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Learning organization – organization emerging from Presence 

Purpose: The purpose of this paper is to discuss the possibilities of transcending individual, 
organizational and social problems through the prism of Presencing as suggested by Senge et 
al. (2012).  

Design/methodology/approach: The paper is based on the critical review of previous 
contributions.  

Findings: The idea of a learning organization seems romantic and elusive as well as difficult 
to implement, especially when the definition by Senge (1990) is considered. At the same time, 
organizational and social complexity is increasing and resulting in numerous difficult or wicked 
problems. To reach integrative and transcending solutions, a change in perception and surrender 
to Presence is key.  

Research limitations/implications Conclusions provided in the paper could benefit from 
further practice to corroborate the findings.  

Practical implications Suggestions for practitioners have been provided on how to solve 
personal, organizational and social problems on the basis of the paradigm shift and the shift in 
perception.  

Originality/value: In this paper, individual, organizational and social dimension in terms of 
their intricacies are considered and solutions are offered that could simultaneously solve wicked 
problem on all three levels.  

Keywords: learning organization, wicked problems, paradigm, presence. 

Introduction 

Peter Senge published his book “The Fifth Discipline: The art and practice of the learning 
organization” in 1990, followed by “The Fifth Discipline Fieldbook” in 1994 and caused quite 
a stir in the academic and business community. Learning organization quickly became “a hot 
trend in management” (Worrell, 1995) and Senge became one of the most prominent 
management gurus of the 1990s and beyond. Business executives are especially keen on 
learning about learning organizations and organizational learning and putting it into practice as 
both were found to be a source of sustainable competitive advantage (Hatch and Dyer, 2004; 
Moingeon and Edmondson, 1996).  

However, some have claimed that the learning organization idea should be abandoned as 
insufficiently congruent and even dangerous (Grives, 2008), while others have lately questioned 
if the idea is still alive (Pedler and Burgoyne, 2017). In addition, the learning organization idea 
should be considered through the prism of modern global problems such as pollution and 
climate change, cultural diversity and migrations, growing inequality and crisis in confidence, 
just to name the few, for which solutions still haven’t been found. Despite best efforts of 
scholars and practitioners to prove its importance in building sustainable and viable systems, 



 

 

the learning organization idea seems to be difficult to implement, measure and sustain. It seems 
that either the learning organization idea is flawed, elusive at best, or there is something we 
have been missing all along. This paper is an attempt to answer that question.  

The value of the learning organization idea 

It is clear that actions by different stakeholders in an ever more globalized world make social 
endeavors, especially those of economic nature, very volatile and shifting, which led to the 
conclusion that learning about different forces and their influence is key to competitive 
advantage. Learning was found to be the Holy Grail of successful business, which meant that 
the quest for a learning organization as a company “which facilitates the learning of all its 
members and continuously transforms itself in order to meet its strategic goals” (Pedler et al., 
2006) was the quest for the Holy Grail. By exploring the relationships between the learning 
processes and strategic change, Jashapara (1993) developed a conceptual framework of a 
“competitive learning organization” highlighting “the lack of emphasis on the competitive 
dimension in many models of the learning organization”. According to Jashapara (1993), 
learning should happen at different levels of the organization and learning focus should be on 
the dynamics of competitive forces, which leads to successful satisfaction of changing customer 
needs. Since customer needs change, competitive forces change as well, which prompts every 
organization and individuals as organizational agents to continue learning and sharing 
knowledge that could produce tangible results reflected in superior business performance.  

It was clear that studies had to prove the link between learning organization/organizational 
learning and organizational performance if the learning organization idea was to continue being 
interesting. Since earlier studies were very interested in the market orientation as a source of 
competitive advantage, the fact that it was discovered that market and learning orientation have 
a synergistic effect on organizational performance was highly welcomed, followed by the 
conclusion that higher order learning may be key for creating corporate sustainable competitive 
advantage (Baker and Sinkula, 1999). The study by Pérez et al. (2005) provided support for the 
claim that organizational learning positively affects innovation and competitiveness expressed 
in financial results. Jiménez-Jiménez and Sanz-Valle (2011) also found that organizational 
learning positively affects innovation, leading to increased business performance. Other 
variables related to learning organization and organizational learning were also included and 
tested empirically. In this regard, Kim et al. (2017) found that an organization developed as a 
learning organization positively affects knowledge performance, which in turn positively 
affects financial performance. In addition, knowledge performance was found to fully mediate 
the relationship between learning organization and financial performance. Organizational 
learning was found to play a significant role in determining the outcomes of IT in that it 
mediates the effects of IT competency on firm performance (Tippins and Sohi, 2003). Studies 
were also conducted in nonprofit sector to prove positive effects of learning 
organization/organizational learning on their performance. In this regard, Bhaskar and Mishra 
(2017) found that organizations in the Indian public sector that scored higher on the seven 
dimensions of The Dimensions of a Learning Organization Questionnaire (DLOQ) had better 
knowledge performance and financial performance.   

