistakes at CPC might be eased by clearer tools and practices, but also by knowing that 

postmortem discussions are an invitation to a learning experience rather than a reason to feel 

defensive. People must feel safe to be accountable. 
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At least one participant seemed to believe it is safe to explore at CPC. An interviewee 

participant stated, “The bigger we are the more policies and processes and everything else we 

have, but it’s okay not to jump on the bandwagon and say hang on” (I3). As mentioned in 

Chapter 1, CPC rewrote the organization’s core values to include “transformation” (Canada Post 

Corporation, 2016, Our Values section, para. 1) and has looked to rebrand itself as innovative. 

The ship is moving and may be more open than ever to explore the impacts and interconnections 

of accountability, shame, and safety. 

Finding #3: CPC supervisors often do not see themselves as having the required 

attributes, skills, and knowledge to successfully navigate workplace violence without 

making a mistake. Of course fear of making a mistake may also be an indicator of the 

supervisor’s skill level in relevant areas. One way to help increase confidence and decrease the 

fear of making a mistake is to set people up for successful experiences. Research participants 

identified a number of resources that would assist them in navigating signs of or incidents of 

workplace violence successfully. Along with timely support from subject matter experts and 

clear processes to follow, supervisors also identified a set of attributes, skills, knowledge, and 

mental models that they believe contribute to success. 

Attributes or attitudes. Research participants identified a number of attributes or attitudes 

that would be helpful in order to be successful in a restorative approach to violent behaviour. 

Table 3 presents the attributes or phrases that emerged during the focus group and interviews. 

This list of attributes may be a useful guide for the type of people CPC places in leadership 

positions. 
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Table 3 

Attributes or Attitudes Noted by Focus Group and Interview Participants that may Enable 

Supervisors to Successfully Utilize a Restorative Approach 

Attribute or Attitude Participant Quote Illustrating the Attribute or Attitude 

Empathetic “You also need to be empathetic, regardless of the situation. You 

need to really try and put yourself in the shoes of the person” 

(FG3). 

Humble “Willing to ask for help” (FG4). 

Open-Minded, 

Courageous, or Creative 

“Open to finding solutions to things instead of just accepting the 

status quo” (FG4). 

Confident “You’d want a certain level of confidence, like somebody would 

have demonstrable confidence in their skills” (FG4). 

Calm or Rational “You want that calm, rational person. So they’re not going to get 

things spinning up higher and faster” (FG1). 

Nonjudgmental  “People cannot be judgemental” (FG3). 

Respectful “I’ll call it mutual respect. It doesn’t fix everything but certainly it 

puts everyone on the same level field. So that’s important” (I3). 

Emotionally Intelligent  “Emotional intelligence, when you think about it, it’s just being 

aware that whatever actions you have and you make have impacts 

on other people. It’s being aware of other people’s perceptions and 

feelings about what you just did or didn’t do, and I think that is 

helpful” (I3). 

 

Skills. Identifying a critical skill set for navigating workplace conflict is useful for 

reflecting on hiring practices and learning opportunities for current Supervisors. Table 4 presents 

useful skills that research participants identified through the focus group and interviews. 
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Table 4 

Critical Skills Noted by Focus Group and Interview Participants for Navigating Workplace 

Conflict 

Critical Skills Participant Data and Quotes Illustrating the Need for these Skills 

Listening Skills Perhaps spoken of with the most passion and connected to the 

needs of those involved in the conflict to feel heard. One 

participant noted, “If they don’t feel heard. They don’t feel that 

anybody listened to what they had to say, so it just makes it 

worse” (FG5). 

People Skills “You need to be a people’s person to do it” (FG5). 

Communication Skills This theme came up over and over in several contexts. One area of 

emphasis, however, was being skilful at difficult conversations. 

One participant noted, “Our Supervisors are not fully equipped to 

handle that difficult conversation” (FG5). 

Coaching Skills “When I first started they really had a lot of focus on the coaching 

model and using that interpersonal skills, and I think that really 

helped a lot because you’ve learned how to analyze the 

information that’s coming to you from that person, and try not to 

judge it, and try to help them solve it themselves, right? Or be a 

part of the solution. I think that type of skill would help the 

Supervisor a lot” (FG4). 

Social Skills “Letting go, forgiving, no gossip or criticism. Those things work 

against successful resolution at work” (I1). 

Skilled at Recognizing 

Problem Behaviour 

The faster the problem behaviour is recognized the faster it can be 

addressed to avoid escalation (I1, FG2, FG6). 

Skilled at immediate 

interventions 

Success stories shared by research participants indicated quick 

intervention by a supervisor to deescalate the conflict was critical. 

One participant stated, “Often times it’s when people feel that 

their leader will intervene, will not shy away from the situation. 

Will action and will follow up and will communicate that action; 

again it’s not just about the incident itself, it’s about the employees 

around them that witness it, and they say, ‘Okay, how is my leader 

going to react?’” (I3). 

Note. *The last two skills were less explicit but inferred from research participants focus on early 

and immediate intervention. 

In spite of the comments from people about the needs to develop their skills it is 

interesting to note survey participant responses when asked about their comfort-level addressing 
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bullying and the likelihood that they would deal with bullying when noticed. Their responses are 

shown in Figures 8 through to 10, which illustrate that participants are likely to intercede and 

advocate and they do have some comfort level with how to intervene. 

 

Figure 8. Survey result: Comfort level addressing bullying directed toward me personally. 
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Figure 9. Survey result: Comfort level addressing bullying directed toward a co-worker. 

 

Figure 10. Survey result: Likelihood of speaking up when bullying is observed. 
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In general participants indicated some level of comfort with their ability to address 

bullying. They also indicated they are likely to speak up when they see bullying. These results 

appear to conflict with the open comments on the survey. On one hand, survey respondents 

stated that they need more education, training, and support. On the other hand, they indicated 

they are likely to intercede and know how to intervene. It is possible that this discrepancy comes 

back to the fact that people are afraid they will make a mistake. This may also be explained by 

people feeling unclear on the CPC process or uncomfortable with methods outside the 

progressive discipline process. One survey participant commented that being asked to back off 

from progressive discipline was a means of supporting the bully (S13). This was, in turn 

interpreted as a lack of support from upper management (S13). Some participants may not see 

themselves as lacking the skill, but rather that they disagree with, do not understand, or are 

uncomfortable with alternative approaches. 

Knowledge and awareness. Research participants highlighted a number of areas in which 

they would benefit from either more knowledge or awareness (see Table 5). Some are tied 

directly to skills participants saw as useful (see Table 4), others were more topical awareness, 

and still others identified very specific courses offered by CPC. 

Table 5 

List of Courses and Topics Mentioned by Research Participants 

Courses Awareness Topics Knowledge of Process 

Alternative Dispute 

Resolution 

Mental Health Certification 

program 

Dealing with Difficult 

People 

Conflict resolution 

Emotional Intelligence 

Bullying 

Diversity 

Mental Health 

Anger management 

Accountability 

Respect 

Zero Tolerance 

Who to go to for support for 

self or those involved 

The appropriate immediate 

response to an incident 

Navigating behaviour change 
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Increasing knowledge is, perhaps, one of the simpler concerns to identify and address. 

This may explain why people often jump straight to more training as the solution. One 

participant, while not disputing that an increase in knowledge would be helpful, did say, 

“Something’s holding us back from using the education we’ve got to take those steps to 

intervene immediately, and I think that’s one of the things we have to sort out if we want to 

figure this out” (I2). Perhaps evidence of this statement is the fact that a model of conflict 

mediation is taught to supervisors in the CPC CORE Supervisory program. Further exploration 

on whether supervisors refer to and use the model would be one way to test and explore I2’s 

statement. 

One survey participant wondered, “If there is a way where employees could learn from 

the instances/experiences of others to be more impactful” (S16). Another participant suggested 

“constant discussion” (S20) would be helpful. During an interview, one participant seemed to get 

excited and added, “You know, we don’t spend time thinking and talking about this stuff” (I3). 

This interviewee also commented that CPC has the expertise and experience in house and just 

needs to look for it. Participants indicated that they have energy for having more conversations 

and seeking opportunities to learn from one another’s experiences. 

Finding #4: Restorative practices are seen as an option to explore for incidents 

involving (a) interpersonal conflicts (seen as less severe); (b) concerns between peers (no 

power dynamics or crossing of union lines); (c) issues that have not escalated to physical 

violence (seen as more severe); or (d) cases that have not gone past the point of no return. 

Highlighting this finding is important as it allows organizational leadership to identify a starting 

place for the intentional introduction of restorative practices at CPC Calgary. While the finding 

itself is fairly straightforward, I will draw attention to the supporting evidence. 
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Focus group participants were asked, “When workplace violence occurs, under what 

circumstances would it be appropriate to bring the parties together to discuss what happened, the 

impact it had, and how the offender can repair the harm done?” The question was intended to 

identify the circumstances under which participants believe a restorative approach is appropriate. 

It should be noted that restorative practices are not limited to this description, but it does capture 

main concepts from the restorative justice model. 

In response, one focus group participant indicated, “It would really depend on what level 

of violence or what level of impact it did have on somebody” (FG4). To further explain this the 

participant went on to describe an incident in which one individual punched another and 

indicated, “There was no coming back from that” (FG4). On the other hand, the same participant 

noted the approach described might work for “other instances where somebody, you know, is 

maybe excluding somebody or making somebody feel bad, where you might be able to get them 

to sit down and do that” (FG4). Participants perceived the principle of restorative justice, as 

presented, to have limited value in certain cases. I also found that participants judged physical 

violence to be more severe than psychological violence. 

One interview participant echoed a similar sentiment and said, “[When] someone’s been 

really physically harmed. Mediation’s probably not . . . appropriate” (I1). Later in the interview, 

this same participant said, “Mediation is a good option where there is interpersonal conflict, but 

when things get escalated beyond an interpersonal conflict place, and there are major safety 

issues, you can’t” (I1). Another participant shared a story of responding to workplace violence 

and indicated he or she immediately fired an employee on the spot who was physically violent 

with a supervisor (I3). Participants perceived physical violence to be too severe for restorative 
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practice. Interpersonal conflict, however, participants viewed as potentially more appropriate for 

a restorative approach. 

Participants also raised the issue of power dynamics and the crossing of union lines as 

barriers to restorative practices such as mediation. When referring to incidents involving power 

dynamics, one interview participant indicated, “It is difficult to mediate in that environment” 

(I1). This same interviewee also commented on past experiences with mediation and indicated 

more openness to use mediation when “it’s employee to employee, because they have no way, 

the unions, of grieving something like that. So that’s when they’re most interested” (I1). 

Incidents involving peer-to-peer conflict that do not cross union lines may be an easier place to 

increasingly introduce restorative practices. 

In regards to the participant comment about incidents that have not gone past the point of 

no return (FG4), I suggest this comes back to a very simple prerequisite for restorative practice 

of any sort—willingness. As one interviewee noted, restorative practice works when “they are 

both willing to meet, willing to talk about what happened, and willing to work towards 

resolution” (I1). If those involved are willing to participate, I believe they have not passed the 

point of no return. 

Summary of study findings. The four findings presented in this section—zero tolerance, 

accountability, supervisor skills, and ideal conditions for a restorative approach—are not 

exhaustive of the rich information shared by research participants. They did, however, highlight 

four of the most important topics to CPC research participants. I now turn my attention to 

drawing conclusions from these findings. 
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Study Conclusions 

Making sense of this information required a look at the findings through the lens of 

relevant literature, the organizational context, and the research questions themselves. This review 

resulted in five key conclusions. In this section I identify those conclusions and then explore 

their relationship with the research question. The following list presents an overview of the 

conclusions to be explored: 

1. CPC supervisors would benefit from opportunities to dialogue about a variety of 

related topics, including immediate response, discipline as a last resort, power 

dynamics, accountability, organizational violence, and restorative justice. 

