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This post is for facilitators, consultants, academics, and everyone who is working with complexity theories
or have just begun exploring and reading about this field. Perhaps you have come closer to complexity the-
ories from a previous background in systems thinking -as I did. Or have a vague notion about both terms
but are struggling with the difference -for instance while applying traditional systems dynamic tools to
complex problems and feeling that some things don’t really make full sense just yet.

Out of my own need to make sense of their common roots and departure points, over the last months in
my readings and work I have tried to understand what is similar and what sets them apart. Note: this is the
second of a series of blog posts on the subject, and each of these paragraphs would deserve a more in depth
exploration. More blog posts to come in the following weeks.

If anything else, my blog post is well-referenced. So if this adds more confusion than it intends to clarify, at
least I provide articles that you can read and draw your own conclusions. Please don’t believe a word I am
saying: look up the references and research by yourself.

But first things first, a few definitions to outline what we are talking about.

By systems thinking I refer to the school of thought that started with Jay Forrester and has expanded
systems dynamics into other fields such as management: Peter Senge’s Learning Organizations, Donella
Meadows, David Stroh (a colleague of Senge), etc. Let’s call this ST, knowing though that in practice we
are referring to systems dynamics, plus some of its most popular applications of management.

By complexity theories I refer to a variegated school of thought, but especially in its applications to
management with the use of the Cynefin framework (Dave Snowden) and its leadership applications
(Berger and Johnston have written the best book so far for leading in complexity, you should look it up). I
also refer to Santa Fe institute’s Mel Mitchell for its very informative computational angle, though not
much of its wisdom can (nor should) be extended to human systems, unless with a lot of caveats. Let’s call
them CAS (complex adaptive systems theories), and it will be mostly Cynefin plus relevant background
theories that have informed it.
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So let's get started.

1) A quest for certainty? Ordered vs un-ordered ontology

In his paper on Multi-Ontology sense-making (opens a pdf), Snowden draws a difference between a com-
plicated and a complex state in that a complicated systems follows an ordered ontology and the latter
shows an un-ordered ontology. Ontology is a branch of philosophy that investigates the nature of things,
often in contrast to how we know things (epistemology). The nature of the system itself is different and its
behavior and laws of causality behave in very different ways. The core assumption that CAS make (espe-
cially Cynefin) is that ST gives adequate lens to make sense of -and act in- complicated systems (because
they are ordered in nature) but does not have sufficient explanatory power to make sense of how a complex
system actually behaves (because these are un-ordered instead). In a complex system, CAS would say, we
don’t even know what we don’t know (as Donald Rumsfeld famously said in his elusive answer to a jour-
nalist), you interact with the system before figuring out a handbook of sorts, because only by poking and
nudging will the system begin revealing itself.

While Dana Meadows, Senge, and others were well aware of chaotic behaviors that some systems can show
(for instance with the type of chaos known as “extreme sensitivity to initial conditions” of the proverbial
butterfly, which so many quote without having seen the actual math behind it) often in their tools they
seek certainty and even in that case, the core assumption is that you can mathematically predict the behav-
ior of that type of chaotic pattern if you knew the initial conditions with precision.

You could ask yourself

e s this thing I am dealing with resembling more a spaceship or a teenager? If I had all the right knowl-
edge in place, could I predict and control its future development (like a spacecraft)? OR does this re-
semble a living thing whose future direction I can not control but can still do my best in an ever-chang-
ing relationship to positively influence towards an uncertain future (like raising a teenager)?

e Could I hope to figure out a steady state for this system (an equilibrium of sorts) or am I more likely to
see a constant co-evolution, in an endless flux?

2) Causality vs dispositionality of systems

It follows from above that if a system is obeying some type of order, having leverage over certain variables
will get us the results we want, often by pushing the acupuncture points and towards an ideal state of the
system that we have predetermined as a desirable one. This is a common assumption under ST which
would work if the system were indeed obeying such causal laws like it does in a complicated realm. ST con-
tributed in major ways to our understanding of some systems, from linear causality to circular causality,
which can help us see technical and to some extent natural systems in the complicated domain. Links be-
tween cause and effect are either identified already, or in any case identifiable. In CAS the assumption in-
stead is that truly complex systems are dispositional and not causal. What is means is that while you could
figure out some general patterns of behavior and interactions, causality can only be inferred in retrospect
and we can not predict where the system will be in the future -not even if we had all the knowledge of ini-
tial state, key driving forces at play, strength of correlation between variables, etc. Having an un-ordered
nature, a complex system will not obey causal laws in the same way a complicated system does. An inclina-
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tion of the system can be thought of as a predisposition, a very common habit, but when the system is in-
deed un-ordered, we need to forgo our hopes of predictive accuracy about what the system will do next. So
long Laplace, and thanks for everything.

