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SUMMARY 

The Inner Development Guide identifies 25 skills and qualities across five dimensions—Being, 
Thinking, Relating, Collaborating, and Acting—that individuals need to address complex 
global challenges. This essay argues that collective IDG capacities are not simply aggregations 
of individual skills but emerge from interaction patterns, shared meaning-making systems, and 
coordination mechanisms that cannot be reduced to individual competencies. 

The central thesis holds profound implications: organizations populated with highly skilled 
individuals may fail to manifest collective wisdom, care, or courage if their structures, pro-
cesses, and cultures do not enable these capacities to emerge systemically. An organization 
where every member possesses systems thinking skills may still function with low organiza-
tional complexity awareness if its decision-making structures force reductionist frameworks. A 
network of empathic individuals may fail to manifest collective care if its coordination 
mechanisms remain purely transactional. 

Part One reconceptualizes each of the five IDG dimensions as collective phenomena. Being 
becomes collective identity and organizational self-awareness. Thinking becomes distributed 
intelligence and collective sense-making capacity. Relating becomes relational fields and net-
work care, where appreciation extends to fundamental gratitude for the living world and exis-
tence itself. Collaborating becomes coordination architectures and trust systems enabling 
genuine co-creation. Acting becomes organizational agency and collective courage—the 
capacity to sustain commitment over decades and act boldly despite uncertainty. 

A crucial distinction recurs throughout: individual training in IDG skills is necessary but in-
sufficient for developing collective capabilities. Organizations can invest heavily in training 
members yet fail to develop organizational capacity if structures reinforce hierarchical 
decision-making, culture punishes vulnerability, and resource allocation contradicts stated 
values. Collective development requires deliberate work on social systems, not just individual 
competencies. 

Part Two identifies six critical structural domains that must be addressed simultaneously: 
decision-making architectures maintaining complexity; communication systems enabling 
dialogue across hierarchies; time structures protecting long-term thinking; resource allocation 
aligning with values; power distribution enabling co-creation; and integration across these 
domains. Isolated changes fail—implementing complexity-aware decision processes without 
adequate time creates rushed analysis, while enabling dialogue without redistributing power 
reinforces existing hierarchies. 

Part Three introduces the developmental dimension shaping which collective IDG qualities 
can manifest. Organizations at different developmental stages—Orange/achievement orien-
tation, Green/pluralistic values, and Teal/evolutionary consciousness—manifest fundamentally 
different collective capabilities. Conventional-stage organizations can develop sophisticated 
complexity awareness within their paradigm but struggle with paradigm-level thinking. Post-
conventional organizations can question their own foundations and work across multiple 
paradigms, enabling qualitatively different forms of collective wisdom and agency. This 
perspective explains why identical interventions produce different results in different contexts 
and why forcing structures beyond current developmental capacity typically fails. 



The essay concludes by emphasizing urgent necessity: challenges like climate disruption, 
biodiversity collapse, and systemic inequality cannot be addressed by isolated individuals, 
however skilled. They require collective intelligence, care, and courage operating through 
social systems capable of learning and acting at appropriate scale. Current approaches assuming 
individual capacity translates automatically into organizational transformation are incomplete. 
We must learn to develop collective capacity directly—designing and cultivating organizations, 
networks, and communities that manifest IDG qualities at the systemic level. 

 



 
 

Preface 
This essay was written by the AI language model Claude, based on instructions and source 
material provided by me, Thomas Jordan. I led the process in the first phase of the IDG initiative 
that led to the first draft of the Inner Development Goals framework in 2021. We had many 
conversations during the process about various choices that had to be made, not least because 
of the very small budget for this ambitious project. One decision was to defer a real effort to 
explore the skills and qualities of the IDG framework as properties of collectives and systems, 
rather than of individuals. This was necessary at the time, but the intention was to develop the 
framework to study and describe how organizations, networks, collaborative processes and 
communities can create collective capabilities. Collectives can perform other tasks than indivi–
duals can. But it is not a trivial endeavor to build organizations or other systems that embody 
the kind of capacities the IDG framework points to.  

After being impressed with the capabilities for advanced analysis and synthesis of the LLM 
Claude, I thought that Claude might do a decent job of exploring this topic. I think this essay 
confirms that my hope was well-founded.  

I want to emphasize that the author of this essay is Claude, not me. Claude is a language model, 
with a very sophisticated capability to apply a set of instructions to a particular task and generate 
meaningful reasoning. But of course this mode of operating has important limitations. The 
result is something that looks like deductive reasoning, rather than conclusions based on empi-
rical data and/or lived experience. This should be kept in mind, and the reader should use his 
or her own critical judgement in evaluating the validity of the reasoning and conclusions in the 
essay.  

In this case, I think I can claim some competence (more than in other essays Claude has written 
in this series on the IDG framework). I have studied workplace conflict for 30 years and co-
authored a comprehensive book on how organizations can build robust collaboration cultures, 
based on research, case studies and consulting for about 25 years. I think this essay is a good 
start, but much more work (by humans) is needed in order to realize the potential for growing 
organizations, networks, communities and other types of system with strong capacities for the 
work the planet sorely needs.  

Gothenburg, Sweden, November 2025 

Thomas Jordan, PhD 
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THE INNER DEVELOPMENT GUIDE: FROM 
INDIVIDUAL TO COLLECTIVE CAPABILITIES 

Claude [AI], mentored by Thomas Jordan 

 
INTRODUCTION 

The achievement of the Inner Development Guide 
The Inner Development Guide represents a significant achievement in articulating the inner 
skills and qualities needed to address complex global challenges. Through extensive consul-
tation with over 20,000 people in 165 countries, curated by 19 research teams around the world, 
the initiative has identified 25 skills and qualities organized into five dimensions: Being (Culti-
vating Our Inner Life), Thinking (Understanding Our Complex World), Relating (Caring for 
Others and the World), Collaborating (Building Trust and Working Together), and Acting 
(Leading and Enabling Change) (see overview in the Appendix). 

The Guide has proven valuable precisely because it makes visible what has long been invisible 
in our approaches to sustainability and social change. As the IDG community states, there 
exists a fundamental need to develop the human capabilities of those who must address our 
urgent challenges. We have accumulated extensive knowledge about environmental problems, 
social challenges, and economic inequities, yet we have invested far less in understanding and 
developing the inner capabilities of those who must address these challenges. The Inner 
Development Guide provides accessible language for discussing inner development with 
organizational leaders, policymakers, and practitioners who might otherwise dismiss such 
concerns as too peripheral to the "real work" of sustainability. 

The Guide's own recognition of collective dimensions 
However, the Inner Development Guide's own documentation acknowledges a crucial dimen-
sion that this essay takes as its starting point: capabilities often are properties of systems rather 
than individuals. While the Guide articulates individual skills and qualities with great clarity, 
it opens the door to exploring how these same dimensions manifest in organizations, networks, 
communities, and other social systems. 

This points toward a fundamental reconceptualization that remains largely unexplored: what 
happens when we shift from viewing IDG qualities as individual attributes to understanding 
them as collective capabilities manifest in organizations, networks, communities, and other 
social systems? The Guide, as valuable as it is, presents the 25 qualities primarily through an 
individual lens. Self-awareness, systems thinking, empathy, co-creation skills—all are descry-
bed in terms of personal capabilities, even when their application is inherently social. 

The central thesis 
The central thesis of this essay is straightforward but consequential: collective IDG capabilities 
are not simply aggregations of individual skills but emerge from interaction patterns, shared 
meaning-making systems, cultural structures, and coordination mechanisms that cannot be 
reduced to the sum of individual competencies. 
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An organization where every member has high systems thinking capability may still function 
with low organizational complexity awareness if its structures, processes, and culture do not 
enable collective sense-making. A network may contain highly empathic individuals yet fail to 
manifest collective care if its coordination mechanisms are transactional rather than relational. 
A community may include people with strong inner compass yet lack collective direction if it 
has no mechanisms for integrating diverse values into shared purpose. 

Consider a concrete example: a sustainability-focused NGO whose staff members are indivi-
dually skilled in systems thinking, empathy, and collaboration. Yet organizationally, it operates 
with siloed departments that rarely communicate, makes strategic decisions through top-down 
processes that ignore field-level knowledge, and allocates resources through budgeting pro-
cedures that force artificial choices between interconnected priorities. The organization has 
high individual capability but low collective capability. The IDG qualities remain trapped at 
the individual level, unable to manifest as organizational capabilities because the structures, 
processes, and culture do not enable their collective expression. 

Beyond organizations: the full spectrum of collectives 
This essay focuses primarily on formal organizations as a starting point for exploring collective 
IDG manifestation, but the inquiry extends far beyond organizational boundaries. Networks—
whether multi-stakeholder partnerships addressing complex issues, communities of practice 
sharing knowledge across organizational boundaries, or social movements mobilizing for 
change—manifest collective capabilities that emerge from their particular structures and 
dynamics. These capabilities cannot be understood through organizational theory alone. 

Large group methods such as Future Search, Open Space Technology, World Café, and Theory 
U create temporary collective contexts where hundreds of people can develop shared under-
standing and coordinated action. These approaches demonstrate that collective IDG qualities 
can emerge even in time-limited settings when structures and processes are appropriately 
designed. The collective systems thinking that emerges in a well-facilitated Future Search 
conference, or the collective creativity unleashed in an Open Space gathering, reveals 
capabilities that transcend what any individual participant brings to the room. 

Geographic and identity-based communities develop their own forms of collective wisdom, 
resilience, and care that cannot be understood purely through individual psychology or organi-
zational theory. A neighborhood that organizes mutual aid networks during crisis, an indi-
genous community that maintains ecological knowledge across generations, a diaspora 
community that sustains cultural identity while adapting to new contexts—these demonstrate 
collective IDG qualities that emerge from shared history, relationships, and practices rather 
than formal structures. 

Throughout this essay, we will draw connections between organizational dynamics and these 
other collective forms. Organizations offer a particularly useful lens because their relative 
stability and structure make collective patterns more visible and measurable than in more fluid 
networks or communities. Yet the principles explored here—how collective capabilities 
emerge from structure, culture, and developmental stage—apply across different types of social 
systems, even as the specific manifestations differ. 

Theoretical foundations 
This perspective builds on important work in organizational development, social systems 
theory, and adult development. Frederic Laloux's "Reinventing Organizations" maps how 
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organizations at different developmental stages manifest fundamentally different structures, 
processes, and capabilities—what he calls evolutionary purpose, self-management, and whole-
ness at the most developed "Teal" stage. His work demonstrates that organizational capability 
is not merely the sum of individual capabilities but emerges from the organization's develop-
mental stage and corresponding structures. 

Developmental stage theory, as articulated by theorists such as Robert Kegan, Jane Loevinger, 
and Susanne Cook-Greuter at the individual level, applies to some extent also to collective 
systems. Organizations, networks, and communities have developmental centers of gravity that 
shape what is structurally possible. A collective system operating primarily from conventional 
developmental stages cannot simply implement post-conventional structures and expect them 
to function effectively. The collective's developmental stage shapes not only which IDG quali-
ties can manifest but how they manifest and what they mean in practice. 

Systems theory and complexity science provide additional foundations for understanding 
collective capabilities as emergent properties. Peter Senge's work on learning organizations, 
Otto Scharmer's Theory U, and the broader field of organizational learning all recognize that 
collective intelligence, sensing, and presencing are properties of systems, not just individuals. 
These perspectives help us understand how structures, processes, and cultures create conditions 
for collective capabilities to emerge. 

The analytical framework 
The framework for this exploration uses the five IDG dimensions as organizing structure, but 
fundamentally reconceptualizes each from individual psychological capability to collective 
systemic property. This requires examining both what integral theory calls the "collective 
interior" (shared meaning-making patterns, cultural codes, collective consciousness) and the 
"collective exterior" (organizational structures, coordination mechanisms, observable systems 
and processes). 

Being becomes collective identity and organizational self-awareness. Thinking becomes distri-
buted intelligence and collective sense-making capability. Relating becomes relational fields 
and network care. Collaborating becomes coordination architectures and trust systems. Acting 
becomes organizational agency and collective courage. Each reconceptualization requires us 
to identify the structural conditions, cultural patterns, and developmental capabilities that 
enable these collective qualities to emerge and stabilize. 

A crucial distinction: individual training is not enough 
A crucial distinction runs through this analysis: individual training in IDG skills is necessary 
but fundamentally insufficient for developing collective capabilities. An organization can send 
all its members through training in systems thinking, empathy, and collaborative skills, yet fail 
to develop organizational complexity awareness, care, or genuine co-creation capability if its 
structures reinforce hierarchical decision-making, its culture punishes vulnerability, and its 
resource allocation contradicts its stated values. 

This is not an argument against individual development—individual capabilities remain essen-
tial. Rather, it is an argument for recognizing that collective development requires deliberate 
work on social systems, not just individual competencies. The most sophisticated organiza-
tional structures will fail if inhabited by people lacking minimal relational or cognitive skills. 
Yet even highly skilled individuals cannot create collective wisdom, care, or courage without 
supportive structures and culture. 
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Consider the difference between training individuals in communication skills versus building 
organizational communication capability. The former might teach active listening, giving 
feedback, managing difficult conversations. The latter requires designing communication 
architectures—meeting structures, information flows, decision processes, feedback mecha-
nisms—that enable dialogue across hierarchies and boundaries. Both are necessary; neither is 
sufficient alone. 

This has profound implications for how we approach organizational change, network develop-
ment, and community capability building for sustainability. Too often, we invest heavily in 
individual training while leaving organizational structures unchanged, then wonder why the 
training doesn't translate into organizational transformation. Or we redesign structures without 
attending to whether people have the individual capabilities to inhabit those structures 
effectively. Collective IDG development requires working simultaneously on individual 
capabilities and collective systems, recognizing their mutual interdependence while attending 
to their distinct logics. 

The developmental dimension 
Moreover, drawing on developmental stage theory, this essay argues that collective systems—
like individuals—have developmental centers of gravity that fundamentally shape what is 
structurally possible. An organization, network, or community operating primarily from con-
ventional developmental stages cannot simply implement post-conventional structures and 
expect them to function effectively. Attempting to install "Teal" organizational structures in an 
organization with an "Amber" or "Orange" center of gravity typically results in either the 
structures failing to function as intended or the organization rejecting them as incompatible 
with its culture. 

The collective's developmental stage shapes not only which IDG qualities can manifest but 
how they manifest and what they mean in practice. Systems thinking means something 
different in an organization operating from conventional versus post-conventional stages. Inner 
compass manifests differently in collectives at different levels of maturity. This developmental 
lens helps explain why identical-looking interventions produce radically different results in 
different collective contexts. 

Understanding this developmental dimension is not about judging some organizations or 
communities as "better" than others. Each developmental stage has its own internal coherence 
and serves certain functions well. The challenge is matching developmental interventions to 
actual developmental capability, creating conditions that support natural growth rather than 
forcing structures that cannot yet be inhabited effectively. 

The essay's structure 
The essay proceeds in three parts. Part One reconceptualizes each of the five IDG dimensions 
as collective phenomena, examining how Being, Thinking, Relating, Collaborating, and Acting 
manifest at the level of organizations, networks, and communities rather than individuals. For 
each dimension, we explore both the collective interior (meaning-making, culture, conscious-
ness) and collective exterior (structures, processes, observable mechanisms) aspects. 

Part Two identifies the structural requirements for collective IDG development—the decision-
making architectures, communication systems, time structures, resource allocation patterns, 
and power distributions necessary for collective capabilities to emerge and stabilize. This 
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section provides practical guidance for designing organizations and other collective systems to 
enable IDG capability development. 

Part Three explores how organizational developmental stage shapes which collective IDG 
qualities can manifest, examining the constraints and possibilities at different levels of collec-
tive maturity and addressing the challenge of developmental diversity within social systems. 
This section helps practitioners assess developmental readiness and design stage-appropriate 
interventions. 

Why this matters 
This reconceptualization from individual to collective IDG capabilities is not merely academic. 
It is essential if we are to create organizations, networks, and communities genuinely capable 
of addressing the complexity of sustainability challenges. The problems we face—climate 
disruption, biodiversity collapse, systemic inequality, democratic fragility—are not problems 
that isolated individuals, however skilled, can solve. They require collective intelligence, 
collective care, collective courage operating through social systems capable of learning, adap-
ting, and acting at appropriate scale. 

Current approaches to sustainability work often operate with an implicit theory of change: 
develop capable individuals, put them in positions of influence, and trust that their capabilities 
will translate into organizational and societal transformation. This theory is incomplete. Indivi-
dual capability is necessary but not sufficient. We must learn to develop collective capability 
directly—to design and cultivate organizations, networks, and communities that manifest IDG 
qualities at the systemic level. 

The stakes are high. We are in a race between our capability for collective wisdom and our 
capability for collective destruction. Building social systems capable of navigating complexity, 
acting with care, and sustaining commitment over decades is perhaps the most pressing deve-
lopmental challenge of our time. Understanding how to build such collective capability is not 
optional but essential for our survival and flourishing. 
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PART ONE: RECONCEPTUALIZING THE FIVE 
DIMENSIONS COLLECTIVELY 

1.1 Being as collective identity 

From individual self-awareness to organizational self-awareness 
Individual self-awareness—the ability to be in reflective contact with one's own thoughts, 
emotions, desires, and actions—is widely recognized as foundational for personal develop-
ment. In the Inner Development Guide, self-awareness enables individuals to maintain a 
realistic self-image and ability to regulate oneself. But what does self-awareness mean at the 
collective level? 

Organizational self-awareness represents a collective capability to recognize and reflect upon 
the organization's own patterns, culture, assumptions, and developmental stage. It is the ability 
of a collective system to observe itself—to notice "how we operate here," to recognize its 
shadow sides and blind spots, to understand its own strengths and limitations. This capability 
cannot be reduced to individual members being self-aware, though that provides necessary 
foundation. Rather, it emerges from organizational practices, structures, and culture that enable 
collective reflection. 

Consider the difference between two sustainability organizations with equally self-aware 
individuals. In the first, there are no forums for collective reflection on organizational culture 
and patterns. Individuals may notice organizational dynamics but have no sanctioned spaces to 
name and explore them collectively. The organization proceeds on autopilot, repeating patterns 
it cannot see. In the second organization, regular practices create space for collective self-
observation through retrospectives after major initiatives, annual cultural assessments, struc-
tured dialogues about "how we work together," and board-level reflection on organizational 
health. Over time, the second organization develops genuine self-awareness as a collective 
property that fundamentally shapes its capability to learn and adapt. 

This organizational self-awareness becomes particularly crucial for sustainability work. Many 
organizations espouse sustainability values yet operate in ways that contradict those values—
pursuing growth at any cost, treating people as resources to be optimized, making decisions 
without considering systemic impacts. Organizational self-awareness enables collectives to 
notice these contradictions and work to address them, rather than remaining unconscious of the 
gaps between stated values and actual practices. Networks and communities manifest self-
awareness differently than formal organizations. A multi-stakeholder network develops self-
awareness through mechanisms that help participants collectively recognize network dyna-
mics, power patterns, and emergent properties. Community self-awareness often expresses 
through storytelling, ritual, and shared memory practices that help the community understand 
its own identity and evolution over time. 

From personal integrity and authenticity to institutional integrity 
At the individual level, integrity and authenticity mean alignment between values and 
actions—acting in accordance with one's principles even when difficult, and doing so with 
sincerity and honesty. The Inner Development Guide defines it as a sincere commitment to 
honesty and firmly grounded values, expressed and embodied in action. At the collective level, 



 7 

institutional integrity represents alignment between espoused values and actual organizational 
behavior, decisions, and resource allocation. 

The "integrity gap" is pervasive in organizational life. Organizations declare commitment to 
transparency but hoard information. They espouse participatory decision-making but con-
centrate power in leadership. They claim to value work-life balance but reward overwork. They 
state commitment to diversity but maintain homogeneous leadership. These gaps are not 
typically the result of individual dishonesty—most organizational members genuinely believe 
in the stated values. Rather, the gaps emerge from structures, processes, and cultural patterns 
that operate independently of individual intentions. 

Building institutional integrity requires more than individual members acting with integrity. It 
requires systematic attention to alignment across organizational systems. Values-aligned 
decision-making processes must actually use the organization's stated values as decision 
criteria rather than ignoring them in favor of expedience, convention, or financial conside-
rations. Organizations with institutional integrity have explicit processes for assessing major 
decisions against core values. Resource allocation must reflect stated values, since budgets 
reveal actual priorities more accurately than mission statements. An organization that claims 
to value learning and innovation but allocates no time or money to these activities lacks 
institutional integrity. Organizations with institutional integrity ensure that resource alloca-
tion—of money, time, attention, and people—aligns with stated priorities. 

Accountability systems for values adherence become essential. How does the organization 
notice and address gaps between values and behavior? Are there mechanisms for surfacing 
hypocrisy and addressing it constructively? Or does the organizational culture punish those 
who name contradictions? Institutional integrity requires both transparency about values and 
accountability for living them. Furthermore, institutional memory and continuity matter 
deeply. Personal integrity can be sustained by individual commitment, but institutional inte-
grity must survive leadership transitions. This requires embedding values in structures, pro-
cesses, and culture so deeply that they persist across changes in personnel. Organizations with 
strong institutional integrity maintain their commitments even as specific leaders come and go. 

The developmental dimension matters here. Organizations at conventional developmental 
stages often understand integrity as rule-following—living up to external standards and 
established norms. This creates one form of institutional integrity based on consistency with 
stated policies and procedures. Organizations at post-conventional stages understand integrity 
as authentic alignment with internally generated values, even when those values challenge 
external expectations. This creates a different, more demanding form of institutional integrity 
that requires ongoing self-examination and willingness to change. For networks and partner-
ships, institutional integrity manifests as alignment between partnership principles and actual 
collaboration patterns. A network that espouses equality among partners but gives dispropor-
tionate power to funding organizations lacks integrity. Communities express integrity through 
alignment between communal values and collective practices—for example, indigenous 
communities maintaining traditional reciprocity values in contemporary economic arrange-
ments. 