The learning organization idea certainly qualifies as a fad being “a practice or interest followed 
for a time with exaggerated zeal” (Merriam Webster’s Dictonary) but not as “a style, activity, 
or interest that is very popular for a short period of time” (Cambridge Dictionary). It could be 



 

 

questioned whether its academic and practical importance was derived not from its value but 
from its great demand, which made it a fad (Macdonald and Kamb, 2009). Grieves (2008) 
suggested that the idea of the learning organization should be abandoned claiming that it was 
an imaginative idea or the ideal worth striving for “that has now run its course”. The problems 
according to Grives (2008) lie in the lacking assessment methodology and in the myriad of 
interweaving variables. The lack of a consensus definition does not make matters any easier. In 
addition, research results are often based on questionnaires, which are for practical reasons 
submitted only to management or to key employees. In that way, their assessment is prone to 
subjectivity as it does not include conflicting opinions of other organizational members. Social 
bias could also prompt the respondents to minimize problems regarding collective learning, 
sense making, critical inquiry, implementing change, team learning etc.  

As suggested by Watkins and Marsick (1998), “learning organizations are characterized by total 
employee involvement in a process of collaboratively conducted, collectively accountable 
change directed towards shared values or principles”. This definition implies a unison opinion 
of all employees followed by an increased internal order, which results in the “total 
involvement” by all. While we could speculate if creative chaos reigned before reaching 
consensus, it is dubious that in an organization that supports creativity, change and innovation 
everyone agrees on matters of dispute. In addition, chaotic atmosphere prior to defining 
collectively pursued values and goals must be characterized by conflict or relationship 
management. From the conflict management literature, it is known that compromising means 
that parties decide to give up some of their interests in order to avoid investing additional effort. 
Generally, compromising and consensus are not considered beneficial business and social 
behaviors because they can prevent emergence of alternative ideas and perspectives (Rupčić 
and Švegar, 2017).  

In addition, this definition also suggests that values are shared by all, implying that they are 
ethical. However, Grives (2008) further provokes our though by bringing up the example of 
Siemens which was found responsible for making payments to local officials in return for 
securing deals. By using Senge’s five disciplines – personal mastery, mental models, systems 
thinking, shared vision and team learning together with indicators of performance, one could 
conclude that Siemen’s senior executives shared a vision of success reflected in market share 
and financial indicators. They also shared a mental model which assumed superior performance 
regardless of ethical and legal violations. Their personal mastery and learning were directed at 
identifying which contingencies they could change and which officials they could bribe, which 
was done in a team. It could be assumed that senior executives learned that maintaining market 
dominance meant introducing unlawful and unethical practice, which helped develop the 
company and achieve competitive advantage. Even though this example sounds ridiculous, it 
points to the question: should learning organizations act ethically even if faced with declining 
performance? 

Learning organization idea seems to be based on managing change to which all organizational 
members agree. Apart from the fact that some employees might be worse off regarding their 
benefits after change programs are implemented, contributing to their opposition to change, it 
is well known that people generally resist change (Coch and French, 1948; Dent and Galloway 
Goldberg, 1999). Organizational change provokes emotional instability regarding possible 
outcomes such as employee redundancy and loss of income. However, research has shown that 
emotional stability is a major dimension of individual happiness (Hills and Argyle, 2001). Does 



 

 

that mean that individuals in continuously changing learning organizations are unhappy? How 
do unhappy people contribute to effective innovation and change? 

To imply that individual efforts in a learning organization are directed toward a collectively 
accountable change means that employees are fully empowered and management has little 
authority, which is evenly distributed in the organization. This could imply that organizations 
in which not everybody is empowered and in which not everybody shares the same values and 
does not show total engagement cannot be learning organizations. Practice proves that there 
are, in fact, no such organizations in which employees could confirm such egalitarian identity 
to begin with. Problems are even more exacerbated in organizations characterized by cultural 
diversity of their members.  

