From RSPOP to IAPOP - 25 Years as a Learning Organization

Julie Diamond
This article was given as a plenary address at the First International Association of Process Oriented Psychology Conference, April 2007, in London, UK. 
When I received the announcement for the IAPOP conference, I noticed that the conference, without apparently intending to do so, marked the 25th anniversary of the founding meeting of the original Research Society for Process Oriented Psychology in Zurich, Switzerland. In February 1982 a group of people met in Herrliberg, a little village along the Lake of Zurich, and formed RSPOP. That was almost 25 years ago to the day, and I felt moved to reflect on RSPOP as a global network of learning communities. 

Arny and Amy Mindell said in their opening address that history is the sum of all truths. This analysis of our organization is a form of history, as it looks into our past, our early formation and development. But it is only a small piece of history. It is incomplete because it contains only my subjective and personal memories and experiences. The real history of RSPOP belongs to all of us, the sum of our collective truths. Even though I write about our organization I cannot do so successfully because that analysis belongs to us all. I look forward to this sparking a conversation that we can all take part in, because with my limited viewpoint that is the best I can do. 
Just as there is no single history, there is also no single organization or community. Rather, there are communities, many Process Work communities and organizations, in all shapes, sizes, styles and flavors. Some are formal, and some are informal groups of people who gather to study, discuss, and process what happens. And some of the most robust are virtual communities of people who have never met face to face. 
What makes Process Work a learning organization? Peter Senge, who writes extensively about learning organizations, defines a learning organization as ‘a group of people continually enhancing their capacity to create what they want to create.
’ There are many kinds of learning organizations, and thus, many definitions. But the basic essence of the learning organization is its interest in and capacity to adapt, evolve, and learn. A learning organization can transform itself through learning, whether that means self-reflection, acquiring new knowledge and skills, or adapting to environmental change and pressures. In a learning organization, the individuals are also on a continuous learning journey and the culture as a whole supports learning. In that sense, I would say the international Process Work community definitely meets the characteristics of a learning organization. 

Over the past 10 years, I have had the privilege of studying and working with parts of our own Process Work organization, and with other organizations, groups and communities. An important result of my work with other organizations is realizing  that we have much in common with all organizations. However, if there is something unique in the Process Work learning organization, it appears that through following our process, learning and evolving through changes, we have, quite inadvertently, created a cutting edge organizational model. What fascinates me most is that this cutting edge organizational structure was not a deliberate design, but emerged through following our collective dreaming. 

This article attempts to discover more about our form of organization. What have we learned about ourselves, and about organizational life and learning over the last 25 years? In particular, I am interested in looking at our organizational myth and its connection to our organizational structure. The myth, patterned in early dreams and dreamlike experiences, represents the pre-conscious picture of collective possibility. Mindell (2006) currently defines the myth as the Big U, or the sum of the tendencies that together define and express the organization’s essence. He calls it the DNA, or inner code that constitutes the group.
 The myth of an organization or individual makes it recognizable, and constitutes the often unspoken or unexpressed principles that unite it and provide it with a sense of vision, culture and task in the world. 

What is the connection between myth and organizational structure: the roles, responsibilities and relations that enable the organization to perform its functions? Does the structure of an organization flow from the myth? If myth is an invariant essence, a patterning force, then how free are we to choose different structures? How critical are decisions about structure? Or does the essence or myth assert itself through any structure chosen? 

In particular, what happens in the life of an organization, when it encounters challenges to its structure? Many local Process Work organizations worldwide are facing challenges related to authorization and accreditation, economic, political and social pressures that raise the possibility of making structural changes. Do changes in structure alter the myth? Or is there an essence, a kernel that is invariant, no matter what choices we make? Are there real choice points, crossroads that we come to as an organization, where one decision or another is critical? By examining these and other questions, I hope to discover more about organizations in general, and in particular, what our unique structure can offer others as a model for organizational growth. Finally, I hope that what we learn by looking at our organizational myth gives us guidance with some of the challenges we face as an organization. 

History

To get to the heart of these questions, we need to look at the beginnings, the myth and history of the organization. Because of the fluid and non-institutional nature of Process Work, many of us who study Process Work become organizational or group founders. And many of us here at the conference, or reading this article, are original founders of the Zurich RSPOP, or another center – Portland, Japan, the UK, Ireland, Poland, Australia, and others. Thus, we each have our own set of memories and experiences of the myth. The roles and myths I’ll discuss below may be familiar in some ways to us all. We all have lived through, fought with, struggled against, and embraced the various roles that have emerged in our own communities. 

Being a bit of a history buff, I saved all my notes from that very first founding meeting, as well as the minutes and agendas from the first meetings and assemblies – the Generalversammlungen and Ausbildungskomittee (General Assembly and Training Committee). I thought that would be a good place to start. So I dove in, and spent a morning immersed in memories of my early years in Zurich, from 1981-1989. I was amused, touched and also surprised to remember what we looked like, how we spoke, and what we said. It was like looking at home movies and being amused and distracted by the early hair styles and clothes. What did we wear back then? How could I have thought that was a good hair cut? 

I was surprised by our language.  We used terms which were still very much in the Jungian paradigm. For instance, we described channels as inferior and superior archetypes, as if they were Jungian typology functions. The list of phase I exams, for instance, included Visual Archetypes, Kinesthetic Archetypes, and Auditory Archetypes. We referred often to ‘the unconscious,’ and to ‘mother and father complexes.’ Therapists were called analysts
. 

We also spoke about our hopes and dreams for the world. We described our visions about opening a clinic in the Zurich hospital and creating a partnership with the local university hospital doctors. We were full of energy and dreams. It was amazing, and reminiscent of today. Yet it also gave me pause. On one hand, I was happy to see how far we’d come, on the other I was  plagued by a rather sad feeling that we hadn’t come as far as we - or was it I - wanted? I could feel a sense of exhaustion as I contemplated the effort it took to come this far, and still takes to create a viable organization in the eyes of the world. 

The Process Work communities around the world have accomplished a great deal: we are now a world-wide network of communities, practitioners, and training organizations and we are working in, and applying Process Work in, schools, hospitals, government agencies, organizations, agencies and hospices. On the other hand, even as I recognized this, I could still feel a sense of longing, as if some of those hopes and dreams of playing a vital and leading role in affecting world change had not yet been accomplished. My mood puzzled me. I felt too close to the issue, too emotional and entangled in what I was trying to write about. And then it dawned on me what an impossible task I am attempting. 