From individual presence to collective presence 
Individual presence—the capability to be fully present in the here and now, to accept reality 
as it unfolds, and to respond in meaningful ways—provides a foundation for responding wisely 



 8 

to what is actually happening rather than reacting from habit or projection. But what might 
collective presence mean? 

Organizational presence represents collective capability to attend to what is actually occurring 
in the present moment rather than operating on autopilot, reacting from past patterns, or 
projecting future anxieties onto current situations. It is the ability of a collective system to sense 
and respond to emerging realities rather than executing predetermined plans regardless of 
changing conditions. Meeting cultures offer one revealing site where collective presence either 
manifests or fails to manifest. In many organizations, meetings follow ritualized patterns with 
minimal genuine attention to what is actually happening. Agendas are predetermined, 
conversations follow familiar scripts, decisions have been made beforehand, and the meeting 
itself is performance rather than genuine inquiry. Participants may be individually present, but 
the collective is not—it is executing a routine. 

Contrast this with meetings designed and facilitated for collective presence. The structure holds 
space for genuine sensing of what matters now, for allowing unexpected topics to emerge, for 
shifting direction when new information or perspective surfaces. Participants attend to the 
quality of their collective inquiry, noticing when energy flags or excitement rises, when certain 
voices dominate or important perspectives are missing. The meeting itself becomes a practice 
in collective presence, creating conditions for the group to respond to what is actually emerging 
rather than merely following a script. 

Organizational pace profoundly shapes collective presence. Organizations operating in 
constant crisis mode—where everything is urgent, every decision is rushed, every meeting is 
squeezed into insufficient time—cannot develop collective presence. The system lacks the 
slack necessary for genuine attention. Building collective presence requires deliberate creation 
of space through time for reflection between action, pauses for collective sensing, and margins 
that allow response rather than forcing reaction. This becomes particularly crucial for 
addressing complex sustainability challenges that unfold in the present but emerge from long 
causal chains and have far-reaching future implications. They require sensing subtle signals, 
noticing emergent patterns, and responding to changing conditions. Organizations operating on 
autopilot, mechanically implementing predetermined plans, will miss crucial information and 
fail to adapt appropriately. 

The structural requirements for collective presence include time structures that allow attention, 
with sufficient time allocated for meetings, decisions, and strategic work protected from 
constant interruption and crisis. Practices that cultivate collective sensing—such as check-ins 
that help groups become present together, moments of silence or reflection, and attention to the 
quality of collective energy and discourse—create conditions for genuine presence. Cultural 
acceptance that plans may need to shift based on what emerges, combined with structures 
flexible enough to incorporate new understanding, enables the organization to remain respon-
sive rather than rigid. Distributed sensing capability throughout the organization, not just in 
leadership, ensures that people who attend to what is happening have channels to communicate 
their sensing. 

Networks manifest collective presence through practices that help distributed participants sense 
into emerging network dynamics. Large group methods like Theory U explicitly cultivate 
collective presence through structured processes that move groups through sensing, presencing, 
and crystallizing. Communities develop collective presence through shared practices—rituals, 
ceremonies, and gatherings that bring attention to the present moment and what is arising in 
community life. 
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Inner compass and collective identity as developmental phenomenon 
The Inner Development Guide identifies inner compass as a deeply felt commitment to live 
and act in accordance with values and purposes that serve the good of the whole. At the 
collective level, this becomes organizational purpose and identity—a sense of who "we" are, 
what "we" stand for, what distinguishes "us" from "them." This collective identity is not merely 
aggregated individual identities but emerges from shared history, culture, structures, and 
meaning-making patterns. 

Organizations, networks, and communities—like individuals—have identity that functions as 
a developmental phenomenon. Organizations at different developmental stages have funda-
mentally different relationships to their own identity. Conventional-stage collectives, roughly 
corresponding to Laloux's Amber and Orange organizational types, tend to have relatively 
fixed, externally-anchored identities. An organization centered at the conformist stage defines 
itself through tradition, established roles, and belonging to larger recognized categories. An 
achievement-oriented organization defines itself through mission, principles, and accomp-
lishments, seeing itself as "the leading organization for X" or standing for "Y principles." These 
identities are not inherently problematic—they provide stability and clear sense of purpose. 
However, they tend to be held rigidly. Threats to identity are experienced as threats to survival. 
The organization cannot easily question its fundamental assumptions or consider paradigm-
level changes without experiencing identity crisis. 

Post-conventional collectives, roughly corresponding to Laloux's Teal organizations, hold 
identity more lightly while still maintaining clear purpose. They understand their identity as 
constructed and evolving rather than essential and fixed. They can question foundational 
assumptions, consider paradigm shifts, and even transform themselves fundamentally without 
experiencing existential threat. The organization asks not just "how can we achieve our 
mission?" but "is this still the right mission?" and even "who are we becoming?" This 
developmental difference in relationship to identity shapes which aspects of collective Being 
can develop. 

An organization that cannot reflect on its own identity will struggle to develop genuine organi-
zational self-awareness. An organization that experiences identity questioning as threat will 
resist the kind of deep examination that reveals shadow sides and contradictions. An 
organization that must maintain rigid identity boundaries will struggle with the permeability 
and openness that characterizes mature collective presence. The developmental stage also 
shapes how organizational integrity manifests—conventional-stage integrity focuses on 
consistency with established principles and standards, while post-conventional integrity 
involves ongoing examination of whether the principles themselves still serve, and willingness 
to evolve them. Both are forms of integrity, but they operate at different levels of complexity. 

Openness and learning mindset as organizational capability 
The Inner Development Guide describes openness and learning mindset as a curious, 
adaptive attitude expressed through willingness to exchange perspectives, be vulnerable, 
welcome change, and grow. At the collective level, this becomes organizational learning 
capability—the ability of a system to adapt, evolve, and grow through experience. 

Organizations with genuine learning mindset create structures and cultures that enable 
continuous adaptation. They establish regular practices for reflection and sense-making, build 
feedback loops that surface important information quickly, and maintain cultural permission 
for experimentation and productive failure. Most critically, they demonstrate willingness to 
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change course based on what they learn, even when that challenges established practices or 
cherished assumptions. This requires vulnerability at the organizational level—the capability 
to acknowledge what isn't working, to admit mistakes, and to remain open to perspectives that 
challenge the organization's self-image. 

The contrast with defensive organizations is stark. Defensive collectives protect their self-
image, resist information that challenges their assumptions, and maintain rigid practices even 
when evidence suggests they're not working. Individual members may have strong learning 
mindsets, but the organizational system punishes vulnerability and rewards conformity. 
Creating organizational openness requires deliberate structural work including psychological 
safety that makes it safe to admit mistakes and surface concerns, diverse information sources 
that bring multiple perspectives into organizational awareness, and decision-making processes 
that can actually incorporate new learning rather than merely confirming existing beliefs. 

Practical implications for cultivating collective Being 
What enables collectives to develop these capabilities? Regular practices of organizational self-
assessment—not just performance metrics but cultural health assessments, retrospectives, and 
structured reflection on "how we work together"—create conditions for genuine collective self-
awareness. These need to be genuine inquiry, not ritual. Creating spaces for cultural reflection 
through dedicated forums where organizational patterns can be named and explored requires 
psychological safety, the ability to surface observations about culture without punishment. 

Leadership modeling of organizational self-awareness proves essential. When leaders expli-
citly discuss organizational patterns, name contradictions, and engage in collective self-exami-
nation, it legitimizes this practice throughout the organization. Mechanisms for addressing gaps 
between values and behavior—including values audits, stakeholder feedback loops, and 
transparency about decision-making—enable the organization to notice hypocrisy and address 
it constructively rather than defensively. Embedding values in structures and processes moves 
beyond values statements to ensuring that organizational systems including hiring, promotion, 
resource allocation, and decision-making actually operationalize those values. 

Building organizational slack by protecting time, space, and resources allows for presence 
rather than constant reaction. This includes margins in schedules, buffer in budgets, and 
cultural permission to pause. Practices that cultivate collective presence—such as regular 
check-ins, moments of collective sensing, attention to meeting quality, and willingness to 
deviate from agenda when something important emerges—create the conditions for 
organizational systems to respond to what is actually happening rather than merely executing 
plans. Developmental awareness about the organization's developmental center of gravity 
enables designing practices appropriate to that stage while creating conditions that support 
natural evolution. 

For networks, this means designing governance structures and communication practices that 
enable collective self-awareness despite geographic and organizational distribution. For 
communities, it means creating spaces and practices for collective reflection, storytelling, and 
cultural transmission that maintain community identity while allowing evolution. The 
cultivation of collective Being is not a one-time intervention but an ongoing practice. Like 
individual Being, it requires sustained attention and cannot be achieved through workshops or 
training alone. It emerges from consistent practices embedded in organizational life, supported 
by structures and culture, and modeled by leadership. Most fundamentally, it requires the 
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recognition that Being is not just an individual dimension but a collective capability essential 
for navigating complexity and creating sustainable change. 

1.2 Thinking as organizational cognition 

From individual systems thinking to organizational systems thinking 
Individual systems thinking—the ability to understand complexity and work with the 
interconnections and properties of systems—is widely recognized as essential for addressing 
sustainability challenges. The Inner Development Guide emphasizes understanding of and 
skills in working with complex and systemic conditions. Yet having individuals with high 
systems thinking capability does not automatically translate into organizational capability to 
work with complexity. 

Organizational systems thinking represents collective capability to hold and work with com-
plexity rather than reducing it to simpler, more manageable frameworks. This manifests in how 
organizations frame problems, make decisions, design strategies, and structure their work. An 
organization with genuine systems thinking maintains nuance and interconnection in its 
thinking rather than forcing complex realities into linear cause-effect models or isolated 
problem categories. Strategic planning processes offer a revealing site where organizational 
systems thinking either manifests or fails. Many organizations with systems-aware individuals 
still conduct strategic planning that forces reduction to linear causality—identify clear object-
tives, break them into discrete activities, assign responsibilities, track progress through simple 
metrics. This approach works reasonably well for complicated but predictable domains like 
building a bridge, implementing known technology, or scaling proven programs. It fails 
catastrophically for complex adaptive challenges where interventions produce unpredictable 
effects, where problems and solutions co-evolve, and where success requires ongoing adapta-
tion to emerging conditions. 

Organizations with genuine systems thinking approach strategic work differently. They map 
interconnections and feedback loops, identify leverage points rather than just listing activities, 
design portfolios of interventions recognizing that some will work and others won't, build in 
sensing and adaptation mechanisms rather than just execution plans, acknowledge uncertainty 
explicitly rather than pretending to know outcomes in advance, and create space for emergence 
rather than trying to control everything through detailed planning. The difference is not about 
individuals knowing systems thinking but about organizational processes enabling or con-
straining systemic thinking. 

An organization can have staff trained in systems mapping yet still require strategic plans 
formatted as linear action lists because that's what the board expects, that's what the funding 
proposal template requires, and that's what the organizational culture understands as "rigorous 
planning." The structure of organizational thinking is determined by these formal and informal 
requirements more than by what individuals know. This becomes particularly crucial for 
sustainability work, where climate change, biodiversity loss, and social inequality are not just 
complicated but complex—emergent, adaptive, multi-scale, and involving incommensurable 
stakeholder framings. Addressing them effectively requires genuine organizational systems 
thinking, not just individually systems-aware people operating within systems that reduce 
complexity. 
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Distributed intelligence and collective sense-making1 
Traditional organizational models concentrate intelligence at the top, where senior leadership 
scans the environment, makes sense of trends, formulates strategy, and communicates deci-
sions downward. This model works reasonably well in stable environments where those at the 
top have sufficient information and perspective to make good decisions for the whole organi-
zation. It fails in turbulent, complex environments where crucial information is distributed 
throughout the organization and where rapid sense-making and adaptation are required. 

Distributed intelligence represents a fundamentally different model where cognitive capability 
is spread across the organizational network rather than concentrated in leadership. People 
throughout the organization scan their environments, make sense of what they're observing, 
share their understanding, and integrate diverse perspectives into collective intelligence that 
exceeds what any individual or small group could achieve. This requires more than giving 
people permission to think—it requires organizational structures that enable information flow 
and sense-making across boundaries. 

Communication architectures that enable multi-directional flow become essential, moving 
beyond top-down broadcasting or bottom-up reporting to horizontal sharing across functions 
and boundaries. This might include communities of practice, cross-functional teams, internal 
social platforms, and regular forums for sharing observations and insights. Translation 
mechanisms across boundaries help different parts of the organization—sales, engineering, 
finance—understand each other and integrate their perspectives, since different organizational 
segments develop different languages and ways of thinking. Processes for collective sense-
making through regular practices where diverse organizational members come together to share 
observations, identify patterns, and develop shared understanding might include strategy 
sessions that genuinely involve diverse voices, learning retrospectives, scenario planning 
workshops, or structured dialogue processes. 

Legitimacy for distributed sensing requires cultural permission for anyone to raise important 
observations, not just those in formal leadership. This requires psychological safety—the 
confidence that noticing and naming things won't result in punishment—and organizational 
humility that recognizes expertise is distributed. Networks and partnerships depend even more 
fundamentally on distributed intelligence because control and coordination cannot be imposed 
from a center. Multi-stakeholder networks addressing complex issues like watershed manage-
ment or regional food systems work only when participants from diverse sectors—farmers, 
businesses, government agencies, NGOs, community groups—each contribute their perspec-
tives and knowledge to collective sense-making. No single stakeholder has sufficient infor-
mation or perspective to understand the whole system. 

Large group methods like World Café or Open Space Technology explicitly organize for distri-
buted intelligence. They structure interaction so that insights and information flow through the 
group, creating collective understanding that emerges from many small conversations rather 
than from expert presentations or leadership pronouncements. These approaches demonstrate 
that collective intelligence can emerge in large gatherings when the architecture of interaction 
is appropriately designed. 

 
1 Note from Thomas Jordan: Claude ”wanted” to have a subsection on Sense-making, which was one of the 23 
skills and qualities in the 2021 IDG framework, but was subsumed under Perspective skills in 2025. I left it in, 
although it is no longer one of the 25 in IDG 2.  
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Institutional memory and organizational learning2 
Individual thinking skills and learning capability become organizational learning capability 
when organizations develop mechanisms for capturing, storing, accessing, and building upon 
collective experience. Without institutional memory, organizations suffer from repeated failu-
res, loss of hard-won knowledge, and inability to build on past success. The challenge of 
knowledge transfer when individuals leave reveals how much organizational intelligence 
remains tacit and personal rather than becoming genuinely collective. 

A seasoned project manager departs and with her goes years of understanding about what 
works, what to avoid, who to contact, and how to navigate organizational politics. A scientist 
retires and crucial knowledge about methodology, equipment quirks, and research relationships 
disappears. A community elder passes and generations of historical memory and practical wis-
dom are lost. Organizations and communities develop institutional memory through multiple 
mechanisms that work together to preserve and transmit collective knowledge across time and 
personnel changes. 

Documentation systems provide written records, databases, reports, and repositories that 
capture decisions, rationale, processes, and outcomes. These systems work only when they are 
accessible, searchable, and actually used—many organizations have vast archives that function 
as graveyards rather than living memory. Mentoring and apprenticeship relationships through 
explicit pairing of experienced and newer members transfer tacit knowledge that cannot be 
easily documented, working best as structured practice rather than assuming mentoring will 
happen naturally. Communities of practice as ongoing groups organized around shared work 
domains allow practitioners to share experiences, troubleshoot challenges, and develop collec-
tive knowledge, becoming repositories of organizational learning when they persist over time 
and include diverse experience levels. 

After-action reviews and retrospectives provide structured reflection practices following 
projects or significant events to extract learning while memory is fresh. The U.S. Army 
developed sophisticated after-action review practices that have been adopted by many organi-
zations seeking to learn from experience. Storytelling and narrative practices help organiza-
tions and communities maintain memory through stories that carry not just facts but meanings, 
values, and implicit knowledge. Regular forums for storytelling—at community gatherings, 
organizational meetings, or documented oral histories—preserve collective memory in 
accessible form. 

The developmental dimension shapes organizational learning capability in important ways. 
Conventional-stage organizations tend to accumulate knowledge as established best 
practices—"this is how we do things here." This creates stability but can resist new learning 
that challenges established approaches. Post-conventional organizations hold knowledge more 
provisionally—"this worked in these conditions"—making them more adaptive but potentially 
less efficient at executing proven approaches. Understanding this developmental difference 
helps explain why some organizations can rapidly incorporate new learning while others 
struggle to change established practices even in the face of compelling evidence. 

Collective perspective-taking and multi-paradigm awareness 
Individual perspective skills—the ability to learn from diverse perspectives and integrate 
insights into reflective sense-making and action—provide foundation for wise decision-

 
2 This subsection does not clearly refer to one of the 25 IDGs, but since it makes sense, I left it in.  
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making. The Inner Development Guide emphasizes this capability to understand different 
viewpoints and see issues from multiple angles. At the collective level, this becomes 
organizational capability for multi-perspective analysis and multi-paradigm awareness. 

Organizational diversity provides necessary but insufficient foundation for collective 
perspective-taking. Having people from different backgrounds, disciplines, and viewpoints 
doesn't automatically create organizational capability to integrate multiple perspectives. 
Without structures and culture that enable diverse views to be heard and integrated, dominant 
perspectives overwhelm minority views, and diversity becomes superficial rather than 
generative. Creating genuine collective perspective-taking capability requires several inter-
connected elements working together. 

Diverse organizational composition through intentional inclusion of people with different 
backgrounds, training, lived experiences, and worldviews becomes foundational. This means 
not just demographic diversity but diversity of thinking styles, disciplinary approaches, and 
value orientations. Inclusive decision-making processes ensure diverse perspectives are not just 
present but actively solicited and seriously considered through formal structures. This might 
include devil's advocates, red team/blue team analysis, scenario planning that explores multiple 
futures, or structured processes that systematically gather input from diverse stakeholders. 

Facilitation capability through skilled facilitators who can help groups integrate diverse 
perspectives rather than defaulting to either bland consensus or winner-take-all debate becomes 
essential. This includes ability to work with conflict constructively and help groups find 
creative synthesis rather than forced compromise. Cultural norms supporting constructive 
disagreement create organizational environments where challenging dominant perspectives is 
welcomed rather than punished, where intellectual diversity is valued, and where changing 
one's mind based on new perspectives is seen as strength rather than weakness. Time for 
exploration remains critical because rushing to decision privileges the first plausible option or 
the dominant perspective—genuine perspective-taking requires time to explore multiple 
framings before converging on action. 

Multi-paradigm awareness extends perspective-taking to fundamental worldview differences. 
This capability becomes essential when working across sectors, cultures, or disciplinary 
boundaries where people operate from incommensurable frameworks. An organization 
working on conservation that includes both scientific and indigenous knowledge traditions, or 
a development initiative that bridges Western and non-Western approaches, requires genuine 
multi-paradigm capability—not superficial acknowledgment but ability to work productively 
with fundamentally different ways of knowing. This capability cannot develop in organizations 
centered at conventional developmental stages, which experience their own paradigm as 
objecttive reality rather than as one among multiple possible frameworks. It requires post-
conventional organizational consciousness that can hold multiple paradigms simultaneously, 
work across them, and create hybrid approaches that draw on different traditions without 
forcing them into false synthesis. 

Organizational creativity and innovation capability 
Individual creativity—the ability to think outside conventional patterns, imagine new possi-
bilities, and shape them into transformative ideas—translates into organizational innovation 
capability only when structures and culture support creative work. The Inner Development 
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Guide emphasizes creativity as essential for addressing complex challenges. Many organiza-
tions staffed by creative people nonetheless produce incremental refinements rather than 
genuine innovation because their structures constrain creativity. 

Organizational innovation capability emerges from several interacting elements that must work 
together. Structural permission for experimentation through resources explicitly allocated for 
exploration rather than only for executing established programs provides foundation. This 
might include innovation budgets, protected time for research and development, or dedicated 
teams working on new approaches. Tolerance for productive failure through cultural accep-
tance that experimentation involves failures and that these failures provide valuable learning 
becomes essential. Organizations that punish all failure inevitably suppress innovation. The art 
is distinguishing productive from destructive failure—productive failures come from thought-
ful experiments that produce learning, while destructive failures come from carelessness or 
repeating known mistakes. 

Diverse knowledge integration recognizes that innovation often emerges at boundaries between 
different domains. Organizations that build bridges across internal silos and external boun-
daries create conditions for creative recombination of ideas through cross-functional teams, 
interdisciplinary projects, and partnerships with diverse external organizations. Challenge to 
assumptions through cultural willingness to question fundamental premises rather than just 
optimize within existing frameworks requires psychological safety to challenge sacred cows 
and organizational humility to consider that foundational assumptions might be wrong. Con-
nection to operational work ensures that innovation initiatives don't remain separate from core 
operations, producing interesting ideas that never get implemented. Genuine innovation 
capability bridges the "innovation-implementation gap" through structures that connect 
creative exploration with operational execution. 

The "innovation theater" problem reveals organizations claiming to value innovation but 
providing no structural support. They host hackathons and innovation challenges, celebrate 
creative ideas, and espouse innovation values—yet allocate all resources to business-as-usual, 
punish failed experiments, and maintain structures that reward conformity. The gap between 
espoused and enacted innovation values undermines both innovation and institutional integrity. 
Networks and ecosystems often demonstrate higher innovation capability than individual 
organizations because they enable knowledge flows across organizational boundaries. Open 
source software development, scientific research collaborations, and social innovation net-
works all demonstrate how distributed, loosely-coupled structures can foster creativity and 
rapid innovation, though these networks face different challenges around coordinating and 
scaling innovations. 

