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Abstract. Learning organizations build competitive advartag top of their genuine caring for their
members who are in a continuous learning mode liatieg) reason and intuitions in perceiving current
reality and shaping their future. They are conrgegtheir commitment to a shared vision that takes
into account the personal visions of individual nbens. In this paper we investigate in how far the
Person-Centered Approach, a branch of humanistichpsogy founded by Carl Rogers, can provide
the interpersonal basis and associated theoretmaidation for a learning organization. The
systematic juxtaposition of constructs from thesBarCentered Approach and disciplines and abilities
from the learning organization shows that the RefSentered Approach clearly qualifies as the basis
for (inter)personal development and associatedrétieal foundation for a learning organization.
Nevertheless, the particular organizational consext situation calls for amendments in specialsskil
and knowledge pertaining to organizational dynarmcerder to achieve a person’s full competence
along all five disciplines of the learning orgartiaa.

1 Introduction

Organizational development in general and the qunoé a learning organization (Senge,
2006), in particular, acknowledge the vital rolepefsonal development to the thriving of any
organization. However, to the best of the authdrsowledge, a thorough study of the
relevance of person-centered theory and practicehéo five disciplines of a learning

organization has not been conducted. This is singri since Rogers’ Person-Centered
Approach (PCA), originally developed in the fiellamunseling and psychotherapy (Rogers,
1951, 1959, 1961, 1970, 1980), since then has beecessfully applied in several further
areas such as management (Gordon, 1995; Steenb@@¥%), education (Cornelius-White,

2007; Motschnig-Pitrik, 2005; Motschnig-Pitrik aridallich, 2004; Tausch and Tausch,
1961), health care, social work, communication (®¢bnig and Nykl, 2009), and emotional
intelligence at work (Ryback, 1998).

In this paper we aim primarily at responding to fbkowing question: In how far can the
Person-Centered Approach - in its capacity to addrthe development of persons,
relationships and groups - serve as the founddtiothe development of organizations in the
sense of becoming “learning organizations”? Thiggirise to four derived sub-questions:

* Which features/postulates from the “learning orgation” can be matched with
constructs offered by the Person-Centered Approach?

* Which features/postulates from the “learning orgation” are not addressed in the
Person-Centered Approach? Put in a slightly diffeperspective: What competences
are special to a learning organization as a whol@ i&s members as individual
learners?

* Which features/postulates from the Person-Cent&mgatoach are not addressed in
the “learning organization™?



* Which constructs are particularly emphasized andffierentiated in the respective
theories/approaches? What insight can we gain fhenmatching of constructs?

Summarizing, our goal is to find out, which aspeaaftSenge’s five disciplines are grounded
in the Person-Centered Approach and which are cemmgbtary. Furthermore we are
interested in the consequences of our findings) thoretically and practically.

In order to find responses to the research questienhave studied the theory of the Person-
Centered Approach and that of the five disciplimedetail. On this basis we have identified
central features and constructs that we proposdidgo in a systematic way by investigating
features of the five disciplines and associatiregrttwith relevant Person-Centered Approach
constructs. The research procedure is reflectélaeipaper’s structure which is as follows: the
next chapter briefly introduces the core five diioes of the learning organization as
proposed by Senge (2006), while chapter three suin@sathe constructs and scope of the
Person-Centered Approach. In chapter four we pteserapping of the features we identified
for each of the five disciplines to constructs arddn-Centered Theory. Chapter five
summarizes our findings and proposes issues ftrduresearch.

2 Disciplines of a L earning Organization

The term “learning organization” is often used t@lain what organizations like to be in
order to achieve competitive advantage in a glateket. It is not enough that a small group
of persons or even one individual learns for thellorganization in order to decide on its
future. It is rather necessary for an organizatoknow how to encourage engagement and to
realize learning potential at all its levels. Se(@@06) describes the competences special to a
particular learning organization by means of thee fdisciplines personal mastery, mental
models, shared vision, team learning and systemkitiy. As an organization can only learn

if all its members learn the following explores ttwmmpetences and attitudes that individuals
need to have in order to act as members of a legorganization.

Personal Mastery. Personal mastery is the discipline for personavth and learning (Senge,
2006, p. 131) and it describes self-guidance alfedsgelopment. Persons with a high level
of personal mastery continually expand their compets in order to achieve their genuine
goals (Senge, 2006, p.131). This quest for contitesning can be described as lifelong
generative learning (Senge, 2006, p. 132). Thisnsi¢a live in a continual learning mode,
never to “arrive”, to be accurately aware of ornigisorance, incompetence, growth areas, and,
at the same time to be deeply self-confident. Peismastery embodies two underlying
movements: (1) to continually clarify what a persany wants (Senge, 2006, p. 131) and (2)
continually learning how to see current reality enatearly (Senge, 2006, p. 132). Persons
with a high level of personal mastery have paréicuharacteristics (Senge, 2006, p. 132).
“They have a special sense of purpose that liegtiaheir visions and goals. [...] They see
current reality as an ally, not an enemy. They haaened how to perceive and work with
forces of change rather than resist those forchey Tare deeply inquisitive, committed to
continually seeing reality more and more accuratéhey feel connected to others and to life
itself. Yet they sacrifice none of their uniquenetbkey feel as if they are part of a larger
creative process, which they can influence but oannilaterally control” (Senge, 2006, p.
132-133). Thus, to enhance a learning organizatigrerson’s goals need to be in line with a
shared vision and shared mental models. In Figune Summarize the abilities of personal
mastery as described by Senge (2006).



Ability to focus on ultimate intrinsic desires (p. 137,
154 - compare with ,Ability to use the subconscious")

Ability to develop a personal vision Living consistently with one's purpose (p. 137)

Genuinely caring; the person is naturally committed and
full of energy and enthusiasm (p. 138)

Capacity for perseverance and patience (p. 143)

Ability to hold creative tension Current reality becomes an ally (p. 144)

Ability to distinguish emotional tension from creative tension (p. 140)

Ability to broadening one’s awareness (p. 148)

Commitment to the truth

(ability to tell the truth) (p.148, Ability to continually deepen the understanding of
Ability to cope with structural conflicts 154) the structures underlying current events (p. 148) /
Personal MaStery \ /' Ability to see more of the structural conflicts

underlying own behavior (p. 148)

“‘ Ability to see reality more and more as it is (p. 150)

Ability to make clear choices (p.154)

\_ Ability to use the subconscious /"‘ Ability to focy§ on (instri_nsic desired) resul?s that are important for the person

< (p. 154) / Ability to genuinely care of a desired outcome (p. 155) / Knowing how
to seperate what we truly want, from what we think we need to do in order to
achieve it (p. 154)

‘ Integrating reason and intuition (p. 156)

|
\ Ability to integrate personal Continually seeing more one’s
\ mastery and systems thinking connectedness to the world (p. 156)