Application of the systems theory seems useful for the learning organization concept. Senge’s 
(1990) reinforcing and feedback loops help explain response delays and contradictions in 
system dynamics but Senge indicates that to develop archetypes of behavior long-term 
orientation is needed. Paradoxically, our attempts to create predictable causal relations often 
backfire as reality is not subject to determinism and any strong effort to control it often leads to 
unpredictable and obscure consequences and problems.  

Pedler and Burgoyne (2017) came up with another controversial question – are learning 
organizations still alive? The question stems from the fact that a lot of concepts are related to 
learning organizations such as learning, unlearning, knowledge management, continuous 
adaptation etc. Analysis has shown that learning organization ideas are still widely 
implemented, albeit sometimes partially and under different names such as “agile and adaptive 
systems”, “dynamic capability”, “knowledge networking”, “collaborative partnerships” and the 
like. Does that mean that the learning organization field has become too fragmented for 
coherent research and implementation? 

Is it all about (economic) dominance? 

To assess the viability of the learning organization idea, we should examine the postulates of 
the social and economic system of the world. Modern business practice is predominantly based 
on the values of individualism and masculinity that threaten the very fabric of the social system. 
Behavior is often aggressive and assertive, focused on achieving expected results through task-
orientation, with little or no cultivation of interpersonal relationships. The egoistic conception, 
explained by the idea that people have limited insight into the consequences of their actions, 
transferred to the corporate level refers to the profit maximization or neoclassical model of the 
firm, aimed at maximizing return of the shareholders’ investment. This doctrine based on the 
root idea of domination of mind over body, and reason over emotion has been seen to produce 
conflicts and destruction. The human-nature dichotomy is actually being transformed into 
either-or dichotomy, conserved by power relationships (Purser et al., 1995) leading to 
dominance of management over workers, rational over emotional, men over women. In such an 
environment, employees, the primary value creation agents, often feel uncommitted and lack a 
deeper sense of loyalty regarding corporate goals, especially if material rewards are missing. 
Feeling instrumented to achieve goals which they do not perceive as their own, employees strive 
to fulfil their own self-interests, primarily those related to their future employability.  

Self-interest can be identified as the dominant value in many organizations. Even though this 
approach results in initial thriving of an individual in the material sense, feelings of alienation, 



 

 

destructive competition, meaninglessness and frustration soon emerge. That could be the reason 
why great organizations and projects eventually fail and lose their creative momentum. Studies 
have found that the majority of people value the sense of belonging (De Cremer and Blader, 
2005), acceptance and respect by the community (Tyler, 2006), and the sense of a meaningful 
life (Diener and Seligman, 2004). Collins and Porras (2002) have found that employee 
motivation is higher in organizations that have a much broader purpose than profit 
maximization. This is in accordance with findings by Nobel Peace prize laureate Yanus (2009) 
that many people enjoy contributing to something larger than themselves, regardless of 
monetary remunerations. Many people are driven by the desire to make a difference and 
contribute to the better quality of life. Yanus (2009) called those individuals “social 
entrepreneurs”. In addition, despite prevalence of egoism in business behavior, there is a 
growing interest in positive organizational behaviors such as team altruism (Li et al., 2014).  

In light of current devastating reports regarding climate and ecological change and decline, the 
role of every social entity should be considered important in achieving sustainable development 
(Rudnicki, 2000). In that way, Keizer (2005) rightly asserts that in reality human activities 
always have an effect on the allocation and distribution of things of value. Stakeholders, 
previously kept quiet by insufficient legislative framework, have also raised their voice to 
demand more meaningful and sustainable business models. The profit/economic survival 
imperative is increasingly supplemented by additional bottom lines of environmental and social 
accountability (Elkington, 1999). Edwards (2009) avers that economic growth is not tied 
entirely to the increasing cycles of consumption and production of goods and services. 
According to the developmental lens, growth is not simply a question of the economic increase. 
If the maximization of economic wealth continues to be the main organizational purpose, then 
unsustainable practice and environmental and social degradation is likely to continue and even 
increase. In this regard the assumption made by Bowie (1999) should be brought up that the 
primary purpose of business should be to provide meaningful work for employees and instill 
democratization in the workplace, along with morally permissible interactions in the market 
place. Bowie (1999) refers to the Kantian categorical imperative that human beings should not 
be treated as mere means of production and profit generation but as an end in and of themselves. 
In this model learning is promoted as a single objective that subsumes individual goals within 
jointly agreed common aspirations. In that way organizations are set to excel in a way that 
satisfies both economic and social criteria.  