Critical thinking as collective capability 
Individual critical thinking—the ability to reflect on the validity of ideas, evidence, 
assumptions, and plans—becomes collective capability for rigorous analysis and evidence-
based decision-making. The Inner Development Guide emphasizes this as essential for navi-
gating complexity. But organizational structures often undermine individual critical thinking 
capability through several mechanisms that operate independently of individual skill. 

Confirmation bias in organizational culture develops when organizations naturally prefer 
information that confirms existing strategies and beliefs, marginalizing critical voices that 
question these as "not team players." Over time, even individuals with strong critical thinking 
capability learn to self-censor. Hierarchical deference teaches people not to question 
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leadership's views too strongly, especially in cultures with high power distance, so critical 
analysis gets filtered or softened as it moves up organizational levels, with the most pointed 
critiques never reaching decision-makers. Pressure for positivity in organizations pursuing 
ambitious goals often develops cultures that interpret critical analysis as negativity or lack of 
commitment, devaluing the ability to see problems and limitations relative to optimistic 
boosterism. Siloed expertise means that when different forms of expertise are segregated into 
different organizational units that rarely interact, there's limited cross-checking of assump-
tions—the marketing department's claims aren't rigorously examined by operations, and the 
technical team's assertions aren't questioned by those understanding user needs. 

Building collective critical thinking capability requires deliberate structural interventions. 
Institutionalized devil's advocates through formal roles or rotating assignments to challenge 
prevailing views and assumptions make critical analysis legitimate and expected rather than 
deviant. Pre-mortem processes conducted before major decisions involve structured exercises 
imagining the decision has failed spectacularly and working backward to identify what could 
go wrong, surfacing critical concerns in psychologically safer ways than direct criticism. 
External review mechanisms bring in outside perspectives to assess plans, strategies, and 
assumptions, with external reviewers often seeing things organizational insiders cannot. 

Transparency of reasoning requires that major decisions be explained with explicit reasoning 
and evidence so they can be examined critically—"because leadership decided" isn't sufficient 
justification. Reward structures for constructive criticism explicitly value and reward those 
who identify problems before they become crises, who challenge flawed assumptions, and who 
improve plans through rigorous analysis. These structural interventions work together to create 
organizational environments where critical thinking can flourish rather than being suppressed, 
enabling the collective to benefit from diverse perspectives and rigorous analysis in service of 
better decisions. 

Long-term orientation and visioning as collective capability 
The Inner Development Guide emphasizes long-term orientation and visioning as the ability 
to imagine long-term goals and stay committed to them in ways that support broader societal 
and ecological well-being. At the individual level, this provides capability to think beyond 
immediate concerns. At the collective level, this becomes organizational capability for strategic 
thinking and action across extended timeframes essential for sustainability work. 

Effective organizations operate across multiple timescales simultaneously—daily operations, 
weekly and monthly coordination, quarterly and annual cycles, multi-year strategic initiatives, 
and decadal or generational vision. The challenge is maintaining all timeframes rather than 
allowing urgent short-term demands to crowd out long-term thinking. This requires explicit 
processes for strategic visioning and scenario planning, organizational structures with 
responsibility for long-term thinking, metrics that include long-term outcomes alongside short-
term progress, and cultural practices that regularly connect daily work to long-term vision. 

Scenario planning and futures thinking offer more sophisticated approaches than single pre-
dictions. Rather than creating forecasts assuming a single future, organizations can build 
capability through regular scenario planning exercises exploring multiple possible futures, 
futures literacy training, environmental scanning for weak signals and emerging trends, and 
strategic flexibility that prepares for multiple possibilities rather than assuming single 
projections. The difference between brittle strategies assuming a single future versus adaptive 
strategies preparing for multiple scenarios shapes organizational resilience and long-term 
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success, as climate change planning exemplifies—organizations preparing for multiple climate 
scenarios fare better than those assuming single projections. 

Intergenerational thinking represents the longest timeframe, involving consideration of impacts 
on future generations not yet born. This requires governance structures that represent future 
generations' interests, explicit consideration of long-term impacts in decision-making, relation-
ship with traditional societies that maintain multi-generational perspectives, and cultural 
practices that foster connection to ancestors and descendants. Some organizations experiment 
with "future generations councils" or "seventh generation impact assessments" to bring longer 
timeframes into current decisions, drawing on indigenous governance traditions that offer 
profound wisdom about maintaining multi-generational perspective. 

The developmental dimension of organizational thinking 
Organizations at different developmental stages manifest fundamentally different cognitive 
capabilities, regardless of how skilled individual members are. Organizations centered at 
conventional developmental stages operate primarily within a single paradigm that is expe-
rienced as objective reality. They can be highly sophisticated within that paradigm—develo-
ping complex systems, conducting rigorous analysis, innovating within established frame-
works—but they struggle with genuine paradigm-level thinking, with holding multiple 
incommensurable frameworks simultaneously, and with the kind of meta-cognition that 
examines the paradigm itself. 

An organization centered at the Achiever stage might develop highly sophisticated systems 
thinking models, implement complex multi-stakeholder processes, and create innovative pro-
grams—all while operating within an unquestioned framework about what sustainability 
means, how change happens, and what interventions are legitimate. The organization has high 
cognitive sophistication but limited cognitive flexibility at the paradigm level. In contrast, 
organizations capable of post-conventional thinking can operate across multiple paradigms, 
hold competing frameworks simultaneously, and work productively with irreducible uncer-
tainty and incommensurability. They understand their own thinking frameworks as construc-
tions rather than objective realities. This enables different forms of innovation, strategic 
thinking, and collaboration than are possible at conventional stages. 

The bootstrapping problem emerges clearly here—organizations need post-conventional 
cognitive capability to design organizational structures and processes that support post-
conventional thinking. An organization centered at the Achiever stage trying to implement 
evolutionary organizational practices often creates versions that miss the underlying 
consciousness shift. The practices remain but emptied of their transformative potential because 
they're implemented within a conventional meaning-making framework. This doesn't mean 
conventionally-staged organizations should abandon development efforts—rather, it suggests 
meeting organizations where they developmentally are, building strong systems thinking 
capability at their current stage rather than forcing premature post-conventional structures, and 
creating conditions that support natural developmental progression through encountering 
limitations of current frameworks and gradually expanding to more inclusive perspectives. 

Practical implications for cultivating collective thinking 
Several practical strategies emerge for developing organizational cognition. Decision-making 
processes that maintain complexity through strategic planning and decision protocols that resist 
premature reduction to linear plans become foundational. This includes systems mapping, 
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scenario analysis, portfolio approaches, and explicit acknowledgment of uncertainty. Infor-
mation architecture enabling distributed sense-making requires communication platforms, 
meeting structures, and reporting systems that enable information flow across boundaries and 
support collective intelligence. 

Communities of practice for knowledge sharing provide structured forums where practitioners 
share experiences, troubleshoot challenges, and develop collective expertise, working best 
when they persist over time and include diverse experience levels. Regular strategic review 
with diverse perspectives through periodic examination of strategy and assumptions involving 
people with different backgrounds, expertise, and organizational positions should be genuine 
inquiry, not ritual confirmation. After-action reviews and learning retrospectives offer 
structured reflection following projects or significant events to extract and document learning 
while it's fresh. 

Mentoring programs and succession planning create explicit practices for transferring tacit 
knowledge and preparing for inevitable personnel changes. Protected time and resources for 
innovation through budgets, schedules, and organizational units specifically dedicated to 
experimentation and creative work signal organizational commitment to learning and 
adaptation. Cultural permission and reward for productive failure through explicit recognition 
that innovation involves failures and that these failures provide essential learning helps 
overcome organizational risk-aversion that suppresses creativity. 

Processes for constructive critical analysis including devil's advocates, pre-mortems, external 
reviews, and transparent reasoning make critical thinking legitimate and expected rather than 
deviant. Assessment of organizational developmental stage helps in understanding collective 
cognitive capability and designing interventions appropriate to that stage while creating 
conditions supporting natural evolution. For networks, this means designing governance and 
coordination mechanisms that leverage distributed intelligence while enabling collective sense-
making. For communities, it means creating spaces and practices for collective learning, 
intergenerational knowledge transfer, and integration of diverse forms of expertise. 

The cultivation of organizational thinking capability is not achieved through training alone but 
through sustained work on structures, processes, and culture. Like all collective IDG dimen-
sions, it requires recognizing that cognition is not just an individual property but emerges from 
how collective systems are organized and how they support thinking together. The goal is 
creating organizational systems where collective intelligence exceeds what any individual 
member could achieve alone, where complexity can be held and worked with rather than 
reduced away, and where the organization continuously learns and adapts in service of its 
evolving purpose. 

1.3 Relating as relational fields 

From individual empathy and compassion to organizational care 
Individual empathy and compassion—the ability to connect to others, oneself, and nature 
with kindness, care, and love, guided by the intention to reduce suffering—represents a 
personal capability to sense and respond to the experiences of others. The Inner Development 
Guide describes this as a foundational capability for relating to the world. At the collective 
level, this becomes organizational care—systemic attention to the well-being of members, 
stakeholders, and the broader community. 
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The crucial distinction is that organizational care must be embodied in structures, policies, and 
resource allocation, not merely in the attitudes of individual members. A healthcare system 
may employ deeply compassionate nurses and doctors yet function as a punishing system that 
exhausts its workers, excludes vulnerable patients, and treats people as medical problems rather 
than whole human beings. The individual compassion exists but cannot overcome structural 
violence embedded in the system itself. 

Organizational care manifests in multiple interconnected dimensions. Care for organizational 
members appears in how the organization attends to employee well-being, extending far 
beyond compensation and benefits. Does the organization respect work-life boundaries or 
expect unlimited availability? Does it provide psychological safety where people can be 
vulnerable? Does it support professional development and growth? Does it notice and respond 
when people are struggling? Are there structures for peer support and mutual care? The 
difference between an organization that espouses care while operating sweatshop conditions 
versus one where care is embedded structurally becomes visible in concrete practices: 
reasonable workloads built into project planning, mental health resources readily accessible 
without stigma, flexible arrangements supporting diverse life circumstances, regular check-ins 
on well-being separate from performance evaluation, and organizational slack that allows 
people to care for each other during difficult times. 

Care for stakeholders and community extends beyond internal members to how the organi-
zation relates to those it serves, partners with, and affects. Is the stance extractive or generative? 
Transactional or relational? Do stakeholders experience being cared for or being used? A 
genuine service organization structures work to see and respond to the full humanity of those 
served, not just their problem or need. A genuine partnership approaches relationships with 
attention to mutual benefit and long-term flourishing, not just immediate transactional value. 
This care must be structurally supported through time allocated for relationship building, 
decision processes that consider stakeholder well-being, and metrics that include stakeholder 
thriving rather than only organizational outputs. 

Care for natural systems represents how the organization recognizes and responds to its ecolo-
gical embeddedness. This extends beyond environmental compliance to genuine regard for the 
living systems the organization depends upon and affects. An organization manifesting 
ecological care attends to its material flows, energy use, habitat impacts, and relationship with 
place, asking not just "are we legal?" but "are we contributing to ecological health?" The 
developmental dimension matters profoundly here—conventional-stage organizations tend to 
care for those clearly "inside" organizational boundaries while having limited regard for those 
"outside," with clear and relatively impermeable boundaries. Post-conventional organizations 
recognize the porousness of boundaries and extend care more broadly, understanding the 
organization as embedded in and interdependent with larger systems, with care extending not 
from moral obligation alone but from recognition of genuine interconnection. 

Collective appreciation and gratitude 

Individual appreciation—relating to people and planet Earth with a deep sense of gratitude, 
positive regard, and joy—provides foundation for resilience and positive engagement with the 
world. At the collective level, appreciation becomes organizational and community culture that 
maintains a basic orientation of gratitude toward existence, the natural world, society, and the 
gift of being alive. 
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Many organizations and communities oriented toward addressing global challenges para-
doxically develop deficit orientation toward the world they seek to serve. They focus 
relentlessly on problems, gaps, and failures—which makes sense given urgent sustainability 
challenges and social inequities. Yet when collectives operate exclusively from problem-focus, 
they can lose touch with what makes life worth preserving and defending. An organization 
fighting to protect ecosystems that has lost capacity to experience wonder and gratitude toward 
those ecosystems risks burnout and may struggle to inspire others. 

Organizations genuinely oriented toward creating a better world cultivate practices that 
maintain contact with what deserves protection and celebration. This begins with direct 
relationship to the natural world. An environmental organization might structure regular time 
for staff to be in the ecosystems they work to protect—not for specific tasks but for presence 
and appreciation. A sustainability-focused business might begin meetings acknowledging the 
living systems that make their work possible. When an organization's culture includes genuine 
appreciation for the beauty and complexity of living systems, this shapes fundamental 
orientation toward work. The organization acts from love and protection of what's valued rather 
than only from fear and opposition to what threatens. 

Collective appreciation extends to human communities and social systems as well. Organiza-
tions working for social change can cultivate appreciation for resilience, creativity, and wisdom 
already present in communities—especially those facing oppression. Rather than viewing 
communities only through deficit lens, appreciative orientation recognizes existing strengths, 
cultural wealth, and inherent dignity. This shifts from extractive relationships toward 
generative partnerships grounded in mutual appreciation. 

At the deepest level, collective appreciation involves cultivating shared sense of gratitude for 
existence itself—the profound wonder that anything exists at all, that consciousness has 
emerged in the universe, that we find ourselves alive in this extraordinary moment. 
Organizations and communities that maintain contact with this existential appreciation 
approach their work with different quality than those operating only from obligation or fear. 
Some incorporate practices that nurture this deeper appreciation: beginning gatherings with 
poetry or music that evokes wonder, creating spaces for reflection on meaning and purpose, or 
protecting moments of silence and presence. 

The challenge is maintaining both clear-eyed recognition of what's broken and genuine 
appreciation for what's beautiful and working. This is not naïve positivity that ignores suffering 
and injustice but grounded appreciation that can hold both the reality of crisis and the 
preciousness of what we're working to preserve. Perhaps most importantly, collective appre-
ciation provides essential foundation for sustained commitment that addressing sustainability 
challenges requires. Organizations and communities that cultivate genuine appreciation for life, 
for Earth, for human dignity and potential—these collectives build foundation for perseverance 
that can sustain through difficulty, setback, and uncertainty. 

Connectedness, network care, and ecological embeddedness 
From individual connectedness—feeling a sense of belonging to a larger whole, such as 
humanity, the planet's web of life, and the spiritual dimensions of existence—emerges 
organizational and network recognition of interdependence and systemic embeddedness. The 
Inner Development Guide identifies this not as a skill but as an identification, a fundamental 
shift in how one experiences relationship to larger wholes. This transforms how collectives 
understand their relationships and responsibilities. 
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Supply chain relationships offer a revealing lens on organizational connectedness. Most organi-
zational supply chains operate through arm's-length transactions optimized for cost and 
efficiency, where suppliers are interchangeable, relationships are contractual, and the organi-
zation attends primarily to its direct costs and benefits. This model enables exploitation—
environmental destruction, labor abuse, community harm—to remain invisible to the pur-
chasing organization. Network care approaches supply relationships differently, recognizing 
that the organization's well-being is entangled with supplier well-being and with the 
communities and ecosystems where supply chains operate. This manifests structurally through 
long-term partnerships rather than constantly switching suppliers, fair pricing that enables 
sustainable practices, transparency about supply chain impacts, investment in supplier 
capability building, and attention to working conditions and environmental practices through-
out the chain. Companies like Patagonia demonstrate this approach, working closely with 
suppliers on environmental and social practices, paying prices that enable those practices, and 
maintaining long-term relationships. This isn't purely altruistic—it creates resilient supply 
networks—but it does represent structural recognition of interdependence rather than extractive 
relationships. 

Community relationships reveal how organizations exist within communities—geographic, 
sectoral, and cultural. How do they recognize and respond to this embeddedness? Extractive 
approaches treat communities as sources of labor, customers, or resources to be drawn upon. 
Generative approaches recognize mutual constitution—the organization depends on com-
munity health and contributes to it, for better or worse. This manifests in hiring practices that 
build local economic capability, procurement that supports local businesses, investment in 
community infrastructure and institutions, participation in community decision-making, and 
transparency about organizational impacts on community well-being. Organizations genuinely 
embedded in community don't just operate there but see their fate as entangled with community 
flourishing. 

Ecological relationships represent the most fundamental level of connectedness—recognition 
that organizations exist within and depend upon living systems. Most organizations treat nature 
as either resource to be extracted or constraint to be managed. Genuine ecological embedded-
ness understands the organization as participant in ecosystems, with responsibility for 
contribution alongside extraction. This transforms practices around material and energy flows 
through movement toward circularity and regeneration, land and habitat relationships by seeing 
organizational spaces as part of ecosystems rather than separate from them, waste streams by 
recognizing "waste" as materials displaced from useful cycles, and long-term thinking through 
consideration of multi-generational impacts. Some organizations and communities have begun 
operating from regenerative principles—not just reducing harm but actively contributing to 
ecosystem health. The permaculture movement, regenerative agriculture practices, and 
biomimicry in design all represent recognition of organizational and human embeddedness in 
living systems. 

Collective connectedness as identity question 
Organizations, networks, and communities—like individuals—vary fundamentally in how they 
experience their boundaries and their relationship to larger wholes. This represents a 
developmental dimension that shapes the very nature of organizational identity and purpose. 
Separate and boundaried collectives, typically at conventional developmental stages, expe-
rience themselves as distinct entities with clear inside/outside boundaries. The organization's 
interests are separate from and often in competition with other organizations' interests. Success 
is measured in relative terms—market share, competitive advantage, organizational growth. 
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The stance toward others is strategic—potential threats, competitors, or resources. This doesn't 
make these organizations "bad"—they often function effectively within their paradigm and care 
genuinely for those clearly inside their boundaries. But the boundaries are relatively 
impermeable, and the organization doesn't experience others' well-being as intrinsic to its own 
except instrumentally. 

Interconnected and permeable collectives, typically at post-conventional stages, experience 
themselves as nodes in larger living systems, with permeable boundaries and genuine inter-
dependence. The organization's well-being is understood as inseparable from the health of 
larger systems it participates in. Success is understood in mutual terms—how does the whole 
ecosystem thrive? The stance toward others is collaborative—potential partners in shared 
flourishing. This identity shift cannot be trained or mandated—it emerges from developmental 
transformation of the collective itself. 

Practices can support this transformation through systems mapping that reveals inter-
dependence, relationship building across boundaries, exposure to impacts the organization 
creates, participation in multi-stakeholder processes, time in nature and direct experience of 
ecological embeddedness. But these practices support development rather than directly 
installing connectedness. The shift from separate to interconnected identity profoundly shapes 
organizational strategy, decision-making, and culture. A separate organization optimizes for its 
own benefit within constraints. An interconnected organization asks how it can contribute to 
larger system health, understanding that its long-term well-being depends on this contribution. 
Networks structurally embody interconnection more than bounded organizations do, though 
individual network participants may still operate from separate identity. Communities, 
especially place-based and indigenous communities, often maintain stronger collective sense 
of embeddedness in larger wholes, understanding themselves as part of land, ancestry, and 
continuing story rather than as separate entities. 

Humility as collective quality 
Individual humility—being able to respond to the needs of the situation without concern for 
one's own importance—becomes at collective level organizational humility, the capability to 
act from service to larger purpose rather than from ego-defensiveness or self-aggrandizement. 
The Inner Development Guide emphasizes this as essential for genuine collaboration and 
learning. 

Collective ego manifests in multiple ways through organizations that must always be right, that 
cannot acknowledge mistakes, that need to be seen as the leader or the best, that take credit for 
collaborative achievements, and that cannot learn from others because that would threaten 
organizational identity. This organizational ego undermines effectiveness in addressing com-
plex challenges that require collaboration, learning from failure, and subordinating organiza-
tional interests to larger purposes. 

Organizational humility manifests as willingness to learn from others, including from smaller 
organizations, from communities, and from those typically considered less expert. Humble 
organizations recognize expertise is distributed and that they have much to learn from others. 
Acknowledgment of limitations requires clear-eyed recognition of what the organization 
doesn't know, can't do, or has failed at. This creates space for partnership rather than requiring 
the organization to overextend beyond its actual competence. Sharing credit and visibility in 
collaborative work means not hoarding recognition but genuinely acknowledging partner 
contributions. This builds trust and enables sustained collaboration. 
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Serving purpose rather than organizational growth involves asking "what does this challenge 
need?" rather than "how can we expand our organization?" Sometimes serving purpose means 
supporting others' work rather than taking direct action. Organizations with humility can make 
this choice. Learning from failure means that when initiatives fail, defensive organizations 
blame external circumstances or implementation problems while humble organizations exa-
mine their own assumptions and learn deeply from failure. The developmental dimension is 
crucial—organizational humility cannot emerge from conventional developmental stages 
where organizational identity is relatively rigid and defensiveness is high. It requires post-
conventional capability to hold organizational identity lightly enough to question it, to 
experience organizational boundaries as permeable, and to prioritize purpose over organi-
zational ego. 

Networks and coalitions particularly require humility from participating organizations. When 
each participant insists on being visible, taking credit, and protecting organizational turf, colla-
boration becomes impossible. Effective networks include participants who can subordinate 
organizational self-interest to network purpose. The cultivation of collective humility requires 
creating organizational cultures where learning from others is celebrated, where acknow-
ledging limitations is seen as strength rather than weakness, where collaborative achievement 
is valued over individual recognition, and where serving larger purpose takes priority over 
organizational self-interest. 

Forgiveness and collective healing 
The 2025 Inner Development Guide introduces forgiveness as a dimension of relating—
willingness to transcend hostility, work through trauma, and create space for healing. While 
often considered deeply personal, forgiveness has profound collective dimensions essential for 
organizational and community health. 