Compassion (p. 156) Ability to see interrelationships (p. 160)

Commitment to the whole (p. 156) Sense of connectedness
and compassion (p. 161)

Figure 1: Competences of personal mastery deschp&knge (2006)

Mental Models. Mental models can be described as eyeglassasgthrghich persons see the
world. They are assumptions and generalizationgiedisas deeply held pictures and symbols
of how the world works which influence persons’ gagtions. Mental models shape how
persons act (Senge, 2006, p. 164) and they casfdram to problems when “they become
implicit — when they exist below the level of [arpen’s] awareness” (Senge, 2006, p. 166).
They can impede learning but also accelerate legr(®enge, 2006, p. 167). To promote a
learning organization, individuals need to mandggrtmental models. This means that they
are able to surface, test and improve the inteprelires of how the world works (Senge,
2006, p. 163). Core competences (and at the same ¢haracteristics) of a person that
effectively works with his/her mental models arefr £xample, to face up to distinctions
between espoused theories (what we say) and tkdorigse (the implied theory in what we
do), to recognize “leaps of abstraction (to notioar jumps from observation to
generalization), to expose the “left-hand columia” grticulate what we normally do not say)
and to balance inquiry and advocacy (skills foreefive collaborative learning) (see also
Figure 2).

The distinction between espoused theory and thimeuge refers to one basic reflective skill
namely to use gaps between what one says and wbaatoes as a vehicle for becoming more
aware (Senge, 2006, p. 177). Because it is hasgeaotheories-in-use, a person who tries to
manage his or her mental models uses help of anp#ison - a “ruthlessly compassionate”
partner (Senge, 2006, p. 178). When a person “miérees direct observations (concrete
“data”) to generalization without testing” then psaof abstractions occur (Senge, 2006, p.
178). In order to spot leaps of abstraction thes@efirst has to ask him-/herself what he/she
believes about the way the world works (Senge, 2@06L79-180). It is important to be



4

willing to consider that a particular generalizatimay be inaccurate or misleading. “If you
are willing to question a generalization, expliciseparate it from the “data” which led to it.
[...] Where possible, test the generalizations diyedthis will often lead to inquiring into the
reasons behind one another’s actions” (Senge, 200&0). Persons who continually manage
their mental models see how their mental modelsat@én particular situations and articulate
what they normally do not say. The most producteaning usually occurs when persons
combine skills in advocacy and inquiry referredat“reciprocal inquiry”. This means “that
everyone makes his/her thinking explicit and subjegoublic examinationThis creates an
atmosphere of genuine vulnerability. No one is rigdihe evidence or reasoning behind
his/her views — advancing them without making thgpen to scrutiny. For example, when
inquiry and advocacy are balanced, | would not dsdyinquiring into the reasoning behind
others’ views but would be stating my views in sactvay as to reveal my own assumptions
and reasoning and to invite others to inquire ithem” (Senge, 2006, p. 184-185).
Furthermore, Senge describes some guidelines feocating one’s own views and for
inquiring into others’ view. When advocating onewn view the person makes his or her
own reasoning explicit, encourages others to egptmre’s view and to provide different
views, and actively inquires into others’ viewsttddfer from the own. When inquiring into
others’ views the person states his/her assumptteely and acknowledge that they are
assumptions, states the “data” upon which his/Bsumaptions are based, asks questions if
he/she is genuinely interested in the others’ nespoThe guidelines however will be of little
use if the person is not genuinely curious andinglito change his/her mental models of a
situation — in other words “practicing inquiry aadvocacy means being willing to expose the
limitations in your own thinking — the willingness be wrong. Nothing less will make it safe
for others to do likewise” (Senge, 2006, p. 187).

Ability of reflective practice (ability to reflect Business skills (p 177)

on one's thinking while acting) (p. 176) Reflective and interpersonal skills (p.
177)

Use of help of another person (a "ruthlessly

compassionate” partner) (p. 178) Ability to ask yourself what

you believe about the way
. o Ability to recognize "leaps of abstraction" the world works (p. 180)
Being aware of the distinction between (ability to notice jumps from observation to
espousad theories (what we say) and generalization) (p. 178) Abiltiy to question and test

| theories-in-use (the implied theory in what

| we do) (p. 177) generalizations (p. 180)

Mental Models

Ability to expose the "left-hand column" (ability to
articulate what we normally do not say) (p. 180)

Ability to balance inquiry and advocacy ("reciprocal Ability to advocate (p. 186)

inquiry"- ability to make one's own thinking explicit
and subject to public examination) (p. 183-184) n o
Ability to ingire (p. 186)
Being genuinely curious and
willing to chance own mental
models of a situation (p. 187)
| Ability to expose hidden assumptions (mental models) (p. 189)
‘\ Ability to integrate mental models
\ and systems thinking

Ability to restructure assumptions to reveal causes of significant
problems (systems thinking) (p. 189)

Ability to use a "library of generic structures”
based on systems archetypes (p. 189)

Figure 2: Competences of managing mental modelsites by Senge (2006)

Shared Vision. “A shared vision is the answer to the questiorh&ido we want to create?”.
Just as personal visions are pictures or imagegl@earry in their heads and hearts, so too
are shared visions pictures that people throughoutrganization carry. They create a sense
of commonality that permeates the organizationgines coherence to diverse activities [...]



When people truly share a vision they are connettednd together by a common aspiration.
Personal visions derive their power from an indintls deep caring for the vision. Shared
visions derive their power from a common caringéri§e, 2006, p. 192). A shared vision is a
vision that furthers engagement and participatibthe organizations’ members. It relates to
the ability to expose shared images of the futumeray all individuals of an organization.
“Shared vision is vital for the learning organipatibecause it provides the focus and energy
for learning. While adaptive learning is possiblghaut a vision, generative learning occurs
only when people are striving to accomplish sonmgttthat matters deeply to them. In fact,
the whole idea of generative learning — expandiogr yability to create — will seem abstract
and meaninglessntil people become excited about a vision they trulptwta accomplish”
(Senge, 2006, p. 192). Genuine caring about adhasion is rooted in personal visions —
thus personal mastery (including commitment to théh and creative tension) is the
foundation for the development of a shared visiSenge, 2006, p. 197). There are seven
attitudes of a person towards a vision describe8dnge (2006, p. 203-204):

(1) commitment (the person feels fully responsible fieaking the vision happen and
he/she does whatever it takes to make the visiah-réne/she creates structures that
are needed. The vision is pulling the person tmactthere is a unique energy that a
committed person brings toward creating a vision),

(2) enrollment (the person wants it and will do whateean be done within the
structures),

(3) genuine compliance (the person sees the benefitiseo¥ision and does everything
expected and more),

(4) formal compliance (the person sees the benefh@wision and does what is expected
and no more),

(5) grudging compliance (the person does not see thefike of the vision but does not
want to lose the job. Thus he or she does enougtt wlexpected because he/she has
to but communicates that he/she does not shanasios),

(6) noncompliance (the person does not see the berefie vision and will not do what
is expected), and

(7) apathy (the person is neither for nor against tek®w and has no interest and energy
to share the vision).

