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PREFACE

This document contains resources and models that are mentioned in the Identity and Systems
Leadership for Catalytic Change Long Version. The two documents are complementary. One names
things and discusses them as if the reader knows. This document provides explanations so the reader if
they do not know about the things name can learn more. This approach was taken because the author
drew on a range of sources to put together an innovative approach that is rooted in a range of research
but likely unfamiliar to the people in leadership positions seeking to understand and implement the plan.
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INTRODUCTION
Dawn of Systems Leadership
Article in Stanford SOCIAL INNOVATION Review, Winter 2015
https://ssir.org/articles/entry/the_dawn_of_system_leadership
By Peter Senge, Hal Hamilton and John Kania
The Dawn of System Leadership
The deep changes necessary to accelerate progress against society's most intractable problems
require a unique type of leader—the system leader, a person who catalyzes collective leadership.
Excerpt from the Essay:
Core Capabilities of System Leaders
Though they differ widely in personality and style, genuine system leaders have a remarkably similar impact . Over
time, their profound commitment to the health of the whole radiates to nurture similar commitment in others. Their
ability to see reality through the eyes of people very different from themselves encourages others to be more open
as well. They build relationships based on deep listening, and networks of trust and collaboration start to flourish.
They are so convinced that something can be done that they do not wait for a fully developed plan, thereby
freeing others to step ahead and learn by doing. Indeed, one of their greatest contributions can come from the
strength of their ignorance, which gives them permission to ask obvious questions and to embody an openness
and commitment to their own ongoing learning and growth that eventually infuse larger change efforts.
As these system leaders emerge, situations previously suffering from polarization and inertia become more open,
and what were previously seen as intractable problems become perceived as opportunities for innovation. Shortterm reactive problem solving becomes more balanced with long-term value creation. And organizational selfinterest becomes re-contextualized, as people discover that their and their organization’s success depends on
creating well-being within the larger systems of which they are a part.
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IDENTITY AND SYSTEMS
Cynefin Framework
The Cynefin (pronounced ku-nev-in) Framework was
developed by David Snowden and Cynthia Kurtz at IBM.
Its purpose is to enable leaders and communities to sort
issues by understanding their context thus know how to
proceed in addressing the issues. The model has four
domains Simple, Complicated, Complex and Chaotic. One
side of the model is ordered (Simple and Complicated), the
other unordered (Complex and Chaotic).
"Complex and chaotic contexts are unordered – there is no
immediately apparent relationship between cause and
effect, and the way forward is determined based on
emerging patterns. The ordered world is the world of factbased management; the unordered world represents
pattern- based management."2
Each domain of this framework requires a different
approach to effective action because the relationship to
cause and effect is different. In the simple domain the
required action is obvious so you sense, categorize what you see and then move to take action based on
observation and stable relationships. In the complicated domain you sense, but because it is
"complicated" rather than simple you need some specialized knowledge to figure out how to make sense
of what you see. Ultimately analysis can be done and a rational response can be chosen.
Within the complex domain one must probe the system, sense what is going on within it and then
respond. To be effective in this domain requires a continuous cycle of feedback to help guide the ongoing
responses. The relationships between cause and effect are not obvious and may be changing
dynamically so it requires rapid responsiveness. Because of this need for responsiveness, one must build
the capacity "listen to" feedback loops. The feedback is embedded in a network of relationships between
people and organizations within the system. An awareness of this relationship fabric is essential for
creating a responsive system. This is one reason that this report places such an emphasis on community
management, engaging stakeholders in collaborative sense making.
Within the chaotic domain one must act take action, sense what happens and then respond. This
modality of action is useful when responding in emergency situations such as the aftermath of a
hurricane. One key thing to note about this model is that there is a "cliff" between the simple domain and
chaotic domain. The reason is that assuming an issue is simple (when it is not) and enacting solutions
with that orientation can actually lead to tipping a system over into chaos. It is worth keeping this in mind
in the realm of identity because seeing the challenges as simple and imposing a solution could lead to
chaotic systems outcomes.
Leadership within a complex system is based on patterns that emerge within the system - sensing and
responding to them rather than having pre-determined outcome and way to get there. System leaders
need to create an the ability to see/sense emergent patterns and support them by increasing the level of
interaction and communication in the system. This report is focused on very specific and practical ways
to do this with the ultimate goal of creating coherence, resonant action and alignment across a very
diverse range government, civil society and commercial actors and taking account of the needs of a
diverse range of stakeholders, inclusive of the American people as a whole. In an Harvard Business
Review paper outlining the Cynefin framework, David Snowden and Mary Boone specifically state that a
leader's job acting within the complex domain is to "Use methods that can help generate ideas: Open up
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discussion (as through large group methods); set barriers; stimulate attractors; encourage dissent and
diversity; and manage starting conditions and monitor for emergence"
They also specifically name the challenge that leaders face when issues fall in this domain. It is the
temptation to fall back into command and control management styles and demand "fail-safe business
plans with defined outcomes". These are NOT possible when dealing with issues of this complexity and
in fact will actually lead to failure.
The co-creator of the Framework David Snowden has a wonderful video about how to plan a children's
birthday party that I recommend watching
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Miwb92eZaJg.
Follow it with his explanation of the framework in this video
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=N7oz366X0-8&t=23s.
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Action Spectrum
The Action Spectrum developed by Jean Russell provides a
complementary framework for thinking about action.
The Action Spectrum lays out three types of action any one
individual or organization can take to affect change at
different levels of a system. One can take action at each level.
The outcome is less clear and certain as one moves along the
spectrum. At the same time the scope of effect is larger as
one moves from Control towards Nurturing.
There is the Control Actions which are predictably causal
(this relates to the ordered side of the Cynefin framework,
and primarily in the simple domain). It is focused on simple
systems and predictable consequences of actions. One flips a
light switch and the light turns on or records images and
sounds with a video camera. There is in these systems a very
clear relationship of input to output. Mechanistic
reductionism can often works for thinking about and
formulating actions in this space.
The Guiding Actions are for both complicated and complex systems (in the Cynefin framework). They involve
more parties and more complex results. For example not just the recording of an image in front of a camera but
the production and direction of a whole video - with multiple shots telling an overall story. Another example is
working with a team to develop a product. Much of the success of these types of actions depends on
interpersonal dynamics. These types of actions likely relate to milestones as goals but often have less clear
"hard" metrics.
When working with guiding actions it may not be clear at the very beginning what is necessary to achieve the
ultimate desired outcome. So in order to achieve a goal that requires guiding action the system itself must be
learning. Learning occurs via feedback loops (via relationships and sense making processes) that must be
cultivated so those in leadership can understand how the guidance is going and how to adjust it. Nurture Actions
are for complex domain of the Cynefin framework. This domain is called complex adaptive systems [CAS] in
management literature. One is operating with probability not causality - this is why in the Cynefin framework
"probe" is what you do - sense what happens and then respond - take more action one way or another. To work
well one has to create adaptive learning. The meaning arriving through the feedback loops will not always be
obvious. One must iterate and watch for patterns because the system is not predictable (but it is observable).
Probing and interacting is done via relationships (people to people connections) and to be successful this action
must be nurturing.
Collective sense making is critical, usually fun and interesting for individuals, provides valuable information to
the organizations they work for, and builds overall coherence across multiple stakeholders in the system and for
those working together to take action to shape the future.
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PHASE ONE
Making change at a systems level in complex adaptive systems requires practices that step out of
command, control and planning modalities that arise out of mechanistic view of organizations and
people. Practices that emerge from a complex adaptive systems perspective are sense making, learning
and improvisation. What do you actually "do" to make sense, learn and improvise? n developing the
thinking contained in the report about systems leadership the author has been strongly influenced by
Meg Wheatly founder of the Burkina Institute and Joy Anderson founder of the Criterion Institute.
They have developed similar models for thinking about community and network development to solve
hard complex problems. They both have naming as core aspects of their model and the other elements
echo each other and all serve as an inspiration for the outline of the three phases of the report. I have
included information about their models to enhance the overall understanding of the proposed three
phase strategy.

Naming+ Berkana
Four Stages for Developing Leadership-in-Community
https://web-beta.archive.org/web/20150323221437/http://www.berkana.org/articles/lifecycle.htm
Berkanas Four Stages for Developing Leadership-in-Community found at the bottom of the essay Life
Cycle of Emergence: Using Emergence to Take Social Innovations to Scale
Berkana works with pioneering leaders and communities using a four-stage approach. This has
evolved out of our understanding of how living systems grow and change, and years of practice and
experimentation.
I. Name
Pioneering leaders act in isolation, unaware that their work has broader value. They are too busy to
think about extending their work, and too humble to think that others would benefit. Berkana's first act
is to recognize them as pioneers with experiences that are of value to others.
II. Connect
Life grows and changes through the strength of its connections and relationships. (In nature, if a
system lacks health, the solution is to connect it to more of itself.) Berkana creates connections in
many different ways. We design and facilitate community gatherings. We host networks where people
can exchange ideas and resources. Our collaborative technology supports communities of practice
through dedicated websites, online conferences, asynchronous conversations and cocreated
knowledge products.
III. Nourish
Communities of practice need many different resources: ideas, mentors, processes, technology,
equipment, money. Each is important, but foremost among these is learning and knowledge: knowing
what techniques and processes work well, and learning from experience as people do the work.
Berkana provides many of these sources of nourishment but, increasingly, we find that the most
significant nourishment comes from the interactions and exchanges among pioneering leaders
themselves. They need and want to share their practices, experiences and dreams. Creating
opportunities for people to learn together has become our primary way of nourishing their efforts.
IV. Illuminate
It is difficult for anybody to see work based on a different paradigm. If people do notice such work, it is
often characterized as inspiring deviations from the norm. It takes time and attention for people to see
different approaches for what they are: examples of what the new world could be. The Berkana
community publishes articles, tells our stories at conferences, and host learning journeys where people
visit pioneering efforts, learn from them directly, and develop lasting relationships.
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Naming+ Criterion Institute’s Methodology
Criterion Institute's has changed how they discuss their methodology on their site. What is quoted here originates
from an earlier version of their site. You can find their methodology page at the Internet Archive
https://web-beta.archive.org/web/20130831202855/http://criterioninstitute.org/about/our-approach/methodology/

We believe that building fields in the social
change space requires five core activities:
Mapping, Naming, Inviting, Structuring, and
Executing. Each of these parts can be thought
of independently, though all may be necessary
at any given time to move a project forward.
They are not employed in chronological order,
but rather the results of work in any one area
may impact the other four. We perform these
activities informed by how we see connections
in a network.
Two things are essential about this
methodology: Its fluidity matches the reality of the social change space. It captures people with its
elegance and resonance with their experience. And it is the antithesis of a canned process, which
creates trust. It is accessible and useful. We've used it to launch multiple ventures and do field-building
work in very different environments, and the components are easily understandable and broadly relevant.

Map
Mapping informs and directs Criterion Ventures' other activities. Through maps we bring to light
relationships which matter to the venture's success. Mapping is a mode of thinking around what is
essential in the venture. It plays a myriad of roles depending on the state of the venture, including
highlighting challenges, informing decisions, shifting the playing field and engaging stakeholders. Pulling
connections and interrelated forces into a visual context brings new insights to life.
We work in complex environments. Mapping enables us to bring relationships to light, to see patterns in
complexity, and to anchor our understanding. We map what is known. Then, beginning with the analysis
of our results, we move beyond that to mapping the unknown.
We map diverse things. In the course of ventures we have mapped relationships, power, money, players,
social causes, language, assets, outcomes, opportunities, and social networks.
We map continually. There is not a "mapping" phase to a venture. Rather mapping is a discipline which
we bring with us throughout a project. We may map at the outset to create a direction, at a point of
confusion to bring more clarity. Maps communicate efficiently and effectively. Examples include bringing
new team members up to speed quickly, illustrating to funders the leverage of their investments, or
providing the relevant data to make a decision.
Maps allow individuals and groups to see themselves in the context of an idea and a context. This picture
enables them to place themselves in the mix as they wish to be seen or to play. Such self identification
can forge working relationships between otherwise estranged groups.
The maps we create enable us to continually learn about the social space. We map by ourselves, and
with talented providers who extend our capabilities. Mapping may require strategic analysis, market
research, the application of new technology, or the engagement of relevant networks

Name
In naming, Criterion Institute creates an identity that allows an idea to be succinctly and powerfully
communicated to others. When we name, we hold space for the development of an idea. We push the
need, understand the relevant contexts and trends, clarify the objectives, and play with the positioning. In
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the process, we maintain the delicate balance of avoiding premature or easy solutions, which however
appealing, might fail to allow all of the needed parties to participate or to fully understand the richness of
the opportunity. In a structured, attentive way, we allow the name to emerge, or the venture to live into a
name, similar to how an individual lives into various names throughout a lifetime.

Structure
Structuring includes diverse elements such as business planning, organizational design, resource
recruiting, establishing legal and governance structures, and performing due diligence.
Structuring is an iterative process. For instance, an initial business model may prove untenable, and need
to be rethought. Or a set of resources refocused. As execution proceeds structure evolves. Structure
requires disciplined thought and analytic rigor, and it is often supported by scenarios, plans, pro formas,
lists, etc...
Whatever your venture's status, Criterion Institute constructs a model to achieve its goals. The
components are familiar – business models and strategies, team, funding, legal entities, risk,
requirements, etc... Some ventures have clearly defined business models, but need teams. Others have
a strong collection of players, but lack a financial model.
We often find elegant structure evolves not from myriads of requirements lists but from a varied team
working at the nexus of disciplined thought and creative possibility. As we consider structure, we expand
possibilities by bringing players to the table based on the project's needs. We identify and name the best
set of partners to move a venture forward, the talent (both paid and volunteer) that will make the venture
work.
Concurrently, we consider the possibilities created by various legal structures. We believe the purpose of
corporate structure is to manage the relationships necessary to do business. As the rules change and
new opportunities emerge, the ability to capture new, unexpected relationships while maintaining existing
commitments provides the foundation for success.
With the help of the David and Lucile Packard Foundation, we have developed Structure Lab, a formal
framework and learning experience for thinking about structure as part of social venture strategy it.

Invite
It is through careful invitation that Criterion Institute brings together the people and organizations who will
enable a venture to succeed. Inviting and evaluating input from many angles allows us to weigh not only
the opportunities ahead, but the challenges we may face as a venture develops.
We invite individuals and institutions into a venture early and often, utilizing a network rooted in 500
connectors, well placed and connected people who believe in Criterion and in the value of our offering.
We create an effective network of engaged players, whether those are endorsers, customers,
distributors, board members, donors, or any other group. Strategic engagement develops buy-in, builds
buzz, or allows us to avoid pit-falls.
We insure that the invitations are authentic, recognizing that these interactions form the basis of the
brand experience. We execute through a web of relationships via informal and transient economic
relationships such as bartering. We build trust quickly and play with a sense of openness and fairness.
Inviting can be branding, business development, sales, marketing, customer care, and partner
development.

Execute
Criterion Institute moves ventures towards their vision, according to and accommodating plans. Often,
our execution takes place in a space where control is fluid.
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Execution includes management of complexities including communications, commitments, reporting and
tradeoffs between time, cost and quality. Criterion’s experience with execution, scaling and
implementation allows us to outline clear objectives, lay out and hit concrete deadlines, and marshal the
resources needed as complex systems come into being.
Sales, marketing, systems development, human resources, finance and all aspects of business are part
of executing. Criterion’s reputation of showing up and helping shines here – we move past helping to
strategize or plan and just get things done.
Our role changes over the life of a venture but it is always defined by a set of outcomes and deliverables.

Naming & Elephant Hunting
Nilofer Merchant, a large systems change agent who's work informed this report, and in particular her
book The New How. She emphasizes that the step of naming is critical to understand who is involved,
and what they care about (the stakeholder engagement). It involves understanding what the issues are
and what is (from the perspective of the stakeholders) in the way of having those issues resolved.
It involves fact gathering and interviewing people through the organization or network. She says that in
this phase there are two key types of Elephant hunting - one is to find the unspoken taboos that are
present. The other is to really get clear on the various perspectives (the allegory of the blind men touching
different parts of the elephant and making very different sense of what they think the animal is). The goal
of this reframing phase is to get clarity on the nature of the issue(s) in both senses.