Organizations inevitably cause harm—to members, stakeholders, communities, and eco-
systems. How collectives recognize, acknowledge, and work to repair this harm shapes whether 
relationships can heal or remain fractured. Collective forgiveness involves not forgetting or 
excusing harm but creating processes for acknowledgment, accountability, and restoration that 
allow relationships to continue and even deepen. This requires organizational capability to face 
its shadow sides, to listen to those it has harmed, and to take responsibility for repair. 

Restorative justice practices offer frameworks for collective healing that many organizations 
and communities are beginning to adopt. These practices focus on repairing harm rather than 
merely punishing wrongdoing, bringing together those who caused harm, those harmed, and 
the wider community to collectively address what happened and how to move forward. This 
stands in contrast to punitive approaches that often perpetuate cycles of harm. Organizations 
developing capability for collective forgiveness create spaces where harm can be named 
without defensiveness, where those harmed have voice and agency in determining what repair 
looks like, where accountability involves genuine change rather than just apology, and where 
the community collectively works toward healing. 

Historical harm presents particular challenges for collective forgiveness. Organizations and 
communities carry legacies of past injustice—colonization, slavery, displacement, exploit-
tation—that continue to shape present relationships. Collective healing from historical trauma 
requires acknowledging these legacies, understanding how they continue to create harm in the 
present, making reparations that address ongoing impacts, and fundamentally transforming 
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relationships and structures. This work is ongoing and often uncomfortable, requiring sustained 
commitment rather than symbolic gestures. 

Communities, particularly those that have experienced collective trauma, often develop 
sophisticated practices for collective healing. Truth and reconciliation processes, memorial 
practices, ceremonial acknowledgment of harm, and ongoing dialogue across difference all 
contribute to collective capability for forgiveness and healing. Networks working across 
historical divides—such as environmental partnerships that bring together indigenous commu-
nities and government agencies with histories of conflict—must develop capability for collec-
tive forgiveness to function effectively. This requires patience, cultural humility, ongoing 
attention to power dynamics, and willingness to remain in difficult conversations. 

Practical implications for cultivating collective relating 
Several practical strategies emerge for developing organizational capability for care, app-
reciation, connection, humility, and forgiveness. Structural embodiment of care requires 
moving beyond rhetoric to embedding care in policies, resource allocation, and decision 
processes through reasonable workloads in planning, accessible mental health support, flexible 
arrangements, stakeholder well-being in decision criteria, and ecological impact assessment. 
Regular appreciation practices create rhythms for recognizing contributions, celebrating 
achievements, and telling stories that highlight strengths through regular appreciation rounds 
in meetings, quarterly celebrations, documentation of learning and success, and storytelling 
that makes work visible and valued. 

Relationship building across boundaries requires dedicated time and resources for developing 
genuine relationships with suppliers, partners, communities, and stakeholders. Moving from 
transactional to relational engagement requires investment that pays off in resilience and 
mutual support. Ecological connection practices create opportunities for organizational 
members to develop direct relationship with natural world and to understand organizational 
ecological embeddedness through time in nature as part of work, understanding material and 
energy flows, watershed or bioregional awareness, and indigenous wisdom partnerships. 

Systems mapping revealing interdependence helps organizations see their interconnection with 
larger systems through supply chain mapping, stakeholder analysis, systems modeling, and 
impact assessment that follows effects beyond immediate consequences. Humility practices 
create cultural permission and expectation for acknowledging limitations, learning from others, 
sharing credit, and interrogating organizational ego through leadership modeling vulnerability, 
responses to mistakes that prioritize learning over blame, regular check-ins on relational health, 
and conflict transformation capability. 

Restorative justice frameworks provide processes for collective healing when harm occurs, 
including acknowledgment practices, repair processes, community accountability mechanisms, 
and ongoing dialogue. Community accountability mechanisms ensure communities and stake-
holders can hold organizations accountable and that organizations respond to this feedback 
with genuine care rather than defensiveness through regular stakeholder feedback, transparent 
communication, responsive action when problems are raised, and visible prioritization of 
relational health alongside task achievement. 

For networks, cultivating collective relating means designing coordination mechanisms that 
build trust and reciprocity among partners while attending to power dynamics and historical 
relationships. For communities, it means maintaining practices—ceremonies, gatherings, 
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mutual aid, storytelling—that sustain relational fabric and collective care capability across 
generations. The cultivation of collective relating capability ultimately depends on develop-
mental maturity of the collective itself. Organizations at conventional stages can build care 
structures and appreciation practices, but the shift to genuine interconnected identity and deep 
humility requires developmental transformation. Supporting this transformation while meeting 
people where they are developmentally is the art of collective development work. 

1.4 Collaborating as coordination mechanisms 

From individual co-creation skills to emergent collaboration patterns 
Individual co-creation skills—the ability to facilitate collaborative processes with diverse 
stakeholders, foster teamwork and psychological safety, and be aware of power dynamics—
provide essential foundation for working together effectively. The Inner Development Guide 
emphasizes these skills as central to collaborative capability. Yet having individuals skilled at 
collaboration does not automatically translate into organizational collaboration capability. 

Consider a sustainability initiative where every team member excels at facilitation, active liste-
ning, and collaborative problem-solving, yet the organization as a whole functions through 
siloed departments that rarely communicate, rigid hierarchies that limit cross-boundary 
coordination, and competitive internal cultures that pit teams against each other. The individual 
skills exist but cannot express themselves because organizational structures constrain 
collaboration. Organizational collaboration capability emerges from the architecture of 
coordination—the structures, processes, technologies, and norms that either enable or constrain 
collective work. 

These coordination mechanisms operate at multiple levels simultaneously. Spaces for colla-
boration, both physical and virtual, must be designed to enable collaborative work. Open office 
plans represent one attempt at this, though research shows they often reduce rather than 
increase meaningful collaboration due to noise, distraction, and lack of privacy for focused 
work or sensitive conversations. More effective collaboration spaces include dedicated project 
rooms for team work, flexible spaces that can be configured for different group sizes and 
activities, technology-enabled virtual collaboration platforms, and importantly, variety that 
allows people to choose environments appropriate for different work modes. 

Time structures enabling collaboration become essential because collaboration requires time—
for relationship building, for joint problem-solving, for coordination. Organizations that pack 
schedules with back-to-back meetings leave no margin for collaborative work. Effective time 
structures include protected time for cross-functional collaboration, schedules aligned across 
teams so collaboration is possible, meeting-free time blocks for focused work and thoughtful 
preparation, and organizational rhythms that balance individual and collaborative work. 

Processes that facilitate collaboration provide explicit methodologies for working together 
effectively through structured decision-making processes that ensure diverse input, facilitation 
protocols for complex conversations, project management frameworks that support coordi-
nation, conflict transformation processes that address tensions constructively, and retrospective 
practices that help teams learn and improve their collaboration over time. Cultural norms 
around collaboration shape implicit and explicit expectations about how people work together. 
Some organizational cultures value heroic individual contribution over collective achievement, 
making collaboration feel inefficient or weak. Others celebrate collaborative work and create 
social pressure toward cooperation through what behavior gets rewarded and promoted, what 
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stories get told about success, how conflict is addressed, and whether helping others is seen as 
distraction from "real work" or as central to organizational effectiveness. 

Networks demonstrate different collaboration architectures than hierarchical organizations. 
Without central authority to mandate coordination, networks depend on voluntary colla-
boration enabled by clear shared purpose that motivates participation, low transaction costs for 
coordination, visible benefits from collaboration, distributed leadership rather than concen-
trated control, and communication platforms that enable asynchronous coordination across 
geographic and time boundaries. Large group methods like World Café or Appreciative Inquiry 
Summit explicitly design collaboration architectures for temporary collectives, structuring 
interaction patterns, creating multiple channels for contribution, enabling rapid relationship 
formation, and harvesting collective intelligence through carefully designed processes. These 
methods demonstrate that collaboration capability can be created quickly when structure and 
facilitation are appropriate. 

Trust architectures and relational infrastructure3 
Trust represents the foundation for effective collaboration, yet trust cannot be mandated or 
trained directly. At the individual level, trustworthiness emerges from consistent behavior over 
time—keeping commitments, acting with integrity, demonstrating competence and care. At the 
collective level, trust emerges from organizational systems that make trustworthy behavior 
visible, reward it consistently, and provide recourse when trust is violated. 

Trust architectures include several interrelated elements working together to create conditions 
for trust. Transparency systems enable trust because trust requires information. When organi-
zations hoard information or keep decision processes opaque, people cannot assess 
trustworthiness. Effective transparency includes open access to organizational information by 
default rather than by exception, clear explanation of how decisions are made and why, 
visibility into resource allocation and priorities, and honest communication about challenges 
and failures alongside successes. The difference between organizations where strategic 
decisions emerge mysteriously from leadership versus organizations where decision processes, 
criteria, and trade-offs are visible is profound—the latter enables trust even when people 
disagree with specific decisions because they can see the reasoning and integrity of the process. 

Accountability mechanisms become essential because trust requires consequences. When 
people fail to keep commitments, behave unethically, or violate organizational norms without 
consequences, trust erodes. Effective accountability includes clear expectations and commit-
ments, systems for tracking whether commitments are kept, fair processes for addressing 
violations, and consistency in applying standards across hierarchical levels. Importantly, 
accountability must extend upward and across hierarchies, not just downward. Organizations 
where leadership is unaccountable while workers face strict accountability create fundamental 
trust deficits. True accountability systems apply principles consistently regardless of position. 

Relational time and resources matter because trust develops through repeated interaction over 
time. Organizations that structure work to prevent sustained relationships—through constant 
reorganization, high turnover, or project structures that continually form and dissolve teams—
undermine trust development. Building trust requires stable enough organizational structure 

 
3 Trust was one of the original 23 IDGs, but was integrated into relationship-building skills in 2025. Claude 
wrote a subsection on trust, and since it is such an important topic, I left it in the essay.  
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that relationships can form, time allocated for relationship building alongside task work, and 
cultural valuing of relational investment as essential rather than optional. 

Repair mechanisms recognize that trust will be violated—through mistakes, miscommuni-
cation, or genuine harm. Organizations capable of maintaining trust have effective repair 
mechanisms including processes for acknowledging harm, opportunities for explanation and 
apology, restorative rather than purely punitive approaches, and cultural permission to make 
mistakes and learn from them. The absence of repair capability means that trust violations 
become permanent fractures. When someone feels betrayed or harmed with no organizational 
process for addressing it, the relationship often becomes irreparably damaged. Effective repair 
enables trust to deepen through successfully navigating difficulty together. 

Demonstrated care and follow-through ultimately ground trust in consistent experience that the 
organization and its members care about collective well-being and follow through on commit-
ments. This appears in responsive action when problems are raised, visible prioritization of 
relational health alongside task achievement, consistency between stated values and resource 
allocation, and patterns of behavior that demonstrate genuine regard for people's experience. 
Networks face particular trust challenges because repeated interaction may be limited and 
formal accountability mechanisms weak. Network trust often develops through transparent 
communication norms, visible reciprocity where contributions are recognized and returned, 
boundary objects that coordinate action without requiring deep relationship, and reputational 
systems where trustworthy behavior becomes known across the network. Communities may 
have stronger trust foundations than formal organizations due to longer relationship 
timeframes, multiplex ties where people know each other in multiple roles and contexts, and 
shared identity and values. 

Communication systems enabling genuine dialogue 
Individual communication skills—the ability to listen deeply, foster genuine dialogue, 
advocate views skillfully, manage conflicts constructively, and adapt communication to diverse 
groups—remain essential. The Inner Development Guide emphasizes these as fundamental to 
effective collaboration. Yet organizational communication capability depends heavily on the 
structures and systems that enable or constrain dialogue. 

Most organizational communication architectures prioritize information transmission over 
genuine dialogue through top-down broadcasting, status reports flowing upward, email chains, 
and presentation-heavy meetings. These enable efficient information sharing but not dialogue. 
Genuine dialogue requires structures that support multi-directional communication flow 
beyond hierarchical chains, enabling horizontal coordination across functions, upward 
channels where frontline experience reaches leadership, and boundary-spanning communi-
cation that connects across organizational divides. This requires regular cross-functional 
forums, accessible leadership that hears directly from diverse organizational levels, 
communities of practice that enable peer learning, and technologies that enable many-to-many 
communication rather than just one-to-many broadcasting. 

Adequate time for dialogue becomes critical because genuine dialogue cannot be rushed. It 
requires time to surface underlying concerns, explore multiple perspectives, work through 
disagreement, and reach shared understanding. Organizations that schedule back-to-back 30-
minute meetings can accomplish information transmission but not dialogue. Enabling dialogue 
requires meeting designs that protect time for discussion, cultural permission to let 
conversations develop rather than forcing rapid conclusions, and organizational slack that 
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allows for the "inefficiency" of genuine dialogue. Skilled facilitation enables dialogue across 
differences, especially where power dynamics or conflict exist. Not every conversation needs 
formal facilitation, but organizations need access to trained facilitators for complex conversa-
tions, processes for working with conflict constructively, ability to create psychological safety 
for difficult topics, and cultural understanding that facilitation enables rather than controls 
dialogue. 

Multiple channels and formats recognize that different communication purposes require 
different structures. Information updates work via email or written reports. Coordination 
requires interactive platforms. Strategic dialogue needs extended face-to-face time. Commu-
nities need informal spaces for relationship building. Effective communication architectures 
provide variety of channels appropriate for different purposes, clarity about which channels 
serve which functions, and accessibility across diverse communication styles and abilities. 
Space for dissent and challenge becomes essential for genuine dialogue. Organizations where 
communication systems reinforce conformity or punish challenge cannot achieve dialogue. 
Enabling constructive dissent requires cultural legitimacy for questioning and challenge, 
protected channels for raising concerns, demonstration through leadership response that 
challenge is valued, and processes that distinguish constructive critical thinking from de-
structive cynicism. 

The challenge of hierarchical organizations is that communication naturally flows toward 
power, with those having less power self-censoring, softening messages, or withholding 
concerns while those with more power receive filtered information that confirms their views. 
Breaking this pattern requires deliberate structural interventions including skip-level meetings, 
anonymous feedback mechanisms, reverse mentoring, and cultural work to make it safe to 
speak truth to power. Networks face different communication challenges with distributed 
membership and no central coordination requiring platforms that enable asynchronous 
coordination, transparent information sharing accessible to all participants, protocols for 
decision-making working across boundaries, and cultural norms around responsiveness and 
information flow. Large group methods demonstrate that dialogue is possible even in very large 
groups when structure and process are carefully designed through self-organizing conversation 
structures, multiple simultaneous small-group dialogues, harvesting and integration of diverse 
perspectives, and skilled facilitation of whole-group synthesis. 

Collective mobilization capability 
Individual mobilization skills—the ability to inspire and enable others to engage in shared 
purposes and collective action—become at collective level organizational capability to activate 
stakeholders, partners, and communities around common goals. The Inner Development Guide 
emphasizes this capability as essential for creating change. This capability depends on several 
interrelated elements working together. 

Clarity and compelling articulation of purpose begins mobilization because people mobilize 
around purposes they find meaningful and credible. Organizational mobilization capability 
begins with clarity about what the organization is working toward and why it matters, com-
pelling narrative that connects purpose to values people hold, and authentic communication 
that demonstrates genuine commitment rather than marketing language. Many organizations 
struggle to mobilize because their stated purposes feel generic or disconnected from real work. 
"Making the world a better place" or "achieving sustainability" doesn't mobilize like 
"protecting this particular watershed" or "ensuring every child in our community has access to 
nutritious food." Specificity and authenticity matter profoundly. 
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Accessible pathways for engagement ensure that purpose alone doesn't mobilize if people can't 
figure out how to engage. Effective mobilization requires multiple entry points appropriate for 
different capability levels, clear roles and ways to contribute, low barriers to initial engagement 
with opportunities to deepen over time, and explicit invitation rather than assumption that 
people will self-organize. The difference between organizations that have complex, unclear 
volunteer processes versus those that make engagement easy becomes visible in clear online 
portals, responsive coordination, variety of opportunities from one-time to ongoing, and 
appreciation for whatever level of engagement people offer. 

Coordination infrastructure enables mobilizing many people through capability to coordinate 
action including communication platforms that reach stakeholders effectively, systems for 
organizing activities and tracking commitments, leadership distributed enough to coordinate 
dispersed activity, and processes for collective decision-making when needed. Demonstration 
of impact sustains engagement because people sustain engagement when they see their efforts 
matter through visible outcomes from collective action, feedback showing how individual 
contributions aggregate to collective impact, celebration of milestones and achievements, and 
transparent communication about both successes and challenges. 

Building on diverse motivations recognizes that people engage for different reasons—some 
moved by values, others by relationships, still others by personal benefit. Effective mobile-
zation recognizes this diversity and articulates multiple reasons for engagement, creates space 
for different motivational orientations, avoids assuming everyone shares the same drivers, and 
builds coalitions that include people mobilized by different purposes that align in practice. 
Cultural and linguistic accessibility ensures mobilization succeeds when people can engage in 
their own cultural contexts and languages through materials and communication in multiple 
languages, cultural competence in outreach and engagement, recognition of diverse cultural 
approaches to collaboration and participation, and authentic partnership with diverse 
communities rather than extractive recruitment. 

Networks and movements demonstrate sophisticated mobilization capability often exceeding 
formal organizations through powerful shared narrative and identity, distributed leadership that 
enables local initiative, low-cost coordination through technology, and capability to create 
momentum that attracts additional participants. The key is creating conditions where people 
feel ownership of shared purpose rather than merely participating in someone else's agenda. 

Inclusive mindset, intercultural competence, and structural inclusion 
Individual inclusive mindset and intercultural competence—willingness and competence to 
embrace diversity and include people and communities with different perspectives and 
backgrounds—provides necessary foundation. The 2025 Inner Development Guide explicitly 
connects inclusive mindset with intercultural competence, recognizing that genuine inclusion 
requires ability to work across cultural differences. Yet organizational inclusion requires 
structural change. Many organizations with individually inclusive people nonetheless maintain 
exclusive structures. 

Structural inclusion manifests across multiple dimensions that must work together. Inclusive 
hiring and advancement examines who gets hired, promoted, and included in leadership. If 
organizational demographics remain homogeneous despite inclusive rhetoric, the structure is 
exclusive regardless of individual attitudes. Inclusive hiring requires actively recruiting from 
diverse communities, examining job requirements for unnecessary barriers, addressing bias in 
evaluation processes, creating pathways for advancement that don't assume single career 
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trajectory, and accountability for diversity outcomes. But hiring diversity without inclusion 
creates revolving doors where diverse hires leave due to unwelcoming culture. Inclusion 
requires mentoring and support for diverse members, attention to microaggressions and bias in 
daily interactions, multiple models of success rather than single pathway, and genuine power-
sharing rather than token representation. 

Inclusive decision-making asks whose perspectives shape strategy, priorities, and resource 
allocation. Many organizations formally include diverse voices in consultations but concentrate 
decision power in homogeneous leadership. Genuine inclusion requires distributed decision 
authority, participatory processes for major strategic choices, mechanisms ensuring diverse 
perspectives influence outcomes not just inputs, and transparency about how decisions are 
made. Inclusive organizational culture examines whether the culture requires people to 
assimilate to dominant norms or makes space for cultural diversity through flexibility around 
communication styles and work practices, recognition of diverse holidays and significant life 
events, multiple approaches to leadership and success, and questioning of assumptions that 
particular ways of working are universal rather than culturally specific. 

Physical and information accessibility ensures that people with disabilities, linguistic diversity, 
or other access needs can fully participate through physical spaces that are accessible, infor-
mation provided in multiple formats and languages, technologies with accessibility features, 
and proactive accommodation rather than requiring people to repeatedly request basic access. 
Economic inclusion recognizes that organizational structures must enable participation across 
economic circumstances through compensation enabling people to sustain engagement without 
wealth subsidizing participation, benefits supporting diverse family structures and care respon-
sibilities, and recognition that economic precarity shapes capability for risk-taking and voice. 

Structural attention to power requires examining and addressing power differentials through 
acknowledging how race, gender, class, nationality, and other identities shape organizational 
power, explicit work to counter systemic bias and oppression, redistribution of resources and 
decision authority toward historically marginalized groups, and accountability for equity 
outcomes not just diversity metrics. The developmental dimension matters profoundly—
conventional-stage organizations often understand inclusion as adding diversity to existing 
structures, bringing different people into unchanged systems. Post-conventional organizations 
recognize that genuine inclusion requires transforming the structures themselves, questioning 
whose norms are centered, and redistributing power. The former achieves representation 
without inclusion; the latter achieves genuine structural transformation. 

Intercultural competence becomes essential when working across genuinely different cultural 
contexts. This requires more than awareness of cultural differences—it demands ability to work 
productively across different communication styles, decision-making approaches, concepts of 
time and relationship, and fundamental worldviews. Organizations developing intercultural 
competence invest in cultural education and immersion experiences, create partnerships with 
communities from different cultures where power is genuinely shared, build diverse teams 
where different cultural approaches are valued rather than one dominant culture assimilating 
others, and maintain ongoing learning about cultural dynamics and one's own cultural 
assumptions. 

Relationship-building as organizational capability 
The Inner Development Guide identifies relationship-building skills as nurturing relation-
ships with emotional intelligence grounded in trust, respect, mutual understanding, and a spirit 
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of collaboration. At collective level, this becomes organizational capability to develop and 
maintain relationships—internally among members and externally with stakeholders, partners, 
and communities. 

Many organizations treat relationships as secondary to task accomplishment, seeing relation-
ship-building as distraction from "real work." This perspective undermines organizational 
effectiveness because trust, coordination, and collaboration all depend on relational foundation. 
Organizations that recognize relationship as core capability allocate time and resources to 
relationship building through dedicated time for team building, resources for stakeholder 
engagement, travel budgets enabling face-to-face connection, and cultural legitimacy for 
relational investment. They value relational skills in hiring and advancement, recognizing 
relationship capability as essential competence, not soft skill, visible in selection criteria, 
performance evaluation, and advancement pathways. 