“A group of people truly committed to a common wisiis an awesome force” (Senge, 2006,
p. 205) but even if there are some guidelines pegdy Senge he emphasized that “there is
really nothing you can do to get another persoretooll or commit. Enrollment and
commitment require freedom of choice” (Senge, 2@0&07). Competences of a committed
person to a shared vision are illustrated in Figure



Ability to develop a personal vision and to ,hold"
one’s vision while remaining committed to seeing
current reality clearly (p. 197, 209)

Being enrolled oneself

Being truly commited to a vision (p. 203) (p.207)
Ability to awake enroliment and Honesty (to be on the
commitment (p. 206) level) (p. 207)
Shared Vision Letting the other
Ability to spread visions (leaders) (p. 202, 206) person choose (p. 207)

Ability to anchor a vision in a set of
governing ideas (p. 207)

Ability to integrate shared vision Truly believe that one can
and systems thinking shape his future (p. 215)

Figure 3: Competences of shared visioning desciiilyeSenge (2006)

Team Learning. Working in teams is common in present organizetioTeams are key
learning units in organizations and thus the ndechastering team learning has never been
greater before than today. “Team learning is thecgss of aligning and developing the
capacity of a team to create the results its mesnioely desire” (Senge, 2006, p. 218). Itis a
collective discipline which includes abilities teahange in dialogues and discussions, to gain
awareness of mental models and hold them flexddywyvell as to think together. Competences
of team members who learn together are illustratddgure 4.

Ability to present and defend own views (p. 220)

Ability to discuss (p. 221) /' apility to make decisions (p. 220, 230)

Ability to listen deeply to others (p. 220)
Ability to suspend of one's own views/ of one's own
assumptions (p. 220, 227) )

. assumptions

Ability to communicate one's (p. 226)
assumptions freely (p. 224) -

Ability to inquire and reflect
(Mental models, p. 231)

Being aware

Ability to dialogue (p. 221) Ability to observe one's own thinking (p. 224)
and the collective nature of thought (p. 225)

Willingness to consider others as colleagues (p. 228)

Ability to balance dialogue Willingness to play with new ideas, to
and discussion (p. 230) examine and test them (p. 228)
Team Learning Ability to "hold the context" of the

dialogue (ability of a facilitator) (p. 229)

Ability to deal with "current reality" Genuine commitment to learning (p. 238)
(conflicts and defensive routines) (p. 232)

Ability to defuse defensive routines (essentially the
same as skills of refleciton and mutual inquiry) (p. 238)

Ability to recognize when people are not reflecting on their own assumptions, when
they are not inquiring into each other’s thinking, when they are not exposing their
thinking in a way that encourages others to inquire it(p. 239)

Ability to practice team learning (p. 242)

Ability to integrate team learning Ability to use a language to describe complexity (p. 250)
and systems thinking (p. 249)

Awareness of systems archetypes (p. 251)

Figure 4: Competences of team learning describeSiemge (2006)

Systems Thinking. The fifth discipline, systems thinking, conneesd furthers all other
disciplines. This discipline refers to the awarendkat the world is a construct of
relationships rather than an accumulation of seépdhings. “Systems thinking is a discipline
for seeing the “structures” that underlie complagxations, and for discerning high from low
leverage change” (Senge, 2006, p. 69). Competeates systems thinking person are
illustrated in Figure 5.



Ability to see interrelationships - "circles of influence"
(rather than linear cause-effect chains, p. 73)

Ability to recognize processes/patterns of change - "systems archetypes"
(rather than snapshots, p. 73, 92)

Ability to use a language for describing complexity
(language of systems thinking, p. 125)

Understanding feedback systems (p. 73, 82)

Figure 5: Competence of systems thinking descrilye8enge (2006)

3 Selected Constructs of the Person-Centered Approach

The Person-Centered Approach was developed by Ragers (USA, 1902-1987) in the
primary context of counseling and psychotherapy sinde then spread to several areas in
which interpersonal relationships are in the fooegd, such as is in education, management,
social work, health care, etc. In the following stenmarize those aspects of person-centered
theorizing and insight (see Figure 6) that we foumolst relevant in the scope of the five
disciplines of the learning organization.

Person-centered
Approach

Figure 6: Particular aspects of the Person-Centépgdoach

Actualizing tendency

Formative tendency Congruence

Three Roger's variables Acceptance

Significant learning Empathic understanding

Theory of Personality and Behavior (19 propositions)

Theory of Therapy, Personality and Interpersonal Relationship

Fully functioning person

Encounter groups
Others

Since the word “learning” is included in the tertedrning organization” and thus appears to
be central to it, let us start with a person-cestestatement on learning. Carl Rogers (1983, p.
20) definessignificant learning as combining “[...] the logical and the intuitivéetintellect
and the feelings, the concept and the experieheadea and the meaning. When we learn in
that way, we are whole.” This clearly underlinelsddistic perception of learning, very much
in line of the generative learning, calling for papt between cognitions and feelings in
Senge’s terminology (2006). Another statement byd®® this time on the qualities of a
facilitator of learning, illustrates the congengitection of thought (1983, p. 271): ,Perhaps
the most basic of these essential attitudes is@ea) or genuinenes&/hen the facilitator is a
real person, being what he or she is, entering iatationships with the learners without
presenting a front or a facade, the facilitatomisch more likely to be effective. This means,
that the feelings the facilitator is experiencimg available to his or her awareness, that he or
she is able to live these feelings, to be them,adohel to communicate them if appropriate.”

A fundamental basis of Rogers’s theory, so to spiak basis of the capability of self-
organization, is the hypothesized “actualizing ®mzy”. It is described in the™4of the 19
propositions of Rogers’s Theory of Personality &sdhavior (1951): “The organism has one
basic tendency and striving - to actualize, mamtmd expand the experiencing organism.”
The term that has most often been used for thextiomal tendency toward wholeness is the
“actualizing tendency”. It is the inherent tendency of the organism évelop all its capacities
in ways which serve taaintain or enhance the organism. It involves development towards



the differentiation of organs and functions, expamsin terms of growth, expansion of

effectiveness through the use of tools, expansnmohesmhancement through reproduction. It is
development toward autonomy and at the same tina@pears to head in the direction of
socialization, as humans have a need for positgard. It should be noted that this basic
actualizing tendency ige only motive which is postulated in this theoretical system trat

it is theorganism as a whole which exhibits this tendency.