According to Backström et al. (2002), a sustainable work system can be described as one that 
consciously strives toward simultaneous development at different levels: individual, 
group/firm, and region/society. In this regard, collective as well as self-examination is highly 
encouraged. The learning organization platform should therefore be designed in the way to 
disable complacency that often accompanies current success (Wishart et al., 1996) and as a 
model to develop and sustain pluralistic collectives as demanded by Glynn et al. (2000).  

Presence – realm where learning organizations emerge and reside  

Considering the assumption that learning organizations should be related to superior 
performance for the idea to be acceptable, useful and valid, we should step back and examine 
its origin. According to Senge (1990), learning organizations are organizations “where people 
continually expand their capacity to create the results they truly desire, where new and 
expansive patterns of thinking are nurtured, where collective aspiration is set free, and where 



 

 

people are continually learning to see the whole (reality) together”. On careful inspection, we 
could conclude that Senge never mentioned that learning organizations are the most profitable 
organizations or that they are the most efficient. Senge focused on the atmosphere in such 
organizations in which people thrive on self-actualization and collaboration, nourish freedom 
and an open state of mind that brings forth new ways of thinking and action. Those who look 
for clear prescriptions on how to achieve such an organization would undoubtedly find it 
utopian, romantic and mystic.  

One could argue that Senge failed to address this criticism and left practitioners looking for 
clues. However, this couldn’t be further from the truth. First of all, Senge (1990) advocates the 
importance of systems thinking or studying interactions within a system and with other 
constituents of a larger system, implying the importance of the stakeholder analysis. Systems 
thinking is one of the learning organization disciplines, albeit the most important one, which, 
as any other discipline, should be continuously practiced. All learning disciplines are 
intertwined so that practicing one discipline reinforces the need for others. Their result is the 
ability to perceive reality differently, bringing individuals and collectives toward new 
developmental levels of the work and life quality.  

However, conventional business is increasingly running in the opposite direction. To changes, 
such as changing external conditions, nature of work, increase in IT implementation etc., 
business has responded by developing ever more meticulous performance measurement 
instruments (Neely, 1999) in which the attention is on the final outcome and less on inputs. This 
approach stems from the reductionist and mechanistic approach to business in which diversity 
of people and strategic goals are tolerated as long as they produce financially tangible results. 
Management is aimed at determining and designing business processes as “a set of logically 
related tasks performed to achieve a defined business outcome” (Davenport and Short, 1990). 
However, some authors such as Earl et al. (1995) demonstrate the danger of a mechanistic 
approach. Galliers and Baker (1995) argue that the world is not given but is problematic and 
ever evolving and that soft OR (operations research) is more appropriate.  

However, even though various tools and techniques could be of use, global and individual 
situation might not change significantly. What is needed is a change of paradigm. A paradigm 
can be defined as a “pattern of perceiving, thinking, and doing associated with a particular 
vision of reality“ (Kuhn, 1970). The term paradigm also refers to “a composite of values, 
premises, models and techniques in management” developed through refinement of theory, 
research and practice (Scott, 1974). Kuhn (1970) understands paradigms or models of thinking 
as a constellation of concepts, values, perceptions and practices shared by the community, 
which form a particular vision of reality or the way a community organizes itself. Paradigm 
shift are therefore endogenous in nature and change according to economic and social changes. 
However, they change slowly and generally remain unquestioned for a longer period of time, 
usually until the society is faced with the so-called wicked problems or problems that are 
complex with a lot of interdependent variables whose relations are unclear, difficult to 
recognize or contradictory. A wicked problem is also referred to as problem “whose social 
complexity means that it has no determinable stopping point” (Tonkinwise, 2015).  