Naming Example - 100 problems in FinTech Singapore
The Naming step mentions the Singapore’s 100 problems in Fintech as a model to consider
either naming a huge number of issues or to think about having top 10 lists for particular
industries.
http://fintechnews.sg/3268/fintech/mas-100-fintech-problems-to-solve/
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Shared Language Development
One of the quirks of human language and word's don't always mean what you think they mean. So in
order for stakeholders to be aligned around a shared intention to address and issue they have to actually
talk amongst themselves to figure out the issue actually is is. This process of co-creation by multiple
stakeholders has huge benefits. It gets those convened to wrestle through what was really meant by the
original government definition/naming of the issue(s).
It will make clear that different industries/sub-industries/specialities along with civil society stakeholder
groups often have important but sometimes subtly different ways of looking at the same problem.
Another thing that will happen in this process is that other differences in language and vocabulary can
surface - the stakeholders won't necessarily converge on a common vocabulary right away but they will
at least understand each other.
Here is an example of different language being used by two different industry segments involved in
identity systems. When a stakeholder from a biometrics company says "verification", they mean what
user-centric and enterprise centric Identity and Access Management people say "authentication". This is
an example of two different words meaning the same thing. There are also instances where the same
word can mean two different things depending on the community/stakeholder group. Surfacing both
types of language difference can be really helpful in supporting effective communication across the
intended stakeholder community.
It should be noted that there will also be a need to support the novel stakeholders actually learning some
of the key terminology being used in the effort. Both community managers, communication and sensemaking professions will have a role to play in this.

Field Guide and Questions
Part of naming and reframing an issue involves gathering resources and information that will be useful to
the overall effort. This information includes both existing materials (documents, blog posts, podcasts,
books, etc.) and creating new materials by the stakeholders. To lay the groundwork for talking with one
another one doesn't just need vocabulary but understanding of how identity management systems work.
For many people this includes pictures, graphs, and diagrams; words are not sufficient.
An example of a field guide is one I created a few years ago, illustrating different shapes of trust models
to support clarity. Here are sample entries1 .

1

https://identitywoman.net/wp-content/uploads/TrustModelFieldGuideFinal.pdf
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Note that the focus of this preliminary sense-making needs to go beyond the realm of commercially
available IdM products addressing enterprise IdM (business management of their employees). That
market has figured out what is necessary and has money to spend on solutions. The ecosystem map
and industry database that I have been working on is a starting point for answering these questions.
However, creating ways for these questions to be tackled by communities of stakeholders will be key.
The creation process of getting to the answers is as important as the answers themselves.
What is working in the world?
How are systems functioning now for various different industries and segments? Getting this answer
clear with diagrams and flow charts of the processes for IdM within these fields will be key here. The
work of Consult Hyperion in a study for the Omidyar Network Digital Identity: Issue Analysis2 is a starting
point. The different meta-models outlined in chapter 6 of that report are good but also abstracted: more
detail will be necessary.
What has been developed in the lab?
There has been a lot of work on how IdM systems might work in laboratory settings. Systems that work
at the scale of the lab are worth understanding and documenting to have a clear picture of new
approaches in the future.
What in the market was developed but did not get uptake?
Products and protocols like InfoCards and U-Prove that had a huge company behind them, Microsoft but
still could not get market adoption. Understanding the hills climbed in the opportunity landscape that did
not bear fruit are important collective learnings/lessons.
What is in the Market standards-wise?
This question needs to go beyond digital identity protocols like OAuth, OpenID, and SAML and extend
into the areas of identity that have their own protocols and functions. These areas include banking,
passport and travel systems, State-issued IDs, etc. Understanding these protocols from a systems level,
one can begin to ask questions about what is missing that is necessary to improve them and help them
work better together, maybe even asking how they can work separately. Retaining a focus on how
individuals are empowered with their ID is an important overall systems feature. One needs to create
creating a way for people to not have everything they do everywhere they do it linked to their ID.
What are the different privacy stances of authentication technologies?
This is a wonderful question and has a whole range of answers in a paper called Privacy Postures of
Authentication Technology3 by Francisco Corella and Karen Lewison outline 18 different stances. Can
these all be drawn out; can these be used to have a meaningful conversation about what privacy stances
do people need or value most? What are cost-effective and which have protocols to implement them?
This question about the details of how various systems work can be stored in a field guide format and be
enormously illuminating to all the stakeholders.
Finally some question worth mentioning here but are likely better tackled in Phase Two with sensemaking activities around value network mapping or with Participatory Narrative Inquiry4 .
2 http://www.chyp.com/wp-content/uploads/2016/07/PRJ.1578-Omidyar-Network-Digital-Identity-Issue-Analysis-Executive-Summary-v1_2-1.pdf
3

https://pomcor.com/techreports/PrivacyPosturesMayFirstVersion.pdf

4

https://narrafirma.com/home/participatory-narrative-inquiry/
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•
•

What are the incentives in the system as it is now and why would or could it change?
What are the needs of real people in real systems? Are the above systems actually working for
regular people and how would they like things work differently or better?

Stakeholders affected by Real Names
Who is Harmed by a “Real Names” Policy?
http://geekfeminism.wikia.com/wiki/Who_is_harmed_by_a_%22Real_Names%22_policy%3F
From the Geek Feminism Wiki:
The groups of people who use pseudonyms, or want to use pseudonyms, are not a small
minority....However, their needs are often ignored by the relatively privileged designers and policymakers who want people to use their real/legal names.
For the groups listed below the costs for using a real name can be quite significant, including:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

harassment, both online and oﬄine
discrimination in employment, provision of services, etc.
actual physical danger of bullying, hate crime, etc.
arrest, imprisonment, or execution in some jurisdictions
economic harm such as job loss, loss of professional reputation, etc.
social costs of not being able to interact with friends and colleagues
possible (temporary) loss of access to their data if their account is suspended or terminated

Privilege is described as a set of perceived advantages enjoyed by a majority group, who are usually
unaware of the privilege they possess. A privileged person is not necessarily prejudiced (sexist,
racist, etc) as an individual, but may be part of a broader pattern of *-ism even though unaware of it.
A good article to understand this is "Check my what?" On privilege and what we can do about it."
http://blog.shrub.com/archives/tekanji/2006-03-08_146
This lists groups of people who are disadvantaged by any policy which bans pseudonymity and
requires so-called "Real names" (more properly, legal names).

Marginalised and endangered groups
Women, who:
• experience up to 25 times as much online harassment as men, if they use feminine-sounding
usernames.
• may be taken less seriously in certain fora if their gender is known.
• may feel they have greater responsibility or have less confidence in certain fora if their gender is
known ("girls suck at math").
• if they are mothers or intending mothers, may face additional hiring, pay and promotion
discrimination.
• are of a transgender history, who are forced to use male birth names.
LGBT people, especially:
• LGBT teens, 50% of whom experience bullying online.
• LGBT people in regions which do not have anti-discrimination policies or where homosexuality or
transgender behavior is outlawed.
Children
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• Young people are often advised to use pseudonyms online for their own safety (sometimes by the
same institutions that impose "real name" policies!).
• Children are vulnerable to abuse or harassment by their parents or carers if they are discovered to
be discussing views that disagree with their carers' religion or ethical system.
• Children of well-known figures, who may wish to preserve their privacy.
Parents and carers at risk or caring for children at risk
• parents and carers with non-mainstream views, especially religious, or practices, especially sexual
relationships and sexuality.
• parents and carers trying to protect dependent children from abusers.
People with disabilities
• people who may not have disclosed their disability for privacy or for fear of discrimination
๏ job hunters or employees who may be discriminated against for actual or perceived need for
workplace accommodations.
๏ people with a mental health condition who may be considered dangerous or irrational if
revealed.
• people with disabilities are less likely than abled people to be financially secure and some are
dependent on carers, and thus more vulnerable to abuse or harassment based on any disclosures
they may make online.
People from certain racial, national, ethnic, cultural or religious backgrounds:
• Anyone named "Mohammed", who might fear harassment/discrimination as a Muslim.
• Names which identify people as African American, Asian, Latino/a, etc., which might lead to overt
or subtle racial discrimination.
• Members of any non-majority religion (or of no religion), who may experience discrimination or
persecution in the real world if they disclose their religious beliefs online.
People with names that are associated with being from a poor or lower class family or
background.
People with names that are associated with a particular (often older) generation.
Victims of real-world abuse and harassment.
• Survivors of domestic abuse (most often women and children) who need to not be found by their
abusers.
• People presently experiencing domestic abuse, especially but not only those actively seeking help
or planning to leave.
• Survivors of harassment and stalking, and people currently experiencing harassment and stalking.
• Victims of crime or private people associated with a newsworthy event (like the unusual death of a
family member), who may be harassed for information by news media or the general public.
• People accused or convicted of crime, who might be harassed by victims and friends, the news
media or the general public or face opprobrium from the community they wish to join.
• People who have had an attack on their real name where someone has mounted a smear
campaign to trash their public identity.
Anyone in a marginalised group who might be "outed" in some way
• maliciously, by someone trying to hurt that person by putting a rift between them and friends,
family, employer, clients, etc
• innocently, by a friend inquiring after their health or their new partner, etc, in a venue (especially a
searchable one) associated with their real name
Political activists and related groups
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• Political dissidents, such as those involved in the 2011 "Arab Spring" uprisings
• Those involved in highly contentious political activity, around issues such as abortion, civil rights,
etc.
• Whistleblowers or those involved in exposing government and corporate corruption
• Anyone with political views (however mild) that may be unpopular or discriminated against

Subject-related considerations
Health and Disability:
• People with physical or mental health issues seeking support, where knowledge of their health
problems may lead to embarrassment, insurance diﬃculties, employment discrimination, etc.
• People with, or recovering from, substance addiction
Sex and Sexuality:LGBT people, especially those who are coming outPeople who speak frankly
about sexuality
• People who wish to find out information about marginalized sexual practices
๏ People

who want to know more about LGBT issues to help find out if they are LGBT or to
support others.

๏ People

involved in BDSM and sexual fetishes who choose to keep their sexual practices
private but need to be able to ask for help/advice/safety information

๏ Polyamorous

people or those involved in other styles of non-monogamy

• People, especially children, seeking information on birth control or abortion
• People seeking sexual partners, especially those seeking casual or extra-relationship sex.
• Authors of erotic fiction (amateur or professional) whose day jobs or family stability could be
threatened by the disclosure of these works, and/or who don't want members of their readership
seeking them out.
Religion:
• People with religious views that may be unpopular
• People who are questioning their religion
Abuse and harassment:
• People who discuss personal experiences of harrassment, rape, and other sexual or physical
abuse
Legal:
• People who discuss current or past drug use or other illegal activities
• People who write Fan fiction, make Fanvids or remix or mashup video or audio, which may fall
into a legal grey area
Discussions about people where identities are not disclosed:
• people who discuss diﬃculties with their relationships
• people who discuss their children
Mocked or looked down hobbies:
• Furries,
• roleplayers,
• Fan fiction authors,
• nudists
Innocuous hobbies without link to real world identity impinging on the discussion:
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• knitting
• skydiving
• say Michelle Obama wanted to join a gardening forum
Separate interests under separate accounts:
• for the convenience of their friends/followers who may be
๏ uninterested,
๏ oﬀended,
๏ fear

by some of their interests

anger from or harassment by some in other fields

Employment-related
General
• People who wish to discuss or seek advice about or simply vent about problems they are having
in their workplace
• Whistleblowers
• Jurors or witnesses in a high profile trial
• Job-hunters, who do not wish employers to see their personal information and activities, or who
might wish to discuss their job hunt without alerting their present employer
• Union activists
• People threatened with "I'll contact your employer" blackmail by online opponents or harassers
Those who use professional pseudonyms, including:
• Rock stars such as Lady Gaga, Prince, etc.
• Novelists and other writers using pen names.
• Sex workers
• Members of religious orders (eg. Mother Teresa)
Those whose employment means they need to not be found online:
• Social workers, mental health workers, etc.
• Teachers
• Judges and others in the legal profession
• Serving members of the military, those currently deployed, etc
• Journalists or publicity people who may not want to be contacted by anyone and everyone
• Academics, who (in some fields and jobs) face some pressure to not speak on subjects on which
they aren't published experts
• People working for intelligence agencies
• Clerics and other religious leaders
• Public employees (who often are "protected" by laws forbidding them from discussing candidates
for oﬃce)
People with employers who place restrictions on online speech:
• Those with excessively restrictive employment contracts which forbid any publications (even, say,
blogging about something completely unrelated)
• Those with professional or ethical guidelines restricting online activity even if not banning it
entirely.
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• More informal pressure against being seen as "speaking for their employer" (often applies to, eg,
people who work for well-known large companies)
• Company owners and CEOs who are usually not allowed to have a private opinion - all their online
activity is considered speaking for the company.
People with Employers that publicly searchable online directories:
• (such as members of state or city bureacracies, or universities and public hospitals) who do not
wish to be contacted at work--or have their supervisors contacted--by people who want
something that is totally unrelated to their work.

People whose "real names" are more complicated than you think
Names outside the norms:
• People whose names are longer or shorter than your system permits.
• People whose names contain strings that your system has been programmed to reject, eg. "porn"
(a common sequence in Latin character transliteration of Thai names)
• People (often non-Westerners) whose legal given names do not look like "real names" to people
not familiar with them
• People whose legal name "seems like" a pseudonym because it is a common noun in English, or
a Western name not used widely by cultural natives, for example Kermit, Rainbow, Ping
• People who legally have only one name (a mononym), as is common in certain cultures/countries
such as Indonesia and Afghanistan
People who legally have three or more names:
• people with suﬃxes, such as "Jr."
• people from cultures with have multi-word patronymic or matronymic names, or other styles of
multiple surnames.
• people who use one-word honorifics (eg. "Mrs Smith", "Reverend Smith"), or more complicated
honorifics as are common in Burma or religious or cultural honorary names
• people with Western names who have middle name(s) or initials that they consider an integral part
of their public/usual name (in the Western world, none of the following forms of best known name
is terribly rare, especially in written address: "John Quincey Smith", "John Q. Smith", "JQ Smith",
"J. Quincy Smith")
People who are known by a subset or modification of their full legal name:
• People who go by their middle names
• People who go via a shortened or diminutive version of their legal name except in the most formal
of contexts (eg. "Sue", "Susie", or "Suzi" instead of "Susan")
• People, most commonly women, whose parents legally named them with a name which is often
considered a nickname (eg. "Patti" or "Suzi" rather than "Patricia" or "Suzanne"), who as young
adults reclaimed the formal version of their name for professional use but did not legally change
their name out of love for their family
Names that use characters that your system doesn't permit:
• People whose names are written in a character set other than the Latin alphabet
• People whose names contain apostrophes, hyphens, periods, spaces, multiple capitals, etc.
• People who have legally changed their name to something unusual, which might not look like a
"real name" to you, but legally is (e.g. names containing numbers, like 3ric Johanson, or names
without capitalised letters)
People who are married, if...
• They legally changed their name when they married, but continue to do certain things under their
birth name (eg. use it professionally, due to accrued reputation)
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• They chose not to change their name when they married, but may do certain things under their
partner's surname or a combined surname
• Their marriage and/or related name change is not recognised in their jurisdiction
People who have different names in different countries/legal systems:
• People whose name is written in diﬀerent character sets or is spelled diﬀerently in diﬀerent
jurisdictions
• People whose name is considered diﬃcult to spell or pronounce or seem, who have adapted their
name to their new culture (eg. Piotr to Peter, Ivanova to Ivanov[11], as well as adapted names
which may be less obviously related)
• People whose name is not recognised as valid in some jurisdictions
• People whose marriage and related name change is not recognised in some jurisdictions