The key of psychological growth is to bring a pergo contact with his actualizing tendency
and a person that wants to help need to keep lhoreship free of evaluation and judgment.
This permits the other person to recognize hisdaxflevaluation, the center of responsibility,
within himself. The internal locus of evaluatiora-eonstruct of valuing within the individual
himself — “means that [a person] is the centerhef valuing process, the evidence being
supplied by his own senses. When the locus of atialu resides in others, their judgment as
to the value of an object or experience becomesctiterion of value for the individual”
(Rogers 1959, p. 210).

Rogers was convinced that an implication of thewiee has been presenting was “that the
basic nature of the human being, when functioning freely, is constructive and twsrthy. For
me this is an inescapable conclusion from a quadetury of experience in psychotherapy.
When we are able to free the individual from deifesess, so that he is open to the wide
range of his own needs, as well as the wide rafg@mwdronmental and social demands, his
reactions may be trusted to be positive, forwarddng constructive. We do not need to ask
who will socialize him, for one of his own deepastds is for affiliation and communication
with others. As he becomes more fully himself, hik mecome more realistically socialized”
(Rogers, 1961, p. 194).

Rogers and his colleagues found from thousandstefviews and solid research studies that
the actualizing tendency can unfold itself best,imrother words, students learn most
significantly, in an atmosphere or climate in whitte facilitator (manager, instructor,
teacher, etc.) holds three core attitudes suchtlieabther persons perceive them, at least to
some degree (Rogers, 1961). These attitudes are:

* Congruence, with synonyms such as, realness, transparencyjuirgeness,
authenticity; it also includes a lived, moment tonrent openness to experience;

» Acceptance, else referred to as respect, unconditional pasitegard, caring attitude,
concern for the individual; it implies a non-judgmta attitude;

» Empathic understanding, a deep form of understanding of the meanings &t as
feelings of the other person from his or her pointiew.

Rogers has observed a puzzling paradox aroundttiteda of acceptance in combination
with openness. He writes: “The more | am open ¢&or#alities in me and in the other person,
the less do | find myself wishing to rush in toc‘things’. As | try to listen to myself and the
experiencing going on in me, and the more | tryeitend the same listening attitude to
another person, the more respect | feel for the ptexnprocesses of life. [...] Yet the
paradoxical aspect of my experience is that theenh@m simply willing to be myself, in all
this complexity of life, and the more | am willifg understand and accept the realities in
myself and in the other person, the more changasée bestirred up. It is a very paradoxical
thing — that to the degree that each one of udli;igvto be himself, then he finds not only
himself changing, but he finds that other peoplemmom he relates are also changing”
(Rogers, 1961, p. 21).



Due to the immense importance of congruence inyelasrlife let us elaborate the respective
theory in some more detallongruence is a basic concept of the Person-Centered Approach
(Rogers 1969, p. 106) and simply means being Beaihg real (integrated, whole, or genuine)
refers to the match of one’s experiences, awareaedscommunication (Cornelius-White,
2007, p. 197). Rogers (1959) describes the corafeqmingruence as being formed by the five
constructs (illustrated in Figure 7). Congruence sgfif and experience, openness to
experience, psychological adjustment, extensignasind maturity. Rogers (1959, p. 207)
understands congruence as “[...] the term which defilne state. Openness to experience is
the way as internally congruent individual meet& mgperience. Psychological adjustment is
congruence viewed from a social point of view. Esienal is the term which describes the
specific types of behavior of a congruent individdaturity is a broader term describing the
personality characteristics and behavior of a pevgo is, in general congruent”.

Concept of
Congruence

Congruence of
self and
experience

Mature,
Maturity

Openness Psychological

to experience adjustment S EnElLy

Figure 7: Five constructs of congruence (Roger®1p5207)

Congruence of self and experience is a state whah be achieved when accurately
symbolized self-experiences are included in theigesl) self-concept. An individual is a
“fully functioning person”, if there is congruence of self and all self-esiprces (Rogers
1959, p. 235). To be open to experience meansatiparson feels in no way forewarned or
threatened of experiences. Rogers (1961) charaeteopenness to experience in the
following way: “This is the opposite of psychologicdefensiveness, when to protect the
organization of the self, certain experiences ag@gnted from coming into awareness except
in distorted fashion. In a person who is open tpeeence, each stimulus is freely relayed
through the nervous system, without being distorbgd any process of defensiveness.
Whether the stimulus originates in the environmanthe impact of forms, color, or sound on
the sensory nerves, or whether it originates invieeera, or as a memory trace in the central
nervous system, it is available to awareness. melins lack ofigidity and permeability of
boundaries in concepts, beliefs, perceptions, aydotheses. It means a tolerance of
ambiguity where ambiguity exists. It means the iBbiko receive much conflicting
information without forcing closure upon the siioat (Rogers, 1961, p. 353). One personal
learning by Rogers (1961) is - in our view - strigniop line with openness to experience:
“The facts are friendly.” Another consequence oémpess is communicated in the following
citation: “In the hypothetical person who is contglg open to his experience, his concept of
self would be a symbolization in awareness whicluldidde completely congruent with his
experience. There would, therefore, be no possibdf threat” (Rogers 1959, p. 206).
Psychological adjustment is identical with the ctetg congruence of self and experience or
openness to experience. It means that “[...] the ephaf the self is such that all experiences
are or may be assimilated on a symbolic level th gestalt of the self-structure” (Rogers
1959, p. 206). Another construct of congruence igtunity. Rogers explains that the
“‘individual exhibits mature behavior when he pevesi realistically and in an extensional
manner, is not defensive, accepts the respongilafitbeing different from others, accepts
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responsibility for his own behavior, evaluates eigrece in terms of the evidence coming
from his own senses, changes his evaluation ofreeqee only on the basis of new evidence,
accepts others as unique individuals different flomself, prizes himself, and prizes others”
(Rogers 1959, p. 207). Finally, Rogers (1959) dafirextensionality as one of the five
constructs of congruence. In contrast to an inbeali individual who “overgeneralizes” and
confuses facts and evaluation, a person acting iexgensional manner experiences an actual
thing as it is. The person sees and is aware okekperiences (or factual, low-inference
reality), he lives in a “specific existential insta not in generalities” (Cornelius-White 2007,
p. 198-199). Rogers defines a person’s extensitwehlavior in terms of “[...] to see
experience in limited, differentiated terms, todweare of the space-time anchorage of facts,
to be dominated by facts, not by concepts, to e@talin multiple ways, to be aware of
different levels of abstraction, to test his infezes and abstractions against reality” (Rogers
1959, p. 206-207).