Maintaining organizational stability enabling relationships involves avoiding constant 
reorganization that prevents sustained relationships while balancing need for adaptation with 
need for relational continuity. Investing in boundary-spanning relationships supports people 
who build bridges across organizational boundaries, functions, and external partnerships—
these boundary spanners are essential for coordination and learning but often lack clear home 
or recognition. Creating structures for peer relationships through communities of practice, 
mentoring programs, affinity groups, and other forums enables relationship formation around 
shared identity or work domains. Attending to relationship health through regular attention to 
quality of relationships and team dynamics, not just task progress, might include team 
retrospectives, relational check-ins, and willingness to address relationship issues before they 
become destructive. 

Networks depend entirely on relationship capability because coordination cannot be mandated. 
Network health directly correlates with relationship quality among participants. Effective 
networks invest heavily in regular gatherings that enable face-to-face connection, communi-
cation between formal meetings, relationship mapping to identify gaps and opportunities, and 
cultural emphasis on reciprocity and mutual support. Communities naturally emphasize 
relationship, but even communities must deliberately invest in practices that sustain relational 
fabric across time, distance, and difference. 

Practical implications for cultivating collective collaborating capability 
Several strategies emerge for developing organizational collaboration capability. Designing 
collaboration infrastructure creates physical, virtual, and temporal structures that enable 
collaborative work through appropriate spaces, technologies, time structures, and processes. 
Building trust architectures implements transparency systems, accountability mechanisms, 
repair processes, and demonstrated follow-through that enable trust formation and mainte-
nance. Enabling genuine dialogue creates communication structures supporting multi-
directional flow, adequate time, skilled facilitation, and space for dissent. 

Developing mobilization capability clarifies purpose, creates accessible engagement pathways, 
builds coordination infrastructure, demonstrates impact, and makes mobilization culturally and 
linguistically accessible. Implementing structural inclusion examines and transforms hiring, 
advancement, decision-making, culture, accessibility, and power structures to achieve genuine 
inclusion rather than just diversity. Investing in relationship building allocates time and 
resources, values relational skills, maintains stability, supports boundary-spanners, creates peer 
forums, and attends to relationship health. 
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Cultivating facilitation capability develops organizational capability for facilitating complex 
conversations, working with conflict, creating psychological safety, and enabling dialogue 
across differences. Addressing power dynamics makes power visible, redistributes decision 
authority, creates accountability for equity outcomes, and examines how organizational 
structures reinforce or challenge systemic oppression. Developing intercultural competence 
invests in cultural education, creates authentic cross-cultural partnerships, values diverse 
cultural approaches, and maintains ongoing learning about cultural dynamics. 

For networks, this means designing governance and coordination mechanisms that build trust 
among distributed partners, enable dialogue despite geographic separation, make participation 
accessible, and attend explicitly to inclusion and power dynamics. For communities, it means 
maintaining practices and spaces that enable relationship formation, creating pathways for 
belonging, bridging across differences, and investing in the relational fabric that makes 
community possible. The cultivation of collective collaborating capability ultimately depends 
on recognizing that collaboration is not just about individual skills but about organizational 
systems. Training people in collaboration while maintaining structures that prevent it will fail. 
Building collaboration capability requires simultaneous work on individual competencies and 
organizational architectures that enable those competencies to manifest collectively. 

1.5 Acting as organizational agency 

From individual courage to institutional boldness 
Individual courage—the ability to stand up for values, make decisions, take action, and when 
needed, question and disrupt established structures and views—provides essential capability 
for driving change. The Inner Development Guide defines courage as fundamental to creating 
transformation. Yet organizational courage cannot be reduced to having brave individuals 
within cautious institutions. 

Institutional courage represents collective capability to take risks, challenge incumbent 
systems, and act boldly despite uncertainty and potential failure. This capability emerges not 
from aggregating individual bravery but from organizational structures, culture, and resources 
that enable and protect bold action. Consider the difference between organizations where 
individuals take courageous stands despite institutional resistance versus organizations where 
institutional structures enable and reward courage. In the former, brave individuals often pay 
personal costs—marginalization, career damage, or departure—while the institution remains 
unchanged. In the latter, the organization itself takes bold positions, commits to difficult 
changes, and protects those who challenge conventional thinking. 

Institutional courage manifests through several interrelated elements working together. 
Structural protection for risk-taking becomes foundational because organizations that punish 
all failures inevitably suppress courage. Institutional courage requires structures that 
distinguish productive from destructive risk through innovation budgets that expect some 
failures, career pathways that value learning from experiments, psychological safety to propose 
unconventional ideas, and leadership that protects those who take informed risks even when 
they don't succeed. Many organizations espouse risk-taking while maintaining structures that 
punish it—the gap between rhetoric and reality teaches people to be cautious regardless of what 
leadership says. Building genuine courage capability requires changing actual consequences in 
how performance is evaluated, who gets promoted, what gets celebrated, and how failures are 
treated. 
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Organizational resilience enabling bold moves recognizes that courage requires capability to 
survive mistakes and setbacks. Fragile organizations—financially precarious, politically 
vulnerable, operationally brittle—cannot afford bold action. Building courage capability 
requires building resilience through financial reserves that enable experimentation, political 
capital and legitimacy that survive controversy, operational capability that can absorb dis-
ruption, and strategic clarity about what risks are worth taking. Collective commitment to 
challenging incumbent systems means that individual whistleblowers face retaliation, but 
organizations that collectively challenge incumbent systems have greater capability for 
sustained courage. This requires clear organizational stance on what is worth challenging, 
collective rather than individual exposure to risk, legal and financial resources to sustain 
challenges, and cultural identity that includes courage as core organizational value. 

Consider environmental organizations challenging fossil fuel industries or human rights 
organizations confronting authoritarian regimes. Their courage capability depends not just on 
brave staff but on organizational structures that enable sustained challenge—legal expertise, 
financial sustainability, strategic coordination, and cultural commitment that survives indivi-
dual turnover. Leadership modeling and legitimizing courage creates cultural permission 
throughout the organization when organizational leadership demonstrates courage through 
admitting mistakes, challenging powerful actors, and taking unpopular positions grounded in 
values. When leadership plays it safe while expecting others to be brave, courage remains 
isolated and risky. 

The developmental dimension matters profoundly. Conventional-stage organizations tend 
toward conformity and caution, experiencing challenge to established views as threatening. 
They can build courage around defending established principles but struggle with courage that 
requires questioning those principles themselves. Post-conventional organizations can question 
foundational assumptions and challenge paradigms, enabling different forms of institutional 
courage. Networks and movements often demonstrate greater collective courage than indivi-
dual organizations because distributed structure makes retaliation more difficult and shared 
identity supports sustained challenge. Social movements that successfully challenge incumbent 
systems typically do so through network coordination that exceeds what any single organiza-
tion could sustain. 

Proactivity and organizational initiative 
The 2025 Inner Development Guide introduces proactivity as practicing future-oriented, 
accountable stewardship in the face of urgent challenges, grounded in solidarity and care for 
human dignity and the living Earth. This represents not merely reactive response but active 
initiative to address challenges before they become crises. 

Organizational proactivity emerges when collectives develop capability to sense emerging 
challenges, take initiative without waiting for permission or crisis, and maintain accountability 
for stewarding the future. This requires several interconnected capabilities. Environmental 
scanning and early warning systems enable organizations to notice weak signals and emerging 
patterns before they become obvious crises through structured processes for scanning external 
environment, diverse sensing mechanisms that pick up different types of signals, cultural 
permission to raise concerns about emerging issues, and analytical capability to distinguish 
genuine signals from noise. 

Distributed authority for initiative allows people throughout the organization to act on what 
they're sensing without requiring approval for every action. This requires clear boundaries 
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about what kinds of initiatives people can take, resources available for proactive work, cultural 
celebration of initiative rather than punishment for acting without explicit permission, and 
accountability that focuses on learning rather than blame when initiatives don't succeed. 
Strategic foresight capability enables organizations to think systematically about possible 
futures and prepare for them through scenario planning and futures literacy, strategic flexibility 
that enables adaptation as futures unfold, investment in adaptive capability rather than just 
executing fixed plans, and cultural comfort with preparing for multiple possibilities rather than 
assuming single future. 

Solidarity and care as foundations for proactivity ground organizational initiative in commit-
ment to collective well-being rather than organizational self-interest. Proactive organizations 
ask not "what serves us?" but "what serves the larger good?" This requires deep connection to 
communities and ecosystems, understanding of how organizational choices affect others, 
commitment to human dignity and ecological health, and willingness to take action even when 
direct organizational benefit isn't clear. Sustainability organizations embody proactivity when 
they work to prevent environmental damage before it occurs, when they advocate for policy 
changes before crises force them, and when they invest in long-term systemic transformation 
rather than just responding to immediate problems. 

Organizational creativity and breakthrough innovation 
While we explored creativity in the Thinking dimension, it merits attention here as essential to 
organizational action and change-making. Individual creativity translates into organizational 
innovation capability only when structures and culture enable creative work to flourish and 
breakthrough innovations to emerge and scale. The 2025 Inner Development Guide emphasizes 
creativity as the ability to think outside conventional patterns, imagine new possibilities, and 
shape them into transformative ideas. 

The innovation ecosystem requires an entire infrastructure of support—not just creative 
individuals but structures that enable exploration, experimentation, failure, learning, and 
eventual implementation. Protected time and resources for exploration recognize that creativity 
requires slack—time not allocated to immediate productivity, resources not tied to current 
programs, permission to explore without guaranteed returns. Organizations that optimize for 
efficiency kill creativity by eliminating all slack. Effective innovation requires dedicated 
research and development budgets, percentage of time allocated to exploration, resources for 
experiments and prototypes, and cultural legitimacy for "unproductive" creative work. Com-
panies implementing time policies for employee exploration recognize that breakthrough 
innovation cannot be scheduled or mandated—it requires protected space for emergence. 

Diverse knowledge integration recognizes that creativity often emerges at boundaries between 
different domains. Organizations that maintain rigid boundaries between functions, disciplines, 
and domains limit creative potential. Fostering creativity requires cross-functional teams and 
projects, interdisciplinary approaches to problems, partnerships across organizational and 
sectoral boundaries, and cultural valuing of boundary-crossing over specialization. Design 
thinking approaches explicitly bring together diverse perspectives to foster innovation, while 
universities create interdisciplinary research centers recognizing that breakthrough discoveries 
often occur at disciplinary intersections. Networks and collaboratives enable innovation 
through knowledge flow across organizational boundaries. 

Tolerance for productive failure acknowledges that creativity involves trying things that don't 
work. Organizations that treat all failures as problems suppress innovation. Building creative 
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capability requires explicit cultural permission to fail productively, systems for learning from 
failure, celebration of "good failures" that produced learning, and distinction between failures 
from thoughtful experiments versus failures from carelessness. The challenge is maintaining 
this tolerance through difficult times—when organizations face crisis, creative exploration 
often gets cut first as immediate survival takes priority. Organizations with sustained inno-
vation capability protect creative work even through difficulties, recognizing that future 
survival depends on innovation. 

Connection between exploration and exploitation addresses the "innovation-implementation 
gap" that reveals organizations that can generate creative ideas but cannot translate them into 
practice, or organizations so focused on execution that exploration withers. Effective inno-
vation requires bridges through processes for evaluating creative ideas, pathways from proto-
type to implementation, resources for scaling successful innovations, and cultural integration 
of exploration and exploitation rather than treating them as separate domains. Challenge to 
assumptions and paradigms recognizes that incremental innovation improves within existing 
frameworks while breakthrough innovation requires questioning fundamental assumptions. 
Organizations that cannot challenge their own premises limit innovation to refinement rather 
than transformation. This capability depends on developmental stage—conventional-stage 
organizations can innovate sophisticatedly within their paradigm but struggle with paradigm-
level innovation, while post-conventional organizations can question foundational assump-
tions, enabling breakthrough innovation that requires paradigm shifts. 

Resilience and sustained commitment 
The 2025 Inner Development Guide replaces perseverance with resilience, emphasizing the 
capability for navigating adversity with agility, staying engaged, and persevering even when 
progress is slow or uncertain. This shift acknowledges that sustaining commitment requires not 
just determination but adaptive capability to bend without breaking. At the organizational level, 
this becomes collective capability for sustained commitment over the long timeframes required 
for systemic change while maintaining flexibility and health through difficulties. 

Addressing complex sustainability challenges requires sustained action over years and decades, 
yet organizational pressures often undermine long-term commitment. Leadership turnover 
brings new priorities. Funding cycles create pressure for quick wins. Media attention shifts to 
newer issues. Organizational members burn out. Building capability for sustained commitment 
requires addressing these structural challenges through multiple interconnected strategies. 

Governance structures enabling long-term orientation recognize that short leadership tenure 
undermines sustained commitment. When executives expect to move on within three years, 
they optimize for quick visible wins rather than long-term transformation. Enabling resilience 
and sustained commitment requires governance structures with longer timeframes, board 
composition with institutional memory, succession planning that maintains strategic conti-
nuity, and leadership evaluation based on long-term outcomes not just quarterly results. The 
contrast between corporate governance focused on quarterly earnings versus foundation 
structures designed for multi-generational impact, or political systems with frequent election 
cycles versus longer governing terms, reveals how governance structure shapes temporal 
orientation and capability for sustained commitment. 

Financial structures supporting patience recognize that quarterly capitalism creates pressure for 
immediate returns incompatible with long-term change work. Building organizational 
resilience requires patient capital that accepts longer return timeframes, endowments enabling 
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sustained work independent of current funding cycles, revenue models that reward long-term 
value creation, and investor or funding relationships that support sustained commitment. The 
difference between venture capital expecting quick returns and impact investing accepting 
longer timeframes and social returns alongside financial shapes organizational capability for 
sustained commitment and resilience through difficulties. Mission-driven organizations often 
need mission-aligned capital to maintain long-term orientation and weather setbacks. 

Cultural practices sustaining commitment help organizational culture maintain resilience 
through regular celebration of incremental progress, storytelling that highlights long-term 
impact, rituals marking milestones and seasons, connection to ancestors and future generations, 
and explicit framing of work as part of longer arc of change. Indigenous communities maintain 
remarkable capability for multi-generational thinking through cultural practices that connect 
present action to seven generations past and future. Modern organizations can learn from these 
traditions while adapting them to contemporary contexts. 

Addressing burnout and supporting sustainability acknowledges that individual resilience fails 
when people burn out, so organizational resilience requires sustainable workloads rather than 
chronic overwork, support for renewal and recovery, organizational structures that don't 
depend on heroic individual effort, succession planning ensuring work continues beyond 
individuals, and cultural permission to rest and recharge. Many sustainability organizations 
suffer ironic contradiction—working for environmental and social sustainability while 
maintaining unsustainable work conditions. Building genuine resilience capability requires 
congruence between mission and internal practice. 

Adaptive resilience versus rigid persistence recognizes that resilience doesn't mean continuing 
failed approaches but means sustained commitment to purpose while adapting strategy and 
tactics. This requires ongoing learning and evaluation, willingness to change course when 
needed, distinction between core purpose (unchanging) and strategies (evolving), and cultural 
permission to pivot without feeling like failure. The concept of "failing forward"—maintaining 
commitment while learning from failures and adapting—captures this adaptive resilience. 
Organizations need capability to sustain purpose while remaining flexible about means, 
building strength through adversity rather than being broken by it. 

Hope, optimism, and collective agency 
The 2025 Inner Development Guide combines hope and optimism, emphasizing building and 
sustaining a shared belief in our capability to create a more just, inclusive, and sustainable 
future. This moves beyond individual positive outlook to collective confidence grounded in 
genuine capability. At the organizational level, this becomes collective capability for main-
taining confidence and morale through setbacks and difficulty while staying grounded in 
realistic assessment of challenges. 

Grounded hope versus naive positivity makes a crucial distinction. Organizational hope doesn't 
mean ignoring reality or pretending problems don't exist. It means cultivating realistic 
confidence in collective capability to address challenges despite difficulty and uncertainty. The 
distinction between naive optimism suggesting everything will be fine and grounded hope 
acknowledging we can navigate this together matters profoundly for organizational health and 
effectiveness. 

Grounded organizational hope emerges from track record of successfully navigating chal-
lenges, competence and capability awareness, strong relationships and mutual support, clear 
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purpose worth struggling for, and cultural practices that acknowledge difficulty while 
maintaining hope. Organizations build this through honest assessment of challenges alongside 
appreciation of strengths, celebration of past successes in overcoming difficulties, investment 
in capability development that increases actual capability, attention to relationships that 
provide mutual support, and connection to larger movements working toward shared goals. 

Cultural practices cultivating hope shape organizational emotional tone through celebrating 
incremental wins and progress, storytelling that highlights success alongside acknowledging 
challenges, rituals that mark progress and build momentum, appreciation practices recognizing 
contributions, and explicit attention to hope and meaning-making. The balance between critical 
analysis that sees problems clearly and appreciative inquiry that notices what works shapes 
organizational emotional climate. Organizations that focus exclusively on problems become 
depleting, while those that ignore problems become delusional. The art is maintaining both 
rigor and hope, seeing challenges clearly while maintaining confidence in collective capability 
to address them. 

Leadership role in cultivating hope recognizes that leadership profoundly shapes organizational 
emotional tone. Leaders who demonstrate authentic hope—acknowledging difficulties while 
expressing confidence in collective capability—enable others to maintain resilience through 
setbacks. Leaders who oscillate between panic and denial create emotional volatility that under-
mines organizational health. Effective leadership maintains steady presence through difficulty, 
frames challenges as opportunities for learning and growth, celebrates progress while 
acknowledging distance remaining, and models the grounded hope the organization needs. 

Addressing demoralization and despair recognizes that long-term change work can lead to 
demoralization when progress feels insufficient or setbacks overwhelm. Organizations need 
capability to address collective despair through permission to acknowledge difficulty and grief, 
support for renewal and recovery, connection to larger movements and historical arc of change, 
reframing of "failure" as learning, and explicit work on meaning-making and purpose. Climate 
grief, racial trauma, and other forms of collective pain affect organizational members. 
Organizations that ignore this emotional reality lose people to burnout, while those that 
acknowledge and work with difficult emotions build resilience. 

Connecting to movement and history sustains hope through understanding current work as part 
of longer arc of social change, recognizing ancestors who fought similar battles, and connecting 
to contemporary movements addressing related challenges. This requires organizational 
practices connecting to movement history and contemporary solidarity, education about social 
change that contextualizes current work, partnerships with other organizations creating sense 
of collective effort, and cultural framing of work as contribution to long-term transformation 
rather than requiring immediate success. This connection to something larger than the 
organization helps sustain hope even when immediate circumstances feel discouraging. 

Conscious use of resources and organizational responsibility 
The 2025 Inner Development Guide adds conscious use of resources as a distinct capability—
acting with awareness of the planet's limited natural resources, prioritizing conservation, 
regeneration, and frugality to avoid harmful consumption. This represents recognition that how 
we use resources reflects our values and shapes our impact. 
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Organizational consciousness about resource use requires systematic attention to material and 
energy flows, not as compliance exercise but as genuine reckoning with ecological embedded-
ness. This transforms from abstract commitment to concrete practice through multiple inter-
connected approaches. Material flow analysis helps organizations understand what resources 
they consume, where they come from, and what happens to materials after use. This visibility 
enables conscious choices about sourcing, efficiency, circularity, and waste reduction. Many 
organizations operate with limited awareness of their material impacts—conscious resource 
use begins with making these flows visible. 

Energy consciousness extends beyond efficiency to examining energy sources and overall 
energy footprint. Organizations committed to conscious resource use investigate renewable 
energy options, reduce energy demand through design and behavior change, and consider 
lifecycle energy costs of their activities and products. This requires investment in under-
standing energy systems and willingness to make decisions that prioritize conservation over 
convenience. Water stewardship recognizes water as precious and increasingly scarce resource 
requiring careful attention to water use, protection of water quality, consideration of water 
sources and watershed health, and investment in water conservation and reuse. Organizations 
in water-stressed regions particularly need conscious water practices, but all organizations 
affect water systems. 

Circular economy principles move beyond linear take-make-dispose models to designing for 
durability and repairability, enabling reuse and remanufacturing, recovering materials at end 
of life, and eliminating concept of "waste" through understanding all materials as nutrients in 
technical or biological cycles. This requires fundamental rethinking of product design, business 
models, and supply chains. Frugality as organizational value challenges dominant growth 
paradigms by questioning whether bigger is better, celebrating doing more with less, valuing 
sufficiency over excess, and considering "enough" rather than assuming unlimited growth. This 
countercultural stance requires courage and clear purpose—organizations must resist pressures 
toward constant expansion and consumption. 

Supply chain responsibility extends consciousness about resource use throughout value chains 
through understanding upstream impacts of sourcing decisions, working with suppliers on 
resource efficiency and regeneration, ensuring extraction and production respect ecological and 
social limits, and taking responsibility for downstream impacts including end-of-life. Organi-
zations developing conscious resource use recognize they are accountable not just for their 
direct impacts but for impacts throughout their value chains. Regenerative approaches move 
beyond minimizing harm to actively healing and restoring by restoring degraded ecosystems, 
building soil health, supporting biodiversity, sequestering carbon, and contributing to ecolo-
gical regeneration. The regenerative agriculture movement, ecological restoration projects, and 
biomimetic design all demonstrate how organizations can go beyond sustainability to actively 
regenerating living systems. 

The developmental dimension of organizational acting 
Organizations at different developmental stages manifest fundamentally different capabilities 
for courage, proactivity, creativity, resilience, hope, and conscious resource use. Conventional-
stage organizations can demonstrate these qualities within their existing paradigms—they can 
be tremendously creative in developing new approaches within established frameworks, 
remarkably courageous in defending their principles, deeply resilient in pursuing their mission, 
quite sophisticated in long-term planning, and committed to resource efficiency. However, 
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these organizations struggle with several dimensions of action that require post-conventional 
consciousness. 