Individuals are strongly affected by social wicked problems in terms of unemployment, lacking 
quality of life due to sickness, alienation, climate changes etc. With unavailable or severely 
lacking conventional support, many turn to alternative modalities, in particular to various 



 

 

spiritual practices, which for many have resulted in enlightenment or awakening. In Presence, 
Senge has shared this experience which is something that he and his co-authors had in common 
and that led them to explore profound change in people, organizations and society (Senge et al., 
2012). Spiritual practices that lead to awakening require deep plunge into oneself in search for 
the truth. One is usually about to commit to this path of self-revelation in time of tribulation. 
However, by committing to this path an individual could reach the state of ever-expanding 
appreciation of life and its evolution. Studies (e.g. Green et al., 1998) have shown that life 
altering transformations as a result of embracing a power higher than one’s self (a Higher Power 
or God) lead to a sustained substance abuse abstinence and healing. However, spiritual journey 
means embarking on an uncharted territory filled with self-discovery, which is often painful but 
could lead to deeply personal and then systematic change if done by a critical number of 
individuals in the society.  

In Presence, Senge et al. (2012) point to the so-called emergent properties (Gharajedaghi, 
2000:45) such as happiness, love and life, which are properties of the whole and not of its parts. 
That is why life cannot be analyzed and measured, only its manifestations could be observed 
and measured. In addition, life as an emergent property is changing along with changes in the 
interaction of elements contributing to its manifestation. Organizational life is no exception to 
this principle. Every living organism is based on its formative field or the morphic field 
(Scheldrake in Senge et al., 2012:6), which extends into its environment. The same is true for 
organizations, which are based on the morphic field embedded in their value systems, which 
are expressed in culture, mission, vision, goals and strategies. However, when, due to various 
reasons such as blockages in communication or intoxication of various sorts, the morphic field 
deteriorates the awareness of the whole in the part deteriorates as well, leading to 
undifferentiated cell division, also known as cancer, which we could define as growth for its 
own sake. The same is true for social systems. When their morphic field gets disconnected from 
the environment, social systems start to produce outputs detrimental to their environment (such 
as bad products, pollution etc.). It should be noted that every biological and social system is in 
essence recursive (Schwaninger, 2000), which means that it consists of autonomous units within 
autonomous units (cells within organs, departments and divisions within organizations etc.). In 
that way, a viable organization consists of viable units and is at the same time embedded within 
more comprehensive viable units. In that way, “everything is in everything” because the same 
pattern permeates all.  

It is clear that harmonious yet unpredictable development of social systems requires meaningful 
participation of its members that are committed to their own contribution, but are at the same 
time aware of their influence on the whole. By following this principle, the world could solve 
its wicked problems. In this context, the definition of learning organizations by Senge makes 
much more sense because people in such organizations truly do expand their capacity to create 
the results they truly desire aware of their benefits to the whole in continuously evolving 
systems by continuously learning to see the whole together, their expansive patterns of thinking 
are nurtured because consequences for other systems and the larger system are continuously 
identified and discussed and their aspirations are set free to create new meaningful forms that 
support the existence of the whole that is also continuously evolving.  

What could be identified as the problem preventing such organizational manifestations is the 
fact that modern organizations and their leaders, under the influence of the mechanistic view of 
the world supported by the habit of analytical thinking, are not aware of themselves as living 



 

 

beings connected to everything else. If they could gain such an awareness, they could “become 
the place for the presencing of the whole as it might be” (Senge et al., 2012:10). In this regard, 
Senge et al. (2012:10-11) contrast two types of learning. Mechanistic approach is characterized 
by learning in which individuals and collectives call into consciousness habitual ways of 
thinking predominantly governed by anxiety and the feeling of lack, which shape their re-
actions or repeated actions based on past assumptions. This approach becomes a self-fulfilling 
prophecy as we remain falsely secured in our own defended domains, poorly connected to our 
environment and not even interested in understanding it beyond our interests. A different way 
and level of learning and acting could be if we first increased our awareness of the larger whole 
and then designed a response (not re-action) matching its evolution. This approach means both 
going outward to understand the whole and then going inward to create the response. Senge et 
al. (2012:13) see this happening in presence, which means being fully present and aware of the 
moment but also receptive and open to any emerging ideas (“letting come”), which go beyond 
our identity and the need for control (“letting go”, “letting it be” and quieting the mind).  