2. While some CPC supervisors are able to confidently navigate discipline as a last 

resort, many would benefit from clearly identified alternative approaches to 

promoting behaviour change. 

3. CPC supervisors would benefit from opportunities to experiment with alternative 

approaches to workplace violence or escalating behaviour. 

4. The best place to start exploring restorative practices in order to build the local library 

of success stories is with incidents involving interpersonal conflicts between peers 

that do not involve physical violence. 

5. Current CPC practices would benefit from further analysis through the lens of 

accountability, shame, and safety in order to develop strategies around nurturing a 

culture of accountability. 

Conclusion #1: CPC supervisors would benefit from opportunities to dialogue about 

a variety of related topics, including immediate response, discipline as a last resort, power 

dynamics, accountability, organizational violence, and restorative justice. Worded another 
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way, CPC Calgary would benefit from embracing the concept of being a learning organization 

that is able to explore, gain information from that exploration, and evolve as a result. 

Contextually, the timing for introducing learning practices is excellent. The normal way of 

addressing incidents through progressive discipline has been disrupted and there exists a need to 

learn a new way; the organization has identified transformation as a value; and things are 

changing so rapidly that we need faster ways to learn in order to remain competitive. This is an 

opportunity to use dialogic learning as referenced in Chapter 2 to help supervisors to develop 

their relevant mental models and skills. Such opportunities would go a long way in supporting a 

movement toward the increased use of restorative practices. It also begins to build confidence. 

Where fear of making a mistake is a roadblock to trying restorative practices this becomes very 

important. This may also increase an appreciation for the learning opportunities that can arise 

from dialogue and encourage the habit of creating space for dialogue when conflict occurs. This 

is one of the main tenets of restorative practice and would move CPC in that direction. 

Even though training is often a go-to solution and is certainly necessary, some 

participants cautioned that training is not a magic wand. By creating opportunities for dialogue 

and learning from one another supervisors can rapidly be introduced to and reflect on important 

topics. Dialogue also allows for the sharing of best practices and the emergence of new ideas on 

how to approach different scenarios. This, coupled with the opportunity to explore new 

approaches and rapid and dynamic learning environments, could result in increased confidence. 

While the topic list provided in this conclusion (immediate response, discipline as a last 

resort, power dynamics, accountability, organizational violence, and restorative justice) is not 

intended to be exhaustive, based on the findings and the goal of the increased use of restorative 

practices, these are considered critical areas for CPC Calgary to begin or continue creating 
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learning through dialogue. If CPC is to move intentionally toward adopting restorative practices 

on an increasing measure, the conversation around restorative justice is a great place to start. 

The topic of organizational violence is one I wish to highlight. This is not to say that CPC 

is riddled with organizational violence. The research did acknowledge that CPC demonstrates 

some warning markers, many of which CPC has been strategically working to change. A few of 

these markers include a very hierarchical structure, rigid boundaries, silos, and immense and 

rapid change. Such markers may act as barriers to the successful use of restorative practice. In 

recent years, however, mandates and directions within CPC nationally are, in my opinion, 

driving the company in a healthy direction. This direction is critical in supporting a move toward 

a more restorative approach to conflict at CPC. 

However, with the goal of rebranding as an innovative company, rapid change is 

expected to continue and be part of CPC’s culture. In addition, the recent decision to put the new 

delivery model on hold has not changed the need for CPC to address a financial need. As a 

result, it is quite possible that another marker—increased workloads and diminishing resources 

and rewards—is on the horizon. Consideration should be given to strategies to ensure responses 

to these real challenges mitigate the risk of perpetuating the problem. Existing strategies that 

CPC has adopted in increasing measure include improved communication with all employees, 

made collaboration a key performance indicator, brought together cross-functional teams, and 

experimented with recurring Pulse Surveys to gather the voice of frontline employees at certain 

facilities. These all represent activities that align with the spirit of restorative approaches as well 

as potentially prevent violent occurrences. The move is underway. 

Conclusion #2: While some CPC supervisors are able to confidently navigate 

discipline as a last resort, many would benefit from clearly identified alternative 
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approaches to promoting behaviour change. In addition to creating space for dialogue and 

learning from those who are innovative in this area, I acknowledge that CPC is highly structured. 

One of the well-established processes at CPC is the progressive discipline process. It likely is not 

enough to advise that supervisors “use discipline as a last resort” (CPC Leadership Conference 

Presenter, personal communication, May 22, 2014) or consider alternative approaches to 

behaviour change. Success will likely hinge on the organization’s ability to create space for 

people to grapple with real scenarios and the capability to put some structure around these 

approaches. This becomes particularly important because the process is highly impacted by 

existing collective agreements. Identifying areas in which opportunity lies in the existing 

processes will likely be an important factor in creating safety to experiment. The call for 

“discipline as a last resort” (CPC Leadership Conference Presenter, personal communication, 

May 22, 2014) is an opportunity for restorative practices to fill the void and allow CPC to rethink 

its policies and practices around progressive discipline. The degree to which progressive 

discipline is used to address behavioural issues is, however, a potential roadblock. 

I explored the restorative justice, the PBS, the HEBL models, and even thoughts on the 

traditional progressive discipline model, in the literature review (see Chapter 2). Introduction and 

exploration of these models and ideas may help provide some structure for those who struggle. 

Admittedly, the full use of any of these models is unlikely at this time. However, each of the 

models highlight principles aligned with restorative practices such as collaboration, ownership, 

respect, identifying replacement behaviours, and providing genuine support that could easily be 

adopted into current practices. These alternative approaches provide the opportunity to move 

CPC Calgary along the continuum in their use of restorative practices. 
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Part of the key to employing “discipline as a last resort” (CPC Leadership Conference 

Presenter, personal communication, May 22, 2014) may be found in better knowledge and skills 

around interrupting bad behaviour patterns when noticed. A focus on this initial reaction to bad 

behaviour may provide a great area of focus for some supervisors in order to build confidence. 

This, again, is an area that many supervisors manage extremely well. Support through the 

creation of learning opportunities that expose those who are struggling to those with experience 

would help. 

Conclusion #3: CPC supervisors would benefit from opportunities to experiment 

with alternative approaches to workplace violence or escalating behaviour. The first two 

conclusions are geared toward starting the right conversations and increasing knowledge about 

emerging theories and practices. This third conclusion is about practising or experimenting with 

what has been learned—to create a playground to try new things and learn. For this to be 

successful, CPC Calgary employees will need to feel that it is safe to explore, make mistakes, 

and learn. 

The good news is there is room to experiment within the existing processes. Some 

research participants, however, did seem to point to some discomfort with the idea. This 

discomfort is likely tied to the conversation around accountability, shame, and safety. It may also 

be tied to the warnings discussed in Chapter 2 around zero tolerance that it could lead to 

hypersensitivity and overreactions to aggressive behaviour (Whittington & Higgins, 2002, p. 38). 

Supervisors may feel pressed into a high-intensity intervention such as a formal investigation 

when their instincts indicate alternative solutions would work best. 

With this in mind, perhaps the place to encourage experimentation is around the initial 

intervention intended to disrupt or prevent further escalation. Quick responses to intervene and 
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begin understanding what has happened offer a simple starting point. For some supervisors, this 

would require temporarily suspending their natural instincts to go straight to the question, “Is 

progressive discipline appropriate?” That question, I propose, could wait a few hours while 

leaders create space to allow calmer heads to prevail and develop curiosity about what the 

individuals involved were trying to escape, acquire, avoid, or control through their behaviour. 

This pause leaves room for a move toward less coercive techniques to interrupting and 

redirecting bad behaviour as promoted by the Positive Behaviour Support model introduced in 

Chapter 2. For this to work supervisors may feel the need for encouragement and guidance from 

the Human Resources enabler groups. It will also likely require a sense that these enabler groups 

are listening carefully to the instincts of supervisors when they indicate that something is not 

sitting quite right about the strategy. 

This may also require a shift in thinking for supervisors. The inquiry findings revealed 

that most supervisors do not view themselves as having a mentoring role with their employees. I 

use the word mentoring cautiously, because it may conjure up fears that I am about to suggest a 

complex mentoring program. That is not my goal. What I do suggest is that supervisors who 

view themselves as having a mentoring role with their direct reports may represent a useful 

paradigm shift. One of Chelliah and Tyrone’s (2010) criticisms of progressive discipline shared 

in the literature review in Chapter 2 was that “the traditional discipline system may treat the 

employee as a child rather than as an adult who must take the initiative and responsibility to 

improve his or her performance” (p. 95). If some supervisors currently feel like babysitters, then 

they are possibly acting like babysitters and getting the fruit of that model—immature 

behaviours. A supervisor who sees the potential in their employees, provides opportunity for 

them to grow, engages in dialogue about higher level strategies, promotes their ideas, notices 
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problem behaviours that hijack an individual, and works with staff to develop healthier reactions, 

that is a supervisor who does not see his or her job as a babysitting role but rather that of a leader 

and a mentor for employees. For some, this is how they do things; for others, this would 

represent a major shift in thinking. Am I a babysitter who is invested only to get through the next 

few hours, or am I looking to invest long term in the success of my team members? The mentor 

mentality is one that creates openness to the type of investment required to set CPC staff on a 

restorative path. A babysitting mentality is one that unilaterally lists the expectations of the 

company and places a letter of expectations on a personnel file. 

Conclusion #4: The best place to further explore restorative practices in order to 

build the local library of success stories is with incidents involving interpersonal conflicts 

between peers that do not involve physical violence. The prevalence of the mental model that 

suggested physical violence is too severe for a restorative approach should not be ignored. Over 

time, this mental model may shift. In the meantime, research participants identified their 

boundaries for exploration today. This does not mean that other scenarios cannot include 

practices that are partially restorative. In fact, a fully restorative model may be deemed to be an 

unviable option for the vast majority of incidents. However, people can take (or are already 

taking) several actions that have a restorative nature. These actions include the following: 

• Ask victims about how specific behaviours have impacted them and relay that 

information to the aggressor. 

• Offer services provided by the Employee Assistance Program. 

• Offer mediation services or alternative dispute resolution. 

• Set intentions to help people (offenders and victims) reintegrate into the work unit. 
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• Set an intention to help the aggressor understand the impact the unwanted behaviour 

has had on the victim and the work unit. 

• Work “WITH” (McCold & Wachtel, 2003, p. 2) aggressors in the creation of 

behaviour plans, including the identification of healthier behaviours and support 

needed for success. 

• Use the HEBL model proactively with leaders who come across as overly 

authoritative and are eager to develop their leadership style. 

• Debrief with work units that were exposed to an incident. 

• Ask aggressors to consider how they will make amends with those they impacted. 

• Allow aggressors space to make amends (e.g., apologize to the work unit at a group 

meeting). 

Many of these things can be done within the current processes and do not require an 

extraordinary amount of skill. They simply create a different conversation. The more people 

practise, the more they will learn. Again, starting with less complex and intense scenarios may be 

helpful for building confidence and success stories. 

Conclusion #5: Current CPC practices would benefit from further analysis through 

the lens of accountability, shame, and safety in order to develop strategies around 

nurturing a culture of accountability. As long as people are in it to win it, restoration will be 

impeded. It is possible that win–lose processes and approaches to conflict are impeding 

restoration and the discharging of shame at CPC. These types of processes do not typically invite 

apologies or other restorative actions. I believe CPC would benefit from continuing to look 

closely at the barriers to accountability at CPC and strategize on how to shift toward a learning 
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organization that promotes the behaviour of transparency, with each individual reflecting on the 

part he or she has played in a given scenario. 