People who live under a certain name, but not changed their ID to match it.
This is accepted under common law in many countries, as long as not done for fraudulent
purposes. For example:
• Transgender people in the process of transition
• People whose cultural or everyday names almost never appear on their ID (for example, 90% of
the population of Hong Kong use their English rather then Chinese name)
• Anyone preparing to change their ID in a common law country, because often they must provide
evidence of being known under their new name before name change decrees are issued
• People from places where people have multiple names depending on context or speaker
• People who do not like their given name, or do not feel it represents them as accurately as their
chosen name, who may not have changed their ID due to, eg, cost or family pressure or inability
to do so in some jurisdictions
• People who have ID in more than one name, which is possible in some jurisdictions
• People whose name is regularly mistranscribed or misspelled even by oﬃcials, and who thus have
diﬀerent spellings or variations of their name on their IDs.
People with long-standing pseudonyms
• in some countries, such as Japan, online pseudonyms are the norm in all circumstances
• People who have used a name for so long that members of their social circle think the name when
they think/speak of/meet/discuss the person
Open source software developers
• who often use persistent, long-term nicknames in their development work
Bloggers
Gamers and other Immersive Online Space
Extremely common or extremely rare “real names”
• People with common names (eg. "John Smith"), who might want to use a more distinctive
nickname or pseudonym so people can find them more easily.
• Baby name fads ("Susan") result in adult name clusters (often in college) so extreme that all
common nicknames and combinations of initials are quickly exhausted, leading to creative
pseudonyms. Without the use of the nyms, communication within the community breaks down.
Those nyms often stay on (as the problem follows each individual through hir life) and becomes hir
true name.
• People with rare names, who don't want their every little online activity to be blindingly obvious
and connected to their legal identity.
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• People who share the name of someone very famous or renowned, who at best may face silly
jokes ("Bill Clinton huh?") and at worst may be repeatedly confused with the famous namesake
(including facing hostility for their actions) or banned for impersonation
People who are comfortable using their uncomplicated "real names"
• People who use their "real names" most of the time, but who also wish to use less-traceable
identities to discuss particular subjects, as outlined above.
• People who are comfortable using their "real names", but who wish to communicate with family or
friends who are not.
• People who are comfortable using their "real names", but wish to be exposed to diverse, "taboo",
or marginalised ideas, which may not be as available in a community with a "real names"
requirement.
Other
• People who simply do not see their oﬄine identity as relevant to their online identity, or who are
looking for a safe space to experiment with their identity, either because they are uncomfortable
with it, or because they are interested in observing how they will be treated if they present as a
diﬀerent gender, race, etc.
• People with substantial assets or power, who are particularly enticing targets for identity theft and
fraud, and therefore wish to keep their legal identity away from activity that would improve the
success of social engineering attacks on themselves or their close friends and family.
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Details of High and Low Cost Processes
Example of a High Energy/Cost Process
What might a stakeholder process with a very high time/money cost look like?
Participating in face-to-face all over the country four times a year requires approximately $12,000 and the
ability to take between 3-4 days off work. This time and cost need to be covered by your employer or
you need to have the personal financial resources necessary to volunteer.
In between face-to-face meetings the process of stakeholder and community engagement is via
committees that meet weekly for an hour or more, progressing in a linear way. So the only way to
meaningfully participate or contribute is to be involved from the beginning.
With all this linear committee work, there is no ongoing reporting about and synthesizing of what was
happening with the publishing of a weekly newsletter or update so that those not on every mailing list can
get an overall sense of what is going on. The only way to fully grasp what is happening is to join multiple
mailing lists and attend hours of calls each week.
Without a clearing house or information activity, the number of people who can pay attention and
contribute in a meaningful way is limited. The only people who can afford this are those who are paid to
do so by industry stakeholders with enough staff and corporate interest in deeply tracking all the ongoing
activities all at once.

Low Cost Processes Options
Do you invite people to a local regional gathering that will cost them 1 afternoon or do you invite them to
a 3-day meeting in a different city that will cost them 3 days of work and approximately $3000 for the
flight and a hotel and other expenses. The answer depends on what part of the process you are in. One
cannot create effective problem-solving communities or organizations with a kind of immaculate
conception approach: they don't just appear from nowhere fully-formed. These are living systems that
thrive with ongoing nurturing. They start out small and then they grow larger. One could start with an
invitation to a meeting to map a problem. This map would then identify the next group of stakeholders to
invite to further meetings were they can explore the issue and begin to work together. There is also a
trade-off to be made between synchronous and asynchronous processes as well as other trade-offs to
achieve maximum openness with reasonable cost. More is written about both of these later in this report.
It is also critical to avoid what I have come to call "fake openness" - a process where every detail is
documented and available but there is no investment in good organizing of that documentation. No
investment made in synthesizing what was documented so it can be understood well and at low-cost by
those who were not there. No investment made in sharing outcomes and getting additional feedback in a
structured, fun, and interesting way from a broader range of stakeholders who have the capacity to give
meaningful feedback but not enough capacity to be in the creation process.
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Details of Parallel Distributed Multi-Stakeholder Engagement
You have announced the naming of the issue and the intention to engage with a wide range of
stakeholders on re-framing and several hundred more volunteered to be actively engaged in the effort.
You have at this stage identified hundreds if not thousands of known and self-identified stakeholders with
proactive industry research and engagement. There has been several months of active engagement to
cultivate novel stakeholder participation within this first phase.
You need to create a container for participants to engage with one another. William Isaacs from the MIT
Dialogue Project described it this way, "Just as the cauldron contains the energies of molten steel,
dialogue involves creating a container that can hold human energy so that it can be transformative rather
than destructive." This report outlines how this goal can be achieved at the macro level of the overall
effort but also at the micro level of individual meetings.
The way you support the container forming is to have small meetings hosted around the country that all
happen in parallel. Contributions are scoped in a way that those participating in the meeting only need to
show up for the meeting time (a morning, an evening or an afternoon) (it requires no ongoing
commitment after the meeting). Although some pre-reading or watching of video might be involved, they
contribute into a well-structured activity. This method provides an opportunity for multidisciplinary, multiperspective teams based locally to work together and actually offer input that reflects the diversity of
interests and needs in a successful system.
Each local meeting needs to submit results to headquarters, and these results are made public. The
results are synthesized by a sense-making team that includes professionals who specialize in this type of
work (drawn from institutions like SRI, GBN, and IFTF) along with the federal government team, and
members of the core-stakeholder group.
The results of the synthesis are made public and shared with all the participants of the meetings. When
stakeholders who participated in the meetings read the results, they can see what they contributed within
the larger whole. The results will also help make clear if there is alignment amongst the broad range of
stakeholders or if another round of sense-making is needed before proceeding to Phase Two. It is likely
that at least two rounds of this parallel distributed multi-stakeholder engagement are needed to create
sufficient community, trust, and shared vocabulary.

What happens at the meetings in Phase One
There likely will be a few rounds of distributed meetings in Phase One.
The first round would likely focus on the government's naming of the issue(s) if they do it broadly, with the
Top 10 lists for particular sectors or industries, or perhaps brainstorming to create the lists during the
distributed meetings.
The distributed meetings could focus on getting people to read the government's naming of the issue
and to engage with it collectively, reflecting back what they think it could mean for them and their
stakeholders. Participants might also be asked to share and reflect back what they see as missing in the
document. The design would be based on Appreciative Inquiry. There would be a simple discussion
guide and a meeting design that would be possible for those gather to self-facilitate with some coaching
for the convener. The design of the meeting could be pre-tested on a small group before being rolled out
to the various sites.
Some of these Phase One meetings could also focus on seeking to answer the question "what is
happening in identity now?" Having a diverse group of stakeholders talk about what is going on in the
network/system of identity can inform the core-stakeholder group and shape how to consider changing
or improving it. During this phase, it is important to begin to develop a clear picture of how various
stakeholders see the current system and how in practical terms the current system works. It seems
obvious you would want some maps of the system as it is before trying to change and modify it.
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One of the products of this phase could be a field guide of what the industry knows to be key functions
that happen in identity. Each function will have an image and a description along with a reference of
where to find it. I think this framing of a Field Guide is good because it gets it away from a theoretical
answer to an answer grounded in what currently exists.
In earlier government efforts to understand how systems might work in the future, efforts were put into
developing what was called a functional model. In this example the effort failed to get a broad
stakeholder engagement for two reasons: there was a very small number of people working on the
committee, and the limited nature of the available tools (Microsoft PowerPoint, Excel and Word). On top
of this there was also the tyranny of serial conference calls over weeks with at most ten people being
actively involved, a group that did not reflect the diversity of stakeholders. The work they did also was not
grounded in how things work today but rather trying to invent how things should work tomorrow. The
drawings that came out of this effort were drawn by one person in isolation using PowerPoint and did not
reflect the collective wisdom of even that small group, let alone the broad stakeholder community which
at its peak included 900 organizations.
With this type of parallel stakeholder meetings there is a great potential to get a lot of good input during
the sense-making processes. This synthesis, if done well, can accelerate the work of the effort. This
process also has the advantage of supporting openness and transparency in a low-cost way because
inputs are open and the outputs are shared publicly. The synthesis of the overall set of meetings is also
made public.

Detailed Logistics for Organizing Distributed Multi-Stakeholder Engagement
I have chosen to include this section here because in the past when I have suggested it, people did not
see how it can happen in a low-cost way. There are two parts to organizing executing on the strategy for
having distributed meetings, both critical to success. One is the 1 logistics around organizing the
meeting, and the other is 2 figuring out what to do in the meeting, 3 what the out puts are and 4 how to
collect and organize them and 5 reflect them back to all who participated in attended to feel like they had
success.

Meeting Design
The design structure of the meetings is simple.
It is designed to be a self-facilitated conversation based on an outline and discussion guide. There are
two volunteer discussion leaders per meeting who are in touch with HeadQuarters {HQ} before and after
the meeting, along with helping the meeting progress. Another useful role is venue host, the person who
books room at the venue.. The venue host may or may not be one of the two discussion leaders.
Each conversation has between 5 and 20 people. They are designed to be approximately 3 hours long.
Each location has a simple set of deliverables - outcomes from the meeting they send back to HQ. The
two discussion hosts attend to a briefing about the meeting two weeks before the meeting. Their job
during the meeting is to
•
•
•
•
•
•

Do a simple opening, welcoming people
Sharing the outline of the meeting and the discussion topics.
Material that was prepared by HQ for consideration in the meeting (presenting a video, sharing a
diagram on a hand out, sharing key work products that are seeking feedback/input).
Share the questions outlined in the discussion guide and support discussion
Guide the group to complete the outputs requested by HQ from the meeting.
At the conclusion of the meeting the hosts send the results to HQ in the form of photos, notes
(whatever the requested format was for the output) these are all made public on the organizing
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website. The hosts also share key issues, insights or questions that arose but were outside the
scope of the meeting's agenda
HQ takes the outcomes of the meeting, synthesizes them, and reflects them back to everyone who
attended all meetings.
The outcomes are used as key inputs to the ongoing work of the effort key deliverables.

Logistics Design
1-4 months ahead
Identify a meeting week.
Ask Stakeholder community in various metro locations (or really city or town) to find an morningafternoon or evening that they could be a venue host for a 3 hour meeting and book a room in their
office, local library, co-working space etc.
Get those times and locations collected and listed on the Government Team site along with links to sign
up.
Create a way to sign up to attend the meetings via a platform like eventbrite.
Community Managers work to actively engage with the stakeholder community across the country to
show up at the meeting happening closest to them.
1-2 month ahead
Community Managers work to identify people attending who are are willing to be discussion leaders each location should have two leaders.
2 weeks ahead
Host a conference call with discussion leaders to go over the discussion questions and the requested
discussion outcomes/work products.
Hosts are supported with signage they can download to post in their venue to help people find the room
in the building.
1 week ahead
All those who are signed up are pinged and encouraged to attend - an agenda is shared and what is
expected of those attending along with the potential benefits they will receive if they make the effort to
attend.
Meeting Happens
The Venue Host and Discussion Leaders submit back to "head quarters" the outputs of their
conversation - both the required deliverables and other things that surfaced in the conversation that are
of note.
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Public Legitimacy and Public Engagement Principles
Principles for Industry & Public Engagement This report aims to ground the recommendations for action
in proven frameworks for thinking about the complexity we face with identity systems and how to create
change within them. To engage with the system requires effective engagement of multiple stakeholders
within industry (that sees itself in the field of Identity Management) and beyond industry extending to the
general public.
The Core Principles for Public Engagement were developed collaboratively by members and leaders of
NCDD, IAP2 (the International Association of Public Participation), the Co-Intelligence Institute, and many
others.” To create clarity in the field about the fundamental components of quality public engagement
and to support the Obama Administration's January 21, 2009 memorandum on open government.
If this report is focused on Identity and the industry systems for that what do these principles have to do
with it they are for public engagement? Industry Engagement is Public Engagement and repeatedly in
calls for engagement around critical cyber security issues call for open, transparent and voluntary
processes. They would do well to follow these Principles and they will be referenced by this report.
The Core Principles for Public Engagement5
These seven recommendations reflect the common beliefs and understandings of those working in the
fields of public engagement, conflict resolution, and collaboration. In practice, people apply these and
additional principles in many different ways.
1. Careful Planning and Preparation
Through adequate and inclusive planning, ensure that the design, orgnization, and convening of the
process serve both a clearly defined purpose and the needs of the participants.
2. Inclusion and Demographic Diversity
Equitably incorporate diverse people, voices, ideas, and information to lay the groundwork for quality
outcomes and democratic legitimacy.
3. Collaboration and Shared Purpose
Support and encourage participants, government and community institutions, and others to work
together to advance the common good.
4. Openness and Learning
Help all involved listen to each other, explore new ideas unconstrained by predetermined outcomes, learn
and apply information in ways that generate new options, and rigorously evaluate public engagement
activities for effectiveness.
5. Transparency and Trust
Be clear and open about the process, and provide a public record of the organizers, sponsors,
outcomes, and range of views and ideas expressed.
6. Impact and Action
Ensure each participatory effort has real potential to make a difference, and that participants are aware of
that potential.
7. Sustained Engagement and Participatory Culture
Promote a culture of participation with programs and institutions that support ongoing quality public
engagement.
Some notes about the principles - the first one uses the word Planning - and I thought we couldn't do
"planning" with a complex systems sort of success model. Detailed plans with pre-determined outcomes
do not work. Carefully planning how you engage with and invite stakeholders to the table is called for.
5

http://ncdd.org/rc/item/3643
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INTERLUDE ONE
Alignment Beyond Agreement

from a document by Yasuhiko Genku Kimura
in The Journal of Integral Thinking for Visionary Action, Vol. One No. Four 2003
http://www.via-visioninaction.org/via-li/articles/Alignment_Beyond_Agreement.pdf