Research in the Person-Centered Approach showededoppmental direction of persons in a
person-centered atmosphere: If the facilitator comicates the three core conditions such
that the other person can perceive them, at leasbrne degree, “the other individual in the
relationship:

» will experience and understand aspects of himskei€kvpreviously he has repressed,;

» will find himself becoming better integrated, madge to function effectively;

» will become more similar to the person he woule lik be;

* will be more self-directing and self-confident;

» will become more of a person, more unique and raelfeexpressive;

» will be more understanding, more acceptant of ather

* will be able to cope with the problems of life m@adequately and more comfortably”
(Rogers 1961, p. 37-38).

Within his well-known theory of psychotherapy, pmrality and interpersonal relationships
Rogers (1959, p. 234-235) specified his view ofimpt development in terms of the
properties of a “fully functioning person.”

The Theory of the Fully Functioning Person (Rogers, 1959)

A. The individual has an inherent tendency towaatdializing his organism.

B. The individual has the capacity and tendencysyimbolize experiences accurately in
awar eness.

1. A corollary statement is that he has the capacitytandency to keep hsslf-concept
congruent with higxperience.

The individual has aeed for positive regard.

. The individual has aeed for positive self-regard.

E. TendenciesA and B are most fully realized when nee@s and D are met. More
specifically, tendencie& andB tend to be most fully realized when

1. The individualexperiences unconditional positive regard from significant others.

2. The pervasiveness of thisconditional positive regard is made evident through

relationships marked by a complete and communicatgoiathic understanding of the
individual’s frame of reference.

o0
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F. If the conditions undeE are met to a maximum degree, the individual whpee®ences
these conditions will be a fully functioning person

The fully functioning person will have at least$kecharacteristics:

1. He will be open to his experience.

a. The corollary statement is that he will exhibit aedensiveness.
Hence all experiences will be available to awarsnes

All symbolizations will be as accurate as the experiential datapatimit.
His self-structure will be congruent with hisxperience.

His self-structure will be a fluid gestalt, changing flexibly in tipgocess of assimilation of
new experience.

6. He will experience himself as the locus of evaluation.
a. Thevaluing process will be a continuing organismic one.

a b wn

7. He will have noconditions of worth.
a. The corollary statement is that he velperience unconditional self-regard.

8. He will meet each situation with behavior whichaisinique and creative adaption to the
newness of that moment.

9. He will find his organismic valuing a trustworthy guide to the most satisfying behisyio
because

a. All available experiential data will be availabteawareness and used.
b. No datum of experience will kdstorted in, ordenied to, awareness.

c. The outcomes of behavior @xperience will be available tawareness.
d

Hence any failure to achieve the maximum possiatesfaction, because of lack of
data, will be corrected by this effective realiggting.

10.He will live with others of in the maximum possidlarmony, because of the rewarding
character of reciprocal positive regard [...].

Note that although the theory of the Fully FuncimgnPerson describes the characteristics of
an individual, the development towards this “erglinade possible by a significant other, i.e.
within an interpersonal relationship with partiauteoperties. The importance of relationship
andinteraction also becomes evident from proposition IX of Rogel$heory of Personality
and Behavior (1951): “As a result of the interactith the environment, and particularly as
a result of evaluational interaction with othetg structure of self is formed — an organized,
fluid, but consistent conceptual pattern of pernoeyst of characteristics and relationships of
the “I” or the “me,” together with the values attad to these concepts.”

The importance ofeciprocity in the relationship is explicitly expressed in tieeiprocity of
the need for positive regard (Rogers, 1959, p. 2a@43 can be implied from the
characterization of realness or congruence. Rogetss: “It is only by providing the genuine
reality which is in me, that the other person cancsessfully seek for the reality in him"
(Rogers, 1961, p. 33). Elaborated further in thetext of communication in interpersonal
relationships, Rogers took the feature of recifgyoas an essential asset of hientative law

of interpersonal relationship”. “Assuming (a) a minimal willingness on the pafttwo people

to be in contact; (b) an ability and minimal williness on the part of each to receive
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communication from the other; and (c) assumingctirgact to continue over a period of time;
then the following relationship is hypothesizedhtd true: The greater the congruence of
experience, awareness and communication on thefpane individual, the more the ensuing
relationship will involve a tendency toward recipab communication with a quality of
increasing congruence; a tendency toward more riytaacurate understanding of the
communications; improved psychological adjustmert functioning in both parties; mutual
satisfaction in the relationship.” (Rogers, 1961)

The experience of perceiving and practicing re@plrccommunication in a group setting
pervaded by a climate of congruence, acceptanceempathic understanding can be gained
by participating in person-centered encounter gso(lpogers, 1979; Lago and McMillan,
1999; Motschnig-Pitrik, 2008). The basic encoumgeup — a setting for self-experience and
problem solving — if well facilitated, has been aedpd as one of the most potent social
inventions of the 20 century. The group as a whole and its participastsnembers move
through a group process that is characterized bagllsdk, superficial conversation and a
resistance against expressing own feelings inetgnming and moving towards trust, deep
understanding and helpful relationships inside antside the group setting as the group
process continues.

Primarily through his extensive experience witha@mter groups, Rogers (1980) extended
his view of the actualizing tendency inherent wirnlg organisms to encompass a broader
view, theformative tendency. He wroté:

* “There appears to befarmative tendency art work in the universe, which can be observed
at any level.” (Rogers, 1980, p. 124)

 “lt seems that the human organism has been mowviwgartd the more complete
development of awareness. It is at this level tteat forms are invented, perhaps even
new directions for the human species. It is heat thereciprocal relationship between
cause and effect is most demonstrably evident. It is here that cb®iare maid,
spontaneous forms created. [.] Consciousness i&cipating in this larger, creative,
formative tendency.” (Rogers, 1980, p. 127)

* When | am at my best, [...] then simply my preseisaeleasing and helpful to the other.
[...] Our relationship transcends itself and becerapart of something larger. Profound
growth and healing and energy are present. (Rofjeéf), p. 127)

Interesting follow-up work in the context of thet@alizing and formative tendency has been
published, for example, in (Barrett-Lennard, 199805; Cornelius-White and Kriz, 2008;
Kriz, 2007)

4 Relating the Five Disciplines to Person-Centered Theory and
Development (the Per son-Centered Approach)
In the following we share some general observatressiting from the juxtaposition of the

Person-Centered Approach and the five disciplimespaoceed by a more detailed analysis of
commonalities and differences.

Learning. Interestingly, the five disciplines of the “learg organization” have only very
little in common with the prevalent meaning of l@ag as practiced, for example, in schools

! Italics added for emphasis.
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or academia. There, learning essentially meansrreattg determined, receptive learning,
gathering of knowledge about something. While deelnning is not completely absent in the
five disciplines — systems thinking, for exampleguires the knowledge of basic archetypes —
it has by far less weight than — or is rather iraégd into — generative, experiential,
significant learning. This way of learning addressgtitudes, skills, feelings and meanings
and leads to some kind of holistic competence gfeeson in relationship to his or her
environment/context/organization. Thus, the firsbrsg commonality of Rogers’s Person-
Centered Approach and Senge’s learning organizadidime way the two scientists conceive
of the concept and qualities of learning. Also,entite deviation of this conception from
current academic and educational practice thatniy slowly realizing that a stronger
orientation towards competences in the sense dudes, abilities, and knowledge for
responsible action is called for (Metzger, 2005igknet al, 2004).