My own history comes in strongly. I have been and still am deeply involved in the organization, playing a number of different roles. I could see from the notes, though I had forgotten, that I was part of the first Training Committee. I also helped create the first newsletter, the PopCorner, with Dawn Menken and Jan Dworkin. I helped organize the first international Intensive Courses, and continued to do so through the 1990s. I recall being part of a small group that helped create a business structure for POP, together with Jean Claude and Arlene Audergon. Later, in Portland, I set up and helped run the Process Work Institute through its first rocky five years. With Joe Goodbread and others, I designed the first MA degree in Process Work, helped shepherd it through the Immigration Department to get visas for foreign students. I helped found both non-profit entities, the Process Work Center Portland and Global Process Institute, and served as a board member on both. I also served several times as Academic Dean or director, and co-authored with others our second MA degree in Conflict Facilitation and Organizational Change. 
No wonder I felt close to the issue! I grew up in this organization, and my own development and the organization’s development are so entangled that it’s a Herculean task to get outside myself enough to write this article. As I contemplated those notes and bits of history, I understood that the experiences, roles and tensions I was reading about not just in the organization, but are very much alive in me as well.
The Story

My notes say 44 people met on Sunday February 8th, 1982 in Herrliberg, Switzerland, about a 25 minute train ride south of Zurich, to talk about the forming of a society. With the help of feedback from others, I discovered that in fact, there was no Sunday, February 8th in 1982. It was, most likely Sunday, February 28. In any case, the letter that went out to the first participants of that meeting said: 

On Sunday Feb 8th 1982, the first meeting of an as yet unnamed collective met in Herrliberg to talk about the possibilities of forming a research organization involved in training and research within the parameters of process oriented psychology. 44 students, teachers, dancers, analysts and doctors came. Some talked, others listened. Some expressed doubts and hesitations about forming an organization, while others expressed the desire to move ahead. The I Ching was thrown and number 18 came up, ‘Work on what has been spoiled’. We discussed the hexagram in light of forming a collective. Collectives, work groups and institutions have formed countless times in the past, and either stagnated, deteriorated or rigidified to the point of losing their initial flexibility, spirit and goals.

Further on in my notes and in a PopCorner article, I discovered a questionnaire and follow up report that Max Schupbach created. He sent out a series of questions to the participants at the meeting, and asked them what kind of organizational structure they envisioned. He reports in his findings, that out of 50 questionnaires, 15 came back filled in. I was curious about the 30% rate of return. I looked up the average rate of return for surveys which is between 2 -10%. So 30% is a phenomenal rate of return. But the article in PopCorner states: ‘Here is the most explosive data from the questionnaire: sent out 50, returned 15.’ 

I found that illuminating on two counts. First, it helped reveal something about our early group dynamics. There must have been a high dream or role that sought a lot of participation. Even though 30% is an extremely successful rate of return, the article seemed to indicate more would have been better! The second thing it helped illuminate was the source of my previous mood. I could very much relate to that desire for more participation. This little hotspot at the beginning is probably common to many voluntary organizations – the tension between participation and independence. There is often a tension between who is a team player and who is off ‘doing their own thing.’ I know I can easily occupy both roles, and have, repeatedly, in the community. It was fascinating to see it so early on. And as we’ll see, it’s a repeated theme over the years. 

People could vote more than once, and not everyone voted for each choice. Here are the questionnaire results as reported in the PopCorner: 

1) In favor of a structure: 9

Against a structure: 2

Undecided: 2 

2) On the form of the organization:

Loose structure: 3 

Society with definite goals and structure: 5 

A mock organization that represents activities to the outside world: 5 

Undecided: 3 

3) Reasons and motivations: 

Research, information, learning: 7

Place to get an accepted degree: 2

Formal structure to get money: 1

To build infrastructure: building, library, newsletter, research

coordination: 3

4) Main reasons against forming an organization:

Not enough energy ?
Fear of rigidity, and of losing the spirit of the unconscious, ‘of becoming a “Jung Institute.”’ ?
Organizational Myth

This early article already shows us one scenario for the organization’s ‘childhood dream,’ or early patterns. We can discern the following roles and ghost roles in how people describe their thoughts, feelings and wishes about an organization: 

Role 1: This is the role that emphasizes the process of RSPOP. It is the spirit of the Tao, the ‘unconscious’ as it was called then. This is the essence of flow, of flexibility - the spontaneous, unstructured, yet patterned, dreaming process that brings people together. 

Role 2: This is the role that emphasizes the society within the RSPOP – it is the essence of community, collaboration, participation. It is the drive to coordinate activities, to make a footprint in the world. 

These spirits or roles define us, and create our organizational structure. As roles in interaction, sometimes polarized, sometimes in relationship, they form the content of our group processes, of our fights and of our family feuds. They also make us special. They express our sparkle and pizzazz.  As I will describe below, the Big U or sum of these essences makes us a cutting edge organization. It helps us address our problems, and gives us much to offer others as an organizational model. 

Gifts and Symptoms

Roles or essences manifest as both gifts and symptoms, depending on our relationship to them. The observer’s point of view, edges and relationship to these essences depend on whether they are experienced as polarized, symptomatic experiences, or as a unique spark or talent that results in creativity, energy and excitement.

In the beginning organizational dream, there are two roles. One, the spirit of the Tao, is often represented as Lao Tse, the mystic or shaman who follows the laws of nature, not of society or people. This role shows up in our dreaming abilities, in the amazing way the community was formed by people following their dreams, impulses and feelings. This role is evident in the types of training we developed: experiential, self-directed, and loosely structured curricula. It is evident in how the community operates: deeply democratic, open, and consensus driven structures that organize our communities. 

The other role is the spirit of collaborating together, of teamwork, friendship and community. It is also a spirit of coordination, joining together to make a collective impact or footprint. Even as this was the primary reason for meeting on that February night in 1982, it appears that this role was (and still is?) secondary. It shows up as a fear, as a ghost, something ‘other’ than our identity: the ‘Jung Institute’, a rigid, impersonal, bureaucratic entity that threatens dreaming. 

Both roles belong to our process. At any given moment in our development, one may be less known, or marginalized, and another more known and embraced. At the beginning, it appears that the myth could be told as a narrative that says ‘institutionalization threatens dreaming’. We must have processed this tension quite well, to begin with, for in the editorial of the first issue of the PopCorner, April 1984, Arny wrote about the founding of POP, just past its one year anniversary:

‘I never thought such a democratic organization could get anything done. The first meetings were filled with all kinds of people with utterly different interests…. ‘
Gifts

Each role has a certain gift or power. Native Americans call it ‘medicine’. What is the gift of the Tao, of the dreaming spirit or process mind?  Well, that is for each of us to say, of course. One gift of the Tao is its deeply creative nature. The unique and unstructured force of dreaming is the capacity to follow spirit, and flirts, and evolve and grow in the most organic fashion. To be in touch with dreaming is to tap into an endless source of energy and creativity. It is the hexagram ‘The Creative’, the source of being, life, nature, or Ch’i. 