Going on to point to ridiculousness of modern development which leads to global pollution and 
warming, Peter admits to succumbing to an impalpable fear that was not attached to any 
thoughts or associations (Senge et al., 2012:24). This fear is being reported by numerous people 
around the globe prior to their awakening. It is often masked by anger, which was the emotion 
Peter first felt when faced with the lack of wisdom of modern development. This sort of fear is 
usually combatted by denial to avoid the feeling of deep grief, helplessness and hopelessness. 
Even though it could happen out of the blue, this state often follows an unfortunate incident 
such as a difficult diagnosis or a loss of a loved one. Such life events are usually what it takes 
for people to wake up so that their life can be transformed. It is only then that most people start 
to question their reality and stop accepting it the way it is presented to them. By accepted the 
presented picture, people often miss minor yet lingering threats to their wellbeing and existence 
usually because of the imperative of some goals that are not even theirs. This applies to both 
the individual and the organizational level or the collective. The signals are abundant and 
increase in intensity over time, but we tend to turn the blind eye to them because they require 
us to think about the hard truth and change, which often means changing our mental models or 
the very system we use to operate daily which remained unquestioned for years, sometimes 
even for generations. Toxic and mentally unhealthy work place and global pollution and 
warming are just a few implications and ramifications of those deep-seated mental models.  

Faced with personally and socially perplexing problems, we usually start to think and then we 
think some more. However, we fail to realize that those though processes are based on the same 
paradigm and mental models that led to the creation of problems. Only when we have exhausted 
all thinking scenarios, we come to the conclusion that we cannot do anything. It is then that we 
stop. Just stopping reduces the mental clutter and enables us to finally start sensing afresh. As 
said by Jon Kabat-Zinn, “just stopping is a radical act of sanity and love”. And bravery, we 
might add.  

Senge et al. (2012:29), evoking the idea by Francisco J. Varela to whose memory this book is 
dedicated, call it the capacity to suspend in terms of stopping our habitual ways of thinking and 
perceiving. What it also means it that we remove ourselves from the stream of thought, which 
could only be habitual and based on old mental models, into greater awareness and sensing of 
what is. Suspension allows us to notice out thinking processes by observing them and letting 
them pass until we reach the state of greater mental clarity or mind-less-ness or mind-emptiness. 



 

 

However, for the mind it also means “profound disorientation” (Senge et al., 2012: 38), which 
for the mind is unacceptable, frightening and threatening. In addition, many unintegrated 
emotions can arise which can be essentially identified as anger, fear and grief that have been 
there all along but we have suppressed them with our life’s intricacies and mind chatter. We 
might feel like a powerless victim. However, these emotions wait for us to acknowledge them 
and set them free by our patience and compassion.  

Certain practices could be very useful in quieting the mind. Meditation is one of them. 
Transcendental meditation (TM) is a meditation that enables the practitioner to transcend 
current activities and experience pure consciousness (Heaton, 2017). It requires no specific 
effort but unconditional presence and can be practiced regardless of differences in practitioners’ 
belief systems. Its goal is to reach the state of self-awareness that is beyond thought, a state of 
stillness and silence, yet complete wakefulness and sharp attentiveness. People practicing this 
technique have reportedly experienced an increase in energy and perception, openness to new 
experiences, easier learning, emotional stability, serenity and joyfulness. It is interesting to note 
that individuals practicing this technique have also showed an increase in the level of moral 
reasoning because people manage to overcome narrow self-focus and adopt a wider and 
systemic perspective with a higher level of appreciation for others.  

The practice of mindfulness is a similar alternative. Mindfulness means immersing in a state of 
consciousness in which individuals receive their experiences in a non-judgmental way and have 
a greater level of self-awareness. Mindfulness was found to reduce emotional disturbances, 
stress and emotional exhaustion and improve job satisfaction (Brown and Ryan, 2003; 
Hülsheger et al., 2013). Mindfulness training in early childhood may create conditions in 
children conducive to reflection in problem solving and reduce their anxiety and stress (Zelazo 
and Lyons, 2012). Cacioppe (2017) described mindflow as a practice that integrates 
mindfulness and flow. Flow is a process in which an individual becomes fully immersed in an 
activity. An individual loses a sense of time and self-awareness because all attention is 
concentrated on the task, while still feeling present and in control. Because awareness is fully 
merged with the task, an individual has a heightened ability to perceive, learn, memorize and 
adapt to new circumstances. This state of being is also accompanied by spontaneous creativity 
and the desire for harmonious relationships with the environment. The state of flow can be 
especially achieved when one is doing the work one enjoys. Mindflow is a combination of both: 
reaching full awareness while maintaining focus on the moment. This state of being results in 
the most powerful form of motivation that transcends the needs of the ego and leaves an 
individual in a blissful and appreciative state.  