Alignment is congruence of intention, whereas agreement is congruence of opinion.
Alignment as congruence of intention is congruence of resolution for the attainment of a
particular aim. An aim being in and of the future, unknown or unpredicted variables inevitably
enter the generative equations for its achievement. Inherent in alignment, therefore, is the
spirit of quest.
The spirit of quest generates open and evolving dialogue-in-action. Participants of a quest
bring in diverse points of view while remaining united in the same quest. When they jointly
choose a course of action, they know that the choice is a tentative mutual agreement, to be
modified, altered, or even discarded along the way. The question is not "who is right" but
"what is best" for the fulfillment of the intention.
In an alignment-based organization or movement, disagreement among participants does
not diminish but rather enhances the power of the alignment and its synergetic impact.
Plurality and diversity of ideas and views, united in a shared intention, mutually enrich one
another toward the achievement of an end. In an agreement-based organization or
movement, on the other hand, disagreement among participants often leads to internal
strife, divisive politics, splitting into cliques, or eventual demise.
An agreement-based organization can transform itself to an alignment-based organization
by shifting its value focus from agreement to alignment, from opinion to intention. Alignment
is not a static state; it is a dynamic process of constant aligning and realigning in the
continual movement of time through the timeless commitment to an intention.
People who diﬀer in their opinions can align in their intentions. No more do we need the
usual politics of opinion-domination...What we need instead is a new politics of intentionalignment... beyond agreement or disagreement.
A set of critical challenges that face humanity today includes the challenge of whether or not
we can shift our value focus from opinion to intention, whether or not we can aﬃrm common
intentions, whether or not we can transcend diﬀerences of opinion and unite in common
intentions, whether or not we can forge a planetary alignment for the achievement of our
common intentions, and whether or not we can reconcile seemingly conflicting or misaligned
intentions.
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Consensus Basics
by Tree Bressen
http://www.treegroup.info/topics/A1-consensus_basics.html
This is an important resource because it outlines very clearly what consensus process is and how it
works. It is written by one of the world’s leading experts on the process. If the government does not
want to use this process with small groups of homogeneous stakeholders it should avoid the use of
the word.
Consensus process is a powerful tool for bringing groups together to move forward with decisions that
are inspired and effective. However, like many tools, using consensus requires learning a particular set of
skills. Groups who try to apply it without learning those skills often end up frustrated, when what's really
needed is more training, knowledge and practice.
Cooperation is the basis of community. Consensus is a thoroughly cooperative form of decision-making.
While not appropriate for all situations---it's not generally recommended for a quick fix to a crisis or
deciding what color to paint the barn---for groups that have a shared purpose, explicit values, some level
of trust and openness to each other, and enough time to work with material in depth, the consensus
process can be immensely rewarding. In contrast with the separations of majority voting, consensus
bonds people together.
The search for consensus agreement relies on every person in the circle bringing their best self forward to
seek unity. The group need not all think the same, have the same opinion, or support the same proposal
in a unanimous vote. Rather, what is being earnestly sought is a "sense of the meeting." This is the
essence of what the group agrees on, the common ground, the shared understanding or desire.
Typically, a member brings forward a topic for discussion. It may be in the form of a question, a
statement of a problem, or an idea for implementation. Once the item is framed by the presenter, there is
time for clarifying questions. Often people in a meeting start to evaluate and form responses to an idea
before the sponsor is even half finished stating it; setting aside explicit time for questions first allows
everyone to understand the idea and its context before jumping into the fray.
The next phase is usually open discussion. The facilitator keeps track of time and calls on people in turn.
Participants may ask more questions, pose hypothetical examples, list concerns, say why they like an
idea, make suggestions, etc. A natural, free-flowing discussion can build energy, but if the pace gets too
fast then less assertive members will likely feel excluded. The facilitator may suggest varying general
discussion with other methods such as brainstorms or small groups. People need to monitor their pace
and pay attention to each other's needs. Finding the balance comes with practice and feedback.
As participants' comments are integrated by the facilitator, some sense of the group's direction emerges.
As the facilitator attempts to name this and reflect it back to the group, it also becomes clear where there
is not yet alignment with that direction. This is where the main challenge in using consensus lies. If an
environment where everyone's piece of the truth is welcome can be created, the inherent wisdom and
creativity of the group comes through. Once substantial airing of the issues has taken place and every
member has made a good faith effort to find solutions and common ground, there are three structural
responses available to each participant: agreement, standing aside, or standing in the way (blocking).
Agreement does not necessarily indicate high enthusiasm or that the proposal fulfills one's personal
preference. It means that maybe you love it or maybe you just think it's okay, but you see how it benefits
the group and you can live with it.
The second possibility is standing aside. One may choose to stand aside due to personal conscience or
strongly differing individual opinion; either way, one owes it to the group to explain one's reasons. In the
Quaker tradition, standing aside means that you would not be called upon to be an active implementer of
a decision, though you would still be bound by it. Even though you may vehemently disagree, you honor
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the group's need or desire to move in that direction. If more than one or two people are standing aside, it
is a signal that the group is not yet in alignment.
The third option is standing in the way of a decision, also known as blocking. It is the ability to prevent
the will of the rest of the group that gives consensus its special power, and it's also what many people
are most scared of. Blocking is never to be undertaken lightly. It is the responsibility of any participant
with concerns to bring them up as early in the process as possible, and normally the ideas and feelings
of every member are naturally woven in as the discussion moves along. In a well-functioning consensus
group, the frequency of blocks ranges from nonexistent to extremely rare.
However, occasionally in the course of years, it may happen that a member perceives a proposal as
representing a disastrous direction for the group. Not a big risk or a decision that they personally don't
like, but an action that would contradict the group's purpose, mission, or values, irrevocably injuring the
organization or its members. It takes significant ego to presume that you have more wisdom than the rest
of the group; yet paradoxically, one must never block from an egotistical place or from personal
preference. When the alternative is catastrophe, it becomes a member's responsibility to serve the group
by stopping it from moving forward. Anyone considering blocking a decision is obligated to thoroughly
explain the reasons and make every effort to find a workable solution. Caroline Estes of Alpha Farm, a
respected consensus teacher, says that if you have blocked an emerging consensus half a dozen times,
you've used up your lifetime quota.
Making a Plan
I lived at Acorn Community in rural Virginia for over four years. When i first arrived, the standard
procedure at meetings was for the group to gather around the breakfast table, eating and chatting until
someone picked up the clipboard with the list of meeting topics and suggested one for the group to start
with. When that topic was finished, we'd move on to another one, until at some point a gardener would
complain that the day was moving on and it was time to get to work outside. Discussion would be
wrapped up, perhaps by agreeing in a bit of a rush to whatever was proposed most insistently, and the
clipboard would be hung on a hook until the next meeting.
Some months later, Formal Consensus teacher CT Butler came through and suggested we consider
planning our agendas in advance. "Huh?" "What's that?" "Wouldn't that take too much time?" He
suggested that our meetings would move along so much more efficiently that it would be worth the time.
We decided to try it as an experiment. Three of us formed a committee and drew up a form for each
meeting. We worked out in advance which items would be discussed when. We clarified which
community member would present each item, for how long, and who would facilitate each week. We
tried to give the harder items to more experienced facilitators, and used team facilitation for newcomers
to learn skills. All the roles were rotated among willing volunteers, and we made sure no one tried to
present an item at the same time as they facilitated or took notes. We reserved a few minutes at the end
of every meeting for brief evaluations, so we could give ourselves feedback on what worked well and
what could be improved.
In order to deal with the concern that we not lose out on any of our precious meeting time, we started
adding an "overflow" item to the plan too, so that if we finished all the other items faster than we
expected, we'd be ready to go with something to fill in the rest of the time.
Once we saw how much more effective we could be, there was no turning back. Factors that influenced
the agenda included who was home that week to sponsor or participate in the discussion, urgency of
action needed, balancing heavy and light items at each meeting, which items had been waiting longest
for attention, and so on. The agenda planners posted clearly whether the item would be an introduction,
discussion, or possible decision. While at the beginning it could take two hours of person-time to work it
all out, later we became so accustomed to juggling the different factors that one person could plan a
week's agendas in twenty minutes.
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Delegate, Delegate
Acorn's approach to agenda planning illustrates an important principle for making consensus process
work. How many times have you seen a meeting bog down in details to the point of exhaustion?
Learning to distinguish when an item is small enough to fit in the box of a committee or manager's
domain can save everyone countless hours of frustration and boredom.
Committees fall into two categories: standing and ad hoc. Standing committees perform ongoing tasks
for an organization. Typical examples for a community might include Membership, Finance, or Road
Maintenance. Ad hoc committees are formed for a one-time task, such as planning a party or doing legal
research on land zoning.
When a committee is set up, it's important to be clear about the extent of their power. What is the
purpose of the committee? Are they doing research only and reporting back? Making recommendations
for the larger group to implement? Making decisions and following through themselves? Committees
need a mandate from the larger group and a timeline. Even if the committee's work isn't finished for a
while, reporting back in a timely manner keeps the committee and the larger group in touch with each
other.
The most functional size for a committee is usually three to five people. A balanced committee includes
representatives of the breadth of opinion on a subject, as well as depth of expertise. You probably need
people who are energetic initiators, thorough on follow-up, skilled at writing, smooth interpersonal
communicators, linear thinkers and gestalt thinkers---luckily each person does not need to have all of
these qualities, so long as they are represented in the group! One person should be designated as the
convener, who sets up the first meeting.
If the committee is open to it, posting when and where its meetings will take place so that others may
observe can help defuse possible tensions. Once trust is built and the relationship is established, the
larger group will naturally send items to the committee for seasoning and input. When the committee
returns its ideas to the larger group for final decisions, a sense of wider ownership and participation is
created.
Minutes
Have members of your group ever sat around arguing or scratching their heads, wondering just what it
was you decided about that guideline eight months ago? Figuring it out can take ten minutes or three
hours or be impossible. Minutes make all the difference. They serve as the memory of the group and
create a common record that everyone has access to.
The notetaker's goal is not to record who said what when. Rather, the information readers will likely want
to know is:
• date of the meeting
• who was present
• title of each item clearly labeled
• main points of discussion
• questions answered
• range of opinion
• concerns raised
• whether each concern was resolved or not
• "sense of the meeting”
• new ideas
• agreements and decisions
• reasons and intentions for a decision

29

• name and reason of anyone standing aside
• next steps
If that's all too much to cover, then just go for the core: if there is a proposal, and especially if there is a
consensus decision, that needs to be stated clearly and explicitly. During the meeting, if the group is
nearing consensus, the facilitator should state the sense of the meeting and then have the notetaker read
out the proposed minute, because it's the minute that will actually serve as the record of what was
agreed to.
Finally, minutes will be most useful when the information is clearly organized. Acorn found it useful to
index them by both subject and date. If no one is enthused at the prospect of taking on this task, you
may consider hiring the services of a professional indexer.
The Role of the Facilitator
As Caroline Estes has previously written, the role of the facilitator cannot be over-emphasized. The
facilitator is responsible for keeping the meeting on track. Yet every member is also responsible for each
other and the group, and every person can engage in facilitative behaviors such as soliciting input from
quieter members, bringing the discussion back to the main topic, and summarizing what's been said.
Facilitation is an art and a skill, a science and an intuition; every facilitator has room for growth. If your
group is inexperienced in facilitation, consider bringing in someone to give a workshop or sending a few
people off for more training, who can then teach others when they return. There are also books and other
resources listed at the end of this article.
Rotating everyone through the role helps minimize power differences in the group. If the least skilled
members get more practice, it brings the level of the whole group up a notch. Being thrust into the
facilitator role makes people better meeting participants too. However, it makes sense to call upon more
skilled facilitators for more challenging or controversial topics.
The facilitator is the servant of the group. She or he must never push their own agenda. While everyone
has biases, for the duration of the meeting it is the facilitator's job to leave their attachments aside in
order to be a clear channel for what the group needs. Neutrality and objectivity are essential. If you are in
the facilitator role, a few minutes before you start, clear your mind of worries and fatigue; breathe and
center; ground yourself. All your attention will be needed for the task at hand.
As the facilitator, you carry an attitude of group success. For every group, in every situation, there is
common ground that can be discerned---your job is to see that and reflect it back, over and over. As
each person speaks, listen carefully, and every few minutes step in to weave together what's been said.
Look for the reasons behind the positions. If someone's contribution is hard for others to take, search for
what's underneath that others will be able to relate to and name it. If someone becomes frustrated, look
for what's not being heard. Unity is present, waiting to be discovered. Have faith.
Energy, tone and body language will tell you at least as much as the words spoken. Don't be afraid to
name openly what you see happening, yet be gentle and concentrate on the positive. Some groups
employ a vibes-watcher to pay special attention to this. The vibes-watcher may suggest a break, or a
moment of silence. Silence is a powerful tool. Sometimes a moment to think is all that's needed to break
a tension. Seek the path forward, but don't be afraid of conflict; it's a natural experience and it shows
that people care enough to put energy in. Highly skilled facilitators are able to take that energy and use it
to help the group.
If someone proffers a premature block, you can work with the substance of their objection in the
moment, or you can acknowledge the seriousness of their concern and ask them to hold it and listen
with an open mind to more discussion. If you come to a stuck point, remember that you have options. An
item can be laid over for future discussion. You or someone else can talk one-on-one with an individual
during a break. Items can be sent to a committee for further consideration. The group can request help
from an outside facilitator. With patience and effort, agreements can nearly always be reached.
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Facilitator Paul DeLapa sees consensus as a creative route to collective discovery. More than a decisionmaking method, "Consensus is a process that leads to agreements that people are unified on," he says.
"It requires a different mind-set . . . to create and build out of what's present." All our lives we're taught
that we'll be rewarded for delivering the "right" answer---suddenly there is no right answer. Instead, there
is a cooperative search for elegant, creative solutions that meet everyone's needs.
In a culture where we're taught that every person must struggle for themselves and we can't get ahead
without stepping on others, consensus is a radical, community-building alternative. Consensus teaches
that no one can get ahead by themselves: our success with the method depends utterly on our ability to
work with others. Competition is no longer the root of experience; instead, we honor and integrate the
diverse life surrounding us. Consensus is interdependence made visible.
Tree Bressen, facilitator and teacher, has been assisting intentional communities, nonprofits, and other
organizations with group process since 1994. Pages from her website are available for copying and
distribution free of charge as long as you continue to include these credit lines and contact information.
Tree Bressen Eugene, Oregon 541-343-3855
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PHASE TWO
Co-Creation
It has two axises Creation to Destruction and then
Confrontation to Collaboration. The type of change that is
being sought with this effort is Co-Creating change in the
Creation-Collaboration Quadrant.
There is also a chart that highlights the difference between
all four different types of change. Multi-stakeholder fora
and Public Engagement are the Archetypical Tactics for
Co-Creation found on Page 93 of Change for the
Audacious: a doers guide.

Name

Supporting Change

Forcing Change

Co-creating Change

Negotiating Change

Components

Creative power
Confrontation

Destructive power
Confrontation

Creative power
Collaboration

Destructive power
Collaboration

Dynamic

Empowering
Raising up

Mobilizing
Confronting

Collaborating
Co-evolving

Fostering minor
change
Maintaining status quo

Necessary
Conditions

Willingness to share
power

Willingness to ignore
harm

Willingness of
everyone to change

Willingness of the
disempowered to settle
for minor improvement

Popular Terms

Noblesse oblige
Upliftment

Forcing

Partnering
Collaboration
Co-production

Paternalism
Being bought off

Danger

Irrelevance

Marginalization

Co-optation

Suppression

Archetypical
Role

Missionary

Warrior

Lover

Negotiator

Rights legislation
Legal cases
Education
Media campaigns

Community organizing
State force
Strikes (capital, labor)
Demonstrations

Multi-stakeholder
Public engagement
Social labs

Reinforcing legal
cases
Financial pay-offs
Consultation

Archetypical
Tactics

Connect, Nourish & Illuminate
These are three of the core concepts in the Berkana Framework outlined on page 9 of this Resource
Guide.