Research participants spoke openly about the topic. One research participant indicated, 

“As soon as you get to a win–lose place, you find—as long as you have a winner and a loser 

you’re going to find the conflict continues” (I1). Another research participant noted the us-and-

them culture that encourages divisiveness between frontline staff and management: “The 

environment that we’re working is you start with a culture of conflict, because when you talk 

with them it’s you guys [emphasis added]” (FG5). This leaves the impression that frontline staff 

and management are on opposite sides. 

Perhaps helpful to the conversation is the difference between forced accountability and 

that which is volunteered. Popular approaches to workplace conflict often assess guilt, apply 

consequences, and lay down the law. Admittedly, without this type of approach, I suggest 

Albertan’s streets would not be quite as safe as they are today. There is no doubt that people 

need to hold one another accountable. However, perhaps the restorative justice model holds a 

hint at how to do this differently. One expected benefit of the process is an increase in genuine 

amends making. An apology fuelled by a shallow understanding of how one’s behaviour 

impacted someone is likely shallow itself. An apology fuelled by the voice of the victim relaying 

how his or her life has been negatively impacted has the opportunity to be rooted in deeper 

understanding and a far more sincere apology. Aggressors do need to be held accountable. CPC 

can help that accountability be more reflective and voluntary by intentionally creating space for 

people to reflect, internalize, and step up to take responsibility and make amends. That is the 

type of behaviour and attitude that should gain somebody kudos, a promotion, or an honourable 

mention in performance reviews. 
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Finally, the topic of toxic work environments or of organizational violence introduced in 

Chapter 2 when discussing the four types of workplace violence is another opportunity. Being 

truly reflective in this area and apologetic when it is found that organizational practices have 

created bad apples as described by Bowie (2011) is a chance to lead by modelling. It does not 

mean that CPC must hang on to bad apples, but it does mean the organization wishes to have a 

clean barrel and show people how to step out of a win–lose cycle and work together to create the 

collaborative, innovative learning organization that wins in the marketplace. The stress of rapid 

change, delayed intervention, win–lose processes, the weight of increased workloads, and 

dictated expectations are examples of the barrel being the issue, not the apples. As not only a 

researcher but also a proud employee of CPC, I am of the belief that this journey is underway at 

CPC. The primary example being the acknowledgement that trigger reactions to discipline have 

created a military inside the organization’s walls. This is CPC’s chance to break that cycle 

through wiser use of disciplinary practices. 

Scope and Limitations of the Research 

In this section I briefly comment on the scope of this research. I then note a limiting 

factor that constrained this inquiry. This limiting factor relates to the absence of an important 

voice at the table. 

The scope of this research was to explore opportunities for CPC Calgary to use 

restorative practices. The scope was not intended to explicitly introduce the concept of 

restorative justice, although the nature of the questions may have led to increased understanding 

of this topic. Participants were informed they needed no working knowledge of restorative theory 

to take part. My desire as the researcher was simply to listen to and report back the voices of all 
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CPC Calgary employees on the topic of restorative approaches to workplace violence. With this 

scope in mind, I note a limitation that centres around stakeholder involvement. 

One of the main stakeholders or beneficiaries of the research was expected to be CPC’s 

largest frontline group of union represented employees (i.e., CUPW). It was important for me to 

understand if CUPW members were willing to explore this topic further. CUPW, however, 

declined participation in the survey and asked that the union members not be included. As a 

result, I did not include CUPW employees in the conversation. This created a heavier than 

expected percentage of people leaders as research participants. Therefore, the results, findings, 

and recommendations focus heavily on supervisors and their perspectives. This certainly 

provides invaluable information and starting the conversation with leadership may prove to be 

the most effective place to begin a shift in thinking. Regardless, it is my opinion that a critical 

voice was silent in the research. 

Chapter Summary 

Workplace violence, justice that leads to restoration, and behaviour change are complex 

topics. The inquiry participants provided a variety of opinions on what works and what does not 

work. A public announcement that CPC Calgary is adopting a restorative justice model would 

likely cause weak and knocking knees from those who fear failure and who believe it requires 

high-level skills. However, many of the necessary skills and practices exist at CPC already. The 

encouragement of a culture that innovates, experiments, and learns from those observations will 

begin to ease the fear. Identification of scenarios that provide the opportunity for small successes 

may begin to ease fears and raise confidence. Contextually, CPC is indicating it is no longer 

okay with a large number of the grievances that place employees of CPC in win–lose scenarios. 

Rebranding as innovative, the core value of “transformation” (Canada Post Corporation, 2016, 
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Our Values section, para. 1), and the aim to use “discipline as a last resort” (CPC Leadership 

Conference Presenter, personal communication, May 22, 2014) present high-potential leveraging 

opportunities to increasingly introduce restorative practices. In the next chapter I will introduce 

recommendations that offer the opportunity to leverage the organization’s current reality. 
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Chapter Five: Inquiry Implications 

In this chapter I examine options for organizations such as CPC that strive to adopt 

increasingly restorative approaches to unhealthy conflict. To help identify opportunities, this 

research sought to answer the following question: How can CPC Calgary move toward a 

restorative approach to addressing instances of workplace violence? 

1. What restorative practices have been used successfully at CPC Calgary when 

responding to workplace violence? 

2. What restorative practices would ideally be used in CPC Calgary’s approach to 

workplace violence? 

3. What supports will enable CPC Calgary to move toward a restorative approach to 

workplace violence? 

4. What are the potential roadblocks to implementing restorative practices at CPC 

Calgary? 

I first present the inquiry recommendations. My intent in putting forward the 

recommendations is to help the reader understand how to move CPC toward more restorative 

approaches to bad behaviour. The remainder of this chapter will expand on these 

recommendations, the implications for CPC Calgary, and implications for future research. 

Study Recommendations 

The options for any organization will likely lie at the intersection between employee 

answers to similar research questions, the organization’s culture, existing strategic initiatives, 

theories of behaviour change, and the theory of restorative justice. After a careful review, I 

propose three recommendations that will move an organization toward a restorative model. For 

CPC these recommendations acknowledge a culture that values structure, with strategic 
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initiatives that present a timely opportunity to further interrupt existing win–lose approaches that 

impede dialogue and restoration. The three recommendations are as follows: 

1. Adopt a restorative behaviour change model to interrupt the cycle of uncivil or 

bullying behaviours. 

2. Conduct supervisor learning labs to foster strategy exploration, rapid learning, skills 

development, and confidence. 

3. Develop CPC Calgary managers’ skills to address moderately complex issues by 

providing them with alternative dispute resolution training and mental health 

certification. 

These recommendations are intended to provide a strategy and framework to move CPC 

Calgary toward a more restorative approach to harmful behaviour. In the following subsections I 

explore the three recommendations in detail. 

Recommendation #1: Adopt a restorative behaviour change model to interrupt the 

cycle of uncivil or bullying behaviours. For restorative practices to increase at CPC, leadership 

will need to further interrupt the win–lose cycle that impedes reflective accountability and the 

making of amends. As mentioned earlier, the aim to utilize “discipline as a last resort” (CPC 

Leadership Conference Presenter, personal communication, May 22, 2014) has begun to 

interrupt that cycle and created discomfort as people attempted to put the strategic initiative into 

practice. Given the structured nature of CPC, I propose a restorative process or model that is an 

option to win–lose processes such as progressive discipline and formal investigations. This 

alternative can fit into the continuum of responses that already exist and could be built directly 

into the CPC WVPP policy and related practices. The restorative behaviour change model is 
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depicted as a balancing loop (see Figure 11). In this section I introduce the plan and look at it 

through the lens of Zehr’s (2003) seven questions to determine how restorative the model is. 

 

Figure 11. Restorative behaviour change model. 

One goal of this model is to move people toward the desired state of civil–social 

behaviour in increasing measure. This is done by interrupting a pattern of spiralling behaviour at 

the earliest possible time (see Figure 12). This early interruption of the behaviour is, of course, 

best done by individuals themselves. However, all people at some point need help learning and 

improving this process of interrupting a spiral and replacing negative behaviours with more 

effective behaviours. 

The restorative behaviour change model helps the individual and supervisor be better 

equipped to intervene and interrupt the spiral. Overtime, it is expected that these interventions 

will happen earlier and earlier in the process until the individual has established a new pattern of 

behaviour. The individual points (observe the behaviour gap, stop the hijack, invite to 
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collaborate, identify the strategy, gain agreement, and be accountable) in the loop are outlined in 

the subsections that follow. 

 

Figure 12. Early interruption of spiralling behaviour. 

Observe behaviour gap. This model starts at any point that a supervisor observes a 

consistent gap between the desired behaviour and an individual worker’s behaviour. While there 

are useful concepts in the model to address behaviour that is unusual for the individual, it is 

geared toward those displaying a pattern of behaviour. This is consistent with many definitions 

that, for example, require bullying behaviours to be more than isolated incidents in order to 

demonstrate a repeated pattern overtime (Baldry & Farrington, 2004; Galanaki & Papalexandris, 

2013; Goldsmid & Howie, 2014; Salmivalli & Nieminen, 2002). 

Stop the hijack. An easily observed example of this would be intervening with an 

individual who is experiencing an outburst of anger. The supervisor’s goal in this scenario is not 

to get the individual straight into a room to begin hammering out a collaborative action plan. The 
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immediate goal is to interrupt the anger in order to protect those exposed and the individual who 

may be about to do things he or she will later regret. To do this, the skilled supervisor will 

respond to the individual on an emotional level, avoid rational explanations at this point, and 

provide the individual with a safe space to regroup and begin to reflect. In other words the 

supervisor allows the person space to get into a rational headspace. 

Equipping supervisors to do this well will require three things. First, it would be helpful 

to have some understanding of trauma triggers and of what happens when a person is hijacked 

emotionally. Second, it is helpful to have a strategy that keeps the supervisor from being 

hijacked as he or she intervenes. Third, supervisors may find it useful to have a handful of go-to 

statements or approaches they know they can use to quickly shift the individual into a safer 

space. For example, the supervisor may take the person for a walk, request the person go home 

for the day, or even call the police in extreme cases. Regardless of the chosen approach, the 

supervisor has interrupted the behaviour from becoming more extreme than it already is and 

taken steps to protect the work unit and the individual who committed the offence. 

Invite to collaborate. Now that the individual has been provided space to begin reflecting 

on what happened, he or she can be invited to collaborate in the creation of a plan going forward. 

Providing choices to the individual at this point is an important step in moving away from 

coercive techniques in favour of less coercive ones. A mark of restorative justice. Therefore, this 

is an invitation rather than a demand. The individual is also provided a choice to follow this step 

or to simply opt for progressive discipline. In the words of one research participant this is where 

we find out if the individual is “in the game” (I3) and desires to move forward by adjusting their 

behaviour. This invitation to collaborate is in the form of a conversation that will require some 
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preparation by the supervisor. The purpose of the preparation is to gather the voices of those 

impacted by the behaviour. 

To gather those voices, the supervisor meets with those impacted and invites them to 

answer the restorative questions introduced in Chapter 2. As a reminder the questions for those 

harmed include: 

• “What did you think when you realised what had happened?” (International Institute 

for Restorative Practices [IIRP], 2006, p. 5). 

• “What have your thoughts been since?” (IIRP, 2006, p.5). 

• “How has this affected you and others?” (IIRP, 2006, p.5).  

• “What has been the hardest thing for you?” (IIRP, 2006, p.5).  

• “What do you think needs to happen to make things right?” (IIRP, 2006, p.5).  