Personal Mastery. As one could expect, personal mastery is the diseipvith the most
evident matches between its features and persdefreenprinciples. In particular, Rogers’s
theory of the fully functioning person, the (thetazal) endpoint or target of the development
in a person-centered climate, in our view, shaes®ml features with Senge’s development
towards a high degree of personal mastery. In daafllow for a detailed feature by feature
comparison, the reader is invited to inspect Tdbnd check whether he or she shares our
alignment of individual features.

Besides this match, two features stand out to loeight together: Senge’s postulate or
desirable attitude of “seeing current reality asadly” appears to strongly correspond to
Rogers’s insight to accept the reality as it isRiogers’s words (1961, p. 25): “The facts are
friendly.” Also, Senge notes that a person exmbita high degree of personal mastery “feels
as if he/she is part of a larger creative processch the person can influence but not
unilaterally control.” This appears highly consigtevith Rogers’s view of the formative
tendency: “There appears to be a formative tendemicywork in the universe [...].
Consciousness is participating in this larger, tiveaformative tendency.” (Rogers, 1980, p.
124 and p. 127).

While several of the features of a person who eth@high degree of personal mastery have
their “counterparts” in the “fully functioning pes” and, in particular, the concept of
congruence, Senge identified and described moreifgpabilities in the context learning
organizations. These abilities can be seen asgpgrfrom Rogers’s theory, nevertheless,
they are carried on to a particular context by ey this way, their particular meaning and
effect can be appreciated by considering partical@ressions or areas of application, as
shown in Figure 1. For example, the ability to depea personal vision requires one to know
one’s direction and to be congruent with one’s psgp yet it makes the issue of formulating a
personal vision more explicit. The ability to halteative tension is nicely characterized by
Rogers’s insight to develop in a direction of nashing to rush into ‘fix things’ and an
attitude of perceiving the facts to be friendly.n§e's demand of the ability to cope with
structural tensions and to use the subconsciodprepared” by Rogers’s congruence of
experience, awareness and expression, as wellragarse’s organismic valuing process as a
trustworthy guide and not to distort any of onepeariences but rather to perceive
extensionally. If thought and feeling are consistesur choices will tend to be clear.
Interestingly, this same process of relying on eeasd intuition/feeling is seen by Senge as
a facet of systems thinking, as are the abilitperceiving the larger picture, being committed
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to the whole and having compassion. The latter beageen as effects of being empathic, a
core attitude in Rogers’s approach that — at l@asbme degree - comes in via “compassion”
that is subsumed by the personal mastery’s lirdystems thinking.

Mental Models. In Senge’s view, mental models, the “eyeglassesiugh which we see the

world, can become a problem, if they become imipéiach that they exist below the level of a
person’s awareness. In Rogers’s terminology sigatily held beliefs would hinder a person
to be open to his or her experience and, conselgueénmtperceive in an extensional mode.
Rather, experiences would get distorted or igndrgdhe rigid constructs residing in the
structure of self.

For Senge, mastering the pitfalls that reside ildihg implicit mental models can best be
accomplished by an ability of reflective practibg,being aware of the fact that what we say
is not necessarily the same as what we do, by dtyadnd willingness of exposing and
articulating one’s assumptions and beliefs, anémwttitude of being genuinely curious and
willing to change one’s view. A “compassionate part is seen as a major supportive asset.
Related, but nevertheless different means of resplone’s own rigid constructs and valuing
conditions characterize person-centered thought.sééea difference of emphasis along the
following lines. In the Person-Centered Approadgidrconstructs tend to be allocated more
in the affective, emotional aspects of our perstieal Thus, active listening by an empathic,
respectful partner who listens to feelingsd meanings is essential. This non-judgmental,
non-directive listening and accompanying procedgshie “speaker” to become more aware
of one’s own feelings that are accepted unconditlgnBy not being threatened by them, the
“speaker” gradually can admit more and more expege to his or her awareness, thus
becoming more aware of any hidden beliefs and,tierowords, more open to all of their
experience. The Person-Centered Approach emphasimds the more the “speaker”
experiences the listener’s acceptance and empathierstanding, the more open to his or her
full experience he or she will become, in other dgprthe better aware of one’s mental
models.

We observe that Senge more strongly explicatesltllgies for interpersonal dialogue like
exposing one’s thought process and inquiring irfte bther person’s perspective for
managing mental models. Rogers, on the other leanghasizes the inner — combined feeling
and meaning — conditions of an individual to grewhis or her ability to feel or access their
experiencing as a precondition of gaining moreginsinto oneself. Furthermore, Rogers
clearly describes the three core conditions undechva person can best more towards these
“ends”. As with personal mastery, Senge’s charaagon more closely adheres to the
context of (dialogue in) organizations and refleatiof action. Hence, we see it as more
explicitly carrying personality features into wolite in organizations. Nevertheless, the
congenial lines of thought can be appreciated byctirrespondences traced in Table 2 and by
reading the following two quotes by Senge and Regesspectively: Senge (2006, p. 187)
writes: “Practicing inquiry and advocacy means fewilling to expose the limitations in
your own thinking — the willingness to be wrong.thiag less will make is safe for the others
to do likewise.” Rogers’s tentative law in interpenal relationship (1961) says: “The greater
the congruence of experience, awareness and coroationi on the part of one individual,
the more the ensuing relationship will involve adency toward reciprocal communication
with a quality of increasing congruence; a tendemoward more mutually accurate
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understanding of the communications; improved pshadical adjustment and functioning in
both parties; mutual satisfaction in the relatiopsh

Shared Vision. Senge describes key abilities that allow peopleldwelop and hold their
vision, spread it, and integrate their vision idomething larger. Rogers, however,
concentrates on tapping the interpersonal attitubat allow a person to sense their inner
purposes and to listen to those of others in dit@ore way. As a consequence, the other
person will become more understanding of onesalf@anthis basis also more acceptant and
understanding of others such that mutual respettumaderstanding is nurtured. To us, this
appears to be an important interpersonal founddtiopersonal visions to be truly shared and
developing incrementally towards increased commoourgd. A good example of this
movement is the group process in person-centeresueter groups in which a strong feeling
of community and mutual understanding tends to ldgveThus, Senge’s and Rogers’s
approaches can be seen as complementing eachirottfaracterizing attitudes and abilities,
respectively, of developing a shared vision as wslla shared sense of community, as
emphasized by Rogers and others in the contexhajunter groups (compare, e.g. Barrett-
Lennard, 1998, 2005, Lago and McMillan, 1999, Reget970). For further explicit
correspondences between the discipline of devejopinshared vision and the Person-
Centered Approach see Table 3.