Mapping
This is a core concept in the Criterion Framework found on page 10 of this Resource Guide.
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Types of Change & Systems Learning
Steve Waddell in his book Change for the Audacious: a Doers Guide, highlights the work of Don
Schon's and Chris Argyris' which complements the Action Spectrum. It articulates three different
types of learning of learning for different levels of complexity of change.
Single Loop Learning involves the detection and correction of an error or sub-optimal condition
within the rules of the existing system without questioning those rules. How are we doing things
right? And how can we do more of what's working? It has a relatively narrow domain of effect.
Double Loop Learning is about reforming systems and has as its core questions What are the
rules and structures? What are the rewards? Who should do what? It seeks to understand the
system and its parts and opens the rules up to revision.
Triple Loop Learning is about transformation and has as its core questions: How do I make
sense of this? What is our core purpose? How do we know what is best? It is oriented towards
innovation and creating previously unimagined possibilities and creating new ways and thinking
and action. The archetypical actions are visioning, experimenting and inventing and its
underlying logic is envisioning and leads to transformation.
Transformational change...is associated with the widespread adoption of innovations (physical
and/or ways of thinking) that lead to large shifts in power structures and organizations. Identity
systems and the engagement with them lies somewhere between double and triple loop
change. The report lays out practical ways to actually get collective answers to the questions
above using collective mapping and collective visioning methods with a diverse range of
stakeholders. And importantly from that place move into collective actions that a network of
loosely coupled organizations.
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Value Network Mapping & Analysis
Section Co-Authored with Verna Alee
Value Network systems require exchanges with the environment in order to continually renew
themselves. These exchanges are of two basic types: matter and energy and cognitive exchanges that
express the intelligence of the system.
From a living systems perspective, the molecular level of business economic activity also is the
exchange. In traditional business thinking we have thought of economic exchanges only in terms of
goods, services, and revenue – the "value chain" transactions. One can think of resources and money as
roughly equivalent to the living systems exchanges of energy and matter in living systems.
In addition, as living networks, communities, companies, and business webs engage in more than
material exchanges, they also engage in cognitive exchanges. Sustainable business success depends on
exchanges of information, knowledge sharing, and open cognitive pathways that allow good decision
making. These exchanges not only have value, but are essential for the success of the enterprise, so
they must also be considered to be economic exchanges.
The systems for identity can be thought of as a human techno-societal system. They each operate as an
ecosystem with many roles. Between these roles value flows that is both tangible and intangible.
The Value Network modeling approach would model these systems as a value network of roles and
interactions that are involved in specific system-level outcomes. Roles can be played by organizations
or individuals. In value network modeling, specific deliverables between roles are defined as a way of
describing the creation and dissemination of value, and to understand how the innovative exploitation
of technology and knowledge take place.
Any Value Network ecosystem analysis typically addresses three levels of assessment:
• The roles, products, services and knowledge – including data flows – that work within the value
network.
• The enabling technologies that support role execution and deliverables.
• The conditions, enablers, and constraints that influence the ecosystem

It is a proven method for mapping diverse industry network ecosystems with decades of practice and
application. It provides a visual model and analytical structure as foundation for defining the emerging
identity ecosystem and exploring possible scenarios and policy models. It is a dynamic approach to
business modeling that scales from shop floor to industry ecosystems.
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I want to share an example in which I applied this process to build shared understanding between two
very different professions developing a map of the traditional industry and looking at how the whole
system shifted when the future was jointly envisioned.
Example of Applying VNA to the Changing Journalism Ecosystem
I was invited to join the facilitation team for an interactive ongoing series of conferences called
Journalism that Matters for their 2008 conference Silicon Valley event. They were interested in my
expertise in convening interactive conferences for professional technology communities because they
wanted technologists and journalists to consider how new technology tools and new journalist roles
were emerging. When the other facilitators talked about the ins and outs of journalism they kept
mentioning "the newsroom." It was clear to me that if technologists were coming to this meeting that
they would need more background about the ins and outs of journalism. But there was no clear
ecosystem map or picture for this core activity of the news room. To bridge this gap, I brought in Value
Network Mapping to map the roles and value flows in the existing ecosystem. It gave all who had
never worked in the journalism industry a clear picture of how journalism happens via the various roles
and value flows centered around the news room. Here is the map we created with journalists.

Value Network Mapping gave us a process to consider how roles from the traditional journalistic roles
changed when new value flows enabled by new technologies happened. Following is the map of the
future that was put forward as a straw man at the event for all to consider and contribute to.
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!
It should be noted that another method was used to complement value network Mapping and that was
Visual Journalism, also known as Graphic Facilitation. This a great complementary process to provide
clear compelling visuals that summarize meetings/activities.
When applying VNA to Identity Systems to support meaningful stakeholder engagement around
identity systems, it is vital to gain understanding of the many industry ecosystems and consider how
they can interoperate. Just as the polarities in an ecosystem can be named and mapped collaboratively
by diverse stakeholder groups, the roles in the ecosystem and the value flows between them can be
mapped collaboratively by diverse stakeholder groups.
Stakeholder groups usually have different points of view about what is most important to them. A
collaboratively developed Value Network Map can provide a common visual and analytical tool to talk
about issues as they are expressed in the real flow between entities rather than just abstract ideas. A
range of use cases can be explored and different constraints could be applied, including using the maps
to develop regulation and liability scenarios.
The risk for not doing this kind of foundational work is high. Most ecosystem models do not address
the gap between a high-level landscape view (such as a few PowerPoint slides of stakeholder groups),
typed lists of issues, and proposed solutions or policies. The risk of jumping from high level views into
policies without actual models of those policies as implemented is very high.
This process must be inclusive about shaping the conversation around models and standards or
regulators can easily fall into knee-jerk policy making that will constrain the market in unhealthy ways.
With private sector engagement, it is vital that viable market models exist for services that choose to
adopt privacy enhancing technologies for verified anonymity.
However, this conversation needs to include a diverse range of stakeholders, not just large companies.
This means conversations need to include multiple stakeholders and avoids insider jargon while
engaging people in pragmatic models of how proposed changes would work. As a stakeholder
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engagement activity, the process of developing value network maps of present and future potential
Identity systems with a range of stakeholders can foster a much higher level of support and agreement
amongst stakeholders with interests. Diverse stakeholders with seemingly unresolvable points of view
could collaboratively work to find flows that bring value to business and protect people by limiting the
flow of personally identifiable data and sensitive metadata and data sets. It may be that new roles are
needed in the ecosystem for these two goals to be achieved. Any proposed roles, new services, and
regulations need to be understood in terms of their systemic impacts on the existing system to manage
both risks and opportunities. Something all stakeholders share is a goal for the overall system and
individual identities within it to be trusted. Trust is an emergent property of a healthy ecosystem that
serves all stakeholders.
Using Value Network Mapping and Analysis in a collaborative process to understand how these new
frameworks fit in at a system level increases understanding of their uses and the roles associated with
them, illuminates risk and implementation issues, and increases trust in them through this higher level
of transparency. The mapping and engagement process can be done periodically, as the ecosystem
evolves, to ensure that value and trust are growing.
Value Network Mapping and Analysis is an invaluable tool to clarify specific roles, value flows and
key activities within the ecosystem. It provides a way for people to contribute to the larger
conversations about the ecosystem. The value network models provide a common visual and analytical
language to integrate discussions that take place in meetings across different jurisdictions and
industries and increase transparency for critical decisions.
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Mapping Polarities
Polarity Management:
Section co-authored with Barry Johnson and Jake Johnson
Polarities
Natural systems thrive when polarities are in dynamic balance - breathing in and out is a polarity
humans leverage moment to moment. At the same time, we must attend to more than our Inhaling and
Exhaling. We must attend to where the oxygen comes from and where the carbon dioxide goes. Paying
attention to polarities within a part of the system is important to sustain life and, it is not enough. One
part must also pay attention to the other parts and the whole for its own survival. With any polarity, it is
always in the long-term interest of each pole to take care of both poles.
The Part and Whole polarity is available to be leveraged at every level of system. The individual cell
in an organ; an organ in an organism; or, an organism in a larger community. We are talking about the
development of Identity Systems as a human techno-social system in which polarities need to be
leveraged. It seems appropriate as a way to gain insight and agreed upon signs of systems health to
identify key polarities with stakeholders and monitor how well they are being leveraged over time.
This ongoing assessment allows for informed self-correction as part of the dynamic balancing of the
polarities in response to changing circumstances.
Polarities in Identity Systems
There are many inherent tensions: polarities that exist in identity systems and systems of those
systems. Some recent government efforts have done a good job in reflecting a whole range of polarities
in the system and in doing so attract, at least initially, a broad range of stakeholders. To support wider
interoperability and identity systems functioning the big picture vision must be grounded and the
tensions leveraged in service of each stakeholder group and the whole ecosystem.
Mapping key polarities and getting broad stakeholder agreement on how to leverage them creates a
process and structure to successfully negotiate the tensions between opposing stakeholder groups. It is
also possible to assess how effectively a list of key polarities are leveraged. This can be done by an
unlimited number of people who only need to have access to the internet. The results can be broken
down by any combination of demographics built into the assessment at the front end. The assessment
also includes Action Steps and Early Warnings created with the stakeholders which support the
effective leveraging of the key polarities.
When a polarity that we actually need to leverage is instead treated as if it is a problem that we need to
solve, those favoring different poles get into a power struggle over which pole will dominate. This
leads to a cycle in which everyone loses. The system loses first as energy is wasted in the either/or
fight between the two poles. The system loses again when one side wins, because the result is to also
get the downside of the winner's pole. Then the system loses, yet again, when it actually finds itself
with the downside of both poles.
On the other hand, when a polarity is identified as a polarity, it is possible to leverage both poles in a
way that creates a virtuous cycle supporting both poles and the system as a whole. This is why it is
important to be able to identify and leverage key polarities in the systems we want to work.
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Here is a list of Polarities reflected that have been articulated when looking at identity systems.

Tensions / Polarities in Identity Systems
User-Centric (Part)

Organization Centric (Whole)

US Focus (Part)

International Scope (Whole)

Civil Liberties (Freedom)

Reducing Fraud (Accountability)

Privacy (Control of Information Flow)

Information Sharing

Effective Social Systems

Effective Technical Systems

Voluntary Elements

Required Elements

Security

Usability

Identifiers

Claims

Custom for Particular Sector (Part)

Interoperable (Whole)

Private Sector Interests

Public Sector Interests

Operational Standards

Innovation

Short Term Action

Long Term Vision

Formal Systems

Informal Systems

Peer to Peer Identity Validation

Government& Business ID Validation

Developing Polarity Maps work for the Identity Ecosystem
Proven Process for Leveraging Polarities: See, Map and Tap
A subset of stakeholders would be involved in each step of the process. Once a draft assessment has
been developed by the subset of stakeholders, a broader group of stakeholders will have the
opportunity to experience and modify the draft assessment as a final step in confirming the final
assessment.
See: The subset of stakeholders gather and identify 4-8 of the most critical polarities that need to be
managed for a healthy identity ecosystem.
Map: Each of the identified polarities are mapped. This mapping is a values and language clarification
process. Agreement is reached on the positive of each pole and the negative of each pole which occurs
when you over-focus on one pole to the neglect of the other pole. A Greater Purpose Statement (GPS)
is agreed upon which responds to the question: "Why should groups invested in one pole generate a
shared polarity map with groups invested in the other pole?" Then a Deeper Fear is also identified
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which a common fear of something advocates for each pole want to avoid. This completes a polarity
map.
Tap: Ideas are generated for how to gain or maintain the upsides of each pole. This is done through
Action Steps in support of each upside. Ideas are also generated for Early Warnings that let you know
when you are getting into the downside of a pole so that you can self-correct early. The objective is to
create a virtuous cycle between the two poles in which you maximize the upsides of each pole and
minimize the downsides. When this is done well, the system is more likely to thrive and move toward
the Greater Purpose agreed to by all stakeholders.
Example of leveraging a polarity with the Deputy CIO at the DOD:

When Dave Wennergren was the CIO for the Navy, he learned about Polarity Management through
Frew and Associates working with Barry Johnson. When he moved to the position of Deputy CIO for
the DOD, he noticed a chronic tension everywhere he went as he was exploring information issues
within the DOD. Some were strong advocates for Information Security. Others were strong advocates
for Information Sharing.
See: Wennergren saw this tension as a polarity he could leverage rather than a problem he needed to
solve. The polarity is Information Sharing and Information Security.
Map: He invited Barry Frew and Barry Johnson to map this polarity with him and his executive team.
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Tap: After completing the map, they created Action Steps and Early Warnings in order to be
intentional about going after both upsides and minimizing both downsides. The office of the CIO of the
DON also looked at the draft and enhanced the map, action steps, and early warnings.
Here is an example of their work.
It is very efficient, especially if you contrast this process with not seeing this tension as a polarity and
getting into a chronic power struggle between those wanting Information Sharing as a solution and
those wanting Information Security as a solution. It does not matter who wins in an either/or power
struggle, our country loses. Information Sharing without Information Security makes our country
vulnerable because of access to information by those who would harm us. Information Security
without Information Sharing makes our country vulnerable because of lack of needed and coordinated
information throughout the DOD.
All polarities work in very predictable ways allowing us to be both strategic and tactical in leveraging
them when considering existing and future identity systems.
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Community Mapping Examples
At the Internet Identity Workshop in October 2011, I lead a session by the community to map the
different standards that touched on identity by all the different standards bodies. We had
representatives from each of them at our conference and it was the perfect opportunity to get a full
picture from all the major SDO's whose work touches on identity.
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This wall sized Map (5 feet x 15 feet) of organizations was created at the Internet Identity Workshop
number 16 in May of 2013. It was collaboratively created by 250 people within an hour and has on it
more than 450 organizations. You can read more about the process I designed and we used to create it
on my my unconference.net blog

At the third Internet Identity Workshop in May 2006 I worked on a community map to reflect various
Mailing lists (green diamonds) Protocols (yellow diamonds) Events/Gatherings (pink trapazoids)
Podcasts in a community series (purple semi-circles) Publications (rectangles with corners turned over)
Blog (blue rectangle with squiggly blue line
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How Does Nature Do Identity?
The suggestion of where to go with a process method or line of inquiry is admittedly slightly far afield, but
I think it is worth including because until mechanistic based approaches in process have not been
successful. It may also be that our way of thinking about even the problem of identity is also limited by
these mechanistic frames. The Biomimicry Institute has been looking at how nature does all sorts of
things from the chemistry of making seashells, a porcelain like material very cold water (porcelain needs
mud to be fired in kilns that are 1000's of degrees hot) to the physics of how various animals use the
physics in spiral shapes in their bodies to enable better propulsion and how this can inform the design of
wind turbines and airplane propulsion systems. Why not work with this emerging practice of scientific
literature and potentially the Biomimicry Institute to explore: How nature does identity?
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Roberts Rules of Order Compared
Comparison of Robert's Rules of Order, Consensus Process & Dynamic Facilitation