During this invitation stage the supervisor identifies the specific behaviours that have been noted 

and engages the individual in a dialogue about the impact of those behaviours. This meeting 

includes four steps. 

1. Create reflection and improve understanding by asking the restorative questions 

suggested in Chapter 2 for those exhibiting the challenging behaviour: 

• “What happened?” (IIRP, 2006, p. 5). 

• “What were you thinking about at the time?” (IIRP, 2006, p. 5).  

• “What have your thoughts been since?” (IIRP, 2006, p. 5).  

• “Who has been affected by what you did?” (IIRP, 2006, p. 5).  

• “In what ways have they been affected?” (IIRP, 2006, p. 5).  

• “What do you think you need to do to make things right?” (IIRP, 2006, p. 5).  
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2. Give those impacted a voice by sharing the coworker’s perspective from the 

preparation phase (anonymous if needed). 

3. Ask the individual if he or she is committed to adjusting the behaviour. 

4. Invite the individual to participate in a collaborative action plan. 

The supervisor uses the impact information gathered to help deepen the individual’s 

understanding. Once the behaviours have been identified and the impact discussed, the 

supervisor asks if the individual is committed to doing things differently. If the individual 

expresses a desire to move forward, then he or she is invited to create an action plan, is provided 

with a template for the plan, and is given some guidance around the general components of the 

plan (see Appendix T). This meeting, however, is not intended to begin creating a plan together. 

Important to note is that an individual who does not wish to engage in the next step can 

choose to follow a progressive discipline path at any time. This may become particularly evident 

at the invitation to participate or when the supervisor and individual come back together to gain 

agreement on a plan. The choice, as one interview participant put it, to be “in the game” (I3) or 

to engage in the process, is in the individual’s hands (I3). While this is a very direct conversation 

the tone is intended to be an invitation to explore the streaks on the dishes, rather than a 

reprimand (I1). 

Identify the strategy. Armed with a knowledge of the specific behaviours needing to 

change and a better understanding of their impact, the individual is now provided time to draft a 

strategy. The individual may choose to engage other resources such as a coworker, friend, loved 

one, or counsellor to help in being reflective, but this is, ultimately, an individual activity. This 

activity gives the individual a specific amount of time to complete a collaborative action plan 

template and to bring it back for discussion. This template includes the following: 
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• A commitment to changing specific behaviours (to be listed). 

• Identification of what the individual will do to change the most concerning 

behaviours (e.g., seek professional counselling, take anger management classes, 

improve work–life balance, etc.). 

• Recognition of signs that the individual is escalating and potential triggers. 

• Identification of replacement behaviours (i.e. what they will do instead of the 

negative behaviour when they are in a similar situation again). 

• Acknowledgment of how the supervisor can best recognize and help interrupt 

escalating behaviour early in the spiral. 

• Description of other reasonable support needed to be successful in the plan. 

• Identification of how the individual can make amends to those impacted by the 

behaviour. 

This process allows the individual to reflect on the behaviour patterns and to grapple with 

how he or she can move forward. The choice is the individuals to do this plan, and he or she is 

given full control of this first draft. This allows ownership and reduces the coercive nature. By 

identifying amends to be made the individual is being provided an opportunity to discharge 

shame around the behaviour and to increase the likelihood of successful reintegration into the 

workplace. This process also increases the level of ownership over the impact the individual had 

on others. 

Gain agreement. Of course victims, coworkers, and the organization have needs as well. 

In this step the individual presents the plan to the supervisor. Together they review the plan and 

ensure it is meeting the needs of other impacted parties. If needed, the supervisor and individual 

collaborate on any adjustments and agree upon the plan. This conversation might be enriched 
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through the use of aspects of Piggott-Irvine’s (2015) HEBL model that view bullying behaviour 

as defensive. That model has the potential to create deeper reflection and a plan that is more 

informed. If other stakeholders need to be made aware of the plan it is discussed at this time. It is 

important to clearly identify what aspects of the plan will be shared with those impacted by the 

behaviour (e.g., the work unit). A very specific conversation then occurs about helping the 

individual reintegrate into the work unit (physically or socially) through the making of amends. 

Be accountable. Implementing the plan likely begins with the amends-making exercise. 

This could be something as simple as the individual approaching those impacted to indicate he or 

she was wrong, is sorry, and is committed to working to do things differently going forward. 

Research participants indicated accountability is needed. As discussed earlier, there are some 

indicators that accountability means the application of punitive consequences for some 

participants. The amends-making exercise, however, presents a deeper sense of accountability as 

people are presented with the challenge of making things right themselves. From here on the 

individual works to recognize any escalating behaviours and practises the replacement 

behaviour. The supervisor provides support that is informed by the collaborative action plan. 

Now that the supervisor has a better idea of what to look for, he or she can more effectively carry 

out early intervention. As behaviour change is a complex issue, relapses may occur; however 

they will, hopefully, be less severe over time. A relapse intervention may take the supervisor 

back to the stop-the-hijack phase and is an opportunity to reflect on the plan for enrichment 

opportunities. However, the goal is to work together to interrupt the behaviour before it 

escalates. As the individual successfully uses replacement behaviours, the supervisor’s role is to 

reinforce the behaviour through acknowledgement, encouragement, and celebration. The hope is 

that over time the observable behaviour gap becomes smaller. The ultimate goal is that the 
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individual is eventually at the desired state of civil–social behaviour and is requiring lower levels 

of support to maintain success (see Figure 13 for the detail restorative behaviour change model). 

 

Figure 13. Detailed restorative behaviour change model. 

What makes this model restorative? In order to assess the restorative nature of this 

model I used Zehr’s (2003) seven questions. These seven questions and their answers lead to the 

version of the model presented in Figure 14. The seven questions and answers are listed in 

Table 6. 

This model will significantly reduce the coercive nature of existing approaches to 

behaviour change. It also represents movement within the “Social Discipline Window” 

introduced in Chapter 2 (McCold & Wachtel, 2003, p. 1). Traditionally CPC has operated in the 

punitive quadrant. With the strategic initiative to use “discipline as a last resort” (CPC 

Leadership Conference Presenter, personal communication, May 22, 2014) the risk of operating 
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in the permissive or neglectful quadrants is very real. This model provides structure by which 

people can engage in a highly supportive and highly controlled approach to bad behaviour. 

Table 6 

Analysis of the Restorative Behaviour Change Model through Zehr’s Questions 

Question Proposed Model 

Does the model 

address harms, 

needs and causes? 

Yes. The questions asked of those impacted inquire about the impact 

(harm) and what is needed to make things right. The aggressor is asked to 

be reflective about how he or she may have harmed others, and the 

collaborative action plan meets the need for autonomy by allowing the 

individual to choose to participate and create the plan. Causes of the 

behaviour are not explicitly explored but may be uncovered with the 

questions in the invite-to-collaborate activity. 

Is it adequately 

victim oriented? 

The model itself is geared toward helping the aggressor successfully 

change the undesired behaviour. The approach does give the victim a 

voice in the process, encourages amends be made, and shares aspects of 

the collaborative action plan with the victim. However, the model is not 

specifically geared toward helping the victim reintegrate into the 

workplace. This may be an opportunity for future consideration.  

Are offenders 

encouraged to 

take 

responsibility? 

Yes. The offender chooses to participate or not. By participating the 

individual starts from the position that he or she is willing to accept and 

take ownership for the negative behaviour and will attempt to change it 

and make amends. 

Are all relevant 

stakeholders 

involved? 

Yes. Those impacted are involved in the process. This step is limited, 

however, by the supervisor’s understanding of who is impacted. 

Is there an 

opportunity for 

dialogue and 

participatory 

decision making? 

The creation of the collaborative action plan is a participatory process that 

includes the victim’s perspective. However, the opportunity for dialogue 

represents another potential weakness of this model. The process focuses 

more on the supervisor playing the role of communicator between parties. 

However, in situations in which parties are willing, they should be invited 

to engage in more direct dialogue. This may include the use of someone to 

guide the conversation or the use of mediation services. The model is 

framed the way it is because of Canada Post Corporation’s context, in 

which many are currently unwilling to engage in dialogue or mediation. It 

also acknowledges the perceived skill level of supervisors who do not see 

themselves as having the capacity to mediate. This strategy, however, still 

allows the aggressor to understand the voice of the victim. Sharing the 

plan or parts of the plan with those impacted as well as amend making 

begins to give the aggressor a voice of remorse that will, hopefully, help 

the victims more forward. 
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Question Proposed Model 

Does it address 

causes? 

Yes. It encourages reflection on triggers that cause escalation and 

collaborate on recognizing and minimizing those triggers. 

Is the model 

respectful to all 

parties? 

Yes. This model allows people’s voices to be heard. It is focused on 

supporting individuals in their quest to move forward. It is not coercive 

and nor does it require a winner and a loser. 

Note. Questions are from The Little Book of   (p. 56), by H. Zehr, 2003, Retrieved from 

http://www.unicef.org/tdad/littlebookrjpakaf.pdf Copyright 2003 by Zehr. 

 

 

Figure 14. The restorative features of the restorative behaviour change model. 

Recommendation #2: Conduct supervisor learning labs to foster strategy 

exploration, rapid learning, skills development, and confidence. Rapid and flexible dialogic 

learning as introduced in Chapter 2 is the expected outcome of this recommendation. Research 

indicated there are many supervisors who feel comfortable with addressing workplace violence 

or less severe negative conflict. Others are uncomfortable, perhaps due to low knowledge levels 

or confidence. Learning labs are intended to capture the essence of one interview participant’s 
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statement that said, “You know, we don’t spend time thinking and talking about this stuff” (I3). 

During the research process, just by asking questions, as the researcher, I saw new ideas emerge 

and theories begin to form. This same dialogic learning experience is the goal of monthly 

learning labs. Learning labs are intended to build a community of practice and support for 

supervisors around challenging topics. Therefore, the primary goals of learning labs are to 

(a) engage in meaningful conversation, (b) discuss topics relevant to restorative practises so that 

participants can learn from one another, and (c) practise or test their ideas. A sample agenda and 

list of relevant topics that emerged from research can be found in Appendix U. 

As people dialogue they are to be challenged to consider how restorative their responses 

are. This can be done in much the same way I assessed the collaborative action plan creation 

process through Zehr’s (2003) seven questions. I recommend that these seven questions remain 

visible for the duration of each learning lab activity and be referred to often. As a result people 

will not only learn from the ideas and experiences of others but they will also be challenged to 

stretch their thinking about those experiences. 

One learning lab agenda item is to celebrate exploration. This terminology is used with a 

great deal of intention. Learning labs will be a natural place to celebrate really great outcomes 

since the last lab. Most importantly, however, it needs to be a place to celebrate the courage to 

try something different and to offer it as an opportunity for everyone to learn together within 

their social group of work peers. Experimentation is the breeding ground for innovation. The 

rough parameters for exploration are Zehr’s (2003) seven questions. However, there is one 

question that must be answered about any approach about to be tried: “Is it respectful to all 

parties?” (Zehr, 2003, p. 56) Otherwise, people are encouraged to explore and learn together. 
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Recommendation #3: Develop CPC Calgary managers’ skills to address moderately 

complex issues by providing them with alternative dispute resolution training and mental 

health certification. If the learning labs described in Recommendation #2 intended to develop 

supervisors’ skills in addressing conflict of lower complexity, then this recommendation can be 

thought of as developing the operations manager’s skills to address moderately complex conflict. 

Providing the managers with additional skills positions them to both address conflict better as 

well as to coach their team on alternative approaches. This also positions them to provide 

additional value to the learning lab conversations. 