I We need to forgo our hopes of predictive accuracy about what the system will do next

3) Where is information ‘located’?

Can you actually get the “full picture”? Can you effectively centralize information so that at any one point
in time a clear and accurate map of the system is available? Over this question there is a visible disagree-
ment between the two schools of thought.

In various articles and books, ST suggests quite explicitly that yes, you can have a full picture of everything

that is happening in the system: “Get the whole system in the room”, “get the full picture”, “let the system
be known to itself” are commonplace in ST literature and practice.

At least since the times of economist Hayek, the angle from CAS postulates that in complex systems there
is no agent in it who has access to the entire picture. They use the compelling example of markets: no sin-
gle actor has access to all shifting prices and market exchanges at any given time. Information is localized
and cannot be fully centralized.

This has important implications about on one hand ST’s aim to “get the full picture” and on the other
hand CAS and Cynefin’s approach to distributed cognition: tap into the wisdom of the crowds and their
micro-narratives while avoiding the pitfalls of groupthink and other biases (I am realizing there are many
such biases when my colleague and I prepared for this workshop..) From the perspective of CAS, there is
in fact a distributed ecology of sense-making within an organization that can be captured by harnessing
stories at a granular level and borrowing from ethnographic approaches.

“We work with the distributed nature and partial perception of human sense-making to our advantage”
(his blog post here )

To be fair, I am sure that ST in its current interpretations is very much aware of this earlier shortcoming,
since a natural evolution of ST has been to adopt (and at times even create) dialogic methods for participa-
tory decision making that do assume that knowledge is in fact distributed and cannot be centralized (the
suite of methods and overarching approach from the Art of Hosting Meaningful Conversations is testa-
ment to that, as is this more recent piece by Senge et al) But still, any approach that suggests we could "get
the whole system in the room" and assumes / hopes to objectively see all the relevant data centralized in
one place must be coming from a perspective that does not consider the crucial difficulty of actually doing
it.

Ask yourself:

e how much knowledge can we get about the state of the system in order to act?

e how is information centralized vs decentralized? is the current situation conducive to a coherent and
desirable behavior? and would the locus of knowledge about the system make a difference?

e if the system is truly in a complex space, how could you distribute cognition at appropriate scale?
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4) Approaches to the future

A major evolution in working with future scenarios that was heavily informed by systems thinking has
been the development of backcasting from desirable futures (not just likely ones: see my series of blog
posts on this). While at the time a major development, some have criticized the fact that as times become
more volatile and uncertain, it makes less and less sense to begin with a fixed future in mind. So to sum up
the two schools of thought here:

For ST, a vision of the future is set in advance, an assessment of the present informs you about the current
state, and the gap between future vision and current reality generates a creative tension (I am using Sen-
ge’s language here) which inspires action. Strategic planning is about acting in that temporal gap to fill it,
often beginning by acting on leverage points, and setting milestones in between.

CAS work relatively much more with the evolutionary potential of the present, and not much with the fu-
ture vision nor with understanding of past behavior or root causes. Their point is that a vision of the future
(especially an exact picture) does not work, unless you use it lightly to provide a sense of directionality but
not clear targets. Snowden often calls this a “more stories like these, fewer stories like those” approach,
while Chris Corrigan uses the metaphor of a vector which I find intuitive. It is still a vision -here it becomes
a matter of semantics- but is not predetermined in exact accomplishments and even less so in how people
will behave in the organization. Additionally, while recognizing the importance of setting a clear vision,
Berger and Johnston make a compelling case for why the traditional strategic planning made of milestones
can actually even be counterproductive when the scenario is rapidly changing and uncertain. For instance,
this can blind us to the fast-changing landscape around us, and make us miss emerging opportunities.
They summarize a vision in a complex world in the following way:

“In a complex world, a vision is not a photograph of a future destination, and a strategy isn’t the map
that charts the course. A complex vision is a compass that points towards a future direction, and a
complex strategy is a set of safety guardrails inside which people can innovate and learn.”