Courage that requires questioning fundamental assumptions remains difficult because con-
ventional-stage organizations experience their paradigm as reality rather than as construct. 
They can courageously defend their principles but struggle to courageously examine whether 
those principles themselves need evolution. Creativity that challenges paradigmatic premises 
similarly struggles because innovation remains constrained within established frameworks—
these organizations can optimize existing approaches brilliantly but find it difficult to imagine 
genuinely alternative paradigms. Resilience through paradigm-level transformation becomes 
challenging because fundamental organizational transformation feels like existential threat 
rather than natural evolution. Proactivity based on genuine solidarity rather than organizational 
interest requires recognizing interconnection beyond strategic alliances. Conscious resource 
use motivated by ecological identity rather than compliance or efficiency requires experiencing 
the organization as participant in living systems rather than as separate entity extracting 
resources. 

Post-conventional organizations can act courageously to challenge their own foundations, 
create innovations requiring paradigm shifts, maintain resilience through fundamental organi-
zational transformation, practice proactivity grounded in genuine care for collective well-
being, sustain hope while holding genuine uncertainty, and use resources consciously from 
recognition of ecological embeddedness. This enables qualitatively different forms of 
organizational agency that can address root causes rather than only symptoms, question 
dominant paradigms rather than only working within them, and transform themselves rather 
than only transforming others. 

The bootstrapping challenge appears clearly—organizations need higher developmental capa-
bility to design structures that enable higher developmental capability. A conventionally-staged 
organization trying to implement evolutionary organizational practices often creates forms 
without substance because the underlying meaning-making system cannot yet support those 
forms. This doesn't counsel resignation but rather developmental realism—meeting organiza-
tions where they are developmentally, building capability appropriate to current stage while 
creating conditions that support natural evolution toward greater complexity, and exercising 
patience with developmental timeframes that cannot be rushed. 

Practical implications for cultivating organizational acting capability 
Several strategies emerge for developing organizational agency. Building structural protection 
for risk-taking creates innovation budgets expecting failure, career pathways valuing learning 
from experiments, psychological safety for unconventional ideas, and leadership protection for 
informed risk-taking. Developing organizational resilience builds financial reserves, opera-
tional capability, political capital, and strategic clarity enabling bold action without threatening 
survival. 

Cultivating innovation ecosystems protects slack for exploration, enables cross-boundary 
knowledge integration, legitimizes productive failure, bridges exploration and exploitation, and 
supports paradigm-challenging inquiry. Enabling proactive initiative develops environmental 
scanning and early warning systems, distributes authority for taking initiative, builds strategic 
foresight capability, and grounds organizational action in solidarity and care for collective well-
being. Designing governance for long-term orientation extends leadership tenure or creates 
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continuity mechanisms, builds institutional memory, aligns evaluation with long-term out-
comes, and creates structures representing future generations' interests. 

Ensuring patient capital seeks funding aligned with long-term timeframes, builds endowments 
or sustainable revenue, resists quarterly capitalism pressures, and educates investors and 
funders about realistic change timeframes. Practicing sustainable work maintains reasonable 
workloads, supports renewal, avoids heroic dependencies, plans succession, and creates 
cultural permission for rest. Developing adaptive capability builds ongoing learning systems, 
cultivates strategic flexibility, distinguishes core purpose from tactics, and maintains 
willingness to pivot based on evidence. 

Implementing multi-timescale thinking creates processes for scenario planning and futures 
thinking, establishes roles with responsibility for long-term perspective, develops metrics 
across timeframes, and maintains cultural practices connecting daily work to long-term vision. 
Cultivating grounded hope celebrates incremental progress, practices appreciative alongside 
critical inquiry, develops leadership capability for steady presence through difficulty, addresses 
demoralization explicitly, and connects to larger movements and historical context. 

Developing conscious resource use conducts material flow analysis, transitions to renewable 
energy, implements water stewardship, adopts circular economy principles, cultivates organi-
zational frugality, extends responsibility throughout supply chains, and explores regenerative 
approaches. Supporting developmental growth assesses organizational developmental stage, 
designs interventions appropriate to that stage, creates conditions supporting natural evolution, 
and engages external support from practitioners at higher developmental stages when needed. 

For networks, this means designing coordination that enables collective risk-taking, distributed 
innovation, sustained commitment across autonomous partners, shared long-term vision while 
respecting organizational diversity, and collective resource consciousness. For communities, it 
means cultivating traditions and practices that sustain courage, creativity, resilience, and long-
term thinking across generations, often through cultural practices, storytelling, rituals, and 
connection to place and ancestry. 

Concluding Part One 
This completes our reconceptualization of the five Inner Development Guide dimensions as 
collective phenomena. We have explored how Being becomes collective identity and self-
awareness, Thinking becomes organizational cognition and distributed intelligence, Relating 
becomes relational fields and network care, Collaborating becomes coordination architectures 
and trust systems, and Acting becomes organizational agency and collective courage. 

Throughout, several themes recur that deserve emphasis as we move forward. Collective 
capabilities emerge from but are not reducible to individual capabilities—organizations with 
highly skilled individuals may lack collective capability if structures don't enable it, while well-
designed structures cannot function without individuals who have sufficient capability to 
inhabit them. They require deliberate work on structures, culture, and systems—individual 
training alone is necessary but insufficient for collective development. They are constrained 
and enabled by organizational developmental stage—attempting to force structures beyond 
current developmental capability typically fails, while meeting organizations where they are 
and supporting natural evolution works better. They manifest differently in organizations, 
networks, and communities—each type of collective has distinct dynamics requiring different 
approaches. 
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The 2025 Inner Development Guide's additions and refinements strengthen our understanding 
of collective capabilities. The integration of authenticity with integrity, the addition of forgive-
ness to the relating dimension, the shift from perseverance to resilience acknowledging the 
need for adaptive capability, the combination of hope with optimism emphasizing collective 
belief, the addition of proactivity highlighting future-oriented stewardship, and the inclusion 
of conscious use of resources making ecological responsibility explicit all enhance our ability 
to understand and cultivate collective capability for addressing sustainability challenges. 

Having reconceptualized what collective Inner Development Guide capabilities are, we now 
turn in Part Two to examining the structural requirements for developing these capabilities—
the specific organizational architectures, systems, and practices that enable collective IDG 
qualities to emerge and stabilize. Understanding what collective capabilities look like is 
essential, but equally important is understanding how to build the conditions that allow them 
to develop and thrive. 
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PART TWO: STRUCTURAL REQUIREMENTS FOR COLLECTIVE 
IDG DEVELOPMENT 

Introduction to structural requirements 
Part One reconceptualized the five Inner Development Guide dimensions as collective pheno-
mena, demonstrating that organizational capabilities emerge from systemic properties rather 
than simply from aggregated individual skills. Part Two now examines the concrete structural 
requirements that enable these collective capabilities to develop and stabilize. 

The central insight is that collective IDG development requires simultaneous work across 
multiple organizational systems. Changing one element in isolation—for example, imple-
menting systems-aware decision processes without providing adequate time for deliberation—
creates dysfunction rather than development. Genuine collective capability emerges only when 
structures, processes, culture, and resources align to enable it. This section identifies six critical 
structural domains that must be addressed for collective IDG development: decision-making 
architectures, communication systems, time structures, resource allocation patterns, power 
distribution mechanisms, and the integration across these domains. For each, we examine both 
what is required and why isolated changes fail. 

2.1 Decision-making architectures for systems thinking 

The problem 
Even organizations populated with individuals who understand systems thinking often make 
decisions through processes that systematically reduce complexity to simplistic frameworks. 
Strategic planning gets forced into linear logic models. Investment decisions use single-
variable optimization. Policy choices ignore systemic interdependencies and second-order 
effects. The gap between individual capability and organizational practice reveals structural 
constraints that prevent collective systems thinking from emerging. 

Essential architectural elements 
Analysis requirements and decision protocols shape whether complexity can be maintained or 
gets reduced by determining what kinds of analysis are required before major decisions, who 
must be consulted, what time horizons are considered, and what criteria govern choices. 
Organizations maintaining systems thinking require systems mapping showing interdepen-
dencies and feedback loops, scenario analysis exploring multiple possible futures rather than 
single forecasts, stakeholder analysis revealing diverse perspectives and impacts, multi-criteria 
decision frameworks that resist single-variable optimization, and explicit consideration of 
second-order and long-term effects. This stands in stark contrast with common decision 
processes that require single projected outcomes, linear cause-effect logic, optimization on 
single variables (usually cost or short-term return), minimal stakeholder consultation, and focus 
on immediate effects. The latter process structure makes systems-aware decision-making 
impossible regardless of individual capability. 

Information inputs and sensing systems determine what data and perspectives are systema-
tically gathered, what voices are heard, and what gets measured and monitored. Organizations 
that maintain systems thinking require robust environmental scanning, diverse information 
sources, qualitative alongside quantitative data, attention to weak signals and emergent 
patterns, and ongoing sensing not just periodic assessment. Many organizations rely on narrow 
information streams—financial metrics, internal reporting, established data sources—that 



 43 

cannot reveal complex system dynamics. Building capability for systems thinking requires 
deliberately designing information systems that surface interdependencies, feedback effects, 
and emergent patterns that would otherwise remain invisible to organizational awareness. 

Deliberation processes and time allocation shape how much time is protected for exploring 
complexity before converging on decisions and whether there is space for genuine inquiry or 
only for rapid execution. Systems-aware decision-making requires adequate time for analysis 
and dialogue, structured processes for exploring multiple perspectives, permission to sit with 
ambiguity before forcing resolution, and distinction between decisions requiring quick action 
versus those needing extended deliberation. The pressure for rapid decision-making—board 
meetings with packed agendas, executives with calendars scheduled in fifteen-minute incre-
ments, crisis-driven cultures—makes systems thinking structurally impossible. Maintaining 
systems thinking capability requires protecting time for it, recognizing that working with 
complexity necessarily takes longer than reducing it to simple frameworks. 

Documentation and transparency of reasoning enable learning and accountability by making 
visible how decisions are explained, whether the reasoning is accessible, and if others can 
understand the logic and assumptions. Transparent decision-making requires explicit articu-
lation of decision criteria, documentation of alternatives considered, explanation of trade-offs 
and reasoning, accessibility of decision records, and willingness to revisit decisions when new 
information emerges. Many organizations make decisions through opaque processes where 
reasoning remains implicit or hidden. This prevents organizational learning and makes it 
impossible to assess whether decisions genuinely engaged with complexity or merely perfor-
med systems analysis without being influenced by it. Without transparency, the organization 
cannot learn from its decisions or hold itself accountable for the quality of its reasoning. 

Examples across contexts 
Strategic planning with scenario analysis demonstrates how organizations can maintain 
systems thinking in practice. Rather than creating a five-year plan with single projected 
outcome, the organization develops multiple scenarios representing different possible futures, 
identifies strategies robust across scenarios, builds early warning indicators, and maintains 
strategic flexibility. This maintains complexity while enabling action, acknowledging unce-
rtainty while providing direction. Investment decisions requiring impact assessment ensure that 
before major investments, the organization requires analysis of stakeholder impacts, environ-
mental effects, system-level consequences, and long-term implications alongside financial 
analysis. The decision uses multi-criteria framework rather than optimizing single variable, 
ensuring complexity informs choices rather than being reduced away for convenience. 

Policy development with mandatory multi-stakeholder consultation builds systems awareness 
into policy design by requiring that new policies must be vetted through structured consultation 
revealing diverse perspectives and potential system effects. The process includes time for 
surfacing unintended consequences and adjusting based on stakeholder input, recognizing that 
those affected by policies often see implications that policy designers miss. This structural 
requirement prevents the common failure mode where policies are designed in isolation and 
then fail due to unforeseen system effects. 

The developmental dimension 
Organizations at conventional developmental stages struggle to implement these processes 
genuinely. They may perform the activities—create scenarios, do stakeholder consultation, 
map systems—but then reduce results to simple frameworks that fit existing mental models. 
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The analysis becomes ritual rather than genuine inquiry, performed because expected but not 
genuinely shaping decisions. This creates risk of "complexity theater"—performing sophisti-
cated analysis without letting it truly shape decisions. 

Post-conventional organizations can maintain genuine systems thinking because their 
meaning-making systems can hold multiple perspectives and irreducible uncertainty. They 
understand that some complexity cannot be resolved, that trade-offs are genuine, and that 
uncertainty is inherent rather than temporary ignorance. This enables them to make decisions 
that work with complexity rather than pretending to eliminate it. The challenge for practitioners 
is recognizing this developmental constraint and meeting organizations where they are. Rather 
than forcing sophisticated systems thinking processes onto organizations not ready for them, 
better to strengthen systems thinking capability at their current stage and create conditions 
supporting natural developmental evolution toward greater capability to hold complexity. 

2.2 Communication systems for genuine dialogue 

The problem 
Hierarchical communication structures constrain dialogue and reinforce existing power dyna-
mics even when individuals have excellent communication skills. Information flows upward 
in filtered, sanitized form. Leadership communicates downward through broadcasting. Hori-
zontal coordination across functions remains difficult. The structure itself prevents genuine 
dialogue regardless of individual capability, creating conditions where even people with 
sophisticated communication skills cannot engage in the deep, multi-directional dialogue that 
collective intelligence requires. 

Essential system elements 
Multiple channels serving different purposes recognize that different communication purposes 
require different structures. Information updates work through written channels. Coordination 
requires interactive platforms. Strategic dialogue needs extended synchronous time. Relation-
ship building happens in informal spaces. Effective communication architecture provides 
variety through email and newsletters for announcements, collaboration platforms for coordi-
nation, regular meetings for dialogue, informal spaces for relationship building, and clarity 
about which channels serve which functions. Many organizations try to use single channel 
(usually email) for everything, or add collaboration platforms without clarity about purpose, 
creating confusion and inefficiency rather than enhanced communication. The result is 
communication overload without genuine dialogue. 

Multi-directional flow mechanisms move beyond top-down broadcasting and bottom-up 
reporting to enable horizontal coordination across functions and teams, skip-level communi-
cation where leadership hears directly from multiple organizational levels, boundary-spanning 
forums connecting different organizational segments, and mechanisms for information sharing 
that enable many-to-many communication. This might include regular cross-functional forums, 
accessible leadership with office hours or skip-level meetings, communities of practice 
enabling peer learning, internal platforms enabling open discussion, and transparency about 
organizational information by default rather than by exception. Without these mechanisms, the 
organization cannot leverage its distributed intelligence or enable collective sense-making 
across boundaries. 

Protected time for dialogue recognizes that genuine dialogue cannot be rushed into thirty-
minute meetings. Systems enabling dialogue include meeting designs protecting adequate time 
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for discussion, cultural permission to let important conversations develop, organizational slack 
allowing the "inefficiency" of genuine inquiry, and distinction between meetings for infor-
mation transmission versus dialogue. Many organizations schedule so tightly that meaningful 
dialogue becomes structurally impossible. Building dialogue capability requires protecting 
time for it in calendars, agendas, and organizational rhythms. This means resisting the constant 
pressure to pack more into less time and recognizing that some conversations cannot be 
accelerated without losing their essential quality. 

Facilitation capability and support enable dialogue across differences or around difficult topics. 
Organizations need trained facilitators available for complex conversations, processes for 
working with conflict constructively, ability to create psychological safety for sensitive topics, 
and cultural understanding that facilitation enables rather than controls dialogue. This might be 
internal facilitation roles, external facilitators for particularly charged topics, or distributed 
facilitation capability where many organizational members have basic skills. The key is 
recognizing that dialogue across power differences, paradigm differences, or conflict requires 
skilled facilitation to create conditions where all voices can be heard and integrated. 

Mechanisms for upward truth-telling address the central challenge of hierarchical organizations 
where communication naturally flows toward power. Breaking this pattern requires anonymous 
feedback channels with visible response, skip-level meetings, reverse mentoring, cultural work 
making it safe to challenge leadership, and demonstrated appreciation when people surface 
difficult truths. Without these mechanisms, leadership remains insulated from organizational 
reality and cannot make informed decisions. The organization loses access to crucial informa-
tion held by those closest to the work, and problems fester until they become crises rather than 
being addressed early when intervention is easier. 

Examples across contexts 
Regular town halls with protected question-and-answer time demonstrate how organizations 
can create channels for two-way communication. Monthly or quarterly all-staff gatherings with 
substantial time protected for questions and discussion, where leadership presents briefly then 
engages in extended dialogue and questions submitted anonymously are addressed publicly, 
create channel for genuine two-way communication. This works when the time for questions 
is genuinely protected rather than squeezed at the end when everyone is tired and ready to 
leave, and when leadership demonstrates through their responses that they genuinely want to 
hear concerns and diverse perspectives. 

Communities of practice with decision authority go beyond knowledge sharing to create 
horizontal coordination channels with real power. Cross-functional groups around shared work 
domains that don't just share knowledge but have authority to make decisions affecting their 
domain create genuine horizontal coordination rather than merely advisory groups. This 
requires courage from leadership to distribute authority and trust that those closest to the work 
will make good decisions. Open-book management makes financial and strategic information 
shared transparently with all organizational members, with regular forums for discussion and 
questions, creating shared information base enabling genuine dialogue about organizational 
direction rather than leadership making decisions based on information others don't have access 
to. 

Structured dialogue processes for strategic questions explore major strategic questions through 
structured dialogue methods—World Café, Open Space, Appreciative Inquiry—that enable 
many voices to be heard and integrated. This creates capability for collective intelligence on 
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complex questions, bringing diverse perspectives into strategic thinking rather than con-
centrating strategic thinking in small leadership groups. These methods work particularly well 
when strategic questions are genuinely open rather than predetermined, when diverse organiza-
tional members participate rather than just senior leadership, and when the dialogue genuinely 
shapes decisions rather than merely providing input to leaders who decide separately. 

Application to networks and communities 
Networks face different communication challenges—distributed membership, no central 
authority, asynchronous coordination needs—requiring distinct approaches. Network 
communication systems require platforms enabling asynchronous coordination across time 
zones, transparent information sharing accessible to all participants, protocols for decision-
making working across boundaries, cultural norms around responsiveness, and regular 
synchronous gatherings building relationship and alignment. The challenge is enabling 
coordination without central control, creating shared awareness across distributed participants, 
and maintaining relationship despite geographic separation. Successful networks invest heavily 
in communication infrastructure and cultural norms that make distributed coordination 
possible. 

Communities depend on both formal and informal communication channels in ways that 
organizations often don't. Community dialogue capability emerges from regular gatherings and 
forums, informal spaces for relationship building, storytelling and oral tradition, multiple 
languages and cultural communication styles, and intergenerational communication practices. 
Communities maintain communication through means that formal organizations often 
overlook—neighborhood gatherings, ceremonial events, informal conversation networks, and 
storytelling that transmits not just information but meaning and values. Organizations working 
in community contexts need to respect and work with these existing communication patterns 
rather than imposing organizational communication norms. 

2.3 Time structures for long-term orientation 

The problem 
Organizational rhythms and pressures create short-term focus incompatible with long-term 
orientation required for sustainability work. Quarterly reporting, annual planning cycles, 
frequent leadership turnover, and cultural pressure for quick wins all undermine capability for 
long-term thinking and sustained commitment. The 2025 Inner Development Guide empha-
sizes long-term orientation and visioning as imagining long-term goals and staying committed 
to them in ways that support broader societal and ecological well-being. Yet organizational 
time structures often make this practically impossible, trapping even far-sighted individuals in 
systems that force short-term thinking. 

Essential structural elements 
Multi-timescale planning and evaluation recognize that organizations need to operate across 
multiple timeframes simultaneously—annual operational planning, multi-year strategic plan-
ning, decadal visioning, mechanisms for connecting these timeframes, and metrics spanning 
from immediate to long-term outcomes. The art is maintaining all timeframes rather than 
allowing short-term urgency to crowd out long-term thinking. This might include quarterly 
reviews tracking annual goals, annual reviews assessing multi-year strategy, periodic visioning 
updating decadal aspirations, and explicit discussion of how daily work connects to long-term 
vision. Without deliberate structures maintaining all timeframes, the urgent inevitably 
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overwhelms the important, and organizations lose capability for long-term thinking even when 
individuals understand its importance. 

Protected long-term work from short-term pressures acknowledges that some work contributes 
primarily to long-term outcomes and must be protected from constant pressure to demonstrate 
immediate results. This requires budget lines for long-term initiatives not subject to annual 
cuts, staff roles with explicitly long-term focus, cultural legitimacy for work without immediate 
payoff, and leadership protection of long-term work when short-term pressures mount. 
Research and development, relationship building, capability development, and systems change 
work all contribute primarily to long-term outcomes but get cut first in crisis. Organizations 
serious about long-term orientation protect these investments, recognizing that sacrificing 
long-term capability for short-term survival often proves self-defeating when the short-term 
crisis passes but capability has been destroyed. 

Leadership continuity and succession address how frequent leadership turnover undermines 
long-term orientation because new leaders bring new priorities. Building continuity requires 
longer leadership tenure or strong succession planning, overlapping terms in governance struc-
tures, institutional memory in staff leadership, clear strategic frameworks that survive leader-
ship transitions, and cultural identity that transcends individual leaders. Some organizations 
experiment with staggered board terms ensuring that only a portion of leadership changes at 
any time, co-executive models providing continuity when one leader departs, or strong strategic 
frameworks that new leaders inherit rather than reinvent. The key is creating structures that 
maintain strategic continuity even as specific individuals change, preventing the common 
pattern where each new leader wants to make their mark by changing direction. 