Senge et al. (2012:29) suggest that redirection is a next step after suspension. By redirecting we 
shift our attention from the problem/object to the source/whole. It could also be noted that 
redirection, or change in perception, is an integral part of stopping, suspending or letting go. 
When we do that we get an impression that nothing is happening. That is because the mind is 
not doing anything – thinking, judging or finding solutions. The mind is forced to rest, which 
for the western mind is unusual, to say the least. However, by suspending, our attention shifts 
from a singularity to the plurality of singularities by which we suddenly realize (real-eye) the 
system’s patterns and emerging particularities. In that moment, we become one with the system 
and all separations cease to exist. The seer and the seen, the doer and the doing become one and 
a quantum leap is possible into the new. What that enables us, is the possibility to see the 
manifestation in front of us in its fullness, with all the details and without any preconception or 



 

 

prejudice. We come to realize that nothing is entirely bad or entirely good and that everything 
has some potential for goodness and benefit. It is not by chance that the Chinese word for crisis 
consists of two symbols, one meaning danger and the other – opportunity.  

Suspending together (Senge et al., 2012:31) is something that we should learn to do collectively. 
Groups tend to be coercive, either through dominating individuals or through norms shared by 
existing members. In addition, there is the quest for frantic and insane speed by which choices 
should be made and actions accomplished as though we are racing with death. In such 
environment individuals never get to be integrated fully; management only makes attempts to 
integrate their skills and expected contributions. It is no wonder that individual and collective 
suspension is not even remotely possible because everyone is expected only to perform and to 
perform as quickly as possible. Suspension entails reviewing, either individually or collectively, 
automatic thought processes, which leads to greater personal connections, which also entails 
trust, vulnerability and unpredictability. Instead of defending one’s views, the collective starts 
to question those views together in the subtle and delicate process of dialogue in which, 
according to the original Greek meaning of the word, the word (logos) goes through (dia) the 
collective, resulting in a new meaning and a new understanding. Dialogue becomes a human 
container in which different unexpected revelations emerge that have the transformative power. 
That is why it is suggested that dialogue starts with statements like “This is how I see it”, 
followed by the question “How do you see it?”. Misunderstandings are situations that call us to 
deepen our inquiries instead of judging, blaming and defending our position. The beauty of this 
process, when done with sincere interest and engagement, is that we end up enriched with new 
revelations which lead to new experiences and life circumstance that have the potential to 
enliven our state of being.  

This process should primarily be done on the individual level. A learning organization is a 
community of learning individuals who share the mind set and continuously collectively and 
individually embark into the journey into the new and into the unknown that comes from their 
individual and collective presence with what is. In this regard, Senge et al. (2012) delineate the 
contours of the Theory of the U. Despite the fact that it has become the imperative to think fast 
and act even faster, that is an act of insanity. What we should do is slow down and engage in 
Sensing or just observing, by which we could “become one with the world”. This process is U 
shaped because by Sensing an individual goes deeper to the bottom of the U to Presencing, in 
which we “retreat and reflect” and “allow inner knowing to emerge” (Senge et al., 2012: 87, 
88). After that an individual climbs the U and “acts swiftly with a natural flow” in Realizing.  

The two high points of the U depend on the individual. However, the bottom of the U is where 
realization and transformation occur. In Presencing we relinquish the ego and become the 
steward of the field greater than us which knows us and knows all other contingencies of the 
situation. We surrender to become the portal and the conduit of something that is seeking to 
emerge and is needed for the situation in question and is also best for us, even though that might 
not be obvious at first. This something not yet manifested is waiting for us to surrender our 
preconceptions based on previous experiences so that something beyond our imagination could 
come into fruition and benefit us and the collective. We could say that we die in these moments 
only to be born again. We let go and die to our assumptions, experiences, knowledge and ideas 
that come from our ego which feeds us with feelings of separateness, fear and jealousy to be 
born into nothingness from which everything meaningful emerges. We access the field of 
endless energy and creativity. The side-effects are feelings of compassion, love, humility and 



 

 

true connectedness. We must realize that history never repeats itself because the sea of 
possibilities always introduces new elements to the seemingly repeating patterns that enable 
change and transformation. However, we rarely willingly commit to letting go and submerging 
into the unknown. What it takes for most people is some wicked problem, obstacle or loss that 
make us powerless. Letting go is the only option left when we have exhausted all resources and 
approaches and we have no other option than to let it be, whatever needs to be. When we gain 
more confidence in the process, we surrender more readily. But it takes time and great courage 
to practice.  