Ask yourself:
e Is this system operating under an ordered ontology or an un-ordered ontology? (you would then ask:

"how would I know?" to which you can begin answering by asking, again):

e For this system, can I create a vision of the future over which I have sufficient agency, control of some
key variables?

e what boundaries and 'guardrails' do I need to set in place to demarcate the lines that must not be
crossed and an overall sense of direction for my system's future vision?

e If not: can I set a vision that has at least enough of a sense of direction? One which is both directional
and also open to the emerging potential of the possible rather than the fixed certainty of the probable?
(But how to craft a compelling vision when so much about the future is uncertain? A whole post will lat-
er be dedicated to summarize Berger and Johnston's great book)

5) The rational decision maker (or so we dreamed)
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Imagine you are looking at a system through the lens of ST, and since one of the end-goals of the game has
always been to support informed decision making (e.g. the models developed by Jay Forrester, Meadows et
al's report for the Club of Rome, etc), you have to make assumptions about the actors, what they know
about the system, and how they will decide the best course of action. Here, ST acknowledges bounded ra-
tionality, but on the assumption that once we get the whole system in the room, informed by a shared vi-
sion, you can start by leverage points (which are assumed to be the best, most rational decisions).

CAS takes as one starting point the postulate that humans are driven by irrationality just as much. First of
all, they begin with an acknowledgment that our narratives are creating the system just as much (adding
an extra layer to the complexity of the system, made of its agents’ stories, whether or not they are factually
true. For this see Midgley’s reflections of different levels of complexity). In addition, the recent insights
from psychology and behavioral economics added a lot of scientific depth as to how and why we are so eas-
ily deceived in our perception of the world (see Khaneman, Ariely, the Invisible Gorilla, etc.)

Historically, ST does not borrow much from social sciences really, nor was informed at the time by behav-
ioral economics, other than the works on mental models and organizational learning that have been con-
tributed by the likes of Schon and Argyris. Even then, removing the obstacles to learning and resistance to
failing, the assumption of rationality would still survive. As far as I am aware, Snowden’s anthro-complexi-
ty has been an early prominent voice that problematized the assumption of the rational decision maker. To
be fair, given that Senge, Meadows, and Ackoff were writing their pieces in the 80’s and 90’s, this is to a
large extent understandable.

6) Core beliefs about models and their usefulness:

After consideration and lots of readings, I have come to see this one as a major difference between ST and
CAS. One of the core tenets of ST is/was to build a model that would represent how the system works: this
is visible especially in CLDs (Causal Loop Diagrams) and Systems Archetypes. A CLD is a representation of
how a complicated system is behaving in terms of feedback loops, and stocks and flows; a systems arche-
type is a model that describes basic patterns of how a system could behave over time, and the assumption
in the ST literature (especially I am referring to Senge and Dana Meadows) is that many systems’ behav-
iors could be more easily understood as falling under the behavior of a dozen of basic archetypes. Some of
them are for instance the “escalation” (spiraling up of a trend, like in the arms race) “tragedy of the com-
mons” (individual self-serving behaviors damaging a collective resource) and “success to the successful”
(the rich-get-richer trap).

While there is an undeniable usefulness in applying a CLD to understand some behaviors of a physical sys-
tem, the approach to models of the ST and CAS are completely different. 1) ST does not problematize
epistemology at all, and assumes that the models are accurate representations of the way the system is be-
having and could adequately represent its nature -which is a big assumption that philosophy of science
would call "naive realism"; 2) using systems archetypes can have a limited explanatory power if the system
is indeed showing a pattern that can be represented by a ‘classic’, cliched behavior (like the first three men-
tioned above) but, just as with the point above, the risk here is to believe that the archetype actually satis-
fies our need for understanding and blinds us from the behavior of what is actually going on, which leads
to 3) CAS start from the postulate that the only valid model of a complex adaptive system is the system it-
self. There is still explanatory power in using maps that represent what the system is inclined to do, but
there is an awareness that the map is a heuristic to help navigate the territory and does not claim to ex-
plain the entire behavior of the system (also because you cannot get full, centralised knowledge of the sys-
tem at hand).
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7) Systems evolve. A lot.

At least within the bounds of a pattern of behavior that is consistent over time, ST assumes that systems do
show (or better say: can show) regularity of behavior. From that lens, we can go with the assumption of
same number of variables and actors. This has shown to be problematic for at least two reasons.

1) For one thing, systems rarely seem to be in anything like a state of equilibrium. A steady state seems to
be the exception rather than the rule. If the systems were indeed ordered, in most cases equilibrium dy-
namics would reign, which recent insights from biology challenges as a very problematic assumption to
make (this video explains it very well and this link to resources if you want to go deeper).