This manifests in our organization in countless ways. I often marvel at the energy and longevity of this organization. I think this is directly attributable to the renewing and rejuvenating powers of dreaming. The average life span of businesses in most of Europe and Japan is about 12 years. In the United States, 50% of small business companies disintegrate within 4 years, 70% within 8 years, and 98% within 11 years. Of all new businesses, 50% breakdown in their first 5 years. And yet, the Process Work organization has been thriving and growing for over 25 years. In my mind, this is the direct result of the force of dreaming. 

The spirit of the Tao is also non-compulsory. There is no requirement to participate. There is an enormous support for the individual’s process, and there are many ways individuals can participate. Of course, we may feel differently about this. We may feel pressured to participate, or criticized for not participating. And those who do participate might feel unseen or unappreciated. But as far as I know, there are few rules or requirements about formal participation. 

Another key feature or gift of the spirit of the Tao is its emergent property and style of innovation. Projects, programs, activities are all emergent – they are not planned in a top down, strategic planning session and then broadcast to the rest of the organization in email memos. Projects emerge spontaneously out of relationship, group activity, and dreaming together. Like mushrooms after rain… new ideas, theories, projects spring up suddenly. Some bear fruit, and others don’t. But there is an endless source of new ideas and projects that emerge each year. And what’s more, anyone can start them. There is not a Research and Development department, or leadership team responsible for generating new projects. It is deeply democratic how things emerge and evolve. 

Another way the spirit of the Tao manifests is in the tendency to continually self-reflect. As an organization, we embody the central characteristics of a learning organization: we practice participatory action research. We act, study our actions and ourselves, reflect on our learning, and then try something else. We use awareness, watch the feedback, and continue to make changes based on this process. This definitely characterizes us as a learning organization.

What about the gifts of the other role, the spirit of the society, cooperation, collectivity, teamwork, represented in its strongest form by the idea of the institution? Each of us has our own answers. Here are some of mine. The word ‘institution’ comes from the Latin verb, statuere, ‘to cause to stand, put, place, or set up.’ It shares the same root as the words ‘constitution’ and ‘status’, which are related to the concept of ‘role’. This is the essence of an institution: that roles, not individuals, are rulers. People occupy an organizational role because of a rational, legal and transparent structure. The office holder stands up, is accountable, responsible. In American English we say, ‘The buck stops here.’ That means I am responsible. I am accountable. 

So, the gift of this role, the role of the society or institute, means procedures are clear and transparent. Power and lines of authority are made clear. There is accountability and responsibility. There is someone to go to for help, with complaints, someone or some role which follows through with ideas, dreams and projects. Years ago, in Zurich, one of our very first structures was to create a ‘heart center’. It was a place to go with troubles and woe. The gift of structure is the heart and hearth, the parent or grandparent who is there for us. I remember in an early PopCorner issue, there was a critical letter written to the editor, entitled, ‘Where is the MOM in POP?’ It meant, ‘Where is the one who takes care of us? Where is the community in the community?’
The institute is the one who makes things ‘stand up.’ It manifests dreams into reality. Its gifts are coordination and teamwork. This role likes the concrete work of business and administration. This helps create a home, a center or hearth which feeds and nourishes the people. Like the I Ching hexagram 48, ‘The Well,’ it is the wellspring of community, the place where people gather. And this role manifests here today in the form of this conference. It is also present in the form of high dreams people have for becoming involved in Process Work, the dream of community and togetherness.  

One of the essences of this spirit of institution is gathering together in friendship, alliance and collaboration. This is important, because I sometimes think that we need community, not only because we all need community, but also because in society at large, following the dreaming process is a marginal activity. Process Work is an alternative practice that can be a lonely endeavor. To have others to work with is important, and the feeling of community we have with each other can be a healing for the experience of feeling marginal. 

Symptoms

The myth of an individual or an organization is like an optical illusion, like a painting by the graphic artist M.C. Escher. Like his so-called impossible structures, from one perspective the myth is heaven. Its different tendencies merge into a creative song, working harmoniously and creating a unique masterpiece. Yet from another perspective, it’s a nightmare. The parts are out of synch, incompatible and discordant. Neither role can express itself completely while they are locked in mortal combat. When the roles of the myth are out of relationship, they are experienced as problematic and the individual or organization has no meta-perspective. In such a case, the myth is experienced as a chronic symptom. Let’s look at how these roles of the organization are also sometimes experienced symptomatically.

The role of the society can be rigid, inflexible, impersonal and bureaucratic. It is an academic, dry institute that doesn’t appreciate the individual nature of each person and becomes a damper on creativity. It creates rules and policies in place of processing and relationship. Accountability becomes bureaucratization. Instead of a human face, we have an impersonal office holder who deals perfunctorily and technically with people. Learning transforms from a process of discovery and self-awareness to a process of gate keeping, satisfying rules and requirements. Learning is replaced by hoop jumping; students learn how to pass exams, not how to work with human beings. The institution’s goal-orientation reflects itself in annoyance with the inefficiencies of democracy and impatience with processing feelings. 

On the other hand, the dreaming spirit or Tao, when symptomatic, becomes chaotic and uncoordinated individualism. Dreaming marginalizes consensus reality needs and therefore overlooks the needs of the community, whether of its administration, finances, students or faculty. Its lack of interest in consensus reality translates into a lack of presence in mainstream. Spontaneous and unstructured dreaming creates more work because things fall through the cracks and the community has to revisit the same issues again and again. Rules are made, forgotten and remade, all the while processing things endlessly. People forget to check with the requirements, with the needs of the administration, and feel constrained by the needs and protocols of community life. 

When policy and procedure is marginalized issues and conflicts are worked on through relationship, which is exhausting. This leads to burn out and a feeling of unaccountability. For students or those in lower rank in an organization, to have to process things at the level of relationship requires enormous personal power to confront issues within a potential dual relationship. For those with higher rank, it feels exhausting and unfair to constantly have to be available to work things out. What could be a simple policy or procedural issue becomes hours and hours of work. 

The Big U and Cutting-Edge Organizational Structures

While everyday life means being in one role or the other, connecting with the myth means being in touch with the essence of both roles, the Big U or sum of both tendencies. When we only see through one role or the other, it’s like being in a dysfunctional family – caught in a system of polarized experiences at odds with each other. Neither role can fully express its essence. All of us have spent painful hours at community or faculty or student meetings, where these roles were deeply polarized. 