A few words should be dedicated to the part when we act. However, mere act is irrelevant. 
What is important is how we reach this step. When immersed into Presence and Now we 
become aware of the whole, our new and expansive patterns of thinking develop and we expand 
our capacity to create the results that we truly desire. That means that we are ready to set our 
intent regarding the outcome and direct our energy toward images and visions we identify as 
our goals. Senge et al. (2012:133) call this “crystallizing intent” because we become a crystal 
that focuses light.  

Even though Presencing helps us gain a clearer picture of what we should do and that we cannot 
not do it, we should remain open for various possibilities through which our intent could come 
into fruition. We should remain inclusive and consider all modalities that come our way because 
all of them could have potential to create something that we desire even though it might look 
improbable at first. What is important is to achieve a high level of coherence between our mind 
and our heart which could attract our way everything we need to manifest our intent. Coherence 
between the mind and the heart could especially be heightened while being in nature and 
immersed in its life forms. The less we rationalize things, the more we are receptive to their 
meanings and we simply know what is the right thing to do. This process is also a learning 
process in which we might try different avenues and each could bring some valuable insight if 
we let them reveal their meaning to us. Of course, in each aspect of the process we are again 
invited to immerge into Presence and look for guidance. What is needed is the reassurance that 
the Universe is alive, conscious and always willing to help us prosper if that benefits the whole 
through a series of serendipitous and synchronistic events.  

Conclusion 

As long as researchers continue to consider a business organization a machine they want to 
deconstruct, construct according to some model and see it operating to an indefinite period, 
such efforts will be to no avail. Every attempt to regulate organic systems according to some 
model proved to be short lived, with numerous deviations and exceptions appearing more as a 
rule that as a random event. No organic system is reversible and its continual existence can only 
be possible on the higher level of development. Just like an expanding universe always surprises 
us with new forms and patterns of creations, every life form, and every organic system (an 
organization is a combination of individuals, ergo an organic system) will continue to surprise 
us with its unpredictable tendencies and development. Even though general guidelines are 
identifiable and clear, it is impossible to completely dismantle the black box and deprive it of 
its charms of constant creation. No model could ever create the success of Apple or any other 
amazing company. Basic determinants of any life form and every business sill hold true: supply 
of inputs and demand for outputs is the potential differential that keeps any system alive. Maybe 
it is time we stop looking at theories and concepts of the past and concentrate on building the 



 

 

environment that could ensure sustainable future in any form the current reality demands. The 
concept of the learning organization could inspire us to remain on the right track.  

Learning organization is both a metaphor and an attainable state of mind. Its full 
comprehension, understanding and appreciation can only be in the eye of the beholder despite 
the fact that it entails subjectivity, which is strongly opposed by the scientific community. If 
appreciated through individual and collective suspension, presence and redirection it becomes 
the concept that truly integrates cultural pluralism, social justice, freedom from exploitation and 
domination, sustainable employment and fairer distribution of resources as brought up by 
Grieves (2008) as its major shortcomings. It also becomes based on humanistic values. 
Humanistic values would then guide our cooperative efforts in problem solving in which we 
would embark on the quest for mutually favorable solutions, expressing both a high concern 
for self and a high concern for others. We should understand that “peace can only come as a 
natural consequence of universal enlightenment”, as said by Nikola Tesla.  

It is time we give ourselves permission to accept something that cannot be measured or seen 
and can only be heart-felt. It is time we give ourselves the permission to go beyond the 
intellectual and introduce the spiritual in our lives and let it transform us by integrating our 
deepest wounds and enabling us to reach our full potential. It is time we understand that to be 
a genuine leader one must embark on the journey within and into the unknown. It is time we 
understand that our short-term solutions and quick fixes only create more problems, 
meaningless work and misery. It is time we meet the enemy – and the enemy is us. It is time 
we understand that we do create our own reality. Than we would stop looking for precise rules 
and methodologies. We would just know and feel in our hearts what is right in every given 
moment. All this requires is a little faith and curiosity to surrender into the unknown, which 
could bring us closer to the Present. We should keep in mind that the Present is the greatest Gift 
mankind could receive. Not achieve, but receive. Everything else that we need would be added 
to us. It becomes clear that the only discipline that could truly make us purposeful living 
learning individuals is the discipline of presencing or practicing to live in the Here and Now, 
which is all there is.  
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