2) Some types of systems (especially social and natural ones) actually evolve and create completely new
variables and new actors. There are newborn agents, states, and variables altogether. That adds a layer of
newness in that the system evolves and adapts itself to the new conditions, generating behaviors that could
not be predicted nor controlled if you had posited an initial set of actors, variable, and rules of interactions.
Reflecting upon his journey that begun many years ago with Systems Dynamics, Peter Allen recently put it
this way:

“The key step that complexity added was to recognize that the ‘system’ itself could potentially redefine it-
self, evolve and change — qualitatively — creating new variables, new mechanisms and new emergent
features and characteristics.

Any system at a given moment has emerged from a past in which it was not what it is now. Complexity is
about evolutionary emergence of structure and form. This involves ‘learning’ and forgetting’ not just
functioning — recognizing changed features and elements, requiring perhaps changed values, aims and
goals. Complexity admits that the ‘functional structure’ may change — and life is not just a mechanical
system running forward in time!”

About me: I am the founder of Plecter, a consultancy based in Malmo, Sweden that designs and applies di-
alogue-based tools in support of decision-making. I draw from research on complexity theories, collective
intelligence, and ecological sustainability to support decision-making to face complex challenges and navi-
gate better our uncertain times. I only work with people who have the intention to make the world a better
place -and I am well aware that everyone has their own definition of what that even means.

To read more about it. My post starts from a few sources, among which:

¢ Sonja Blignaut’s very insightful piece, here, which is a great summary, so I won’t repeat much what she
has written already. I would rather deepen some of those points and focus on a few other insights.
Credit where it's due: nice work Sonja!

e Some distinction between ST and CAS by Dave Snowden, in his blog post

¢ Also, complexity added the point of complex adaptive systems https://journal.emergentpublications.-
com/article/editorial-18-3-4/
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¢ Evolution of Systems thinking and Complexity in the four domains Natural, Ethical, Personal, and In-
terpersonal. A historical perspective that criticizes ST’s shortcomings and intestine wars was provided
by Midgley https://journal.emergentpublications.com/article/four-domains-of-complexity-2/

(Question for the few readers who actually might want to dig this up: Does it add value if I add all the ref-
erences of the hyperlinks, as if this were an academic paper?)

Written by

Marco Valente
Founder at Plecter
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Geoff Elliott «ss Oh
Owner, Elliott Partnership - Management Consultancy

Marco, | think you article is a bit mixed up and confused. | know Peter Allen and have worked with many of the key
actors and players in the ST world over the past 30 years . Patrick H comments are correct.

Like Reply

Geoff Elliott v oh
Owner, Elliott Partnership - Management Consultancy

By complexity theories | refer to a variegated school of thought, but especially in its applications to management

What! suggest you read Max Bisot, Ashby et al

Like Reply

Doug McDavid = Bh
Enterprise Architect

Nice to find this discussion. Thanks!

| thought I'd raise one point that occurs to me. I'm not sure how carefully folks are making a distinction between the
ontological issues of what we know about systems, and the epistemological issues raised by the tools that we use
to facilitate our learning. Yes, | know this is not a simple distinction to draw

Like Reply | 2Likes - 2 Replies

Marco Valente 6h
Founder at Plecter

Doug, to the best of my understanding we could rather say that ontological issues refer to our assumptions
about the nature of how those systems work, and epistemological issues about how we get to know such
systems. The level of detail of a suite of tools is perhaps more appropriately described by methodology as
opposed to epistemology? | am throwing a guess here from my understanding of the three terms. In any
case, please say more, | am interested in your line of thought on this matter. Best
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Alec Fraher 3h

see https://books.google.co.uk/books?
id=cTErDWAAQBAJ&pg=PA40&Ipg=PA40&dqg=ontic+qualia&source=bl&ots=8ONSpIm-
UYW&sig=U1AEbmbmQyIBov5pvOMIH4DrNk8&hl=en&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwiVzrgXkObWAhXFuBoKHb-
baBokQ6AEILTAA#v=0nepage&qg=ontic%20qualia&f=false

Like Reply

Bojan Radej === 6h
Founder of Slovenian Evaluation Society

If you are interested in social complexity, then | would suggest taking different approach. For Brian Castellani (from
Kent Univesity) complexity is either an organized (complex systems, macro perspective) or a disorganized struc-
ture (a chaotic type of complexity, micro-level perspective). In my view, social complexity is partly organized and
partly disorganized structure and so exquisitely a mesoscopic concept (2014: Social Complexity: operational defin-
ition. Ljubljana: Working papers SDE 7/2, (B.Radej), June 2014, https://www.sdeval.si/studijska-komisija/publikaci-
je/581-social-complexity). If you find it relevant and would be willing to give a comments | can send you the latest
version of this text.