Identifying with both tendencies shifts our perspective. Suddenly these tendencies coalesce and produce a fluid, flexible, and cutting edge organizational structure. The Process Work organization displays the features of today’s most cutting edge organizations. Organizations today are desperate to discover new ways of doing things that are more efficient in our rapidly changing, information-rich era than the conventional pyramid structure or Taylor
 model of organization where work was strictly divided into hierarchical departments. Organizations need to be flexible, innovative, and have a speedy idea-to-market turnaround time. The Big U of the Process Work organization displays those very cutting-edge features that organizations are keen to adopt. Here are some of the cutting-edge organizational features that Process Work displays. 
Emergent design/self-organization

As we saw above, the essence of the Tao spirit is its spontaneous, emergent nature. Emergence and spontaneous organization is a feature of a self-organizing system, one in which the internal organization increases in complexity without being guided or managed by an outside source. Self organizing systems have what’s known as emergent properties - features that arise spontaneously and uncontrolled, through simple interactions between the parts of the system, and between the system and its environment. The idea of emergence is found in philosophy, systems theory and the sciences, and usually refers to the way complex systems and patterns, such as those that form a hurricane, arise out of relatively simple interactions. A classic example of a self-organizing system is the weather. Weather events emerge out of the complex individual interactions between numerous variables. 
Organizations that have emergent design, or display characteristics of self-organization are able to work well with instability, change and chaos. Rather than respond rigidly to outer or inner threats, or try to become more focused and linear in the face of complexity, they allow themselves to be reorganized and reconfigured through the chaos and complexity and out of that, develop innovative solutions. For Process Workers, this is the essence of picking up unknown disturbances and secondary processes, and allowing our identity to be creatively reconfigured through that encounter. 

In the Process Work organization this feature of emergence is one of our most apparent. Innovations and ideas abound; events are created and organized without apparent planning or design. People act on their impulses and feelings, gathering together friends and colleagues to produce things: seminars, conferences, training programs, creative productions, etc. I was fortunate to be involved in many ‘emergent phenomena’: the PopCorner, the Intensive Course, Worldwork, the MA programs, and many more. Looking back at these events, it felt like a spirit just grabbed people, and an idea took off on the spot. Action came first, planning followed along later!

Networks

A self-organizing system is decentralized, meaning information and power is distributed throughout the whole organization, not just located in one person, office, department or actor who has the information and power to innovate or direct. Such a system is called a network. Networks are very robust and secure systems. When knowledge and information is distributed the amount of power one person holds is limited. Thus, if one part of the organization shuts down, fails or ceases to operate, because that one part doesn’t hold all the power and information of the system the network can survive. 

When information, functions and roles are replicated throughout the network, they are messy and redundant, but also incredibly robust. It is just this redundancy that makes a network smart. It tolerates a constant stream of errors, goofs, failures and mistakes while managing to stay afloat. ‘A network nurtures small failures in order that large failures don’t happen as often. It is its capacity to hold error rather than scuttle it that makes [it] fertile ground for learning, adaptation and evolution.
‘  If one part of the system goes down, the system reroutes itself along the nodes of the network and finds the information somewhere else. When the 1989 earthquake in San Francisco destroyed bridges, neighborhoods, power and electricity, the Internet did not go down.
A network consists of nodes which are more or less independent of each other. Each node can act, without being determined or decided by other nodes. Nodes can communicate within and between, join together in an ad hoc fashion, and then go their separate ways. This highly de-centralized mode of organizing is a feature of terrorist groups, drug traffickers and radical organizations such as the Underground Railroad
. It is also a structure often used in the film and entertainment industry, sometimes called an ‘adhocracy’. Writers, directors, cinematographers and actors create one or more companies, clustered around an idea. They create a film or production, and as soon as the project is over, disband. Some couplings work together for a while on several projects, but each node is free to hook up with another for another project. Networks are thus very nimble, fast moving and creative. 

The Process Work organization is a network, and displays all the features of a de-centralized organization. Nodes emerge spontaneously, and like a franchise, each community, center, group or organization duplicates the information. If one node or center were to go down, the entire network would be unaffected. Each node is more or less free, within certain loose guidelines, to create their own structure. While some nodes may be bigger than others, there is no one central node which controls the activities of other nodes. Thus, boundaries are loose, and divisions between nodes are very permeable. This makes it very easy to act quickly, to create across language, cultural and geographic divides, and also creates a very robust organization. 

Open Source Community

The Process Work organization displays similarities to open source communities. An open source community refers to the collective of users and developers of free software. Open source communities arose out of a movement of software developers who sought to make and use free, rather than proprietary software, so that all users can participate in the development and distribution of the software. 

Open source communities are now being analyzed for their unique organizational structures. They offer a cutting-edge model of innovation in which a basic code, or theory, is available to anyone to be used, improved, refined, applied, and put back into general circulation. The open source community is peer controlled rather than led by rules or traditional leaders. For instance, the user-generated online encyclopedia, the Wikipedia, is an example of an open source organization. The ‘code,’ or capacity to create and modify entries is available to all, but postings are edited by a peer controlled network. Other famous examples of open source software and platforms are the operating system Linux, Mozilla (the developer of open source web browser Firefox, and other software products); the server software Wiki; the content/learning management platform Drupal and many others. 

The following are characteristics of open source communities, together with the ways in which the Process Work organization reflects them:

· Open and widespread membership based upon participation. The original structure of membership in RSPOP was that whoever showed up in a General Assembly had voting rights. Membership and power flowed from participation. The organization is in this way peer controlled. 

· Geographically distributed, asynchronous, networked collaboration.  Process Work communities are internationally distributed. Members collaborate across the network, regardless of time zone, geography and in many cases, language. Examples are student study committees in which members may belong to different faculties and the IAPOP organization, Worldwork seminars and regional certificate programs in which faculty from different regions participate. 

· Project transparency: open, recorded dialogue and peer review of project materials.  The Process Work organization realizes this feature in part. In events such as Worldwork, each facilitator’s work is subject to review by other facilitators. Similarly books, articles, workshops and other materials are all subject to review by peers and participants. Revision of our work through testing it in the public arena and getting feedback is a hallmark of how Process Work theory gets developed. 

· Discussion and decisions made collaboratively. A major feature of the Process Work organization is the amount of discussion and collaborative decision making, whether face to face or online. All levels of the organization participate in a great deal of discussion around decisions and policy. Even when decisions are made by a small, closed group they are constantly subject to debate and discussion within the wider community. In my experience, on several occasions, decisions made by a small closed group have been overturned because of debate and reaction within the wider community.