http://www.co-intelligence.org/I-comparisonRR-CC-DF.html
By my network colleague Tom Atlee and Rosa Zubizarreta along with help from with help from Jim
Rough, Lysbeth Borie, Sam Kaner, Win Swafford, John Flanery, Keith Brown, Liz Biagioli, Sarah
Logiudice, Dianne Brause, Devin Dinihanian, Alexis Reed and Peggy Holman.
There are many ways to run a productive meeting, but three styles have a certain archetypal feel to
them. Comparing these three styles -- Robert's Rules of Order, Consensus Process, and Dynamic
Facilitation (also called "choice-creating") -- can give us insights into the possibilities and trade-offs
we encounter as facilitators and participants in meetings. Hopefully the rough-hewn analysis here will
be expanded, deepened, and transformed over time into guidelines truly useful to everyone. Its current
articulation will probably be of most interest to facilitators.
Here is a brief description of each of the three archetypal approaches.
ROBERT'S RULES OF ORDER was created after the Civil War by a US Army officer, Henry Martyn
Robert. It is the predominant mainstream approach to meetings in the U.S. It lays out procedures for
getting proposals raised, discuss, amended, and voted on in meetings directed by a chairperson. It is
based on the belief that a majority can be counted on to make decisions that will work for the whole
group, and that rules for orderly deliberation are the best guide to getting there. ("It is much more
material that there should be a rule to go by than what that rule is..." Robert's Rules of Order Revised,
1996)
There are many forms of CONSENSUS PROCESS. The form discussed here is a secularized
derivative of Quaker practices that is widely used in intentional communities and activist groups. It
explores a problem and diverse solutions more fully than Robert's Rules, seeking an option that earns
the agreement of all participants. It assumes that everyone has a piece of the truth and uses facilitation
to help the group make productive use of that insight.
DYNAMIC FACILITATION was created by consultant Jim Rough to enhance creative problemsolving in institutional settings. It has been picked up by activist and community groups because of its
capacity to handle "impossible problems" and "difficult people" and to creatively use conflict. A
dynamic facilitator follows the group's interest and energy wherever it goes, so a group often ends up
in a very different place than they started, frequently with a collective breakthrough of some kind. In
this article, weI'll attempt to lay out these meeting facilitation styles on a spectrum ranging from the
orderly sensibilities of Robert's Rules (RR), through the exploration-towards-agreement of Consensus
Process (CP), to the discover-and-create energetics of Dynamic Facilitation (DF). We'll consider many
aspects of meeting process, noting how each approach deals with each aspect.
CAVEATS We treat RR, CP, and DF as if they are distinct approaches. However, keep in mind that this
is a spectrum, so there is a lot of overlap and potentially controversial more-or-less-ness to the
characteristics we describe. We think of each description below as an archetypal description of a
particular approach's "center of gravity" rather than as a comprehensive description covering all
instances of its use. There are many other approaches to facilitation that could be explored along this
spectrum. We view these three approaches as markers to think with, not as exclusive or all-inclusive
categories. Ideally, the material below would be a table, but is presented here as a list to make it
emailable. The materials on each approach -- currently mixed with data on the other approaches and
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distributed over more than a dozen cross-categories -- can be readily re-arranged to constitute a good
description of that approach. Finally, this is a draft. We welcome corrections, additions, modifications
and suggestions. Now let's look at the characteristics of these approaches and how they each deal with
a number of factors we find in any meeting.
NOTABLE STRENGTHS At their best, each of these processes evidences the following
characteristics:
RR: Robert's Rules is efficient at getting through an agenda. It offers order and predictability. People
can understand how to operate the system by studying the rules, and a group can revise its procedures
by discussing them. It's many checks and balances can provide an enormous degree of protection
against demagoguery, impulsivity and laziness. Robert's Rules gives people shared language, and
shared points of reference with which to communicate thoughtfully and systematically about their
process. Historically, it demystified democratic decision-making for the general public, permitting -for the first time -- democratic control of the process itself, expanding the possibilities for selfgovernance.
CP: Consensus process is good at making decisions that everyone agrees to, that can last. It is
characterized by thoughtfulness and care, and making sure everyone is heard. It helps people feel
collective accomplishment as progress towards consensus is reflected back to the group. It is resilient,
since the group holds part of facilitation role.
DF: Dynamic facilitation stimulates, focuses and combines people's creative energy to deal with big
issues, "impossible" problems, difficult people and chaos -- at a whole-system level. It evokes out-ofthe-box creative problem-solving, a spirit of community, coherence, energy and fun. It creates an
atmosphere conducive to the transformation of people and problems.
FOCUS / SUCCESS CRITERIA / GOAL
RR: Robert's Rules focuses on efficiently choosing proposals that are supported by a majority of those
empowered to make decisions. Success = workable decisions made in a timely, orderly manner. The
goal for the group as a whole is to manage itself independently of internal and external domination.
CP: Consensus Process focuses on weaving many evolving pieces of the truth into decisions everyone
present can agree with, constantly oriented to what is best for the whole group. Success = decisions
that have staying power because the deliberations were so thorough, wise and inclusive that everyone
involved is willing to engage fully in their implementation. Consensus seeks at least agreement -- and,
at best, shared understanding so deep that it aligns everyone naturally to a shared approach to the
situation. The ultimate goal of consensus is communion in collective action.
DF: Dynamic Facilitation focuses on inviting the energy of the whole person and the whole group to
surface, in order to allow shifts that lead to transformations and breakthroughs in understanding,
feeling, relationship, possibility, etc. As a shared field of perception ("co-sensing") is created that is
spacious enough to include all of the diversity of perspectives, ideas, and concerns present in the
group, participants' creativity blossoms and previously-unthought-of solutions emerge with ease. In
many cases, this involves re-definitions of the original problem statement, often leading to addressing
and solving underlying issues that originally seemed beyond the group's capacity to resolve.
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Nonetheless, success is not defined solely by the solutions, but also by the ongoing creative
conversations that are generated among participants and among others in the larger group, organization
or community. It is the collective creativity and transformative power of conversation that constitutes
the ultimate goal of dynamic facilitation.
THE FACILITATOR
RR: The chairperson (who has a clearly defined role and constraints) maintains order, keeps discussion
progressing towards a decision and decides (with the parliamentarian) procedural matters by the book.
This requires someone who knows procedure; it doesn't require that they have lots of training. Because
of its dependence on procedure, there are ways in which Robert's Rules are less dependent on the
"person in front of the room" than consensus and dynamic facilitation are.
CP: The facilitator (who has broad, loosely defined powers to frame the emerging meaning for the
group and to order the traffic of discussion) monitors participants' behavior to help them play their
cooperative roles in surfacing truths on behalf of the group. If the group is experienced with consensus,
a slightly-trained facilitator can do a good job. In many groups, the consensus facilitation role is
rotated or shared by everyone.
DF: The facilitator (who has broad, intuitive powers as a mirror, evoker and guardian of group safety)
ensures each contribution is accessible to the whole and well-acknowledged; helps the group's natural
energy further the unfolding of collective discovery and transformation; and creates a space safe
enough for authentic participation. Dynamic facilitation is a "quantum art," in which the qualities of
presence, trust, and openness held by the facilitator play a key role in the process. While these "being
skills" can be learned and developed, they require dedication and depth on the part of the facilitator. At
the same time, since this approach is focused on the quality of the on-going process as well as on
outcomes, it can be considered more forgiving of "mistakes".
THE IDEAL PARTICIPANT
RR: In a meeting governed by Robert's Rules, the ideal participant is rational, articulate and
knowledgeable about procedure.
CP: The ideal consensus participant is cooperative and speaks their piece of the truth on behalf of the
whole group. They discern what is key for the group and what is merely their personal view, and they
let go of the latter. They assume their share of responsibility for creating a safe, productive meeting.
DF: The ideal participant in a dynamically facilitated meeting acts and speaks from their authentic self,
even if it seems divergent or unrelated to the issues at hand. Their role in preparing for unpredictable
breakthroughs is to just be who they are, and not to edit or censor their contributions.
WHAT THE FACILITATOR REFLECTS TO PARTICIPANTS, AND WHY (Note: "Reflection"
here refers to the action of "mirroring back what was said.")
RR: The chairperson reflects proposals, amendments, seconds, etc., to the whole group, as these things
occur, in order to formally track the status of a proposal on the floor.
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CP: The consensus facilitator reflects evolving issues, solutions and agreements to the whole group, to
help them free their attention from personal agendas and conflicted details so they can sustain attention
on the progress of the whole group's discussion.
DF: The dynamic facilitator often reflects what individual speakers have said back to the individual, in
order to help participants feel truly heard. This helps free participants' attention, allowing them to
engage in the ongoing flow of the conversation as well as to be open to the unexpected. The words that
are reflected also serve as a symbol to spark the next stage of the group's self-organizing energy. At
various stages of the process, the facilitator also reflects his or her perception of the group's evolving
journey back to the group -- again as a symbol -- to help the group track their own progress or to
facilitate closure.
PROPOSALS
RR: Proposals are solid and dominate the discussion. They are only impacted by amendment and vote.
Proposals are considered and decided one at a time. The first proposal on a topic to pass is considered
the solution and automatically nullifies all other options on that topic for that meeting.
CP: Proposals surface naturally during dialogue about the problem and are discussed as they arise.
Discussion often starts regarding one initial, sponsored proposal, but multiple proposals often emerge
and then co-exist while their merits are explored.
DF: Proposals are encouraged and recorded on a chart pad as possible solutions, but they do not
determine the subsequent flow of conversation, nor do they become the focus of a deliberate decisionmaking process. Although anyone can comment on any proposal at any time, the facilitator persistently
seeks new possible solutions. As the conversation follows its natural energy and shared perceptions
grow, consensus solutions emerge that contain the shared energy of the group.
RELEVANCE
RR: Relevance is determined by the topic under consideration and the stage of the conversation about
it, as specified by the rules. When a chairperson deems a comment irrelevant, he or she declares the
speaker "out of order," which silences them.
CP: Relevance is determined by the group-approved agenda, as judged by the facilitator. A major
distraction is called a "cross-town bus" and is "parked elsewhere" for handling at another time, if
desired. If there seems to be strong group energy to pursue on an emerging topic, the facilitator can
check if the group wants to alter their agenda.
DF: Relevance is made visible by the flow of group energy. A group's continually shifting sense of
what's relevant arises naturally from the evolving, interacting concerns of all participants. The energy
and comments of any group member at any given time are considered contributions to this process.
Their creative energy is sought and followed, trusting that relevance, if not obvious, will become clear.
Something that seems totally irrelevant one moment may prove to be the doorway to a breakthrough in
the next moment. The facilitator intervenes not to weed out irrelevance, but to sustain this flow of
group energy. For example, the facilitator may skillfully recast someone's "objection" as a "concern" to
help the group not bog down in unproductive "back-and-forth" arguments. Or the facilitator may
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intervene if the group gets sidetracked into a heady discussion of well-worn ideas that have no
creativity or passion. Traditional approaches to relevance are never pursued at the expense of the
group's creative energy.
INTERPERSONAL ISSUES, EMOTION & CONFLICT
RR: Interpersonal issues are not dealt with by Robert's Rules, especially if they're emotional. The focus
is on reasoned articulations germane to the topic, so passionate outbursts may be declared out of order.
Conflict is channeled into the approved procedures of amendment, discussion, voting and procedural
challenges (and sometimes procedural manipulation by the parliamentary powers-that-be).
CP: Interpersonal understanding is often pursued in a consensus meeting as a goal in itself, so that
participants feel fully seen and comfortable as part of the group. (Communion is a high value in most
consensus groups.) Strong emotions regarding the topic are often withheld to reduce the chance of
open conflict, and because people are trying to stay focused on what's good for the whole group.
DF: Abundant interpersonal understanding is generated by giving participants the opportunity to hear
each other in much greater depth than is usually the norm. Participants' contributions, especially at
first, are directed to the facilitator, who elicits and records the contributions, invites extended
elaboration, and reflects their contents back to the originator. This creates a space in which other
participants have the opportunity to "witness" without falling into usual patterns of response and
argument. Emotions are fully welcomed, initially by the facilitator, and eventually by the participants
themselves as the spaciousness of the shared container is established. Conflict is re-channeled by the
facilitator into an expression of the various partisan concerns, directed towards the facilitator instead of
at other participants. The facilitator records the concerns on chart pads as well as reflecting them back
verbally to the speakers so that all parties feel heard. Upsetting interpersonal misunderstanding are
turned into shared challenges. They become impossible-seeming issues requiring creative
breakthroughs to resolve -- i.e., more grist for the mill of dynamic facilitation.
FIXED IDEAS, JUDGEMENTS, IDEOLOGIES
RR: People push their fixed ideas to see whose will prevail.
CP: People try to suppress their own fixed ideas for the sake of the group.
DF: Fixed ideas and passionately-held beliefs are welcomed, listened to, reflected, and fully
acknowledged. In the process, people often find themselves choosing to let go of fixed ideas quite
easily, as there is nothing to defend.
DISAGREEMENTS
RR: Disagreements can be openly expressed if they conform to the agenda, the procedure and the stage
of the meeting. If they are not resolved by discussion and amendment, they are dealt with either by
voting (ending up as minority/majority positions where the majority wins), by tabling them for later, or
by simply ignoring them.
CP: Whatever disagreements actually exist are valued as information resources for building a solution
everyone can agree with. Participants whittle away all the disagreements until there's nothing left but
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agreement -- or participants make room for diversity in the agreement -- or one or more people let go
of their attachment to their perspective. Often disagreements dominate the discussion until they
disappear through exploration. At the decision-point, any remaining concerns are formally listed in the
minutes.
DF: Disagreements are treated in a similar way as conflict: Each point is reframed so that it is a
valuable addition to the group exploration -- a concern, an alternative problem statement, a possible
solutions, or an additional piece of data. Each is acknowledged and recorded on the group's charts. No
effort is made by the facilitator to reconcile disagreements, nor to invite the group to do so, as entering
agreement/disagreement mode is understood to entail a loss of creative energy. Instead, the facilitator
focuses on enlarging the space to include all perspectives, validating each one in turn, and keeping the
flow going. At the same time, as the conversation continues, the group itself will tend to spontaneously
generate new perspectives that include a synthesis of previously conflicting views.
COMPROMISE
RR: Robert's Rules strategists value compromise as a way of building the majority they need to
prevail.
CP: Users of consensus process respect compromise as one tool to build agreement, but think of it as
weaker than solutions that satisfy everyone's deepest needs or interests.
DF: The whole purpose of dynamic facilitation is to enter the realm of co-creativity, where
compromise is naturally regarded by all participants as unnecessary, uninspiring, and not nearly as
much fun.
THE ROLE OF INDIVIDUAL VOICES IN DECISION-MAKING, AND THE STATUS OF
DECISIONS
RR: Individual voices and well-being are not intrinsically important. People are valued for the quality
of their preparation (which RR strongly supports, allowing them to engage at an advanced decisionmaking level), their proposals, thier information, their votes, their knowledge of procedure, and their
conversational civility. The majority rules. Dissenting minority opinions and leftover feelings and
dissatisfaction are ignored. Decisions are considered final until overturned by a new majority.
CP: There is some real care for the well-being of individual participants. The facilitator makes sure
each person is heard and is in agreement with the final decision. During the process, individual ideas
are considered group property from the moment they're spoken, and thus individual voices can be
subsumed into "the whole" (given no special attention) until closure is near, at which point individual
dissent and concerns are expressly solicited by the facilitator. An individual who doesn't consent can
stand aside and let the group proceed anyway, or they can block the decision. (Note: A block is not a
veto, nor is it properly undertaken to aggrandize an individual's views or power. In most cases it is only
allowed when someone feels that the proposed decision would be disastrous for the group. Groups that
allow casual blocking find they cannot function with consensus. Thus the importance of shared
community values and sensibilities.) Decisions are usually considered final.
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DF: Each individual voice is fully heard early in the process so that everyone's contribution is available
to the group and everyone has the free attention to see it. After that, the facilitator follows group
energy, helping individuals to be creative and unique. The facilitator assures that individual voices are
always appreciated and never meet with judgment. Eventually differences become an asset, making the
process more fun, breakthroughs more likely and resulting solutions better. It is important to
understand that instead of consciously pursuing a "decision-making process", dynamic facilitation
invites the spontaneous emergence of collective breakthroughs. These collective breakthroughs are
NOT decisions, and do NOT involve a process of stopping to check for individual "agreement". In fact,
collective breakthroughs are often only pointed out by the facilitator to the group AFTER the fact,
some time after the group has naturally shifted their energy to resolving a whole new set of problems
that have emerged as a result of having addressed and resolved the initial problem set. (Of course, once
a group has become more used to this process, they become better able to recognize their own
breakthroughs themselves.) Dynamic facilitation elicits co-creativity by encouraging participants to
involve their whole selves in the process, and welcoming fully individuals' emotions, beliefs,
perspectives, etc. During the initial stages of this work, quieter individuals or those who prefer greater
structure may feel somewhat overwhelmed, especially since the process does not proceed (like
decision-making processes) in a linear, step-by-step fashion. As a result, initial breakthroughs may
sometimes be revisited as participants develop greater capacity to voice any withheld concerns and
contribute more fully to the group (or as circumstances change), thus increasing (or sustaining) the
quality of results over time.
REQUIREMENTS FOR COMMUNITY AND TRAINING
RR: Robert's Rules can function in the absence of community spirit, thanks to its highly structured
procedures. It needs a chairperson knowledgeable about procedure. Participants need to know at least
basic procedures to participate.
CP: Consensus requires a high level of community spirit and commitment -- AND it builds community
by building attunement to Spirit and/or to each other. Participants need to understand consensus
process, to monitor their participation to fit the needs of the group, and to follow the facilitator's
guidance regarding the process. Consensus can work with only a moderately trained or moderately
experienced facilitator, thanks to its cooperative nature and group support.
DF: Although dynamic facilitation generates a great deal of community spirit, it does not require that
spirit as a pre-existing condition in order to succeed. It works best in the presence of real differences of
opinion which, when they produce breakthroughs, generate powerful group feelings. The group
requires no initial training, but does require a skilled facilitator to ensure good results.. (It remains to
be seen if dynamic facilitation would develop a peculiar "community culture" if used regularly in an
intentional community -- in which the group shares responsibility for the process, the way consensustrained groups do -- and what the results of that would be.) (Note: There are other processes, such as
Bohmian dialogue, Listening Circles and Open Space Conferencing, which can quickly evolve to
require no facilitator at all. Much more inquiry is needed about the role of facilitation and process
structures in creation and maintenance of self-organizing systems.)
RELATIONSHIP OF RULES TO OUTCOME
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RR: Those with greater awareness of the complex rules and procedures -- and with facility in using
them, or control over their application (such as the chairperson) -- can "win" more often than others, or
can block the efforts of others. This is frowned on by Robert's Rules. The chairperson can vote if he or
she is a member of the assembly.
CP: There are far fewer rules in consensus process than in Robert's Rules. Shared awareness of rules
tends to make manipulation difficult, and empowers all individuals equally. Manipulation by the
facilitator is possible, but is usually monitored by the group. The facilitator cannot participate in the
substantive discussion or decision-making unless they turn over their facilitator hat to someone else.
There is no voting.
DF: Although there are some handy dynamic facilitation techniques for dealing with various situations,
there are few, if any, "rules." In fact, rules are viewed as an extrinsic management approach that
usually interfere with the intrinsic, self-organizing dynamic of change that is the trademark of dynamic
facilitation. The structure of the meeting is largely contained in the chart pads on which the facilitator
reflects the evolving content of the conversation -- chart pads usually headed "Problem statements,"
"Solutions," "Concerns," and "Data." The group's dependence on the facilitator makes participants
vulnerable to facilitator manipulation. But if there is manipulation, then -- by definition -- the group is
no being dynamically facilitated.
SOURCE OF TRUST / SOURCE OF DIRECTION
RR: Trust in standardized procedures results in well-controlled meetings. "Orderly progress will get us
where we want to go."
CP: Trust in the wisdom generated by respectful dialogue among all involved creates a self-governing
community. (In Quaker consensus process, the source of trust is the Divine speaking through the
members of the meeting.) "Together we can weave a greater truth than any of us can find alone."
DF: Trust in the creative, mysterious, unpredictable process of life -- both conscious and unconscious
-- leads dynamic facilitators to evoke self-organizing conversations and ongoing evolution. "Making
room to share our full uniqueness with each other, paradoxically allows the power of co-sensing, cocreativity, and synergy to emerge among us. We don't back away from conflict, evil or dragons, but
face them and hang out ... and trust that they will be transformed, that somehow they possess parts of
ourselves that have been missing. Together we can call forth or create the resources needed to get
beyond any problem."
CHARACTERISTIC PROBLEMS
RR: The focus on a single proposal per topic can preclude the possibility of totally different and far
better solutions emerging and being considered.... The dominance of procedure can deaden the meeting
if participants have not done good homework.... Majority rule is intrinsically adversarial, so there's
often a dissatisfied minority ready to impede implementation or to overturn the decision later when
they accumulate enough power to do so.... It's more about decision-making than listening to each other
or generating breakthrough ideas.... The rules become an obstacle when certain people "act out" in the
group by raising trivial concerns with regards to proposals under consideration....
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CP: The focus on community can lead to groupthink and reduced energy. Some community-oriented
people develop the capacity to appear open, while subtly defending their turf or manipulating others....
It takes time for the culture of community to develop, so consensus may be applied where there isn't
enough shared sensibility to allow it to do its magic...Important hot topics can be neglected as "crosstown busses" (side issues to be dealt with later).... Taking people's statements in order of hands raised
(or other mechanical system) can bog the rapidly-evolving energy of the group.... Consensus is more
about listening to each other than generating breakthrough ideas.... Consensus can often get bogged
down by certain people "acting out" in the group by raising trivial concerns with regards to proposals
under consideration, leading to frustration by other participants .... Consensus can raise issues that can't
be resolved by consensus.
DF: During the initial stages of the process, quiet people often get less of a chance to talk... Since
collective breakthroughs are not in the traditional form of decisions (and since they often give rise to
an entirely new set of problems!), it can be difficult for participants to notice their own progress unless
the facilitator points it out...If facilitation is not skilled, meetings can be experienced as too heady or
zippy by more reflective or feeling-focused people... The non-linearity of dynamic facilitation makes it
unsuited for getting through tightly timed agendas (although its effectiveness raises questions about the
value of agenda-based restrictions on group energy)... Skilled facilitation is needed to generate clear
successes.... The process is about generating breakthroughs to solve real problems. As such, it is not
very effective in situations where people are strongly attached to "making a decision" between a fixed
set of options as determined by a fixed definition of "the problem", and are unwilling to explore any
deeper underlying issues, alternative problem statements, or creative, fresh approaches to solving the
problem.
ENERGETICS
RR: Building and pushing.
CP: Weaving -- and deeply understanding the landscape.
DF: Bubbling up -- and quantum leaps.
I know that was long but I think it was critical to share to give an in-depth perspective about these
three different methods co-created by some of the leading facilitation experts on the planet.
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Processes for Collective Insight and Action
Scenario and Futures Planning
Scenarios are descriptions of possible futures created by extrapolating data from the present and
altering assumptions about which forces currently in play will come to dominate in the future.
The choice of which forces to empower and which ones to assume will be past their peak effectiveness
unleashes creative thinking among stakeholders who are typically preoccupied with the present. These
approaches were developed extensively by the Global Business Network.
Scenario thinking as an exploratory and consensus building exercise has been successful with groups
ranging from small organizations and government agencies to whole countries. A set of richly
metaphorical scenarios helped the population of South Africa realize they needed to work together to
create positive outcomes for the black majority and white minority. Given the sensitive nature of
identity systems and the natural skepticism of a many citizen advocacy groups within the United
States, this method could help initiate and sustain both stakeholder and public dialogue about which
systems or methods of regulating and using identity should be adopted.