The choice to use the alternative dispute resolution is based on an already existing 

resource that has been used frequently by CPC in the past and noted as a useful program. In 

recent years CPC has also been providing a mental health certification for select groups. I 

suggest this certificate as part of honing the skills of managers for two reasons: 

1. Mental Health can make scenarios more complex and tends to cause people additional 

hesitation. Mental illness or disorders are seen as impeding an individual’s ability to 

behave a certain way. The root causes of the harmful behaviour in these cases are 

seen as requiring professional intervention and time to see sustainable improvements.  

2. The mental health certificate promotes awareness, understanding, and appreciation 

for mental health challenges. As a result, it stirs a different level of patience, empathy, 

and tolerance than existed prior to the program. CPC promotes zero tolerance toward 

violence. We have discussed some of the challenges of this slogan earlier. This 

program may help supervisors to be more tolerant of the challenges of mental health 

and redirect their attention toward providing support to help interrupt negative 
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behaviour patterns. This is very different than the feeling that we were just waiting 

for it to happen. 

Other courses, however, may be entirely appropriate to add or substitute. The important piece is 

having an individual who is readily available to help navigate more complicated conflict. The 

manager is a natural fit. 

To better illustrate how this recommendation fits with Recommendation #2 and other 

existing CPC resources, I take a tiered approach to the skill level. The overarching concept is the 

existence of tiered subject matter experts and is known within the CPC Health and Safety 

department. Skill levels are illustrated in Table 7. The goal of this approach is to strategically 

develop skills to allow for timely support for increasingly complex scenarios. The importance of 

this support is highlighted by the multiple mentions of needing support during the primary 

research. 

Table 7 

Tiered Description of Subject Matter Expertise 

SME Skill Level Description 

Tier 1 Supervisor learning labs help equip this group to address low-level 

conflict on their own. 

Tier 2 Manager or facility leader who provides coaching and sometimes handles 

interventions around moderately complex conflict. 

Tier 3 Human Resources representatives or other internal SMEs developed 

through training and experience and able to provide guidance and 

intervention on more complex issues. This would include the existing 

workplace violence SME team at CPC. 

Tier 4 Professional resources provided by Employee Assistance Programs who 

provide support around very complex conflict (e.g., counsellors and 

mediators). 

Note. CPC = Canada Post Corporation; SME = Subject Matter Experts. 
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Summary of study recommendations. The three recommendations discussed in this 

section bring structure and develop relevant skills. Together they provide safe parameters in 

which to experiment and learn. These will be important if CPC Calgary is to progress in their use 

of restorative practices. 

Organizational Implications 

There are a number of potential outcomes resulting from a decision to implement these 

recommendations. Here I briefly outline how I engaged CPC in a collaborative inquiry that 

included key decision makers who will need to understand the implications. I then share thoughts 

on how to implement the recommendations. Lastly, I highlight some broader implications for 

other organizations looking to create a similar shift toward restorative practices. 

Engagement of CPC stakeholders and decision makers. To nurture a breeding ground 

for successful recommendations several stakeholders have been engaged at key times. The key 

stakeholders included my thesis sponsor, the WVPP policy owner, the chief human resources 

officer and his direct team, the two Calgary directors, and three bargaining groups. 

The WVPP policy owner, my thesis sponsor, and I have worked closely on CPC’s 

(2013b) WVPP practices prior to this thesis work. Both of these individuals are leaders and 

decision makers in the portfolio and provided valued input on the creation of questions, ethics 

approvals, and the identification of other stakeholders. As a result, the research was brought to 

CPC’s chief human resources officer and team of direct reports. This team represents key 

decision makers from the Labour Relations, the Learning and Development, the Health and 

Safety, and the Human Resources departments. This opens the door to be able to go back to this 

group of decision makers with recommendations to consider beyond the scope of CPC Calgary. 
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Given the goal of implementing restorative practices at CPC Calgary, I also engaged the 

two Calgary facility directors early in the process. They were invited to discuss the survey 

questions prior to launch, then the survey results, and later the directors and I discussed the 

overall findings and recommendations. This allowed them to walk through the process and better 

understand the nature of the recommendations. Uptake from these two stakeholders is critical for 

a successful transition to action steps. 

Finally, given the highly unionized environment, three union groups were also engaged. 

Local PSAC, APOC, and CUPW representatives were approached prior to the release of the 

survey and provided the opportunity to review and test the survey. PSAC and APOC participated 

in the review and provided feedback on the comprehensibility of the survey. Local CUPW, as 

mentioned earlier, declined the invitation. 

This process of stakeholder engagement has allowed for richer research questions and the 

provision of resources to participate in research activities. It has also provided valuable dialogues 

about the findings and stirred energy and curiosity in certain areas. 

Implementing the recommendations. The larger framework for implementation of the 

recommendations is the continuation of the chosen ARE methodology (Rowe et al., 2013). As 

referenced earlier, the intent of this research, report, and sharing of the findings, conclusions, and 

recommendations with CPC is to move CPC Calgary through the “Readiness for Change Cycle” 

as outlined in Rowe et al.’s (2013) ARE cycle introduced in Chapter 3. Transitioning the action 

research to the sponsoring organization included multiple conversations with organizational 

leaders about the research. These leaders included the national policy owner for workplace 

violence prevention and protection, my sponsor, and the two most senior leaders in Calgary 

where the action research cycle is proposed to continue. In this transition zone CPC leaders 
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engage in formulating an action plan to be carried out and continue the ARE change action cycle 

on their own. 

The final cycle of learning that occurs in Rowe et al.’s (2013) ARE model is titled the 

“Change Action Cycle” (Rowe et al., 2013, p. 20). This begins with the sponsor planning any 

action to be taken as a result of the findings, taking action, evaluating that action, and 

recontextualizing and reconstructing based on what was learned (Rowe et al., 2013). Then the 

cycle repeats, but for how long? 

Kurt Lewin (1947), the founder of action research, provided some guidance on this 

question. According to Lewin (as cited in Burnes, 2009), action research worked in collaboration 

with his three-step model of change: unfreezing, moving, and refreezing. I briefly describe how 

these three steps apply to this proposed change initiative. 

Step 1: Unfreezing. Unfreezing involves a disruption of the equilibrium before people 

can be positioned to unlearn the old behaviour (Burnes, 2009, p. 233). Lewin (1947) stated, “To 

break open the shell of complacency and self-righteousness it is sometimes necessary to bring 

about an emotional stir up” (p. 229; see also Burnes, 2009). Schein (1996) expanded on Lewin’s 

ideas and noted that unfreezing is a “profound psychological dynamic process” (Lewin, 1947, 

p. 27). Schein stressed that, when conducting the unfreezing activity, leaders had to pay attention 

to the psychological safety people feel or staff will be unable to accept the new behaviour being 

presented (p. 61). The strategic initiative of “discipline as a last resort” (CPC Leadership 

Conference Presenter, personal communication, May 22, 2014) is one of several significant 

unfreezing initiatives, and it has certainly created an emotional upheaval. Consistent with 

Schein’s observation, I also found that safety to innovate and try new things needed to be 
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carefully considered. This research looks to continue that unfreezing step and to move CPC into 

Step 2—Moving. 

Step 2: Moving. Moving is the essence of Stringer’s (2009) action research cycle of 

“look, think, act” (p. 8). Once the stir for change has been created this action step involves 

identifying and trying available options to learn what works (Lewin, 1947). Burnes (2009) noted, 

“It is this iterative approach of research, action, and more research that enables groups and 

individuals to move from a less acceptable to a more acceptable set of behaviours” (p. 234). This 

is the step that CPC now finds itself in, and care needs to be taken to ensure the psychological 

safety needs continue to be met as mentioned in Step 1. 

Step 3: Refreezing. Refreezing is the final step of Lewin’s (as cited in Burnes, 2009) 

model and a future step CPC will need to consider. Step 1 was about destabilizing the 

equilibrium, and this step is about reestablishing a new equilibrium. This points to the 

importance of the change initiative being a group activity as a focus on the individual will not 

lead to the significant transformation required to refreeze and maintain a new behaviour (Burnes, 

2009, p. 234). Refreezing is often accompanied not only by changes to the organizational culture, 

but also to existing policies and practices (Cummings & Huse, 1989). For CPC significant signs 

of refreezing may include collective agreement changes and WVPP (Canada Post Corporation, 

2013b) policy changes. 

I believe that CPC is already well into Lewin’s (as cited in Burnes, 2009) three-step 

model for change. A desire to explore and learn in the moving step has been expressed and 

demonstrated in many ways. Safety to explore is important to successfully rediscover 

equilibrium and find the point at which refreezing new behaviour is successful. 
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Broader implications. This research has looked at the opportunity to increase the use of 

restorative practices in an organization that has a long tradition of structure and politics. The 

intersection of the organizational context, scholarly literature, and primary research has 

essentially led to a systems approach to restorative justice. For CPC and other organizations this 

may prove to be a useful approach to change. 

To borrow verbiage from systems experts, there existed at CPC a longstanding 

reinforcing loop that perpetuated a win–lose approach to conflict (see Figure 15). This particular 

research has benefited from the fact that CPC had begun to interrupt that loop by declaring 

“discipline is a last resort” (CPC Leadership Conference Presenter, personal communication, 

May 22, 2014). Although other companies may not find themselves at the same starting point, it 

would be useful to look within for similar win–lose practices. For one organization, the starting 

point was the declaration that progressive discipline would no longer include punitive practices 

such as warnings, reprimands, or suspensions without pay (Grote, 2006, p. 2). The process really 

becomes much like the restorative behaviour change model—to find ways to interrupt the 

unwanted cycle. Taking the time to understand how the system is feeding itself can identify a 

great opportunity for creative destruction of an unwanted reinforcing loop (Senge, 2006). A 

critical interruption can create a vacuum that begs for something new. Create, predict, and be 

ready for that moment, and then guide it with intention. 
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Figure 15. The win–lose reinforcing loop. 

The second broader implication is the concept of looking at the existing system to find 

areas in which the energy lies. What holds people’s attention? What causes them grief or has left 

them confused? What do people really like? A close look at CPC’s current reality revealed the 

need for rapid learning and innovation. It also revealed a level of tension, as people grappled 

with what to do instead of progressive discipline. Lastly, CPC employees love structure. This 

pointed to energy or opportunity within the system to provide some structure around an 

innovative approach to workplace violence that fosters rapid learning. 

For many organizations this represents a paradigm shift from years gone by. The culture 

of command and control has been disrupted. As a result, those who insist on hanging on to more 

aggressive and controlling leadership styles will almost certainly be confronted by accusations of 

harassment or bullying, regardless if it meets the definition of either term. As previously noted in 

the report, the emotional pain of being accused, even if the claim is not substantiated, is high 
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(Jenkins et al., 2011). Organizations like CPC need to find ways to redirect conflict into a 

collaborative learning process rather than into win–lose scenarios. For CPC, this is so important 

that the organization may wish to consider a review of existing policies and collective 

agreements for ways to further disrupt the win–lose cycle. Culturally, bringing the subject of 

conflict resolution to the negotiating table may have a significant impact on staff’s ability to 

navigate conflict in a way that makes them an even better organization. 

Risks arise should organizations choose not to look for more effective ways to manage 

behaviour. In the absence of successful behaviour change efforts the number of those negatively 

impacted by issues like bullying will rise. The emotional impact of behaviour continuing while 

people wait for the elusive end of a progressive disciplinary process and subsequent grievance 

process is excruciating. People’s health suffers and the employee experience is impacted. For 

CPC, this means the long-standing organization that Canadians trust is impeded from providing 

the kind of employee experience that generates the kind of customer experience that enables the 

organization to succeed in the marketplace. 