· A compelling foundational artifact to organize participation and build upon. Here, the open source community is referring to the source code of the software. In our Process Work organization the source code is process theory itself. The theory is a compelling artifact or tool around which the entire organization is structured. For some, this theory is the spiritual art of living one’s dreams in the world. For others, it is an application that can affect world change; and for others still, it is a method of facilitation to be practiced, taught, and refined. For many, it is all three, which in my mind, makes it compelling. 

· Collaborative, iteratively clarified, living documents and project artifacts. There is a plethora of written and freely circulating artifacts and documents. Seminar notes, exercises, website articles and documents, workshop descriptions, theses and dissertations constitute a living, growing and freely accessible body of lore and literature. While the amount of material is extensive, free and open, it is also not well coordinated and at times difficult to access. There is no central library or website where it is all available, and basic theory and methods are sometimes hard to pin down. 

· A mechanism for institutional history. In open source software, this means that earlier versions of the software can be accessed even after changes have been made. In other words, one can go back to an earlier version and start again. This is certainly possible in Process Work as revisions to process theory and innovations of its applications in no way cancel, preclude, or hide previous versions of it. 

· A community-wide sense of project ownership. Whether or not there is widespread sense of ownership is a group discussion. I believe from my own experiences that the existence of process work study groups, the ease with which people facilitate and use the work, constitute a sense of ownership. 

· Foundational developers and early adopters who, along with the originator, set project ethos. There is a cadre of early adopters and foundational developers whose influence in the organization is widely felt. They frequently are responsible for innovations, and set a tone, atmosphere or ethos. However the entire community, because of the openness of participation, can be said to contribute to the tone and atmosphere of the organization. 

· Consensus as a decision-making tool. Over the years most, if not all, key decisions and directions were made by consensus. Consensus, in the Process Work organization is achieved through processing, discussing, taking various roles and positions, and self-reflection. 

· The right to fork, or to develop different versions of a program. In software, some developments of the code lead to entirely new directions and innovations. It might even create different software entirely. This ‘right to fork,’ or to go off in a new direction, is and always has been a key feature of the Process Work organization. Not only has Process Theory itself forked, creating innovative applications in bodywork, conflict resolution, hospice and palliative care, organizational development, etc., but communities have forked as well. Each community has its own flavor, direction, unique culture and over the years, we may find that they also have different tasks, visions and outcomes they achieve. 

Chaordic Organization

These cutting edge organizational models all attempt, in various ways, to reconcile the tension between competition and coordination, or between the tendency to grow organically and the need to coordinate functions, roles and tasks. Dee Hock, the founder of Visa, coined the phrase the ‘chaordic organization’ to describe an organization that navigates these tensions. A chaordic organization is highly decentralized and highly collaborative. Authority, initiative and decision making is pushed to the periphery of the organization, out to the members, without losing coordination and efficiency. 

The chaordic organization that Hock developed puts together individualism, cooperation, care for the community, and the need to follow one’s own vision. The Visa bylaws, for instance, do not enforce cooperation by restricting members’ activities. Rather, they are encouraged to compete and innovate, to ‘create, price, market, and service their own products under the Visa name.’ 
 Through this method of cooperation and competition Visa has expanded into a worldwide organization, spanning hundreds of different currencies, languages, legal codes, customs, cultures and political philosophies.

In an interview in Fast Company Magazine, Hock said that this was the only possibility. No traditional hierarchical model could possibly have taken in such complexity and so many variables. ‘It was beyond the power of reason to design an organization to deal with such complexity,’ says Hock, ‘and beyond the reach of the imagination to perceive all the conditions it would encounter.’ Instead, he says, ‘the organization had to be based on biological concepts to evolve, in effect, to invent and organize itself.’

The Process Work organization creatively bridges dreaming and imagination with the need for coordination and outcome. Like many organizations today, Process Work communities try to reconcile the tension and trade-off between creativity and productivity, innovation and coordination, collaboration and efficiency. While many organizations and businesses are working on this, what’s distinctive in Process Work is that we arrived at our model through dreaming. 

Myth, Marginalization and Awareness

Twenty-five years is a long time, and during this time Process Work communities have been faced with different developmental challenges. Today, a big challenge lies in the need to consider and in some cases work towards accreditation, recognition and authorizations, whether professional or academic, from various governmental and professional regulatory associations. This challenge requires more coordination, greater control, accountability and bureaucracy. 

In the freewheeling atmosphere of the 1970s, when Process Work began, experiential education was its own justification. Learning for learning’s sake, experience and personal growth were enough to satisfy participants. Today, at the Process Work Institute, we field a steady stream of questions from participants concerning Continuing Education credits, licensure, compatibility with university degrees, authorization and accreditation. Unlike the 1970s, 1980s, and early 1990s, students and participants today are choosing carefully where and what to spend their money on. Process Work is incredibly attractive, but unless our degrees can also offer a mainstream accreditation some participants will prefer to do a traditional degree and study Process Work on the side. 

Staying competitive and being able to address these needs of our students puts our organization face to face with authorities who scrutinize, audit, accredit, authorize and investigate our practices, curricula, policies, finances, procedures and credentials. It is a tough process, and yet I have found we stand to gain much from interacting with authorities. It forces us to look at our own issues as an organization and to come to know ourselves better. It forces us to look at where and how we might be marginalizing parts of ourselves. And if we look back at our myth, we could have predicted these outside pressures! In our initial meeting, we were excited about joining together in the spirit of the ‘unconscious,’ and yet the fear in the background was the ghost role of the ‘Jung Institute.’ The institutional aspect of ourselves is certainly something we have struggled to identify with. Like any double signal, it sticks out, and grabs people’s attention. We have often been criticized for being too sloppy, not accountable enough, and in the same breath, being too institutional. 

In 2000-2001 the Process Work Center of Portland was audited by the State of Oregon following a complaint from a former student. The ‘Jung Institute’ was suddenly present! As a group, we worked deeply on this process, trying to integrate that spirit and see it as a part of ourselves. Working through that process was extremely enlightening, and we’re still in the midst of it. When I see what other Process Work communities are working on it appears we are all similarly engaged with that ghost role. 

However, a question niggles at me. Why? Why was that role split off? We certainly knew about it. Even though we struggled with it, we were aware of it. Why did it emerge so ‘symptomatically?’ Why did it appear as an outside entity? Why were we not just able to pick it up? My question reminds me of the joke about the shoes of the shoemaker’s children. The shoemaker is so busy making nice shoes for all the other children that his own children’s shoes are in disrepair. I found myself thinking that we, the organization whose ‘product’ is awareness, should never be found guilty ourselves of marginalizing parts of ourselves!  I suppose then that my question here, ‘why did it appear symptomatically?’ is not really a question, but a complex! It’s tantamount to asking, ‘why do we dream’!