Dynamic Facilitation
Dynamic Facilitation (http://tobe.net) is a powerful nonlinear creative process designed to use a group's
diversity, conflicts, and potential creativity and sense-making capacities to generate breakthrough
solutions to intractable problems. It is likely to be helpful in listening to core-stakeholder group
members and government team collaborators. It will also be useful in bringing together clusters of
stakeholders who are different but are aligned in needing to solve a particular issue or set of
challenges. This method supports all options and ideas that people have along with their perspectives,
and through that process new options and ideas for addressing the challenges can surface.
This method is based on several deep dynamics of individual psychology and group functioning:
a. When people feel truly and fully heard, they tend to become less defensive, less assertive, and more
open to the views of others and to novel possibilities.
b. When all perspectives are respectfully collected into a whole, a picture of the situation is revealed
that is both messier and more comprehensive than the initial perspective of any individual participant.
c. If all participants have been truly and fully heard, their collective response to the messiness of their
collective map of the situation is to find a solution that includes or transcends all their individual
perspectives.
As part of the DF process, disagreements and conflicts are legitimized as concerns and are duly heard
and recorded by the facilitator. Furthermore, any statement of a concern or articulation of the problem,
once fully heard, is followed by a question like "What do you think should be done about that?', giving
the whole process a solution-seeking vector. Taken as a whole, the entire process constitutes one of the
most powerfully creative conflict-digesting processes available.
There are several different formats for the use of Dynamic Facilitation. One is a Wisdom Council, in
which a group of randomly selected citizens is convened in an ongoing way to create a powerful voice.
Another is a Creative Insight Council used with the core-stakeholder group and government team.
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A Creative Insight Council (http://www.tobe.net/DF/DF/page52/page52.html) is a small, legitimately
representative microcosm of a community or stakeholder system that uses Dynamic Facilitation to help
participants and others grow toward a more systemic understanding of the issues involved, by listening
deeply to the various perspectives reflected in the group. As needed, a Creative Insight Council can
draw upon the specialized knowledge of experts, outside stakeholders or leaders. However, instead of
lecturing, these experts present their views within the context of a dynamically facilitated conversation.

Open Space Technology
Open Space Technology (http://www.unconference.net) is a process through which a gathering of
people passionate about a subject or concerned about a situation can self-organize to talk about and
take action. It is the main process used in the Internet Identity Workshop. Participants originate,
announce, and post breakout sessions on subjects of their choosing, and when all sessions are
announced, work out their own individual participation schedules. Session times and locations are
standardized but fully flexible, and participant meandering among sessions or not attending any
sessions at all is fully legitimized.
Session conveners take responsibility for making sure notes are taken and turned in for publication to
the entire group. The whole group gathers at the beginning and end of each day's activities for sharing
news and experiences. The chaos that results from this process is, in fact, surprisingly orderly and,
perhaps most importantly, energized and productive, regularly producing significant insights, new
collaborations, and unforeseen possibilities. It is a potent tool for covering the ground of a complex
topic, evoking useful responses to a shared inquiry, and assisting the players in a complex situation to
self-organize into more productive roles. Over multiple days, the iterative dynamics tend to process the
material at an increasingly deep and creative level.
This method likely would make sense to support early stage exploration of the systems, to understand
some of the challenges and potential solutions more deeply. It creates a way for various stakeholders to
learn from and hear about each other's perspective. Using OST also make senses when there is some
clarity about a goal but the potential for a creativity in how various actors in the system want to
achieve the goal.

World Cafe
The World Cafe (http://www.theworldcafe.com/) can engage dozens or thousands of people in
productive conversation on a topic of shared interest over several hours or days. TWC is set up like a
cafe with 3-5 people at each of many small tables, usually with paper tablecloths and writing materials
for taking notes, and sometimes even flowers. This familiar setting facilitates the desired spirit of
conversation. The shared topic is framed as a question that participants discuss with each other for
20-60 minutes of several timed conversational rounds. When a round ends, participants move to other
tables so that in each round they are talking with different people. As each round starts, participants are
encouraged to share with their new tablemates highlights from their conversation in previous rounds.
Their question may remain the same in subsequent rounds, or change to guide the conversation to new
or deeper territory. In final rounds, participants are usually encouraged to seek deeper patterns in the
topic being explored.
TWC concludes with a harvesting process in which individuals share insights or developments with the
whole group. TWC by design provides each member of a large group considerable airtime and
opportunity to interact in a small group, while simultaneously ensuring that good ideas get spread
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around and processed by the whole group. Quite often significant new ideas and possibilities emerge
out of TWC's complex, randomly organized iterative dynamics.
This process is a way to listen to large numbers of people and get input around sets of questions. It can
be used by the Core-Stakeholder Group and Government Team to get input into what a broad swath of
stakeholders think.

Appreciative Inquiry
Appreciative Inquiry is about asking questions about what works in a system. This is helpful given the
dominant cultural lens of seeing problems and wanting to fix them. There are aspects of identity
systems that are working and learning about these and figuring out where they are might be a really
good thing to do to support those innovations pockets that are working be seen and hopefully
expanded.
This method can be a distributed one so that a vast array of stakeholders can interview each other and
all interviews can be documented and pulled together to give collective insight.
Appreciative Inquiry is about the coevolutionary search for the best in people, their organizations, and
the relevant world around them. In its broadest focus, it involves systematic discovery of what gives
"life" to a living system when it is most alive, most effective, and most constructively capable in
economic, ecological, and human terms.
AI involves, in a central way, the art and practice of asking questions that strengthen a system's
capacity to apprehend, anticipate, and heighten positive potential. It centrally involves the mobilization
of inquiry through the crafting of the "unconditional positive question" often-involving hundreds or
sometimes thousands of people. In AI the arduous task of intervention gives way to the speed of
imagination and innovation; instead of negation, criticism, and spiraling diagnosis, there is discovery,
dream, and design.
AI seeks, fundamentally, to build a constructive union between a whole people and the massive
entirety of what people talk about as past and present capacities: achievements, assets, unexplored
potentials, innovations, strengths, elevated thoughts, opportunities, benchmarks, high point moments,
lived values, traditions, strategic competencies, stories, expressions of wisdom, insights into the deeper
corporate spirit or soul-- and visions of valued and possible futures. Taking all of these together as a
gestalt, AI deliberately, in everything it does, seeks to work from accounts of this "positive change
core"---and it assumes that every living system has many untapped and rich and inspiring accounts of
the positive. Link the energy of this core directly to any change agenda and changes never thought
possible are suddenly and democratically mobilized. 25

Participatory Narrative Inquiry
Participatory Narrative Inquiry is a method to get people who are in systems to share stories about their
experiences. I feel like there are a lot of experts in identity and we don't actually go out and talk to
either those who use IdM tools for employees and customers or for regular citizens who struggle with
having to present their identities to various companies and social institutions. PNI will be useful in this
phase to support research in to how the system is working today and what is and isn't working for
people.
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Consensus Conference
This method emerged in the Denmark in the 1980s to get the lay public's input into official policy
making about technology. Their purpose is "to qualify people's attitudes, inasmuch as they are given all
the information they require until they are ready to assess a given technology". They are deemed
suitable for topics that are socially relevant and/or need regulation which require public support. A
Consensus Conference can be useful in getting wider public participation to identify what types of
identity systems meet the public's needs for privacy and control. Any solution must have public
legitimacy and using processes like this one to tune into the public's needs and moods will be helpful.
At present, in identity the main voices tend to be lawyers and academics who are privacy experts and
who have limited technical knowledge and little engagement with market reality, which results in
choosing technology designs that are extreme and which have limited capacity for widespread
adoption. It is unclear whether the design choice picked meets public needs.
Contrast this with the Consensus Conference or Citizen Panels:
Members of the citizens' panel participate in 2 preparatory weekends and are given material prepared
by a communicator to gain a basic understanding of the issue at hand.[2] The panel then participates in
a 4-day conference. Over the duration of the conference, the citizens' panel participates in a Q&A
session with experts, where they get opposing views. Citizens then prepare a final document containing
their views, opinions, stances, and recommendations for the issue. On the final day of the conference,
the panel then discusses their final document with policy- and decision-makers.26
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Understanding Deliberative Processes Chart

Type of Citizen
Deliberative
Council
Citizen Jury

Consensus
Conference

Wisdom Council

Tao of Extreme
Democracy
(ideas for)

Purpose -To facilitate the
emergence of an
inclusive, legitimate,
informed, coherent
and trustworthy voice
of We the People

Ways to Generate an Inclusive, Legitimate, Informed, Coherent and Trustworthy Voice of "We the People"

* Normal agenda-based
meeting facilitation,
often includes values
analysis and voting
* 4-5 days

* Usually consensus,
sometimes reporting the
nature of any remaining
differences
* Generate findings and
recommendations

* Usually majority or
supermajority vote
* Generate findings and
recommendations

* Professional (or other high
quality) organizers
* $20,000 and up

* Professional (or other high
quality) organizers
* $30,000 and up

* Since not-for-profit and
very experimental, needs
major investment in
experiments (high ROI of
social change when
successful!)
* Needs grassroots support,
especially from techies

* Can be done by grass-roots
citizens from manuals
* $2,000 and up

Grassroots advocacy
for recommendations,
using blogs and
MoveOn-type
organizing, etc.

* Needs to be easily
replicable and inexpensive and hopefully very appealing
("sticky meme")

Tom Atlee (w/Kaliya Hamlin)
cii@igc.org
co-intelligence.org

* Building
expectations builds
"buzz" afterwards
* Partisan advocacy
tools can be used to
advocate for inclusive
solutions

* Results sent to
convening authority and
media (with varying
degrees of publicity)
* Wisdom council
reports to community
meeting + high
expectation from
participant selection
* Sometimes
-- other dialogues
organized before, during
and/or after
-- officials take action or
explain why not
-- institutionalized
outcomes, e.g., popular
vote, legislative action,
placement of findings in
voters pamphlets…

Decision-making Disseminatio Organizational
n and Impact Support

Oversight committee of
diverse partisans and/or
respected neutral experts
choose briefing materials
and expert witnesses

* Moderated public
hearings followed by
facilitated consensus
process
* 2 briefing weekends,
then 3-4 day conference

* Usually emergent
consensus, but sometimes a
more crafted agreement
* Generate statement

Information
Deliberations
and Expertise

Similar to citizen jury,
but citizens have final
say on expert witnesses

* Dynamic facilitation
of choice-creating
process
* 2-5 days, culminating
in public meeting

Selecting
Deliberators

Citizens are experts in
their own experience,
and can choose other
experts if they wish.

* Volunteer facilitators
following standard
guidelines?
* Numerous groups of
deliberators
simultaneously considering
the same issue ("parallel
processing" a la German
"planning cells")?

* Probably supermajority
* Mixing and matching
members of diverse parallel
groups may increase
common sense agreements
* Could have feedback
between deliberators and
public before decision
made
• Synanim.com
• The smaller the group,
the more agreement they
must demonstrate in order
to be seen as representing
the whole community

Picking an Framing the
Issue
Issue

* As close to pure random
selection as possible, chosen
in public ceremony to
generate public interest
* 12-24 members

* Info from issue
framings and web
searches
* Experts available from
pools of diverse volunteer
experts, accessible via all
telecommunications media
(online, teleconference,
etc.)