Implications for Future Inquiry 

Implementation of the recommendations allows for a great opportunity to further feed the 

learning cycle around the restorative behaviour change model and learning labs. The research has 

also pointed to challenges with zero-tolerance policies that point to a curious topic for further 

exploration. Further examination of the noted discrepancy between survey questions about 

comfort levels and information given in open comments might also prove interesting. 

The restorative behaviour change model should have a number of measurable results over 

time that would indicate success. The ability to conduct an analysis of grievance numbers, 

employee satisfaction, and workplace violence and harassment complaints prior to and following 
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implementation would provide valuable insights. These offer a measure of success and also add 

to the body of evidence on restorative practice and progressive discipline. 

A similar opportunity exists with learning labs. Implementation of learning labs can test 

the theory that it is a more rapid way to learn in the current fast-changing reality. If successful, 

supervisors should indicate a higher degree of confidence in their ability to address aggressive 

behaviour in their workplace. This dialogic learning model may have implications for other 

learning at CPC. 

The learning labs also provide an opportunity to test the theory that it can help move CPC 

toward a more innovative culture. Is it safe to experiment and fail at CPC? Is a learning lab an 

efficient way to establish some parameters around exploration that colours outside the lines of 

current practices? If so, this holds potential for other organizations that are looking to encourage 

innovation within their walls. 

The topic of zero-tolerance and the tie to supervisor confidence in their skills was a 

curious one. It opened the whole topic of tolerance in general. For the proposed model to work, 

staff must have patience and tolerance to work with people who struggle with negative behaviour 

patterns. In general, CPC also asks for tolerance toward cultural differences, religious 

differences, and those striving to maintain their mental health. So how does zero-tolerance fit in 

a tolerant world? I, for one, am curious and see it as a beneficial topic for inquiry that might lead 

to insights for improved workplace violence policies and practices. 

One final area for further inquiry is the interesting discrepancy found within the survey 

results. Something caused people to indicate they had the skill and comfort level to deal with 

workplace violence. However, in open comments survey participants noted they needed a lot of 

support in order to avoid making a mistake. I theorize that it could be the result of participants 
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feeling comfortable with their traditional approach but uncomfortable with what to do as an 

alternative. It may also be an indicator that people feel competent to address such behaviour but 

are not comfortable with all of the questions about whether or not the processes were followed 

accurately. Whatever the reason, further inquiry might uncover a point for improvement or 

experimentation. 

Thesis Summary 

In this final chapter I introduced a restorative behaviour change model and recommended 

two means of further development for people leaders at CPC Calgary. It is my belief that these 

recommendations leverage theory and the existing reality at CPC. Equally as important, 

however, they also address two key barriers to restorative approaches: win–lose processes and 

fear of accountability. Both of these are impediments to a restorative approach to workplace 

violence at CPC. 

I also identified the opportunity for other organizations to take a similar approach to 

discover how to best interrupt adversarial win–lose processes. The opportunity to leverage may 

be different for other organizations. However, this research provides a starting place for 

reflection on the questions: How do our existing processes perpetuate the problem of negative 

conflict, and how can we interrupt that process? 

People at CPC continue the scramble to fill the gap left by the strategic initiatives to use 

“discipline as a last resort” (CPC Leadership forums, 2014) and to rebrand the organization as 

innovative. Into this scramble I offer the restorative behaviour change model as an alternative to 

discipline. I offer the practise of learning labs to encourage exploration and discovery. For 

success to occur, it will be important to connect the people in the scramble and begin 

experimenting with ideas to allow for the emergence of even better practices. CPC’s continued 
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effort to connect people to allow this to happen is a critical component for a large national 

organization. In these efforts the organization will look to measure success by reduced 

grievances, diminished workplace violence and harassment complaints, and higher ratings on 

employee satisfaction surveys. 

As the leader of a national workplace violence subject matter expert team I have a vested 

interest in reducing incivility and preventing violence. I chose to conduct my research at CPC 

Calgary because it is where I currently work. This allowed for easy access to research 

participants and key stakeholders. However, this approach also allows for my personal 

involvement in experimenting with the restorative behaviour change model and learning labs 

here in Calgary. It is my desire to work with Calgary operations and human resources partners to 

test the recommendations for results and continued learning. 

An individual invited to roam in the hallways of CPC may still hear trickling whispers of 

they want their pound of flesh, work now grieve later, let the arbitrator decide, and put a letter 

on their personnel file. Today, however, the conversation has been interrupted and the whisper is 

fading. It took time. I am confident CPC will continue new and exciting conversations that 

welcome this postal establishment to not only live in 2016, but to be innovators who regularly 

add to the school of thought around workplace violence and the creation of a restorative and 

learning culture. 
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Appendix A: Canada Post Operations Organizational Structure 

 

Note. APOC = Association of Postal Officials; CUPW = Canadian Union of Postal Workers; 

PSAC = Public Service Alliance of Canada. 

Based upon information provided by HR Director (personal communication, April 4, 2016). 
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Appendix B: Canada Post Human Resources Org Structure 

 

Note. Based upon information provided by HR Director (personal communication, April 4, 

2016). 
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Appendix C: Canada Post Corporate Values 

Transformation – We will innovate and transform to win in the marketplace 

Customer – We serve Canadians with pride and passion 

Integrity – We act responsibly and with integrity 

Respect – We treat each other with fairness and respect 

Safety – We are committed to a safe and healthy environment for all our stakeholders 

Note. From Vision, Values & Leadership Behaviors, by Canada Post Corporation, 2016. 

Retrieved from https://www.canadapost.ca/cpo/mc/aboutus/corporate/visionvalues.jsf Copyright 

2016 by Canada Post Corporation. 
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Appendix D: Survey Questions 

Responding to Workplace Violence 

There are 20 questions in this survey 

PART 1 - Demographics 

1. What is your sex? 

Please choose only one of the following: 

• Female 

• Male 

2. What is your age? 

Please choose only one of the following: 

• 25 or under 

• 26-40 

• 41-55 

• 56 or older 

3. I have worked at Canada Post for 

Please choose only one of the following: 

• Less than 5 years 

• 6-10 years 

• 11-15 years 

• 15-20 years 

• 21-25 years 

• 26+ years 

4. Which of the following best describes your position at Canada Post 

Please choose only one of the following: 

• APOC represented employee 

• CUPW represented employee - Urban 

• CUPW represented employee - Rural 

• Enabler - Officer 
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• Enabler - Manager 

• PSAC represented employee 

• OPS Manager/Director 

• Other 

5. I am most closely affiliated with 

Please choose only one of the following: 

• Delivery 

• Plant 

• Retail 

• Other 

PART 2 - Bullying and Intervention 

6. Have you had any training in managing conflict? * 

Please choose only one of the following: 

• Yes 

• No 

7. Please specify the training and comment on its usefulness 

Only answer this question if the following conditions are met: 

Answer was ‘Yes’ at question ‘6 [Training]’ (Have you had any training in managing conflict?) 

Please write your answer here: 

 

8. How would you rate your ability to recognize workplace bullying? * 

Please choose only one of the following: 

• I recognize it before most 

• I recognize it as quickly as my peers 

• My peers are likely talking about it before I see it 

• I often disagree with my peers because I believe calling it workplace bullying is an over-reaction 

• I just don’t see it 
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9. How comfortable are you with your ability to address bullying in the workplace that is directed to 

you personally? * 

Please choose only one of the following: 

• Extremely comfortable 

• Quite comfortable 

• Moderately comfortable 

• Slightly comfortable 

• Not at all comfortable 

10. How comfortable are you with your ability to address bullying in the workplace that is directed 

toward a co-worker? * 

Please choose only one of the following: 

• Extremely comfortable 

• Quite comfortable 

• Moderately comfortable 

• Slightly comfortable 

• Not at all comfortable 

11. How likely are you to speak up when you observe bullying in the workplace? * 

Please choose only one of the following: 

• Extremely likely 

• Quite likely 

• Moderately likely 

• Slightly likely 

• Not at all likely 

12. What would make you more comfortable to speak up? * 

Please choose all that apply: 

• More training 

• Support from direct supervisor 

• Peer support 

• Other 
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13. You answered “other” for the previous question. Please expand on what that means for you. 

Only answer this question if the following conditions are met: 

Answer was at question ‘12 [Comfort]’ (What would make you more comfortable to speak up?) 

Please write your answer here: 

 

14. How can we improve our overall effectiveness in creating a bully-free workplace? 

Please write your answer here: 

 

PART 3 - Responding to Workplace Violence 

15. Another employee of Canada Post has been violent toward you (could be physical aggression, 

verbal/written threats, or bullying to gain control). What is important to you? * 

Please choose the appropriate response for each item: 

Strongly 

Agree Agree 
Slightly 

Agree Neutral 
Slightly 

Disagree Disagree 
Strongly 

Disagree 

That the Aggressor 

takes responsibility 

for what he/she did 
       

I want my opinion 

heard on how the 

Aggressor can make 

amends for what 

he/she did 

       

I want somebody else 

to decide how the 

Aggressor can make 

amends for what 

he/she did 

       

Just give the 

Aggressor their 

punishment. I do not 

want to talk 

       

I want to be able to 

work together 

peacefully again 
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Strongly 

Agree Agree 
Slightly 

Agree Neutral 
Slightly 

Disagree Disagree 
Strongly 

Disagree 

I want a chance to 

communicate with the 

Aggressor about the 

impact of what he/she 

did to me 

       

I want the option of 

having somebody help 

facilitate a 

conversation between 

the Aggressor and 

myself 

       

I want support/other 

resources made 

available to help me 

respond in a healthy 

way 

       

 

16. My willingness to forgive the Aggressor is impacted by: * 

Please choose the appropriate response for each item: 

  
Strongly 

Agree Agree 
Slightly 

Agree Neutral 
Slightly 

Disagree Disagree 
Strongly 

Disagree 

The degree of remorse 

shown by the Aggressor        

The Aggressor’s 

acknowledgment that 

they have done harm 
       

The Aggressor’s 

willingness to make 

amends for the harm 

they did 

       

The Aggressor’s desire 

to better understand 

how their behaviour 

negatively impacted me 
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Strongly 

Agree Agree 
Slightly 

Agree Neutral 
Slightly 

Disagree Disagree 
Strongly 

Disagree 

The Aggressor’s 

commitment to take the 

necessary steps to 

change their behaviour 

       

 

17. How important is it to you to be able to forgive the Aggressor? 

Please choose only one of the following: 

• Very Important 

• Important 

• Somewhat Important 

• Not at all important 

Make a comment on your choice here: 

 

18. You personally have an unhealthy, aggressive behaviour pattern at work. What would increase the 

likelihood of you successfully changing your behaviour? * 

Please choose the appropriate response for each item: 

Strongly 

Agree Agree 
Slightly 

Agree Neutral 
Slightly 

Disagree Disagree 
Strongly 

Disagree 

Help clearly 

identifying the 

unhealthy behaviour 
       

Help identifying 

healthy replacement 

behaviours for the 

unhealthy behaviour 

(ie. what to do 

instead) 

       

The provision of 

professional resources 

such as counselling 
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Strongly 

Agree Agree 
Slightly 

Agree Neutral 
Slightly 

Disagree Disagree 
Strongly 

Disagree 

Having the 

opportunity to 

participate in forming 

my corrective action 

plan 

       

Canada Post’s formal 

progressive discipline 

process 
       

19. Please comment on any other thoughts about what would increase the likelihood of you 

successfully changing your behaviour? (Tip: Consider how you have successfully changed your 

behaviour in the past) 

Please write your answer here: 

20. An incident of workplace violence has occurred between two employees. How important is it that 

the team leader consider the following? * 

Please choose the appropriate response for each item: 

Strongly 

Agree Agree 
Slightly 

Agree Neutral 
Slightly 

Disagree Disagree 
Strongly 

Disagree 

The Aggressor’s history of 

good or bad behaviour        

Establishing a case for 

dismissal should the 

behaviour continue 
       

Following the exact same 

progressive discipline 

process for every scenario 
       

The impact the individual’s 

behaviour had on the 

entire workplace 
       

Helping the employees 

involved communicate 

with one another 
       

Thank-you for your participation! 