One answer might be that this is typical of all psychological associations, and indeed, part of the myth of psychology itself. When I lived in Zurich, it was common to joke that psychotherapists had a weak sensation function, meaning they paid very little attention to the world of business, money, marketing, or administration, what today we would call, ‘consensus reality’. What’s more, this was often said with a note of pride: being too concerned with the material world somehow tarnishes one’s reputation for being intuitive, feeling, and in touch with our innermost self and dreams. It is part of the image of the psychologist to be more aligned with dreams than with current events. This is also true somewhat in the Process Work community today, when to call someone ‘shamanic’ is high praise. 

Digging through my early papers, I came across the horoscope for RSPOP and for the founding of the United States Process Work organization, done by Urs Buettikofer, an original founder and Process Work diplomate from Zurich and an astrologer. He found that the weakest element in both the Swiss and American Process Work chart is earth, the astrological symbol of the sensation function.
 Urs wrote in the PopCorner, ‘this could mean that we should keep a careful eye on how, we, as a small collective, in the big world collective, bring our ideas into daily life.’ Jokingly, he added, ‘I hear someone murmuring, that’s not new! Psychologists with a weak intuition and strong sensation function, now that would be really something new!’
Marginalization

But the answer to the question of why the institution side was split off has more to do with marginalization, than with sensation functions and worldliness. The larger question I’m asking is: ‘why does any individual or group marginalize one of its parts?’ Are we, as an organization, unaware? Are we not picking up our signals well enough? Or is it a universal lack of awareness, or one sidedness? Is there something universal about marginalization? 

Mindell does define marginalization as a universal tendency. In Quantum Mind, Arny uses physicist John Wheeler’s image of the universe (U) bringing itself into existence by observing itself, to define marginalization. Mindell calls this a self-reflecting universe, the drive to know oneself, the fundamental drive to awareness. The universe ‘wants’ to be conscious, to know itself. Like God creating humans out of sheer boredom and the divine spark of curiosity, the Dreaming realm or God wants to expand itself into manifest reality. Mindell shows in Quantum Mind that the universe does so by squaring itself, reflecting on itself. Thus, through amplifying and expanding itself, it becomes ‘real.’
Splitting off and marginalizing things is the first ingredient for consciousness. There can be no ‘I’ without ‘you’ or ‘it.’ it is part of identify formation to create the other. Thus, in our initial dream of RSPOP, not being the ‘Jung Institute’ was an identity. It gave us a huge cache of energy! Being different, the new kid on the block, not the stuffy, old guard, is a feeling of power. It must be how Apple feels relative to Microsoft. Or how social movements or marginalized groups feel when they first band together. There is nothing like those first ‘good old days.’ 

In the beginning of an organization, there is a feeling of being special and unique. It’s the sense of being united in a special cause, an almost subversive task. It creates bonding and unity, and feels like having an enormous gas tank. People are buoyed by the sense of energy and vitality linked to this identity-in-opposition. In these early stages, no one complains about volunteerism or burnout. 

These very feelings of power and togetherness, of purpose and alignment which feel so amazing in the beginning, and are so attractive and compelling to others, become annoying and limiting later on. Over time, the sense of uniqueness becomes exceptionalism and the sense of affiliation becomes elitism. Energy gets depleted, as the possibility for revolution recedes. People feel burnt out, and a low dream settles in. Moods and disappointment happen with greater frequency. 

This is also seen in political processes. Freedom-from, or freedom-in-opposition to something, like identity-in-opposition, is a quick fix but not sustainable. It is fast food for the soul, but doesn’t have the solidity and power that freedom-to has. Freedom from has been the dominant mode of democracy to date, whereas freedom to is a lesser known, not-yet-realized form of democracy. Freedom to is more than absence of constraint. It is the inner capacity to self-actualize, to tap into a power to create, not just to resist. It’s a generative, not just an oppositional power. 

If marginalization is the first step in the process of identity formation, what comes next? How do we move past the phase of not being something else, and into becoming who we are, from being-in-opposition, to being?

The process of self-awareness looks something like this: First we are not that. In the process of grappling with that, we develop a meta-communicator - a capacity to notice ourselves, to notice what we feel and what we are doing. Grappling and struggling further with our self, reflected in the other, results in developing a meta-position - the ability to be in and out of a role. This is more than just reflecting on ourselves and our feelings. A meta-position is the awareness needed to see ourselves as a role, to see the other as a role, and to know that we are both roles. But there is more. Another stage is the development of meta-awareness. Meta-awareness is more than knowing what we feel, and knowing that we, and the others, are roles. Meta-awareness is the ability to reflect on the values, assumptions and beliefs contained within our own reflections. 

In organizational learning theory, this is expressed as single and double loop learning
. 

Single Loop Learning 

Single loop learning is self-reflective. It is the process of reflecting on one’s actions and their results, and then modifying the actions or the theory according to the feedback. Single loop learning is also known as the action research model, in which a theory or method is tested, results are fed back into the model, and a new action or output is created. 

However, single loop learning, while valuable, doesn’t necessarily reflect on the values and beliefs of the analysis. The system confirms its theories and ideas by interpreting data through the model itself. It analyzes feedback according to the system’s own theories and benchmarks, and ignores, disregards or or reinterprets it according to its own value system. In single loop learning, feedback doesn’t make it through the firewall of values and beliefs. 

An example of single loop learning comes from my own experience trying to give feedback to a large local corporation here in the Portland area. Nike, a Beaverton-based company, known for its creative marketing and advertising, ran an ad for one of its running shoes. In the ad, the American 1500m runner, Suzy Favor Hamilton, spots a man in a hockey mask about to attack her with a chainsaw. She runs off, and maintains such a strong pace that the attacker collapses wheezing with exhaustion. A caption at the end of the ad reads: ‘Why sport? You'll live longer.’ 

Apparently many people were offended by the ad. I was too, and thought I would call and give my feedback. I got in contact with someone from publicity and gave my feedback. The young woman on the phone very patiently and patronizingly explained to me that the ad was meant to be ironic. Whereupon I explained back to her, no doubt in an equally patronizing voice that I was well aware that it was meant as irony, and that nonetheless it missed its mark. 

In preparing this talk I actually looked up this incident on the internet, and found to my amazement that Nike received thousands of phone calls and e-mails complaining about the ad, and what’s more, many people complained that Nike handled the feedback poorly. In fact in one newspaper article, a Nike spokesperson denied the chainsaw advert was in poor taste and a company executive said he was ‘disappointed by the response.’