Team Learning. This discipline focuses of the ability to deal hwiturrent reality in
relationship with others and the ability to engagealialogue and discussion. Regarding the
ability to deal with current reality, Senge’s pdatad commitment to learning, in particular
learning in teams appears to be well matched byeR&gconstruct of openness to experience
and the proposition that the self is formed througkeraction with others and the
environment. Senge describes a team as a grougredns who need one another to act and
who — in the best case - function as a whole: tier commonality of purpose, a shared
vision, and understanding of how to complement anether’s efforts (Senge, 2006, p. 217
and 242). Senge’s team learning might be compargdRogers’s development in encounter
groups (i.e. communities). Such groups are knowméwe towards mutual understanding,
shared purpose, and a sense of community in a wayparable but not identical to dialogue
groups (Motschnig and Nykl, 2009).

Systems thinking. The necessity of viewing wholes rather than digsgcthem into a
collection of parts clearly was present in Rogergigking. When characterizing the
actualizing tendency, Rogers wrote: “It should lbéed that this basic actualizing tendency is
the only motive which is postulated in this thematsystem and that it is tleeganism as a
whole which exhibits this tendency.” Thus, Rogers recogm the self-organizing principle
underlying each living organism, and later, extehdis view towards the formative tendency
that he hypothesized to be at work in the univefsethermore, Rogers identified patterns of
change that individuals go through in therapy aatteons of change that characterize the
processes of encounter groups as well as thatlofiduals participating in encounter groups.
Senge’s perception of systems thinking, althoudhted in nature, takes on a different
manifestation, as it emphasizes the dynamics arorgtions and their processes and patterns
of change. This leads to complementary patternsiasights. In particular, organizations
influence each other on the market, and thus ateasandependent as Rogers’ encounter
groups that were viewed as existing more or ledepandently of each other. Hence, we
consider Senge’s archetypes and the knowledgeadtaseparticular expressions of systems
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thinking in an organizational context — featuregue to learning organizations and capturing
(essential aspects of) their dynamics.

PERSONAL MASTERY

Competence

Characteristics of a person with
lear ning or ganization competence
(Senge, 2006)

Theory of afully functioning person

Ability to develop
a personal vision

The person has a special sense of purp
that lies behind his/her visions and goal
He/She knows its ultimate intrinsic
desires (p. 132, 137).

o2eHence all experiences will be availab
Sto awareness.
6 (a) The valuing process will be a
continuing organismic one.

le

Ability to hold
creative tension

The person sees current reality as an a
(p. 132).

L. He will be open to his experience.
7. He will have no conditions of worth.
As a consequence:
8. He will meet each situation with
behavior which is a unique and creative
adaption to the newness of that momen|

Ability to cope
with structural
conflicts

The person has learned how to perceiv
and work with forces of change (p. 132

p 8. He will meet each situation with

. behavior which is a unique and creative
adaption to the newness of that momen|
5. His self-structure will be a fluid gestal
changing flexibly in the process of
assimilation of new experience.

—t

Commitment to the
truth

The person lives in a continual learning
mode (p. 132). He/She continually
broaden his/her awareness/understand
of the structures underlying current eve
(p- 148). The person is acutely aware o
his/her ignorance, their incompetence,
his/her growth area (p. 133).

1. He will be open to his experience.
Actualizing tendency — “The organism
nigas one basic tendency and striving - tg
nizctualize, maintain and expand the

experiencing organism.”
6 (a) The valuing process will be a
continuing organismic one.

Commitment to the
truth

The person is deeply inquisitive,
committed to continually seeing reality
more and more accurately (p. 132), and
committed to the truth.

9. He will find his organismic valuing a
trustworthy guide to the most satisfying
iBehaviors, because (a) all available
experiential data will be available to
awareness and used. (b) No datum of
experience will be distorted in, or denie
to, awareness. (¢) The outcomes of
behavior in experience will be available
to awareness. (d) Hence any failure to
achieve the maximum possible
satisfaction, because of lack of data, wi
be corrected by this effective reality
testing.

5. His self-structure will be a fluid gestal
changing flexibly in the process of
assimilation of new experience.

—t

Ability to use the
subconscious

The person knows what it is that is mos
important to him/her (p. 155). The persq
focuses on the desired intrinsic result a
makes clear choices (p. 154)

t Congruence, ability to cope with
rproblems of life more adequately and
nanore comfortably.

Integration of
systems thinking

The person integrates reason and
intuition, continually sees more of his/hg
connectedness to the world, has
compassion and is committed to the
whole (p. 156).

Fully functioning person, formative
ertendency, significant learning.

Commitment to the
whole

The person feels connected to others a
to life itself — yet the person sacrifices
none of his/her uniqueness (p. 132).

nd 0. He will live with others of in the
maximum possible harmony, because d

=

the rewarding character of reciprocal
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| positive regard. |

Table 1: Characteristics of a person with persamedtery compared with characteristics of a fullydioning

person

MENTAL MODELS

Competence

Characteristics of a person with
lear ning or ganization competence
(Senge, 2006)

Per son-Centered Approach

Being aware of the
distinction between
espoused theories and
theories-in-use

The person uses the help of another
person — a “ruthlessly compassionate|
partner (p. 178)

Active listening, importance of
" significant other who facilitates
personal development

Being aware of the
distinction between
espoused theories and
theories-in-use

The person notices his/her jumps fron
observation to generalization (p. 176)
and questions and tests generalizatio
(recognizes “leaps of abstraction”) (p.
180).

nCongruence, extensional behavig
(“to see experience in limited,
nslifferentiated terms, to be aware
the space-time anchorage of fact
to be dominated by facts, not by
concepts, to evaluate in multiple
ways, to be aware of different
levels of abstraction, to test his
inferences and abstractions agairj

reality” (Rogers 1959, p. 206-207).

Df

)!

st

Being aware of the
distinction between
espoused theories and
theories-in-use

The person articulates what he/she
normally does not say (exposes the
“left-hand column”) (p. 176).

More expressiveness, law of
interpersonal relationships

Being aware of the
distinction between
espoused theories and
theories-in-use

The person makes his or her thinking
explicit and subject to public
examination (p. 183)

(Self) exposure and expressiveng
of feelings and meanings; more
self-expressive

Ability to advocate

The person encourages others to
explore his/her view and to provide
different views (p. 186).

actualizing tendency and openne

Curiosity as a consequence of the

D

5S

Ability to inquire

The person actively inquiresant
others’ views that differ from his/her
own (p. 186). If the person makes
assumptions about others’ views,
person state his/her assumptions clea
(p. 186). The person states the “data’
upon which his/her assumptions are
based (p. 186). The person does not
questions, if he/she is not genuinely
interested in the others’ response.