Patient capital and sustainable financing recognize that quarterly capitalism's pressure for 
immediate returns is incompatible with long-term change work. Organizations need funding 
aligned with long-term timeframes, endowments enabling sustained work, earned revenue 
models rewarding long-term value, mission-aligned investors accepting longer returns, and 
resistance to pressure for premature scaling. The difference between venture capital expecting 
quick exits and impact investment accepting longer timeframes and blended returns profoundly 
shapes organizational time orientation. Organizations working on sustainability and social 
change often need mission-aligned capital that understands realistic change timeframes and 
doesn't demand quarterly growth or rapid exit strategies. Building endowments, developing 
sustainable earned revenue, and cultivating patient investors all contribute to organizational 
capability for long-term commitment. 

Cultural practices reinforcing long-term thinking help maintain long-term orientation through 
storytelling connecting to history and future, rituals marking seasons and longer cycles, regular 
reflection on long-term progress, celebration of patient work, and explicit connection to 
ancestors and descendants. Indigenous communities maintain remarkable long-term thinking 
through cultural practices linking present action to seven generations forward and back. 
Modern organizations can adapt these approaches while respecting their origins—creating 
rituals that mark seasons and cycles, telling stories that connect current work to organizational 
history and future aspirations, celebrating work that may not show results for years, and making 
explicit connections to those who came before and those who will come after. 

Examples 
Seven-generation planning, adapted from indigenous practice, explicitly considers impacts 
seven generations forward and might be implemented through seventh-generation impact 
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assessments for major decisions, board committees representing future generations' interests, 
or cultural practice of asking "what are the implications for our great-great-grandchildren?" 
This doesn't mean predicting the future seven generations ahead—impossible and unneces-
sary—but rather asking what values and conditions we want to pass forward and whether 
current decisions serve or undermine those aspirations. Staggered governance terms where 
board members serve five-year terms with one-fifth rotating annually provide continuity and 
institutional memory while enabling renewal. New board members join existing culture rather 
than new board creating new culture every few years, maintaining strategic continuity while 
preventing stagnation. 

Endowment-based funding enables organizations to build endowments that enable core work 
independent of annual fundraising cycles, providing patient capital for long-term work while 
maintaining earned revenue and grants for specific initiatives. This financial structure creates 
stability and long-term orientation impossible when organizations must constantly fundraise 
and prove immediate impact to maintain support. Multi-timescale metrics create dashboards 
tracking weekly operational metrics, monthly coordination indicators, quarterly outcome 
measures, annual impact assessment, and five-year strategic progress. This ensures attention 
across timeframes, preventing short-term metrics from overwhelming long-term thinking while 
maintaining operational discipline. 

2.4 Resource allocation as value signal 

The problem 
Espoused values often contradict actual resource allocation, revealing profound gaps between 
what organizations say they value and what they actually prioritize. Organizations claim to 
value learning but allocate no time for professional development. They espouse collaboration 
but structure incentives rewarding individual achievement. They state commitment to equity 
but maintain vast compensation disparities. The gap reveals that real values appear in resource 
allocation, not rhetoric. This is not typically conscious hypocrisy—most organizational mem-
bers genuinely believe in the stated values. Rather, the gap emerges from failure to align 
resource allocation with espoused values, allowing default patterns and unexamined assump-
tions to shape how resources flow. 

Essential elements 
Values-aligned budgeting processes require that resource allocation explicitly connect to stated 
values and priorities through budget categories reflecting strategic priorities, participatory 
budget processes including diverse voices, explicit discussion of value trade-offs in resource 
decisions, and accountability for alignment between stated values and actual allocation. Some 
organizations implement values-based budgeting where each major budget decision must be 
justified in terms of organizational values and strategic priorities, making visible when resource 
allocation contradicts stated values and forcing explicit discussion of trade-offs. Others use 
participatory budgeting where stakeholders directly influence resource allocation, ensuring that 
those affected by resource decisions have voice in making them. Both approaches make values-
resource alignment explicit rather than leaving it implicit and unexamined. 

Protected investment in organizational capability recognizes that beyond programs and opera-
tions, organizations need investment in their own capability through professional development 
for staff, organizational learning and evaluation, relationship building and trust development, 
systems and infrastructure, and innovation and experimentation. Many organizations allocate 
all resources to program delivery while starving organizational capability development. This 
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creates brittle organizations that cannot learn, adapt, or sustain effectiveness. The pressure is 
always to maximize resources going to "direct impact" rather than to organizational capability, 
but this is false economy. Organizations that don't invest in their own capability gradually lose 
effectiveness, and eventual collapse or transformation crisis becomes inevitable. Protecting 
investment in capability requires explicit commitment and structural protection from constant 
pressure to redirect resources to immediate program needs. 

Transparency in resource allocation enables trust and accountability through transparent bud-
gets and financial information, clear explanation of resource allocation decisions, participatory 
processes for major resource decisions, and regular accountability for financial commitments. 
Open-book management and transparent budgeting build trust and enable informed dialogue 
about priorities and trade-offs. When people understand how resources are allocated and why, 
they can engage productively with disagreements about priorities rather than developing 
conspiracy theories about hidden agendas. Transparency also creates accountability—when 
resource allocation is visible, gaps between stated values and actual allocation become obvious, 
creating pressure to address contradictions. Without transparency, organizations can maintain 
comfortable fictions about their values while resource allocation tells different story. 

Time as critical resource deserves special attention because beyond money, time allocation 
reveals priorities in ways that financial budgets alone don't capture. Organizations should 
attend to how staff time is allocated across activities, whether time allocation matches stated 
priorities, protection of time for learning and relationship-building, and cultural norms about 
workload and sustainability. Organizations that claim to value work-life balance while 
expecting sixty-hour weeks, or that espouse learning while leaving no time for it, reveal 
contradictions through time allocation that no amount of values statements can overcome. Time 
is often the most constrained resource and the one where misalignment between values and 
allocation is most visible and damaging. 

Compensation and incentive alignment ensures how people are paid and what behavior is 
rewarded reveals organizational values through compensation enabling sustainable partici-
pation, incentives rewarding behavior aligned with values, transparency about compensation 
philosophy, and attention to equity in pay structures. Organizations espousing collaboration 
while maintaining pure individual incentives, or claiming equity commitment while main-
taining vast pay disparities, reveal value contradictions that undermine stated commitments. 
Aligning compensation and incentives with values requires examining what behaviors are 
actually rewarded, whether pay structures create or reduce inequity, if incentives foster 
collaboration or competition, and whether total compensation enables people to participate 
sustainably without wealth subsidizing participation. 

Examples 
Percentage-based innovation budgets demonstrate values commitment by allocating ten to 
fifteen percent of budget to innovation, experimentation, and learning, protected from annual 
cuts. This makes investment in future capability concrete rather than aspirational, ensuring that 
pressure for immediate results doesn't eliminate all exploration and learning. The percentage 
can vary based on organizational context, but the key is explicit protection through dedicated 
budget line that survives budget pressures. Participatory budgeting for portion of budget 
enables community members or organizational stakeholders to directly decide allocation of 
meaningful portion of budget, redistributing power and ensuring resources reflect stakeholder 
priorities. This doesn't mean all resources are allocated participatively—some decisions require 
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expertise or efficiency—but meaningful stakeholder voice in resource decisions demonstrates 
genuine commitment to shared governance. 

Time budgets alongside financial budgets make explicit how organizations budget staff time, 
ensuring time allocation aligns with strategic priorities and might include protected time 
percentages for learning, relationship-building, and innovation. This makes visible when time 
allocation contradicts strategic priorities and enables adjustment before the gap becomes crisis. 
Values audit of resource allocation creates annual review assessing whether resource allocation 
aligns with stated values, identifying gaps and creating accountability for addressing them. This 
might be internal process led by staff or board, or external audit bringing fresh perspective. 
Either way, regular examination of values-resource alignment prevents drift and maintains 
organizational integrity. 

2.5 Power distribution and co-creation 

The problem 
Hierarchical power structures prevent genuine co-creation regardless of espoused collaboration 
values. Even when organizations include diverse voices in consultation, concentrated decision 
power means those voices influence but don't shape outcomes. Real collaboration requires 
redistributing power, not just gathering input. The 2025 Inner Development Guide emphasizes 
co-creation skills as facilitating collaborative processes with diverse stakeholders, fostering 
teamwork and psychological safety, and being aware of power dynamics. Yet awareness of 
power dynamics is insufficient without structural changes that actually redistribute power and 
enable genuine co-creation. 

Essential elements 
Distributed decision authority moves beyond concentrating all significant decisions at 
leadership level to creating clear domains where teams or committees have decision authority, 
applying subsidiarity principle where decisions are made at lowest appropriate level, 
implementing participatory processes for major strategic decisions, and distinguishing between 
decisions requiring centralization versus those better distributed. This doesn't mean all deci-
sions are collective—some require quick executive action. The art is appropriately distributing 
authority based on decision type, affected stakeholders, and expertise required. Too much 
centralization creates bottlenecks and disempowers those closest to the work. Too much 
distribution creates chaos and coordination failure. The key is thoughtful analysis of which 
decisions benefit from centralized authority and which are better distributed, followed by clear 
communication about decision rights and accountabilities. 

Stakeholder governance structures extend governance beyond staff and board to include 
stakeholders in meaningful ways through community advisory boards with real influence not 
just consultation, multi-stakeholder governance including those affected by decisions, 
beneficiary representation in governance, and mechanisms ensuring diverse stakeholder voices 
shape strategy. Some organizations experiment with two-tier governance—traditional board 
focusing on fiduciary responsibility and stakeholder board influencing strategic direction. 
Others integrate stakeholder representation directly into primary governance. The challenge is 
creating structures where stakeholders have genuine voice and influence, not token 
representation that provides legitimacy without power. This requires careful attention to power 
dynamics, ensuring that stakeholders with less formal power or resources can participate 
effectively and that their voices genuinely shape decisions rather than being heard and then 
ignored. 
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Transparency of decision processes recognizes that power operates most oppressively when 
invisible. Making power visible enables accountability through clear documentation of who 
decides what, transparency about how decisions are made, explicit criteria for major choices, 
and accessibility of decision rationale. When decision processes are opaque, people cannot 
distinguish between legitimate authority and arbitrary power. Transparency enables account-
tability even where power remains concentrated. At minimum, people should understand who 
has authority to make which decisions, what criteria and processes are used, and what reasoning 
led to specific choices. This doesn't eliminate power asymmetries, but it makes them visible 
and accountable, enabling critique and learning that opaque processes prevent. 

Voice and influence mechanisms create channels beyond formal decision authority for people 
to shape organizational direction through regular feedback mechanisms, anonymous channels 
for raising concerns, employee resource groups or affinity groups, union or worker organizing 
rights, and demonstrated responsiveness to feedback. The test is whether these channels 
produce genuine influence or become performative consultation where decisions are predeter-
mined. Creating genuine voice requires that feedback actually shapes decisions, that concerns 
raised lead to changes when warranted, and that people see their input making difference. 
Without demonstrated impact, voice mechanisms become ritualistic and people stop 
participating, correctly perceiving that their input doesn't matter. 

Accountability for equity outcomes addresses power redistribution through explicit equity 
goals and metrics, regular assessment of who has power and voice, transparency about 
demographics of leadership and decision-makers, and consequences when equity commitments 
aren't met. Without accountability, diversity and inclusion initiatives become symbolic rather 
than transformative. Organizations serious about power redistribution set concrete goals, 
measure progress, make results transparent, and hold leadership accountable when goals aren't 
met. This might include equity metrics in performance evaluation, regular reporting on 
demographic representation in leadership and decision-making, stakeholder assessment of 
whether they experience genuine inclusion, and willingness to make leadership changes when 
equity progress stalls. 

Examples across contexts 
Sociocratic governance distributes decision-making through nested circles with clear domains 
of authority, where decisions require consent (absence of objections) rather than consensus or 
majority. This creates distributed power structure with clear process, enabling efficient 
decision-making while ensuring those affected have voice. Sociocracy has been adopted by 
organizations ranging from small nonprofits to mid-sized companies, demonstrating that distri-
buted authority can work at scale when properly structured. Multi-stakeholder cooperatives 
create organizations owned and governed by multiple stakeholder groups—workers, 
consumers, community members—where each stakeholder group has representation and voice 
in governance. This structurally distributes power rather than merely consulting stakeholders, 
ensuring that diverse interests shape organizational direction. 

Participatory strategic planning makes major strategic decisions through participatory 
processes involving diverse organizational members and stakeholders using structured 
dialogue methods enabling many voices to shape strategy, not just advise leadership who 
decide. This works when participation is genuine, when diverse voices are truly heard and 
integrated rather than merely consulted, and when the participatory process actually shapes 
decisions rather than legitimizing predetermined choices. Community benefit agreements 
create binding agreements between organizations working in communities and community 
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members about community benefit and accountability, giving communities enforceable power 
over organizational impact. These agreements work in contexts from real estate development 
to university-community partnerships, demonstrating that power can be redistributed through 
formal agreements even where organizations have more resources. 

2.6 Integrated systems view: the necessity of simultaneous development 

The fundamental challenge 
The five structural domains explored above—decision-making architectures, communication 
systems, time structures, resource allocation, and power distribution—are profoundly inter-
dependent. Changing one without others creates dysfunction rather than development. This 
represents the fundamental challenge of collective IDG development: isolated interventions 
fail because organizational systems are interconnected, and changes in one domain create 
tensions with unchanged domains that either undermine the intervention or create new 
problems. 

Common failure patterns from partial approaches 
Implementing systems-aware decision processes without adequate time creates rushed analysis 
that performs systems thinking without genuine inquiry. The decision process becomes ritual 
rather than genuine exploration, going through motions of mapping systems and exploring 
scenarios while maintaining predetermined direction. Time pressure forces reduction of 
complexity back to simple frameworks, defeating the purpose of systems-aware processes. 
Organizations end up with sophisticated systems maps that took hours to create and get glanced 
at once before decisions revert to familiar patterns. 

Enabling multi-directional communication without redistributing power reinforces existing 
hierarchies despite appearance of openness. People learn that their voices are heard but don't 
matter, creating cynicism rather than engagement. Initial enthusiasm about new communi-
cation channels gives way to disillusionment when people realize that speaking up doesn't 
influence decisions, that the same people still make all important choices, and that the commu-
nication channels serve primarily to create illusion of participation. This failure mode is 
particularly damaging because it appears to address voice and participation while actually 
reinforcing existing power dynamics. 

Articulating long-term orientation without aligned resource allocation creates contradiction 
between rhetoric and reality. The organization claims long-term commitment while allocating 
all resources to short-term priorities, forcing staff to focus on immediate needs regardless of 
stated long-term vision. This breeds cynicism as people recognize the gap between what 
leadership says is important and what actually gets resourced. Eventually, people stop believing 
in the long-term vision entirely, correctly perceiving it as performance rather than genuine 
commitment. 

Distributing decision authority without communication infrastructure creates chaos as people 
make decisions affecting others without coordination or shared information. The organization 
oscillates between centralized control and distributed chaos, unable to find stable middle 
ground. Decisions get made locally that contradict each other, create inefficiencies, or under-
mine organizational coherence. The response is often to recentralize authority, creating cycle 
of attempted distribution, experienced chaos, and return to centralization. The real problem was 
inadequate communication infrastructure to support distributed decision-making, not the 
distribution itself. 
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Espousing collaboration values without structural changes to power or resources means 
collaboration remains dependent on goodwill and individual relationships rather than becoming 
organizational capability. When power holders change or resource pressure increases, 
collaboration evaporates because it was never structurally embedded. The organization 
discovers that what seemed like collaborative culture was actually individual leaders' personal 
style, and when those leaders depart or priorities shift, the collaboration disappears with them. 

Principles for integrated development 
Systemic diagnosis before intervention requires understanding the organization as system 
before changing components through mapping current decision processes, communication 
flows, time structures, resource allocation, and power distribution; identifying misalignments 
and contradictions; understanding organizational developmental stage; and designing 
interventions that address multiple domains simultaneously. This diagnostic work takes time 
but prevents interventions that solve one problem while creating others or that attempt changes 
the system cannot support. The temptation is always to jump to solutions, but rushing past 
diagnosis leads to interventions that address symptoms rather than root causes or that create 
new problems through unintended systemic effects. 

Phased implementation maintaining coherence recognizes that complex organizational change 
requires time, but changes should maintain internal coherence at each phase. Each phase 
addresses multiple structural domains ensuring changes in one domain align with others, the 
organization can integrate changes before adding more, and there's clear sequence moving 
toward greater coherence. This prevents the chaos of too much simultaneous change while 
avoiding the dysfunction of isolated changes. The key is designing phases so that each creates 
coherent stable state that can function while building toward next phase, rather than creating 
transitional chaos that must be endured until final state emerges. 

Iterative learning and adaptation acknowledge that no perfect design exists in advance. 
Organizations must implement changes, assess how they're working, learn from experience, 
adapt based on learning, and involve organizational members in ongoing design. This requires 
the very capabilities being developed—systems thinking, dialogue, learning orientation. The 
art is working at the edge of current capability while building capability for next stage. 
Organizations serious about development create feedback loops enabling rapid learning, 
maintain humility about their designs recognizing that reality will reveal flaws, and cultivate 
capability to adapt based on what's learned rather than rigidly implementing initial plans. 

External support for developmental perspective helps because organizations struggle to see 
their own developmental stage and design for beyond it. Practitioners, consultants, or advisors 
at post-conventional stages can help organizations assess current stage, design stage-
appropriate interventions, create conditions supporting natural evolution, and avoid forcing 
structures the organization cannot yet inhabit. This external support works best when advisors 
have done their own developmental work, understand developmental theory deeply, can meet 
organizations where they are without judgment, and work with patience appropriate to 
developmental timeframes. The risk is advisors imposing their vision rather than supporting 
the organization's natural evolution, so humility and genuine respect for the organization's 
current capability are essential. 

Different requirements for different collectives 
Organizations can implement most integrated structural changes because they have authority 
to do so, though challenges include overcoming inertia and resistance, maintaining operations 
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during transformation, developing capability to inhabit new structures, and sustaining changes 
through leadership transitions. Organizations have advantage of formal authority to make 
changes, but this same authority can lead to top-down imposition that fails because people don't 
develop capability to inhabit new structures or because changes don't address actual needs. The 
art is using authority to enable change while ensuring that those affected help shape changes 
and develop capability to make them work. 

Networks cannot mandate changes to participants and must work through voluntary alignment 
around shared principles, gradual evolution of network governance, demonstrated benefits of 
structural innovations, and peer learning across network participants. Changes spread through 
demonstration and attraction rather than decree. This slower process has advantages—changes 
that spread voluntarily are more likely to be genuine and sustained—but requires patience and 
trust in emergent process. Networks work best when they create conditions for innovation by 
participants, share learning about what works, and gradually build shared understanding about 
effective structures without forcing adoption. 

Communities often lack formal authority and resources for structural change and must work 
through cultural evolution and emergence, grassroots organizing and collective action, building 
on existing community strengths, and patience for slow cultural transformation. Change is 
bottom-up and emergent rather than top-down and designed. This has profound advantages—
changes that emerge from community process are deeply rooted and sustained—but requires 
very different approach than organizational change. Community development workers learn to 
work with what's there, support what's emerging, and cultivate conditions for change rather 
than designing and implementing changes. The timeline is measured in years or decades rather 
than months or quarters. 

Conclusion to Part Two 
Collective Inner Development Guide development requires integrated work across multiple 
structural domains. Decision-making architectures, communication systems, time structures, 
resource allocation, and power distribution must all evolve together for genuine collective 
capability to emerge. This integrated systems perspective helps explain why so many organi-
zational change efforts fail. Changing isolated elements—sending people to training, imple-
menting new tools, reorganizing structure—without addressing the full system creates what 
Peter Senge calls "shifting the burden"—temporary improvements that don't address 
underlying structure and often make fundamental problems worse by reducing urgency to 
address them. 

Genuine collective development requires patience, systemic thinking, integrated intervention, 
and often external support. It requires understanding, explored in Part Three, that organi-
zational developmental stage shapes what structural changes are possible and how they will 
function. Organizations at different developmental stages can successfully implement very 
different structures, and attempting to force structures beyond current developmental capability 
typically fails. We turn now to this developmental dimension, examining how organizational 
maturity shapes collective IDG capability and how to work effectively with developmental 
diversity and progression. 
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PART THREE: ORGANIZATIONAL DEVELOPMENTAL STAGE AND 
COLLECTIVE IDG MANIFESTATION 

Introduction: The developmental dimension 
Throughout Parts One and Two, we have noted repeatedly that organizational developmental 
stage fundamentally shapes which collective Inner Development Guide qualities can manifest 
and how they express themselves. An organization centered at conventional developmental 
stages cannot simply implement post-conventional structures and expect them to function as 
intended. The collective's developmental stage shapes not only which capabilities are acces-
sible but how they are understood and enacted. 

This third and final section examines the developmental dimension systematically. We explore 
how organizations, networks, and communities at different developmental stages manifest 
distinct collective capabilities, what this means for IDG development strategy, and how to work 
with developmental diversity within collectives. The section draws on adult developmental 
theory—particularly the work of Loevinger, Cook-Greuter, Kegan, and Torbert on individual 
development—and extends these insights to collective systems as exemplified in Laloux's 
organizational typology. 

The goal is not to create hierarchical judgments about which developmental stages are "better" 
but to understand the distinct logic and capabilities of each stage, to recognize developmental 
constraints and possibilities, and to design interventions that meet collectives where they 
developmentally are while creating conditions supporting natural evolution. Each develop-
mental stage has its own coherence, its own gifts, and its own limitations. The art of develop-
mental work is meeting organizations where they are, building on their current strengths, and 
creating conditions that support natural growth rather than forcing premature transformation. 