Like Reply | 2Likes - 1 Reply

Bojan Radej 6h
Founder of Slovenian Evaluation Society

Also, | shared your text in LinkedIn group Complex Public Governance,
https://www.linkedin.com/groups/8522366

Like Reply | 1 Like

JC Wandemberg Boschetti Ph.D. ses 7h
Dean at Woxsen School of Arts & Design

Fred and Merrelyn Emery's work on systems thinking?
Like Reply

Rik Berbé .« 8h
Shaping future-proof organisations and vibrant cities

Marco thanks a lot for this article and making a difference between system thinking and complexity thinking. Very
helpful and so often mixed-up. Sources add value!

Like Reply

Joe Coope =xx 8h
Sustainability/Change Advocate

Great read, good links.

Like Reply

Patrick Hoverstadt === Oh
Where to start with this?

First | guess, ST didn't "start with Jay Forrester", in writing a post you are of course perfectly at liberty to compare
anything you want with anything else, but System Dynamics as developed by Forrester (who BTW also invented
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RAM in computers and designed US air defence in the cold war) and as practiced by Dana Meadows and others is
not the all there is of ST, nor is it the school of ST that came up with the term ST, so whatever, this is not as adver-
tised, a comparison of ST & CT.

Your caricature of ST is just that a caricature. You say, that although aware of chaos : "often in their tools they seek
certainty and even in that case, the core assumption is that you can mathematically predict the behavior of that
type of chaotic pattern if you knew the initial conditions with precision. "

That statement is categorically untrue. So consider these quotes:

Meadows: ‘self-organizing, nonlinear feedback systems are inherently unpredictable. They are not controllable.’
Ashby ‘Given positive feedback, radically different end states are possible from the same initial conditions’

and ‘No system can be known completely’

Beer: ‘It is terribly important to appreciate that some things remain obscure to the bitter end.’

‘Instead of trying to specify it in full detail, you specify it only somewhat. You then ride on the dynamics of the sys-
tem in the direction you want to go.’

You said "ST ..... assumes that the models are accurate representations of the way the system is behaving and
could adequately represent its nature" | refer you to the quotes above from Ashby and Beer

The statement you quote from Peter Allen:

“The key step that complexity added was to recognize that the ‘system’ itself could potentially redefine itself,
evolve and change — qualitatively — creating new variables, new mechanisms and new emergent features and
characteristics."

These ideas of self-organisation, self-creation and self direction were staples of ST long before CT came along fol-
lowing Smuts creation of the concept of Holism which he defined as : "The tendency in nature to form wholes that
are greater than the sum of the parts through creative evolution."

Ashby again “Complex systems organise themselves”.

you wrote: "Historically, ST does not borrow much from social sciences really.." are you kidding???? ST as a disci-
pline came out of the Macey conferences which were established to "create a social science", The contribution of
Bateson, Meade and others to the fields of sociology, anthropology, psychology was immense, their work flowed
from ST to these other fields and back again, sociology and ST were deeply intertwined at birth.
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“# \aster Practitioner in Lean Service Enterprise...
Marco, Patricks comments are not "critical", they are corrections
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Geoff Elliott 2h
Owner, Elliott Partnership - Management...

G Edwards Deming's linkage of process address to Congress was an insight on systems thinking???? you
meanprocess thinking. I think you will find deming didn't understand systems thinking concepts and ideas

Like Reply

Yeu Wen Mak == 11h
Transforming the Transformation Capability of Self,...

...Since most systems are sensitive to initial conditions one iterated computation tells you little, but running the
simulation for many different initial conditions enables the space of future possibilities to be investigated. Networks
have properties underlying system behaviour, e.g. most Tweeters have small numbers of followers while a few
have millions. Complexity scien... See more
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Yeu Wen Mak === 11h
Transforming the Transformation Capability of Self,...