Congruence, (self) exploration,
extensional behavior tendency,
authenticity

rly

ask

Ability to balance inquiry

and advocacy

The person is genuinely curious and
willing to change his/her mental mode

Maturity

of a situation (p. 187).

Table 2: Characteristics of a person managing rhemddels compared with aspects of Person-Centered

Approach

SHARED VISION

Competence Characteristics of a person with learning Per son-Centered Approach
organization competence (Senge, 2006)
Being truly The person is truly committed to the vision,| Actualizing tendency, Formative

committed to a vision

because it reflects his/her own personal visi
(p. 192).

otendency

Attitude towards a
vision (commitment)

The person is courageous — he/she is simpl
doing whatever is needed in pursuit of the

yActualizing tendency

vision (p. 194).
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Being truly
committed to a vision

The person is more likely to expose his/her
way of thinking, gives up deeply held views
and recognizes personal and organisationa
shortcomings (p. 195). The person is open {
risk taking and experimentation (p. 195).

Actualizing tendency and openne
to experience, absence of threat

or

SS

Ability to develop a
personal vision

The person has a strong sense of personal
direction and has developed his/her person
vision (p. 197).

Actualization tendency, becoming
almore similar to the person one
would like to be (ideal self)

Ability to spread
visions

The person is able to communicate his/her
vision in such a way that others are
encouraged to share their visions (leaders)
198).

Authenticity, tentative law of
interpersonal relationship

p.

Ability to spread
visions

The person feels free to express his/her
dreams and listens to others’ dreams (p. 20

9. He will find hisorganismic
Pyaluing a trustworthy guide to the

most satisfying behaviors.

10. He will live with others of in

the maximum possible harmony,

because of the rewarding charact

of reciprocal positive regard.

Attitude towards a
vision (commitment)

The person feels fully responsible for makin
the vision happen (p. 203). The person brin
an energy, passion and excitement that can
be generated by someone who is only
compliant (p. 205).

gActualization tendency, maturity,
j$eeling part of larger whole,
nfarmative tendency

Ability to awake
enrolment and
commitment

The person is enrolled his-/herself (p. 207).
The person is honest (p. 207). The person |
the other person choose (p. 207).

Authenticity, genuineness, non-
etdirective attitude

Commitment to the
truth

The person can “hold” his/her vision while
remaining committed to seeing current reali
clearly (p. 209).

Openness to experience, emphat|
tyunderstanding of the whole
situation

Ability to integrate
shared vision and

systems thinking

The person approaches visioning as a joint
inquiry (p. 213).

Non-directive attitude, formative
tendency, feeling connected and

part of a large whole

Table 3: Characteristics of a person committedshaed vision compared with the Person-Centergdgeh

Summarizing, we observe that the Person-Centerguiodph holds a vision of a person and
his or her relationships to others that is absblutensistent with the kind of person to
populate and promote a learning organization. e disciplines, however, focus on the
abilities persons need to have or to develop to & organization to a learning organization.
Consequently, we believe that the two theories ioidsets smoothly complement each other
in that the Person-Centered Approach can servieeaisterpersonal basis on top of which the
“application” in a learning organization could tapkace. To illustrate this idea more clearly,
Table 4 summarizes the main issues.

The Five Disciplines

The Person Centred Approach

View persons in
organizations.

the particular context [o¥iews persons

in their process of becoming.

Focus on persons’ abilities, while clearly
acknowledging both the attitudes underlying

abilities and the knowledge required for maki
sense of actions and their dynamics.

Focuses in interpersonddttitudes of congruence
hecceptance and empathic understanding in
ngituation.

Focus on a person’s abilities to know his or
purpose or vision and the abilities to share aigh3
these with others is a team or community.

h&ocus in interpersonal attitudes that facilit
| personal growth, improved
relationships and better reciprocal communicat
(of feelings as well as meanings).

Call for abilities to engage in dialogue a
discussion and abilities to switch between them.

n€alls for attitudes and abilities of active listegiand
being a facilitative person to oneself and to athier|

a group or community.

interpersonal

any

ate

ion
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Values reflection in and on action and feedback. luds self-experience, self-exploration and exact
experiencing in awareness in any situation as B bas
for reflection and expression.
Dialogue-groups are purpose-driven. Person-cent@adounter) groups tend to aim for
personal development at least as much as aiming for
problem solving.

Emphasize personal vision and shared vision. Enpdescongruence, acceptance and empathic
understanding in interpersonal relationships.
Emphasize systems thinking. Emphasize self-orgtaiza in the form of

actualizing and formative tendency. Emphagize
developmental processes in persons, relationghips
and communities.

Table 4: Main issues of the learning organizatiompared with the Person-Centered Approach

There seems to be seamless transition between egeand empathic understanding in the
postulate to fully perceive current reality, whican be seen as including the reality in a
person as well as in others and the environmenprdssed in other terms, empathic
understanding takes into account the whole sitnatiod allows a person to perceive his-
/herself as part of and connected to the othetlaménvironment.

5 Conclusion

Starting from a felt sense that the Person-Cent&mgatoach and the five disciplines of a
learning organization are related in many waysthis paper we systematically aligned
features of the five disciplines with those of therson-Centered Approach. While we traced
a congenial devotion to generative or significaaxperiential learning as a kind of basic
motor, intrinsic orientation, or source of wisdomhboth fields, we also observed important
differences in focus as well as scope. In a nulistied five disciplines are more explicit as to
the specific abilities of persons in the contextasf organization. They describe which
abilities are required and they explain the knogkdeeded, for example, for systems
thinking. However, they expose only very little bow these abilities can be developed. The
Person-Centered Approach, on the other hand, emzplagersons’ attitudes such as
congruence, unconditional positive regard and empainderstanding and the prerequisites
for developing them in relationship with other mers. Furthermore, it provides its underlying
psychological theory and self-organization viewd da some degree, systems view via the
actualizing tendency, the formative tendency. pases the explicit attention to interaction
and reciprocity in communication and positive relgas the social dimension. These aspects
have been taken up and carried further in sevemaksvof researchers such as Barrett-
Lennard (e.g. 1998, 2003, 2005), Behr and Corn&lihite (2008), Cornelius-White (2006),
Gordon (1995), Kriz (2008), Ryback (1998), and afidhe author’'s work on constructive
communication (Motschnig and Nykl, 2009), to namns jp few.

Interestingly, development in the Person-Centerggréach and the learning organization
has little to do with receptive learning that canthught. On the contrary, their “motor” is

generative, significant learning that integratessaom, intuition, feelings and meanings. This
poses a challenging question in how far, say, anadeducation provides any preparation for
the five disciplines. A follow up question is howueational strategies should change if they
had the goal of “setting” students into a contirsit@arning mode in the spirit of the learning
organization.
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