3.1 Organizational developmental stages: A brief overview 

Developmental theory foundations 
Developmental stage theory proposes that human consciousness evolves through predictable 
stages, each with its own internal logic, worldview, and capabilities. These stages are not 
simply levels of skill but qualitatively different ways of making meaning. Each stage tran-
scends and includes previous stages, adding new capabilities while maintaining access to 
earlier capabilities. At the individual level, stages have been mapped by multiple researchers 
with convergent findings. Loevinger's ego development stages, Cook-Greuter's expansion of 
that framework, Kegan's orders of consciousness, and Torbert's action logics all describe 
similar territory using different language. 

These frameworks identify a developmental progression from pre-conventional stages where 
meaning-making is egocentric and impulsive, through conventional stages where individuals 
define themselves through social roles, rules, and relationships with authority, to post-
conventional stages where individuals author their own values, see systems and paradigms, and 
eventually integrate multiple perspectives. While individuals develop through these stages, 
organizations and other collectives also develop. Laloux's "Reinventing Organizations" maps 
organizational development using color coding: Red (impulsive), Amber (conformist), Orange 
(achiever), Green (pluralistic), and Teal (evolutionary-integral). This framework, while 
simplified, provides useful language for discussing organizational developmental stages. 
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Organizational stages relevant to sustainability work 
Most organizations working on sustainability and social change operate primarily from what 
Laloux calls Orange, Green, or emerging Teal stages, roughly corresponding to ego develop-
ment stages E6-E8 in the Loevinger and Cook-Greuter framework. Understanding these stages 
helps explain why similar interventions produce dramatically different results in different 
organizational contexts. 

Orange or achievement organizations, roughly corresponding to E6 conventional stage, operate 
from rationalist, scientific, achievement-oriented worldview. They value innovation, merito-
cracy, efficiency, and measurable results, seeing the world as complex machine that can be 
understood and optimized. These organizations maintain clear hierarchy but with more fluidity 
than earlier stages, with advancement based on achievement rather than seniority or social 
position. They demonstrate strong mission and principles, with principled action and integrity 
central to their identity. Competition for resources and status matters, and winning is important. 
Strategic planning is linear and rational, with strategy understood as careful analysis leading to 
optimal choices. These organizations can be highly effective within established paradigms but 
struggle with paradigm-level transformation, finding it difficult to question their own 
foundational assumptions. 

Green or pluralistic organizations, roughly corresponding to E6-E7 transitional stages, value 
equality, consensus, stakeholder inclusion, and cultural sensitivity. They place strong emphasis 
on relationships, empowerment, and values, with acute awareness of multiple perspectives and 
cultural relativism. These organizations often struggle with decision-making through con-
sensus, which can be slow and process-heavy. They experience discomfort with hierarchy and 
authority, preferring flat structures and shared power. Strong values around sustainability, 
social justice, and equity shape their work. Their awareness of systems and interconnection 
often comes from emotional recognition rather than cognitive complexity—they feel the 
interconnection even when they cannot fully articulate it systemically. While they can see that 
reality is constructed differently by different cultures and paradigms, they sometimes struggle 
with actually operating productively across these differences, and can become paralyzed by 
relativism. 

Teal or evolutionary organizations, roughly corresponding to E7-E8 post-conventional stages, 
demonstrate self-management with distributed authority and fluid structure. They orient around 
evolutionary purpose that guides without controlling, with purpose understood as serving larger 
good rather than organizational self-interest. These organizations create conditions for whole-
ness where people can bring full selves to work without needing to maintain professional 
personas that hide important aspects of identity. They are comfortable with paradox, ambiguity, 
and emergence, able to hold tensions without forcing premature resolution. They can hold 
multiple paradigms simultaneously, understanding that different frameworks illuminate 
different aspects of reality. This enables strategic clarity alongside adaptive flexibility, 
integrating individual autonomy with collective coordination. These organizations remain 
relatively rare and require particular conditions to emerge and sustain, including leadership 
operating from post-conventional stages and enough organizational members with sufficient 
developmental capability to inhabit self-managing structures effectively. 

The critical insight 
Organizations at different stages have fundamentally different relationships to complexity, 
uncertainty, authority, purpose, and change. These differences are not matters of skill or 
knowledge but of meaning-making structure—the deep frameworks through which the 
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organization interprets reality and determines what is possible. An Orange organization cannot 
think like a Teal organization no matter how much training its members receive, because the 
underlying meaning-making framework operates at different level of complexity. This is not 
deficit but difference—each stage has its own internal coherence and effectiveness within its 
domain. 

This has profound implications for Inner Development Guide development. Which collective 
IDG qualities can manifest depends on organizational developmental stage. An Orange 
organization can develop sophisticated systems thinking within its rationalist paradigm but 
struggles with post-conventional awareness that holds multiple paradigms simultaneously. A 
Green organization can build strong inclusion and care practices but struggles with strategic 
decisiveness and leadership clarity that requires accepting that sometimes equality means 
different people having different authority. The developmental lens helps explain why 
identical-looking interventions produce radically different results in different collective 
contexts—the same structure or practice means something fundamentally different and 
functions differently depending on the developmental stage of the collective inhabiting it. 

3.2 IDG manifestations at conventional stages (Orange/E6) 

Core characteristics and strengths 
Organizations centered at E6 or Orange stage demonstrate remarkable capabilities within their 
developmental frame. These are often highly effective organizations—professional, strategic, 
innovative within established frameworks, and capable of sustained achievement. They should 
not be underestimated or pathologized simply because they operate at conventional rather than 
post-conventional stages. Understanding what they do well helps practitioners build on 
strengths rather than focusing only on limitations. 

In the Being dimension at E6, these organizations demonstrate strong organizational identity 
tied to mission and principles with clear sense of purpose and values. Organizational integrity 
means consistency with stated principles, maintaining commitments even under pressure. Self-
awareness exists and can be quite sophisticated regarding organizational patterns and culture, 
though it may struggle with shadow sides that fundamentally challenge core identity. Presence 
manifests as strategic focus and ability to concentrate organizational attention, but may lack 
capability for genuine emergence and comfortable not-knowing. The organization knows what 
it stands for and pursues it with clarity and determination. 

In the Thinking dimension at E6, these organizations excel at sophisticated rational analysis 
and systems thinking within their paradigm. They demonstrate strong planning and strategy 
capability, able to develop complex multi-year strategies with clear goals and pathways. They 
can understand complex causality and feedback loops, mapping systems with considerable 
sophistication. Innovation within established frameworks is often remarkable—these organiza-
tions can be tremendously creative in developing new approaches that work within their 
worldview. Critical thinking is applied rigorously to evidence and reasoning. The key limi-
tation is that they operate within single paradigm experienced as objective reality, struggling 
with paradigm relativity and genuine multi-paradigm awareness. They can see complexity 
within their framework but have difficulty seeing their framework itself as one among many 
possible ways of understanding. 

In the Relating dimension at E6, care for stakeholders is defined clearly within boundaries. The 
organization cares genuinely for employees, customers, and other stakeholders it recognizes as 
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within its sphere of responsibility. Professional relationships are strong and based on compe-
tence and reliability. Network thinking exists, but boundaries between inside and outside 
remain clear and relatively impermeable. Appreciation for achievement and contribution is 
authentic and motivating. Humility may be present but tends to be tied to external standards of 
excellence rather than emerging from genuine questioning of organizational ego. Ecological 
embeddedness is understood intellectually through environmental management systems and 
sustainability metrics, but not typically as identity—the organization doesn't experience itself 
as participant in living systems but as entity that must manage its environmental impacts. 

In the Collaborating dimension at E6, effective collaboration toward shared goals is well-
developed. Clear processes and roles enable coordination. Trust is built through demonstrated 
competence and consistency—people trust those who deliver results reliably. Communication 
focuses on clarity and efficiency, valuing precise transmission of information. Inclusion means 
involving diverse stakeholders but typically within existing power structures—consultation is 
genuine but decision authority remains concentrated. The limitation is that genuine co-creation 
may be constrained by hierarchical power and need for control. Distributed authority can 
trigger anxiety about loss of coordination and accountability. 

In the Acting dimension at E6, strong strategic capability and resilience toward mission are 
hallmarks. Courage to defend principles and challenge what contradicts them is genuine and 
can be quite bold. Innovation within frameworks is sophisticated. Long-term planning with 
clear goals extending years ahead is well-developed. Hope and optimism are grounded in track 
record and competence—the organization has confidence based on past success and 
demonstrated capability. The key limitations are that courage to question foundational premises 
is limited, creativity is constrained to paradigm, and long-term thinking assumes relatively 
stable future rather than fundamental uncertainty. The organization can plan twenty years ahead 
but struggles when the future requires paradigm transformation. 

What collective IDG qualities are accessible 
E6 organizations can develop strong mission alignment and principled action, demonstrating 
inner compass within their paradigm. They can maintain sophisticated systems thinking and 
strategic planning, showing remarkable understanding of complexity within their framework. 
Professional care and stakeholder consideration manifest through well-developed empathy and 
appreciation structures. Effective collaboration toward clear goals enables genuine co-creation 
within established structures. Strategic courage and sustained commitment demonstrate resi-
lience in pursuing mission over long timeframes. Critical analysis and evidence-based deci-
sionmaking are often exemplary. Clear communication and coordination enable organizational 
effectiveness. 

These are not minor achievements—many important sustainability and social change organi-
zations operate effectively at E6, accomplishing significant work within their paradigm. The 
key is understanding both what they can do exceptionally well and where they face 
developmental constraints rather than mere skill gaps. 

What remains challenging or inaccessible 
E6 organizations struggle with paradigm-level self-reflection and questioning foundational 
assumptions. They can examine their strategies and tactics but find it difficult to examine the 
worldview itself. Genuine multi-paradigm awareness and working across incommensurable 
frameworks remains challenging because paradigm differences feel like disagreements about 
facts rather than differences in fundamental meaning-making frameworks. Ecological identity 
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and permeable boundaries with larger living systems typically remain intellectual concepts 
rather than felt experience. The organization understands environmental interdependence con-
ceptually but doesn't experience itself as participant in living systems. 

Distributed authority and emergent coordination without clear hierarchy trigger anxiety about 
chaos and loss of control. Comfortable not-knowing and presence with genuine uncertainty are 
difficult because the rationalist framework assumes problems can be solved through sufficient 
analysis. Courage to challenge their own foundational premises is limited—the organization 
can courageously defend its principles but struggles to courageously question whether those 
principles themselves need evolution. Creativity requiring paradigm shifts faces barriers 
because innovation is understood as improvement within framework rather than transformation 
of framework itself. Proactivity based on genuine solidarity rather than strategic interest is 
challenging because relationships are ultimately understood transactionally even when they're 
collaborative. 

Implications for development strategy 
Meeting E6 organizations where they are requires building on their considerable strengths—
strategic capability, systems thinking within paradigm, principled action, achievement 
orientation, professional standards—rather than pathologizing what they do well. Strengthen 
what's accessible at this stage through more sophisticated strategic planning processes, deeper 
stakeholder engagement within existing frameworks, stronger cross-functional collaboration, 
enhanced leadership capability, and increased space for strategic reflection. These inter-
ventions work with the organization's current capabilities rather than demanding capabilities 
not yet developmentally accessible. 

Stage-appropriate practices include implementing systems-aware planning processes that map 
complexity rigorously within the organization's paradigm, strengthening stakeholder engage-
ment through structured consultation and feedback mechanisms, building cross-functional 
collaboration through clear processes and accountability, developing leadership capability 
through executive coaching and strategic thinking development, and creating space for 
strategic reflection through regular retreats and scenario planning. These practices strengthen 
E6 capabilities rather than attempting premature post-conventional transformation. 

Creating conditions for natural evolution involves introducing encounters with paradigm 
differences through exposure to genuinely different worldviews and approaches, surfacing 
contradictions between values and structures through values audits and stakeholder feedback, 
supporting leaders in their own development through developmental coaching and peer 
learning, creating experiences of genuine emergence through experiments with self-organizing 
processes in bounded contexts, and allowing failures that reveal paradigm limitations. These 
interventions create developmental pressure without forcing premature transformation, trusting 
that natural developmental progression will occur when conditions support it. 

Common traps to avoid include attempting to implement Teal structures on Orange foundation, 
which typically results in cargo cult versions that have the forms but not the substance; patho-
logizing Orange effectiveness by treating achievement orientation and strategic focus as 
problems rather than strengths; expecting post-conventional capabilities before they're 
developmentally accessible, which creates frustration and failure; and confusing content know-
ledge about post-conventional ideas with structural capability to think post-conventionally. An 
E6 organization can learn about multi-paradigm thinking intellectually while remaining 
structurally unable to actually think that way. 
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Examples 
A professional environmental NGO operating at E6 or Orange demonstrates strong scientific 
analysis, clear strategic goals, and sophisticated advocacy. It is effective within current 
political-economic system, able to influence policy through rigorous research and strategic 
engagement. However, it may struggle with questioning whether the growth paradigm itself is 
problematic, finding it difficult to work with indigenous knowledge systems on equal terms 
because its scientific paradigm experiences itself as objectively correct rather than as one 
among multiple valid ways of knowing. The development strategy should strengthen systems 
thinking within scientific paradigm, build partnerships that expose the organization to different 
paradigms through genuine collaboration, and support leadership development that creates 
capability to hold multiple frameworks. The goal is not to abandon scientific rigor but to 
complement it with capability to recognize and work across paradigm differences. 

A social enterprise at E6 combines profit and purpose effectively, demonstrating mission-
driven business model that creates both financial value and social impact. It is strategic, 
innovative within market frameworks, and focused on measurable impact. Strong on execution 
and scaling proven models, it may be weaker on questioning fundamental assumptions about 
markets, growth, and scale themselves. The development strategy should create space for 
emergent strategy that isn't predetermined, build deep stakeholder relationships that reveal 
diverse worldviews and values, and support reflective practice that enables examining 
assumptions. Again, the goal is not to abandon what works but to complement market 
sophistication with capability to question market paradigm itself when appropriate. 

3.3 IDG manifestations at the relativistic stage (Green/E7) 

Core characteristics and strengths 
Green organizations represent transitional space between conventional and post-conventional 
stages. They have moved beyond Orange achievement orientation toward values-based, in-
clusive, consensus-driven approaches. Many sustainability and social justice organizations 
operate from Green center of gravity, bringing deep commitment to equity, inclusion, and 
systemic change alongside challenges with strategic focus and decisiveness. 

In the Being dimension at Green, strong values orientation and care for people and planet are 
central. High emphasis on authenticity and wholeness creates organizational cultures where 
people feel they can bring more of themselves to work. Organizational identity is tied to values 
of equality, inclusion, and sustainability. Self-awareness includes attention to emotions and 
relationships alongside strategic thinking. Presence is valued through mindfulness and 
relational attunement. The organization is beginning to question its own ego and power but 
may swing to self-doubt that undermines confidence. 

In the Thinking dimension at Green, systems awareness often comes from emotional recog-
nition of interconnection—feeling the web of relationships even when cognitive frameworks 
for understanding them remain incomplete. These organizations value multiple perspectives 
and cultural diversity, creating space for different voices. Beginning paradigm awareness 
emerges, with recognition that "reality" is constructed differently by different people and 
cultures, but organizations may struggle with actually operating across paradigms or become 
paralyzed by relativism. Innovation around social and relational dimensions is often 
sophisticated. Critical of dominant paradigms but sometimes lacking alternative frameworks 
beyond critique. 
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Development implications 
Green organizations need support developing strategic decisiveness alongside consensus, 
legitimating leadership alongside equality, building decisiveness alongside inclusion, and 
moving from critique to construction. Support transition to Teal by helping organizations 
develop capability to hold multiple perspectives while acting decisively, integrate hierarchy as 
appropriate tool rather than always problematic, move from emotional systems awareness to 
cognitive complexity capability, and build structures that serve evolutionary purpose. The key 
is not abandoning Green's gifts of deep values, care, inclusion, and systems awareness but 
complementing them with post-conventional capabilities. 

3.4 IDG manifestations at post-conventional stages (Teal/E7-E8) 
Teal or post-conventional organizations remain relatively rare but represent significant evo-
lution in collective consciousness and capability. These organizations demonstrate fundamen-
tally different relationships to purpose, authority, structure, and complexity, enabling forms of 
collective capability inaccessible at conventional stages. 

In Being at Teal, organizational identity is held lightly with capability to question and transform 
self. Deep self-awareness includes shadows and limitations without defensiveness. Presence 
with emergence and not-knowing is comfortable. Integrity means alignment between purpose 
and action, with willingness to evolve purpose itself when needed. Being serves evolutionary 
purpose rather than organizational ego. In Thinking, genuine multi-paradigm awareness 
enables operating across frameworks. Comfortable with irreducible complexity and un-
certainty. Innovation includes paradigm-level creativity. Systems thinking integrates multiple 
scales and perspectives. Critical thinking extends to examining own frameworks. Distributed 
intelligence with collective sense-making. Learning orientation toward continuous develop-
ment. 

Conditions enabling Teal emergence 
Teal organizations require particular conditions: leadership operating from post-conventional 
stages, organizational members with sufficient developmental capability, environment 
allowing experimentation with novel structures, purpose compelling enough to sustain through 
uncertainty, resources enabling patience with emergence, culture tolerating ambiguity and not-
knowing, and committed stakeholders supporting evolution. Without these conditions, 
attempting Teal structures typically fails. 

3.5 Managing developmental diversity within organizations 

The ubiquitous challenge 
Every organization contains people at multiple developmental stages. Even organizations with 
clear developmental center of gravity include substantial internal diversity. This developmental 
diversity creates both challenges and opportunities that must be managed thoughtfully. 

Understanding the dynamics helps. The organization's dominant developmental stage—its 
center of gravity—shapes culture, structures, and what feels normal. This creates fit and misfit 
for people at different stages. Development occurs through challenge and support—encoun-
tering challenges current stage cannot easily handle while receiving support to work with those 
challenges. However, forcing challenges beyond developmental readiness creates trauma 
rather than development. Different roles suit different stages—not all organizational roles 
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require same developmental capability. Strategic leadership benefits from post-conventional 
capability, while skilled technical work may be done excellently at conventional stages. 

3.6 Developmental implications for networks and communities 

Networks across developmental stages 
Networks manifest differently depending on participating organizations' developmental stages. 
Networks of Orange organizations coordinate through clear structures, formal agreements, and 
strategic alignment, valuing efficiency and measurable outcomes but potentially struggling 
with emergence and distributed coordination. Networks of Green organizations emphasize 
relationships, consensus, and shared values but may struggle with coordination and deci-
siveness. Networks bridging developmental stages face particular challenges and importance—
addressing complex issues often requires collaboration across developmental differences, 
requiring explicit attention to developmental diversity, translation and bridge-building 
capability, processes working across stages, and appreciation for different gifts. 

Communities across developmental stages 
Place-based and identity-based communities typically include wide developmental diversity 
because membership is based on geography or identity rather than developmental fit. 
Implications for community development include accepting wide diversity as given rather than 
problem to solve, creating multiple participation pathways suited to different developmental 
levels, building appreciation for diverse ways of contributing, attending to translation and 
bridge-building, recognizing that community purpose must be meaningful across stages, and 
understanding that community transformation occurs slowly through cultural evolution. 
Indigenous and traditional communities often maintain wisdom traditions that transcend 
modern developmental frameworks, and it's important not to assume Western developmental 
models are universal or superior. 

3.7 Assessment and intervention design 

Assessing organizational developmental stage 
Understanding organizational developmental patterns is essential for effective intervention. 
Assessment should examine meaning-making patterns (how the organization makes sense of 
itself, purpose, and challenges), response to complexity (how it handles ambiguity, uncertainty, 
and paradigm differences), power and authority (how power is understood and distributed), 
identity and boundaries (how the organization understands relationship to larger systems), and 
capability for change and transformation (can the organization question its own premises or 
only operate within existing framework). Assessment methods include interviews with diverse 
organizational members, document analysis, observation of meetings and decision-making, 
analysis of structures and processes, and attention to what feels difficult or impossible in the 
culture. 

Designing stage-appropriate interventions 
Once developmental stage is understood, interventions can be designed appropriately. For 
Orange organizations, build on strategic and systems thinking capability, strengthen stake-
holder engagement within existing frames, create cross-functional collaboration, introduce 
encounters with paradigm differences gradually, support leadership development, and 
celebrate excellence while creating space for reflection. For Green organizations, honor 
inclusive values while building strategic capability, legitimate appropriate structure and 
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leadership, support movement from critique to construction, facilitate dialogue across power 
differences, build capability for decisive action alongside consensus, and create space for post-
conventional leadership development. For Teal organizations, support self-management and 
distributed authority, protect space for emergence and experimentation, build capability for 
operating in conventional contexts, maintain cultural coherence through growth, and connect 
with other post-conventional organizations. For organizations in transition between stages, 
recognize and normalize discomfort of transition, hold space for both current and emerging 
capabilities, create conditions supporting evolution without forcing, build bridges between old 
and new ways, support leadership in their own development, and be patient with non-linear 
process. 

Conclusion to Part Three 
Organizational developmental stage fundamentally shapes which collective Inner Develop-
ment Guide qualities can manifest. Understanding this developmental dimension is essential 
for effective collective IDG development. Key insights include that developmental stages 
represent different ways of making meaning, not levels of worth; each stage has its own logic, 
gifts, and limitations; collective capabilities depend on organizational developmental stage; 
attempting to force structures beyond current developmental capability fails; effective inter-
vention meets organizations where they are while supporting evolution; all organizations 
contain developmental diversity requiring thoughtful management; and networks and 
communities manifest developmental dynamics differently than organizations. 

The developmental perspective provides humility about what is possible and patience with 
developmental timeframes. It helps explain why identical interventions produce different 
results in different contexts. Most importantly, it offers guidance for designing interventions 
that support genuine collective development rather than installing forms that cannot be 
genuinely inhabited. This completes our three-part exploration of collective IDG capabilities. 
We have reconceptualized the five dimensions as collective phenomena, examined structural 
requirements for development, and understood the developmental constraints and possibilities. 
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