In other words, the negative feedback was interpreted through the organization’s own values and culture. The people who gave the feedback just ‘didn’t get it.’ They weren’t hip and sophisticated enough. This tendency is not just in Nike. All organizations have the tendency to reject, disregard, or interpret negative feedback in the light of their own values. Frequently, the feedback giver is also interpreted or analyzed as deficient, problematic or just stupid. A common example of single loop learning in psychotherapy is calling a client ‘resistant’ or difficult for not following the therapist’s interventions, or calling children ‘defiant,’ or ‘oppositional’ when they have trouble focusing in school. 

And the Process Work organization no doubt, at times, is caught in a single loop learning tendency. The State of Oregon is helping us see the value and beliefs that underlie our choices within our training programs. It helped us develop a double loop learning system. Double loop learning helps us see that structure and design are not neutral. Design selects participants and therefore generally speaking, feedback from participants confirms the design. Let us look at this more closely. 

The training aspect of the Process Work organization is an outgrowth of several trends and values: it followed a European model of therapy education, as developed by Freud and Jung. It was based on training analysis, a mentoring, highly relational and experiential form of learning. It was also influenced by a European research-based – rather than curriculum-based - university system in which students are free to attend courses as it suits their own research, not because they are required to do so. It also incorporated the individualized spirit of Jung and Taoism, of learning being guided by dreams and the spirit. And finally, the Process Work training program was influenced by the experiential, self-directed, ‘university-without-walls’ model of education in the 1970s and 1980s. 

Thus, the original Process Work training program developed in Zurich and adapted by Portland and other centers around the world, has been, more or less, a highly self-directed study, without time limits, mentor-based, and designed by the students. This served not only the purpose of allowing students to study at their own pace, in their own way, and to make their personal process central, but also allowed the faculty the same privilege. Faculty could likewise follow their creativity, their impulses, teach whatever they want, and work one-to-one with students. This also served the economic interests of the faculty, who were independent practitioners. The RSPOP organization certainly couldn’t hire a staff of faculty, so teaching what, when, and how you wanted, and allowing mentorship and therapy to be the cornerstones of the program, was an ideal structure that satisfied many functions and needs at once and reflected the value system and beliefs of the organizations. 

As with any model, this creates a self-perpetuating cycle of feedback. Independent learning models select independent learners and un-selects those not suitable to it. Those who would thrive under a different system of learning don’t show up, don’t select us, and we don’t receive that data or feedback. The model therefore receives positive feedback from those who give it, but doesn’t collect feedback from those not selecting the model. Data feed back positively to the system, strengthening the system’s neural pathways, so to speak. This is single loop learning. 

Furthermore, in single loop learning, the values of the organization imbue these choices with meaning. The organizational knowledge base remains invisible in single loop learning and data are interpreted in terms of the model itself. Thus, if students don’t flourish in this model, there is a tendency to interpret this, not as a function of the model, but as something to do with the person’s process. In the Portland training program, over time, the number of new students began to decrease, and while there was some discussion about the model of training, there was an equal amount of discussion about the pressure of awareness in the learning model. I remember thinking that the model demanded self-aware students who could follow their own process, and that these were selective pressures. Not many people could do this, thus, low numbers were to be expected. 

Double Loop Learning

Double loop learning is learning that makes the organizational knowledge base visible. It brings to light the assumptions, values and belief system of the system itself and therefore is better at breaking down the firewall that keeps out feedback.
 Double loop learning seeks to analyze and reflect on theory, action and feedback, as well as on the values and beliefs, economic interests and assumptions that interpret the data. 
In doing so, double loop learning offers a meta-perspective – a hyperspace relative to the values that serve as a firewall against feedback. In terms of our example of the training program, double loop learning solicits feedback, not only from those within the program, but those who never chose it, those who have other models, those who might even be antagonistic to, or critical of the model. A double loop investigation asks: who’s not here? Who doesn’t come to my training? What does my opponent think about me? 

A wonderful story about a business comes to mind that illustrates double loop learning in action. This company was wildly successful because it had managed to corner the market on a product that no one else had yet developed. As such it was a virtual monopoly. Orders rolled in, and without competition they were doing exceptionally well. The owner/founder was not happy though. On the contrary, this made him very nervous, because the lack of competition leads to complacency and lack of innovation. What did he do? He invented a fictitious, rival company. He created a company name, a logo, press releases, memos, financial data, quarterly earnings, everything! Each quarter he would send out memos of press releases showing that the rival company’s earnings had exceeded all expectations and were closing the gap to mere percentage points. He would call emergency meetings and ask his leadership team, ‘What do you think our rivals are going to produce next year? What are they up to? How will they beat us?’
If this creative business man had used single loop learning to spur on his team, he would have asked them, ‘What else could we do?’ He would have had them think up new projects, new marketing approaches or new products. But those ideas would still be within the single loop of their own company. Instead he used double loop learning by creating an opponent, a deliberate ‘other’ to get the team way outside their typical way of thinking. 

Double loop learning is a challenge for all organizations. It is a difficult task to become aware of one’s own values, in particular, because they tend to be very self-confirming. It’s a feel-good thing. Why would we want to break through the firewall of values, beliefs and theories that tend to confirm who we are? Well one reason is that double loop learning is critical for development. For instance, if we want Process Work research to be taken seriously by academia and within other disciplines, we have to demonstrate it using the instruments and methods of traditional research, not only our own methods. Evidenced-based practice and research requires that outside raters, not steeped in the values, assumptions and beliefs of Process Work evaluate our interventions. The Zurich Process Work community is currently engaged in this process. It is a real break with tradition, to allow outside raters and professionals to assess our interventions along the lines of their, not our, values and benchmarks
.

The State of Oregon demands that we formulate our standards and criteria in educational and psychological terminology not in our own Process Work language. We cannot say a dream is an entry requirement into our training program without defining why and how that is useful. 
There is no way around an outside perspective, an outside challenger or perspective. Regarded as an aid to double loop learning, the State of Oregon is a hyperspatial intervention, adding another state of consciousness to our existing one, a double loop, in order to know ourselves better. We need outside challengers, other people, organizations and authorities, to help us gain more awareness about ourselves.  Our values, beliefs and assumptions, which tend to protect us, are too great. I remember receiving the audit from the State of the Oregon following the investigation. As I read through it, my heart pounding, I remember having this forbidden thought, that there was nothing in it that I hadn’t somewhere, subliminally once thought myself. But I had marginalized it. Every criticism, every little thing the State wanted us to answer, I had once asked myself too. But I minimized it. My value system was a firewall, and didn’t let it in. Or I let in the doubts, but then used the values and beliefs I had to minimize the significance of my doubts. 
Structure and myth? 
Looking back at our original inquiry -- at what the connection is between organizational myth and structure – it appears very much from the initial dream of RSPOP that our structure flows out of the myth. And what about the second part of the question - what about having to integrate outside pressures, to change structure and to evaluate ourselves in light of other value systems? Is there a point when responding to outside pressures, to adapting and changing structures takes us further from ourselves and could possibly alienate us from our myth? 