Submit your survey. 

Thank you for completing this survey. 
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Appendix E: Interview Questions 

Interview Questions: 

1. Tell me about your personal experience with someone at work who was exhibiting 

violent or overly aggressive behaviour toward another employee (could be physical or 

psychological aggressions such as bullying). Do you know of anyone successfully 

making amends after violent or aggressive behaviour? Could you tell me about it? 

2. A summary of the survey results has been provided to you prior to this interview, what 

stood out to you about the results? Why? 

3. What can Canada Post do to help increase the degree of personal responsibility people 

take to make amends for their own aggressive behaviour? Is there anything we are doing 

that interferes with people taking personal responsibility to make amends for their 

aggressive behaviour? 

4. When workplace violence or aggression happens in the social context of a work unit it 

may also have a negative impact on the work unit as a whole. What role does the work 

unit play in resolution following an incident of bullying or other workplace violence 

between two employees? 

5. How could Canada Post emphasize repairing harm to people and relationships rather than 

simply punishing offenders? What would an ideal approach look like? What are the 

obstacles to such an approach? 

6. Mediation: 

a. What do you see as the ideal role of mediation at CPC? 

b. What might be the advantages and disadvantages of offering mediation to victims 

and offenders as an informal option to a more formal investigation following an 

incident of workplace violence? 

c. What conditions do you believe should be true in order for mediation to be 

successful? 

d. Under what conditions do you believe mediation would not be successful? 

7. Following an incident of workplace violence between two employees, what support could 

be given to help restore victims and offenders to wholeness, to become contributing 

members of Canada Post? What are the obstacles to successful reintegration? 

8. Is there anything else you would like to add? 
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Appendix F: Focus Group Questions 

Focus Group Questions: 

1. Tell about a time you successfully helped two people address an unhealthy conflict? 

2. What competencies (knowledge, skills, attitudes, and mental models) are required for 

people leaders to successfully navigate conflict in their work unit? 

3. When an incident of workplace violence occurs what might the victim need in order to 

have a sense of having found resolution? 

4. Scenario: You’ve just been approached by your boss and told you need to change your 

behaviour in an area that has always challenged you. What do you need in order to 

change your own behaviour? How might this be similar to the needs of an aggressor to 

successfully change their behaviour? 

5. When workplace violence or aggression happens in the social context of a work unit it 

may also have a negative impact on the work unit as a whole. What role does the work 

unit play in resolution following an incident of bullying or other workplace violence 

between two employees? 

6. Under what circumstances would it be appropriate to bring the parties together to discuss 

what happened, the impact it had and how the offender can repair the harm done? What 

might be the benefits of this type of approach? What are the barriers to such an approach? 

7. Upon reviewing the survey and interview results what sticks out to you? 

8. Is there anything else you would like to add? 
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Appendix G: Survey Email Invitation 

Subject: Responding to Workplace Violence at CPC Calgary - Survey 

Hi, 

For those that don’t know me, I am a Health & Safety Manager at Canada Post and a member of 

Canada Post’s Workplace Violence Subject Matter Expert team. As a result of my role, learning 

how to improve the handling of workplace violence at Canada Post is near to my heart. 

Over the last two years I have also been a student of Royal Roads University completing my 

Master of Arts in Leadership. As part of my Master’s thesis research into the topic of 

“Restorative Approach to Workplace Violence at CPC Calgary” I would like to invite you, as an 

employee of Canada Post in Calgary, to participate in a survey. For more information about the 

research and to complete the survey please follow this link: [Survey Link] 

I would like to thank Marcel and Tom for allowing me to learn from each of you and I want to 

thank you in advance for your contribution to learning and for your support. The results of this 

survey will be shared with key innovators at Canada Post for further discussion around the topic. 

Please consider this a way to make your voice be heard on this important topic. 

This survey will remain open until end of day Friday, November 13, 2015 and takes 

approximately 15 minutes to complete. Again, I can’t express how grateful I am for your 

contribution to my learning. 

 

Regards, 

 

Vaden Hillier 

Manager, Occupational Health and Safety | Canada Post / Gestionnaire, Santé professionelle et 

sécurité | Postes Canada 

[email address] 

T : [telephone number] | C : [cell number] 

[Mailing address] 
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Appendix H: Survey Preamble for Informed Consent 

Responding to Workplace Violence at CPC Calgary 

Dear survey participant, 

This survey is a part of a research study entitled, “Restorative Approach to Workplace 

Violence.” It is being conducted as part of the requirements for a Master of Arts in Leadership 

through the Royal Roads University School of Leadership. To verify my current student status 

please feel free to contact the RRU School of Leadership Studies Brigitte Harris, PhD, at [email 

address] or at [telephone number]. 

This is the first of three phases of data collection to explore the question: 

How can CPC Calgary move toward a restorative approach to addressing instances of 

workplace violence? 

In addition to submitting the final report to Royal Roads University in partial fulfillment for a 

master’s degree in Leadership, I will also be sharing my research findings with Canada Post, the 

sponsoring organization. The report may be used as a basis for presentations, conferences, 

journal articles or books. As a thesis document it will be public and published in the Thesis 

Canada Portal of Archives Canada, and on the UMI/ProQuest database. 

The information you provide will be summarized, in anonymous format, in the body of the final 

report. At no time will any specific comments be attributed to any individual. All data received 

will be kept confidential. Upon successful completion of the program the data will be removed 

from servers and destroyed. 

The survey involves answering a series of questions that will take approximately 15 minutes to 

complete. If you agree to participate in the survey, please note that you must complete the survey 

in one sitting (in other words, the system won’t let you save your survey responses and return to 

them later). 

Should a participant tire prior to completing the survey or find the questions raise areas of 

sensitivity please feel free to stop the survey at any time. It should be noted that once the data is 

submitted it cannot be withdrawn and will become an official part of the research. Employee 

Assistance Program services are available at [telephone number] should you experience a 

difficult reaction to the questions. 

By completing this survey you give Canada Post an opportunity to look closely at their approach 

to incidents of workplace violence and, ultimately, stands to benefit all employees at CPC. 

Please note that participation is voluntary and data gathered is anonymous. The researcher will 

not be able to track respondent’s IP addresses or e-mail addresses. Willingness to complete this 

anonymous survey will serve as adequate evidence of informed consent. This study has been 

approved by the Royal Roads University Research Ethics Board. 

If you have any questions about this study, please do not hesitate to contact Vaden Hillier at 

[email address] 

Thank-you in advance for your thoughtful responses. 

If you consent to participating in this survey please click “NEXT” 
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Appendix I: Survey Invitation Card 

 

 
[email address] 
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Appendix J: Interview Email Invitation 

Hi [Participant Name], 

I would like to invite you to be part of a research project that I am conducting entitled 

“Restorative Approach to Workplace Violence.” This project is part of the requirement for my 

Master’s Degree in Leadership, at Royal Roads University. 

The objective of my research project within Canada Post Corporation (CPC) is to explore the 

question: How can CPC Calgary move toward a restorative approach to addressing instances of 

workplace violence? 

You are being invited as somebody I view as an opinion leader that, potentially has valuable 

insight to help inform this research. More specifically, you have been identified as having 

participated in an employee experience project in 2014 or have completed thesis work on a 

related topic. 

The attached document contains further information about the study conduct and will enable you 

to make a fully informed decision on whether or not you wish to participate. Please review this 

information before responding. Participants will be chosen based on the first to express interest 

with a maximum of three participants. 

Thank-you as you consider participating in research that stands to benefit Canada Post’s current 

practices around workplace violence and also benefits me personally by supporting the 

successful completion of my Master’s Degree in Leadership studies. 

Sincerely, 

Vaden Hillier 

Manager, Health and Safety | Canada Post / Gestionnaire, Santé professionelle et sécurité | Postes 

Canada 

[email address] 

T : [telephone number] | C : [cell number] 

[Mailing address] 
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Appendix K: Interview Invitation 

Hi [Participant Name], 

I would like to invite you to be part of a research project that I am conducting entitled 

“Restorative Approach to Workplace Violence.” This project is part of the requirement for my 

Master’s Degree in Leadership, at Royal Roads University. To verify my current student status 

please feel free to contact the RRU School of Leadership Studies Director Brigitte Harris, PhD, 

at [email address] or [telephone number]. 

The objective of my research project within Canada Post Corporation (CPC) is to explore the 

question: How can CPC Calgary move toward a restorative approach to addressing instances of 

workplace violence? 

In addition to submitting the final report to Royal Roads University in partial fulfillment for a 

master’s degree in Leadership, I will also be sharing my research findings with Canada Post, the 

sponsoring organization. The report may be used as a basis for presentations, conferences, 

journal articles or books. As a thesis document it will be public and published in the Thesis 

Canada Portal of Archives Canada, and on the UMI/ProQuest database. 

This phase of my research project will consist of an interview and is estimated to last 90 minutes. 

The interview will occur face-to-face or by phone at a date, time, and location that is mutually 

agreeable. During the interview I will audio record and take notes to facilitate the collection of 

information. Following the interview the audio recording will be transcribed for analysis. Once 

transcribed I will send you a copy of the transcription to allow you the opportunity to confirm the 

accuracy of our conversation and to provide any additional points or clarification. 

Data collected will be retained in a locked filing cabinet, a safe, or electronically on a password 

protected computer and an encrypted thumb drive. All raw data will be destroyed within one year 

of successfully completing my thesis. All information you provide is strictly confidential. Your 

name or other personally identifiable information will not appear in any thesis or report resulting 

from this research without your explicit permission. 

By participating in this research you give CPC an opportunity to look closely at their approach to 

incidents of workplace violence based on the ideas of opinion leaders. Dealing more effectively 

with workplace violence ultimately stands to benefit all employees at CPC. 

You are not required to participate in this research project. If you do choose to participate, you 

are free to decline to answer any of the interview questions or withdraw at any time prior to the 

commencement of the data analysis phase without prejudice. 

Please feel free to contact me at any time should you have additional questions regarding the 

project and its outcomes. 

If you would like to participate in my research project, please contact me at: 

Name: Vaden Hillier 

Email: [email address] 

Telephone: [telephone number] 

Sincerely, 

Vaden Hillier 
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Appendix L: Summary of Survey Results 
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Appendix M: Interview Consent Form 

By signing this form, you agree that you are over the age of 19 and have read the information 

letter for this study. Your signature states that you are giving your voluntary and informed 

consent to participate in this research. 

 I consent to the audio recording of the interview 

Name: (Please Print): __________________________________________________ 

Signed: _____________________________________________________________ 

Date: ______________________________________________ 
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Appendix N: Transcription Confidentiality Agreement 
Transcript Divas Limited: Transcription Confidentiality Agreement 

THIS AGREEMENT (the “Agreement”) is entered into on this date _______ by and between 

_____________________ ( the “Discloser” or the” Disclosing Party”), and Transcript Divas 

Limited (the “Recipient” or the “Receiving Party”). 