When | pose this question of the difference between Systems Thinking and Complexity Science to Professor Jef-
frey Johnson of Complexity Science and Design at the Open University. He said "There is a continuum from sys-
tems thinking to complexity thinking. Initially one has to decide: which elements are in the system and its environ-
ment, the boundary between them, and the relationships between the elements. Drawing system diagrams can be
a big step forward - one may see previously unknown causal chains or feedback loops. A quantitative dimension
comes from assigning numbers to the elements and specifying how the arrows transform them through time, as in
systems dynamics where the next state of the system is computed from the previous state. By iterated computa-
tion future states of the system can be computed...
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John Barratt === 13h
An Individual and Team(s) Coach who loves Agile and ORSC...

Rickard Jones with a read
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Ed Brimmer «es  14h
Performance Management Consultant

'In systems thinking, you define the ideal future state and you try to close the gap. In complexity, you describe the
present and see what you can change. You define a direction of travel, not a goal.' - Dave Snowden
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Ed Brimmer wes 14h
Performance Management Consultant

'Managing the present to create a new direction of travel is more important than creating false expectations about
how things could be in the future.' - Dave Snowden
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Ann Badillo === 15h
Futurist | Author | Speaker

Solid thinking for applied practice in the real world. Thanks for your thinking.
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Chris Alexander «sx 15h
Coach and Trainer

Fantastic post.
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Where would the vision to put a man on the moon have fallen?
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? Business Agility, Resiliency, and Innovation Consultant...

Great post. Well thought out. | wish charlatans and chief methodologists would dive deeper into CAS/ Anthro-
complexity and realize their approaches are incoherent with multiple theories and evidence from other domains.

Thank you for writing this post!
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Felix Hovsepian ==r 19h
Al Researcher & Consultant | Author | Speaker

| would like to make one comment (historical) and share two links.

Historical comment: The term "complex adaptive systems" was coined by John H. Holland and the other famous
researchers at Sante Fe Institute (http://www.cas-group.net/ ), which explains the two links I'm about to share.

The first link is an excellent article written by Melanie Mitchell :
"Adaptive Computation: The Multidisciplinary Legacy of John H. Holland", http://web.cecs.pdx.edu/~mm/jhh-
cacm.pdf

The second link is a TEDx talk by John Holland himself:
"TEDxUofM - John Holland - Building Blocks and Innovation", https://youtu.be/nzHVGd22vak
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Guy Maslen sse 21h
Chief Operations Officer at GLOBE Claritas

Nice article; one for you Ed Brimmer, | think.
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Srikanth Ramanujam see 22h
Lean-Agile Enterprise Change Instigator: Simplified...

Thanks Marco Valente for the article, it is going to take awhile to read all your link outs. And thanks Ram Srini-
vasan, CST for providing me the link
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N. David Cooper ses 22h
Catalyst, multidisciplinary coach, entrepreneur,...

Oh! Thank you for providing the references. Very helpful!
Like Reply

Ram Srinivasan, CST === 23h
100% practitioner

This is very well written - thank you Marco Valente
Like Reply | 1 Like

N. David Cooper == 1d
Catalyst, multidisciplinary coach, entrepreneur,...

Marco, Thank you for your intriguing article on the differences and some similarities among ST and CAS. With re-
gard to my social work among very low income persons (those in poverty), | consistently encounter funders who
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are motivated to support well-developed (linear) "best-practice" poverty-resolving programs that yield funder-con-
trolled outcomes.

Alternatively, my application of Asset Based Community Development principles and practices that are rooted in
self-efficacy and collective-efficacy find far less traction among funders. Generally, | think this reticence of funders
is due mostly to a western culture of predictive (linear) certainty (unilateral control).

Complex Adaptive Systems seems descriptive of the rapidly evolving world (societies) in which we live and work.

You, Senge, Jaworski, Scharmer, Kahane, Wheatley, Holman and others offer ways and means, philosophical, so-
ciological, practical, theological frames for CAS and ST. Yet, an aged culture of authoritarianism and clamor for
unilateral control remain dominant as societies attemp to assuage the anxiety of letting come that which seeks to
emerge: collective efficacy and overall wellbeing (shalom).
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N. David Cooper 23h
Catalyst, multidisciplinary coach,...

| am delighted to be engaged with you, Marco, and a multitude of practitioners working at the transformative
edges with Art of Hosting, Appreciative Inquiry, et al as the future unfolds.

Thank you, Marco!
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Michele Battle-Fisher = 1d
Applic Systems Thinking 2 Health Policy & Public Health...

This is quite exceptional. | am ST but we can learn where we converge and diverge.
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