Looking at our Big U, it appears that our changes are consistent with our myth. The roles of the State, the structures and values of the outside observer are part of our dreaming process, and even predicted by our initial dream. Furthermore, this so-called problem of marginalizing the State, or the ‘Jung Institute,’ also appears consistent with the developmental process of developing meta-awareness, or becoming a learning organization capable of double loop learning. 
As individuals and organizations we need others. We need to be reflected back in not always very affirming ways. This is not new. In fact, it is basic Process Work! Yet I believe that organizational change feels difficult because it touches on our human history of being victimized by collective movements. It is difficult to experience organizational change and challenge as a part of one’s process and not as something extraneous or alien. Perhaps in our human history there has been too much trauma in collective life, too much oppression, so that we forget that our Process Work organizations include outside challengers and forces. It is an organizational reflex, I feel, to close ranks, fortify identity and put up a wall when an outside force challenges the group’s identity. 
How we incorporate and deal with outside challenges gives us something to offer other organizations outside Process Work and something to contribute to organizational theory. For instance, picking up roles, a very basic technique, is a powerful way of helping organizations push information and power out to the margins. We dealt with the audit in the Portland center by processing and picking up the role of the State, even as it felt antagonistic and alien. As soon as we picked it up and identified with it, within minutes, it no longer felt like an outside challenge from the State against which we had to close ranks  but became a part of us the center itself--the office and administrative center that had been feeling marginalized.  Those who felt more identified with the office, trying to organize or administrate things, expressed their frustration. Suddenly, we were in our own dynamic and the State was forgotten! The office often feels burdened by how the community marginalizes the role of administration. 

The amazing thing is that picking up this role offsets organizational costs. When people marginalize the administration it costs time and money. The office has to spend extra time, money and labor calling people up, chasing them down to pay, fill in forms, or send in their documentation. This not only costs money, it also creates burn-out and resentment. By identifying with the State we offset the costs of organizational burnout and suffering.

This is a tremendously powerful tool for organizations because this is an area where many organizations struggle. Organizations are faced with the dilemma of getting everyone in the organization to pick up power and agency, to identify with the organization’s mission, and to become more decentralized so information and power is available and accessible to everyone. Organizations struggle to get everyone to pick up the vision, to know the mission. The CEO sends out memos; the vision is posted on the wall by the water cooler, there are off-sites and meetings, but it rarely works. It’s a huge challenge for individuals in an organization to identify with more than their single role or identity. 
This is especially true in organizations with a dangerous, difficult or technologically complicated task which sets it apart from society. An example comes to mind. I recently worked with the Portland Police Bureau on creating a crisis intervention training for officers. This was in the wake of a highly controversial incident in which a schizophrenic man died in police custody. The media and public immediately criticized the police action and called for heightened training and awareness of crisis and extreme states among the police force. The Police Chief thus created a mandatory training for police. To the officers, this was perceived as a punishment. They had done something wrong, they felt, and training was the punishment. They were a defensive, closed and skeptical group. 
As soon as the Police Chief announced the new training, her Crisis Intervention coordinator was flooded with calls from activist and mental health advocacy groups offering to give the officers sensitivity training, to talk to them about people diagnosed with mental illness, and to participate in the training. They wanted to teach the officers what it’s like to live with a so-called mental illness, and how people suffering from them experience the police. 

But the coordinator of the training, a lieutenant who felt passionate about crisis intervention, took a different approach. Rather than represent the role of extreme states ‘out there,’ as something extraneous to the officers, her first action was to go to the members of the police force, and ask her fellow officers if they would be willing to talk about their own or family members’ experience of being diagnosed as having a mental illness. She encouraged them to come forward and tell their stories, and she video-taped a half dozen interviews with police officers speaking about their first-hand experiences. She showed these tapes to the skeptical and defensive group on the first day of the training and the change in the air was immediate and palpable. Resistance and hostility melted as the officers saw their colleagues and peers self-disclose about their pain and suffering. By day two of the four-day training, officers would come up to us, the trainers, during the break and begin to share stories of traumatic incidents, depression, struggles with family members, and so forth. Extreme states had transformed from something out there, something that ‘they’ wanted ‘us’ to be sensitive to, to an experience that all knew, felt and experienced. 

Epilogue
As I came to the close of this article, I suddenly felt the urge to re-throw the I Ching about the organization. I wanted to ask, ‘where are we, 25 years later?’ To my surprise, I got Ch’ien, The Creative, with a changing line at number 4. Something in the changing line caught my attention: 
A twofold possibility is presented to that man: he can soar to the heights and play an important part in the world, or he can withdraw into solitude and develop himself. He can go the way of the hero or the way of the holy sage. Each one must make a free choice according to the inner law of his being. 

Hero and holy sage. Being in the world, and being internal. Nothing captures our Big U better than these two tendencies. And as I ponder this, it is no wonder that of all the characters that have populated our dreaming as an organization there is none more beloved and oft-cited than Castaneda’s mentor, Don Juan Matus. Don Juan is the intersection of hero and holy sage, embodying with ease and charm the worldly shaman, the lover of the tonal and the nagual, equally at home in a business suit in the middle of Mexico City, or in sandals in the Sonoran desert. 
It is a rare being who can love the world as Don Juan does, without compromising his or her nature. What Don Juan embodies for me is the capacity to step out into the world, fully himself, unique, and uncompromising, yet not with a chip on his shoulder. Sometimes, the uncompromising love of the dreaming world takes the form of rebellion or elitism. Or it hides from the world or puts down the values of the world. But Don Juan could be in the world but not of it; love the world and its everyday mundane bits as much as the mystery of the nagual. 
Don Juan symbolizes a Big U of hero and holy sage, or the worldly institutional side of our myth and the dreaming Tao. With heartfulness and humor, he brings them both together so seamlessly and effortlessly that there is no longer a sense of two spirits. There is just awareness of flowing and following whatever life demands. This is the essence of the learning organization. Beyond our spirits, the roles that constitute us, we are, in essence, a learning organization. Whatever we do, whatever we produce or develop, our first ‘product’ is always learning and awareness and helping others develop that too. In twenty five years what will we be doing? Maybe we’ll be an entirely different organization, producing widgets or making shoes, or selling books. It doesn’t matter. As long as we are learning, growing in awareness, and helping others, then we are truly ourselves; we haven’t changed a bit. 
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