The Receiving Party desires to provide transcription services to the Disclosing Party. During the 

provision of services the Disclosing Party may share certain information with the Receiving 

Party. Therefore, in consideration of the mutual promises and covenants contained in this 

Agreement the parties agree as follows: 

1. Definition of Confidential Information. 

(a) For purposes of this Agreement, “Confidential Information” means any data or information 

that is proprietary to the Disclosing Party and not generally known to the public, whether in 

tangible or intangible form, whenever and however disclosed, including, but not limited to: 

(i) information contained in audio and video recordings, (ii) transcriptions of audio and video 

recordings; and (iii) any other information that should reasonably be recognized as confidential 

information of the Disclosing Party. 

(b) Notwithstanding anything in the foregoing to the contrary, Confidential Information shall not 

include information which: (i) was known by the Receiving Party prior to receiving the 

Confidential Information from the Disclosing Party; (ii) becomes rightfully known to the 

Receiving Party from a third-party source not known (after diligent inquiry) by the Receiving 

Party to be under an obligation to Disclosing Party to maintain confidentiality; (iii) is or becomes 

publicly available through no fault of or failure to act by the Receiving Party in breach of this 

Agreement; (iv) is required to be disclosed in a judicial or administrative proceeding, or is 

otherwise requested or required to be disclosed by law or regulation. 

2. Disclosure of Confidential Information. 

In accordance with seeking transcription services the Disclosing Party may disclose Confidential 

Information to the Receiving Party. The Receiving Party will: 

(a) limit disclosure of any Confidential Information to its officers, employees, or agents 

(collectively “Representatives”) who have a need to know such Confidential Information in order 

to provide the transcription services to which this Agreement relates, and only for that purpose; 

(b) advise its Representatives of the very private and very confidential nature of the Confidential 

Information and of the obligations set forth in this Agreement and require their Representatives 

to sign similar legally binding Confidentiality Agreements with the Receiving Party; 

(c) shall keep all Confidential Information strictly confidential by using a high degree of care and 

security; and 

(d) not disclose any Confidential Information received by it to any third parties (except as 

otherwise provided for herein). 
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3. Use of Confidential Information. 

The Receiving Party agrees to use the Confidential Information solely in connection with the 

provision of transcription services and not for any purpose other than as authorized by this 

Agreement without the prior written consent of an authorized representative of the Disclosing 

Party. No other right or license, whether expressed or implied, in the Confidential Information is 

granted to the Receiving Party hereunder. Title to the Confidential Information will remain 

solely in the Disclosing Party. All use of Confidential Information by the Receiving Party shall 

be for the benefit of the Disclosing Party and any modifications and improvements thereof by the 

Receiving Party shall be the sole property of the Disclosing Party. 

4. Return of Confidential Information. 

Receiving Party shall return, delete or destroy all recordings embodying the Confidential 

Information provided including all transcripts and audio and video recordings, upon the earlier of 

(i) the completion or termination of the project between the parties being contemplated 

hereunder; (ii) the termination of this Agreement; or (iii) at such time as the Disclosing Party 

may so request. 

5. Miscellaneous. 

(a) This Agreement constitutes the entire understanding between the parties and supersedes any 

and all prior understandings and agreements, whether oral or written, between the parties, with 

respect to the subject matter hereof. This Agreement can only be modified by a written 

amendment signed by the party against whom enforcement of such modification is sought. 

(b) The validity, construction and performance of this Agreement shall be governed and 

construed in accordance with the laws of Ontario (Canada) applicable to contracts made and to 

be wholly performed within such state, without giving effect to any conflict of laws provisions 

thereof. The courts located in Ontario (Canada) shall have sole and exclusive jurisdiction over 

any disputes arising under the terms of this Agreement. 

(c) Dispute Resolution (Negotiation/Mediation/Arbitration). In the event of any controversy or 

claim arising out of or relating to this agreement, or the breach thereof, the parties hereto shall 

enter into negotiation with each other and, recognizing their mutual interests, attempt to reach a 

solution satisfactory to both parties. If they do not reach settlement within a period of 7 days, 

then either party may, by notice to the other party and an online based recognised mediator, 

demand mediation under the Mediation Rules of the International Centre for Dispute Resolution. 

If settlement is not reached within 7 days after service of a written demand for mediation, any 

unresolved controversy or claim arising out of or relating to this contract shall be settled by 

arbitration administered by the International Centre for Dispute Resolution in accordance with its 

International Arbitration Rules. The number of arbitrators shall be one, the place of arbitration 

shall be Ontario (Canada). The language(s) of the arbitration shall be English. 

(d) Paragraph headings used in this Agreement are for reference only and shall not be used or 

relied upon in the interpretation of this Agreement. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Agreement as of the date first 

above written. 
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Receiving Party 

By (Signature): 

Printed Name: 

Title: Director Transcript Divas Limited 

Date: 

Disclosing Party 

By (Signature): 

Printed Name: 

Title: 

Date: 
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Appendix O: Focus Group Microsoft Outlook Calendar Invitation 

Hi, 

I would like to invite you to be part of a research project that I am conducting entitled 

“Restorative Approach to Workplace Violence.” This project is part of the requirement for my 

Master’s Degree in Leadership, at Royal Roads University. 

The objective of my research project within Canada Post Corporation (CPC) is to explore the 

question: How can CPC Calgary move toward a restorative approach to addressing instances of 

workplace violence? 

Invitations for this research are being extended to Managers who have job responsibilities in 

Calgary. A group of six to ten participants will be chosen from those expressing interest using 

two priorities: 

#1. Forming a group that includes a cross-section from Operations, Labour Relations, 

Human Resources, and Occupational Health and Safety; and 

#2. Once priority #1 has been met to the greatest extent possible the first to accept the 

invitation will be chosen up to a maximum of ten participants. 

The attached document contains further information about the study conduct and will enable you 

to make a fully informed decision on whether or not you wish to participate. Please review this 

information before responding. 

Thank-you as you consider participating in research that stands to benefit Canada Post’s current 

practices around workplace violence and also benefits me personally by supporting the 

successful completion of my Master’s Degree in Leadership studies. 

Sincerely, 

 

Vaden Hillier 
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Appendix P: Focus Group Invitation 

Hi, 

I would like to invite you to be part of a research project that I am conducting entitled 

“Restorative Approach to Workplace Violence.” This project is part of the requirement for my 

Master’s Degree in Leadership, at Royal Roads University. To verify my current student status 

please feel free to contact the RRU School of Leadership Studies Director Brigitte Harris, PhD, 

at [email address] or [telephone number]. 

The objective of my research project within Canada Post Corporation (CPC) is to explore the 

question: 

How can CPC Calgary move toward a restorative approach to addressing instances of 

workplace violence? 

In addition to submitting the final report to Royal Roads University in partial fulfillment for a 

master’s degree in Leadership, I will also be sharing my research findings with Canada Post, the 

sponsoring organization. The report may be used as a basis for presentations, conferences, 

journal articles or books. As a thesis document it will be public and published in the Thesis 

Canada Portal of Archives Canada, and on the UMI/ProQuest database. 

This phase of my research project will consist of a focus group and is estimated to last 1.5 hours. 

The focus group will occur face-to-face at a date, time, and location that is mutually agreeable. 

During the focus group activity I will audio record and take notes to facilitate the collection of 

information. Following the activity the audio recording will be transcribed for analysis. 

Data collected will be retained in a locked filing cabinet, a safe, or electronically on a password 

protected computer and an encrypted thumb drive. All raw data will be destroyed within one year 

of successfully completing my thesis. All information you provide is strictly confidential. Your 

name or other personally identifiable information will not appear in any thesis or report resulting 

from this research without your explicit permission. 

I realize that due to our collegial relationship, you may feel compelled to participate in this 

research project. Please be aware that you are not required to participate and, should you choose 

to participate, your participation would be entirely voluntary. If you do choose to participate, you 

are free to withdraw at any time up to the conclusion of the focus group event without prejudice. 

However, you should note that data you have provided prior to withdrawal will be included in 

the research due to the difficulty of removing the data of any one participant. If you do not wish 

to participate, simply do not reply to this request. Your decision to not participate will also be 

maintained in confidence. Your choice will not affect our relationship or your employment status 

in any way. 

Please feel free to contact me at any time should you have additional questions regarding the 

project and its outcomes. 
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If you would like to participate in my research project, please contact me at: 

Name: Vaden Hillier 

Email: [email address] 

Telephone: [telephone number] 

Sincerely, 

Vaden Hillier 
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Appendix Q: Focus Group Consent Form 

By signing this form, you agree that you are over the age of 19 and have read the information 

letter for this study. Your signature states that you are giving your voluntary and informed 

consent to participate in this project. 

 I commit to respect the confidential nature of the focus group method by not sharing 

identifying information about the other participants 

 I do consent to being audio or video recorded during my participation in the focus 

group method. I understand that due to the group nature of this study, the audio or 

video recording will be ongoing throughout the focus group method and my voice or 

image cannot easily be removed. 

 

Name: (Please Print): __________________________________________________ 

Signed: _____________________________________________________________ 

Date: ______________________________________________ 

 

 



RESTORATIVE APPROACH TO WORKPLACE VIOLENCE  175 

Appendix R: Summary of Survey and Interviews 
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Appendix S: Coding and Reflection Spreadsheet Sample 
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Appendix T: Collaborative Action Plan Template 

COLLABORATIVE ACTION PLAN 

By engaging in this process you have indicated a desire to approach situations differently than in 

the past. 

The specific behaviours this plan addresses includes: 

1. 

2. 

The following is an outline of how I plan to change the specified behaviours: 

 

 

When faced with scenarios that trigger these specific behaviours here is what I will do instead 

(i.e. what are the replacement behaviours): 

 

 

When someone notices signs that I am escalating or not in a good place you can help me 

interrupt the negative behaviour by: 

 

 

These additional things would increase my likelihood of success (i.e. what additional support 

would help you succeed): 

 

 

I realize my behaviour has negatively impacted others and would like the opportunity to make 

amends. I believe I can do this by: 

 

Employee:   ________________________________________ 

Supervisor:  _________________________________________ 

Date:   _________________________________________ 
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Appendix U: Learning Lab Agenda 

Learning Lab Agenda (1 hr) 

1. Welcome and Review of Purpose 

2. Celebrate Exploration (Supervisors share about attempts to use a more restorative approach 

and invite the group to learn from the experience) 

3. Learning Topic Introduced for dialogue and/or role playing (Topic could be a provocative 

statement, behaviour change scenario, or other concept that ties to restorative practices) 

a. Scenario provided and participants are asked, “How would you approach this scenario 

through a restorative lens?” and role play as appropriate; or 

b. A concept is introduced and the floor is open for discussion about its relevancy to 

restorative practice and current practices. 

4. Invitation to experiment (Invites people to identify something they will try before next 

Learning Lab) 

a. Participants are asked, “What will you explore or try doing differently because of this 

Learning Lab? 

GUIDING RESTORATIVE QUESTIONS for Experiment: 

1. Does the experiment address harms, needs and causes? 

2. Is it adequately victim-oriented? 

3. Are offenders encouraged to take responsibility? 

4. Are all relevant stakeholders involved? 

5. Is there an opportunity for dialogue and participatory decision-making? 

6. Is the experiment respectful to all parties?  

SAMPLE LEARNING LAB TOPICS FOR DIALOGUE 

Recognizing escalating behaviour Needs of parties impacted by Workplace Violence 

Interrupting escalating behaviour Anger Management 

How to further aggravate 

escalating behaviour 

Diversity 

Collaborative Action Planning Accountability – Shame – Safety: How are they related? 

Restorative Justice Social skills 

Organizational Violence Bullying 

Zero Tolerance in a tolerant world Am I being a bully when I get defensive? 

Behaviour change and the 

Supervisor role 

Mental Health 

Accountability Discipline as a last resort 

Learning Organizations Power Dynamics 

Emotional Intelligence The impact of Win/Lose 

Shame management Making amends 
 