* Dialogue Circles
* NIF/Kettering
* Needs facilitation to
help diverse views
evolve towards wise
agreement

Organizers usually create
a "charge" naming
options deliberators must
choose among and
describing pros, cons and
tradeoffs

Picks its own
issue(s)

Citizen panel frames and
reframes the issue as they
proceed through dynamic
facilitation

* Random selection (using
demograhics) from large
pool of volunteers who have
provided demographic
information?
* Random selection of and
from diverse groups (NGOs,
churches, unions, etc.)?
* 24-100 or more
deliberators

* Wikipedia pattern
map for solutions?
* Needs to be as
unbiased and inclusive
(wide spectrum
diversity) as feasible, to
nurture both legitimacy
and collective wisdom

Citizen panel frames
the issue within their
mandate, in liaison
with the organizers

Some method of
surfacing issues
online on an
ongoing basis
through popular
paricipation?

National Issues Forumsstyle issue framing,
which provides 3-5
approaches w/ arguments
for and against, tradeoffs, values, etc., for each
- and invites deliberators
to move beyond them.

* Database and Selection
software
* Needs to be as
unbiased and inclusive
(wide spectrum diversity)
as feasible, to nurture
both legitimacy and
collective wisdom

* Random selection,
usually with stratified
sampling to reflect
demographic profile of
the larger community
* 12-24 jurors
* Random from whole
country/community
database and/or
newspaper recruitment;
select people who know
little about the issue
* 12-24 panelists

* Need to cover
popular issues
and emerging
dangerous ones

* Universities; graduate
students
* Existing "issue books"
* Wikipedia of issue
framings co-created
through a citizen
journalism movement
* Must be demonstrably
inclusive and/or unbiased

Picked by
Convening
Authority • Government
Agency
• Large NGO
• Corporation
• University
• Wisdom
Council
• Automatic part
of government
operations
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just not well distributed yet!

2. Things to consider: Imagineering. Wisdom Civilization. Civic Intelligence / CPSR. Anthony Judge. CWPR. URI. "How Not to Make a Decision." Pattern language. Noo. Edmonton Sean. The future is here -- it's

1. In democratic theory, a leader, institution, system or policy is legitimate to the extent people will voluntarily go along with it without being coerced. Force -- importing extrinsic energy into a system -- does not achieve
stable outcomes. Intelligence (which collectively involves dialogue) is an alternative to force -- learning the intrinsic energies, tendencies and patterns that can be worked with (as in permaculture).

Resources and
Comments

Which Process Methods When?
I have done a lot of work with clients with ambitious goals for their communities working together and
one of the key aspects of that work is strategic convening. When I work with these clients I go through a
series of questions and then use that material to inform design choices. These are the types of questions
that should be asked about any convening:
• What is the purpose and mission of the organization?
• What is the purpose, reason or goals for the event?
• Who is coming to the event? What are their goals and needs?
• Where are they coming from? What capacity do they have to travel or not?
• Are diversity and accessibility a goal? What are the needs issue that need to be sure to be included?
• Are new participants being invited? How will they be included and brought up to speed?
• What time availability do people have?
• What value will different types of people get out of the meetings?
When I work with clients, all these questions are answered before I work on a design that will meet the
needs of the organization, the needs of the attendees, and have a high probability of fulfilling the goal.
Processes to use in Event Design There are a wide range of process options. The National Coalition for
Dialogue and Deliberation has developed the Engagement Streams Framework Framework24 which has
a matrix of proven practices divided into four categories. This summary takes information from their
charts and puts it into narrative form here. Processes are listed in only one stream of engagement here
but in the NCDD guide processes are useful for more than one stream of engagement.
Exploration (More for Phases One and Two): To encourage people and groups to learn more about
themselves, their community, or an issue, and possibly discover innovative solutions. Its key features are
suspending assumptions, creating a space that encourages a different kind of conversation, using ritual
and symbolism to encourage openness, and an emphasis on listening. This is important when a group or
community seems stuck or muddled and needs to reflect on their circumstance in depth and gain
collective insight.
Organizers Strategy: To encourage new insights and connections to emerge by creating a space for
people to share both their thoughts and their feelings.
Processes: Appreciative Inquiry Summit, Bohm Dialogue, Compassionate Listening, Conversation Cafe,
Intergroup Dialogue, Open Space Technology, Socrates Cafe, Study Circles, Wisdom Circle, Wisdom
Council, World Cafe.

These are good tools to use in Phase One where figuring out what the issue
really is and moving into Phase Two to have a clear picture of what might be
done in the system. They also can be used in Phase Three when trying to figure
out what is happening, both things that are working and not working.
Key Design Questions for Organizers: How can we ensure that people feel safe expressing what inspires
and touches them? What kind of techniques or rituals will stimulate listening and sharing, without making
people uncomfortable?
Conflict Transformation (All Three Phases as Needed): To resolve conflicts, to foster personal healing and
growth, and to improve relations among groups. Key Features: Creating a safe space, hearing from
everyone, building trust, sharing personal stories and views. Important when relationships among
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participants are poor or not yet established yet need to be. Issue can only be resolved when people
change their behavior or attitude, expand their perspective, or take time to reflect and heal.
Organizers Strategy: To create a safe space for people with different views to talk about their personal
experiences and feel heard. Often, to set the groundwork for deliberation and action.
Key Design Questions for Organizers: How can the issue be framed so that all sides are brought to -- and
feel welcomed at -- the table? What are people's needs relating to this issue, and how can divergent
needs (healing, action, respect) be met effectively? If a conflict exists, how overt and volatile is it? How, if
at all, will you transition people to the next step?

These are tools to use in all Three Stages to support moving through issues
that have groups with very very diﬀerent views and on issues that if not
resolved in the mind of the public undermine the possibility of success.
Processes: Compassionate Listening, Conversation Cafe, Future Search, Intergroup Dialogue, Public
Conversations Project dialogue, Sustained Dialogue.
Collaborative Action (Phases Two and Three): To empower people and groups to solve complicated
problems and take responsibility for the solution. Key Features Using D&D to generate ideas for
community action, developing and implementing action plans collaboratively. This is important when the
issue/dispute requires intervention across multiple public and private entities, and anytime community
action is important.
Organizers Strategy: To encourage integrated efforts among diverse stakeholders, sectors, organizations,
etc. involved in the problem.

These are tools to be using in Phase Two when looking ahead to making
decisions about action that is needed looking towards heading into Phase
Three.
Key Design Questions for Organizers: Who needs to be at the table? What kind of power dynamics exist
already? What group/leader/institution is most resistant to change? What group tends not to be at the
table, although they're affected? Processes: 21th Century Town Meeting, Bohm Dialogue, Charts, Citizen
Choicework, Citizens Jury, Consensus Conference, Deliberative Polling Future Search, National Issues
Forum, Study Circles, Sustained Dialogue, Wisdom Council.
Decision Making (Phase Two and Three): To influence public decisions and public policy and improve
public knowledge. Its key features are naming and framing, weighing all options, considering different
positions (deliberation), revealing public values, and brainstorming solutions. This is important when the
issue is within government's (or any single entity's) sphere of influence.
Organizers Strategy: To involve a representative group of citizens in thorough conversations about
complicated policy issues. Ideally, the group is empowered by governance.

These are tools to be using in working to get broad public input and
acceptance of decisions about action that is needed in Phase Three.
Key Design Questions for Organizers: How can we best represent the public (random selection, active
recruitment, involving large numbers of people)? Should/can public officials participate in the process
side-by-side with citizens? What kinds of materials need to be developed or obtained? How can we
ensure that this process influences policy?
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Processes: Appreciative Inquiry Summit, Charrettes, Future Search, Intergroup Dialogue, Open Space
Technology, Study Circles -> Action Forum, Sustained Dialogue, Wisdom Council.
In summary, I strongly recommend that all government officials reading this download the Engagement
Framework Guide it has all the methods outlined above with a short description, along with where to
learn more. See: http://www.ncdd.org/files/rc/2014_Engagement_Streams_Guide_Print.pdf
Another similar resource to help inform deciding what processes to choose for public decisions by the Ad
Hoc Working Group on the Future of Collaboration and Consensus on Public Issues. See: http://
ncdd.org/rc/wp-content/uploads/2010/09/spectrum2008-CollabConsensusInPubDecisions.pdf

Process Time & Openness
There are many choices when it comes to how processes are used and how the information generated
by them is shared.

Openness Dimensional Cost
Three fashionable words when talking about government initiatives are worth mentioning here; Open,
Openness, and Transparency. What do these words mean in context? How are they performed in each
context? How are they performed in a way that is meaningful to the parties who need to be involved and
informed?
Different forms of openness and transparency cost different amounts. In different currencies (time,
money, and attention) and to different constituencies the same process or openness choice can actually
have a different cost. We must consider the benefits, costs, and tradeoffs in order to make an effort that
is both viable and inclusive. There should be particular attention to the needs of novel stakeholders and
those with less power along with key stakeholders what is important to them to know about and how to
be conservative with the time, attention and money they can spend in order to participate.
Different choices in designing distributed events, one-off centralized events considering the processes
used and documentation choices create different forms of openness, transparency, and inclusion. Like
many things there is not one right answer; there are many ways to be open and transparent. There are
also ways to pre-form openness and transparency and in the process, create the opposite: closedness
and opacity. It is critical to think about what types of openness and transparency are needed and are
desirable. Here are some variables I offer for consideration.
• Registering people
• Coordinating people (in one or multiple locations and online)
• Coordinating with a venue(s)
• Venues (hotel, convention center, other space)
• Figuring out where people stay
• Feeding people
• Transporting people
• Creating aesthetically welcoming space
• Design of the event time together
• Preparation for the event including getting people to contribute to inputs into the meeting.
• Facilitation of the event
• Audio Visual within the space
• Broadcasting the proceedings via video or via audio
• Recording the proceedings via audio video or having slides
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• Summarizing the proceedings
• Documenting visuals generated at the proceedings
• Synthesizing the outputs from meetings
• Production of newsletters to track the overall progress of the effort
• Blog postings about different people in the network
One practical way to understand this landscape would be to commission a study that surveys
organizations who practice openness in ways that balance these cost-inclusion tradeoffs. It should focus
attention on how and why they make particular tradeoffs.

Synchronous or Asynchronous
There is another spectrum to consider when designing any mix of processes with regard to timing and
coordination. This spectrum affects how many people can participate and under what conditions. Skillful
choices have to be made that enhance the range of participation possible while still supporting effective
meaningful collaboration. Different modalities have different time/effort/cost tradeoffs.
These should be considered for both those you are inviting to participate and those organizing.
I developed this matrix to consider the options.

Parallel & Serial
Serial processes involve everything happening in order. It can take a long time to get things done this
way, and by nature it involves a very small number of people.
Parallel processes support activity happening in parallel. If you want to have broad stakeholder
engagement, it is critical to shape work in such a way that groups work in parallel around critical topics
and issues. One can include distributed meetings, dividing up work, getting small groups to do it, and
pulling it back together. This style of work requires synthesis and bringing work products from all the
different groups. It is worth considering this strategy because it allows many stakeholders to contribute
and all those who do so feel like they co-own the results and are invested in their success more than if
their input was not included in work products.
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PHASE THREE
Real Time Strategic Change
Within the community of practice using Polarity Mapping a set of polarities that they have found
especially helpful is known as Real Time Strategic Change. We need these models to help us get out of
mechanistic thinking and into systems models that support us in being able to take action within living
systems.
There are six polarities, the Real Time Strategic Change Principles that support system identity and
improvement. These principles have been tested and proven effective around the world. Pay attention to
them in systems work and your desired future is more attainable, faster, and more sustainable. Each is
defined as a key polarity, a tension between two elements that need each other over time to ensure
greater system health. It might even make sense to at this point bring in people who use RSTC to
support the core-stakeholder group and government team in understanding how to support these
polarities.
I put this forward in service of presenting another model to anchor and ground thinking and to show that
we are on the right path.
The polarities below were written by Jake Jacobs and Barry Johnston (just like the Polarity Management
section)
Making Reality A Key Driver
Know the inside of your system and also know the outside too. Put together what you learn and you'll
make informed decisions and take strategic actions.
Engaging and Including
Provide clear direction and invite participation. Lead in both ways and you'll make smarter choices and
create the commitment needed for useful continuity fast and lasting change.
Preferred Futuring
Combine the best of your past and present and compelling visions for your future. Build this picture and
you'll create your best future.
Creating Community
Ensure you focus on both the system as a whole achieving its full potential while at the same time finding
ways for each part of the system and people in it to achieve their full potential. Do this and people
achieve peak performance by becoming part of something larger than themselves that they have created
and believe in.
Thinking and Acting in Real Time
Be in your future and plan for it at the same time. Learn to do them equally well and your desired future
will happen faster.
Building Understanding
Stand up for what you believe in and be curious about what others think. Support both interests and you
will continue to learn and develop – individually, in your teams and as an entire system.
The following paragraph was written in collaboration with Barry Johnson and Jake Jacobs for inclusion in
a recommendation I made years ago to the government considering what and how to approach
supporting systemic change in digital identity. It sounds rosy and it is, but I think it is worth including
again now.
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We have repeatedly witnessed the magic of what happens when you bring disparate ideas, intentions and hopes
together. People yearn to be heard. They want to be part of solutions to problems that affect them. Skilled design
and facilitation make it possible to tap into this common human desire. Shared trust between consultants,
clients, and participants is the second ingredient that helps make this happen. It is through the ideals and values
of Real Time Strategic Change that we continue to hold hope for the world and for our chances of having a
positive impact on it.

What Process When?
In Phase Two I outlined quite a few collective insight and action methods that can be appropriate in
Phase Three. It make sense to touch on these methods again and explore potential uses during Phase
Three.
Dynamic Facilitation, Open Space, and The World Cafe an all be convened outside of any decisionmaking process, as powerful forms of public/stakeholder engagement. Within the context of a decisionmaking effort, all three are best viewed not as decision-making processes themselves, but as forms of
dialogue that facilitate deeper group understanding and creativity prior to the formal decision-making or
collective action taking. That said, good solutions often become so obvious in the dialogue process that
voting becomes a formality to record the consensus that emerged.
Scenarios and Futures Planning can be used to explore various alternative futures both for industry
leaders to explore about what the implications are with various developments.
Appreciative Inquiry is a process that helps large companies or communities figure out what they are
doing well, and to learn from that and grow the good things, rather than focusing on the dysfunctional. It
could be useful in exploring how systems that appear dysfunctional overall have effective elements. Say
for example the issue of healthcare and identity. It invites participants to go through a four-phase
cycle: Discover, Dream, Design, and Destiny.
Participatory Narrative Inquiry is a flexible method that can be used in many different ways. One of its
potential strengths is to capture hundreds of stories from real people with real roles in the system.
Value Network Mapping it critical in Phase Three to continue to use mapping methods to document
what is happening and explore value flow throughout new and emerging systems.
Polarity Management's greatest strength is helping participants understand what the early warning signs
and next actions are to keep them in balance. It enables fully leveraging the upside of polarities within
systems.

Additional Resources for Social Innovation Labs
Social Innovation Labs:
Social Innovation Lab Guide by Frances Westley and Sam Laban, 2016. https://
assets.rockefellerfoundation.org/app/uploads/20150610111553/10_SILabGuide-FINAL-1.pdf
Reos Change Lab: Addressing Complex Challenges with Social Innovation. Feb 2013 http://sociallabs.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/12/20130213_McConnell-Formatted-Final-Draft.pdf
The Change Lab Fieldbook, by Zaid Hassen and Millie Bojer. 2005 http://social-labs.com/wpcontent/uploads/2014/12/Generon_Fieldbook_V2.0.pdf
The Social Labs Revolution: A New Approach to Solving Our Most Complex Challenges by Said
Hassan. http://social-labs.com/slr/
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Additional Resources for Action Networks
http://www.actionnetwork.org
Book: Global Action Networks: Creating Our Future Together, by Steve Waddell, 2011

CONCLUSION
Systemic Change Map

To wrap things up there is a resource that took me a while to even make sense of because it is so dense.
Then when I saw this breakdown of it It all clicked. The steps outline map to many of the things named in
the Three Phases of this document . These are slides from Systemic Change Map Version 2013.8.25 by
Joe Hsueh, PhD at the Academy for Systemic Change

Systems Aspiration Collaborative
Potentials
& Stuckness
Systems Mapping
Champions
Identification

Relationship
Building

Learning Journey
Stakeholder
Map & Interview
Change Process
Design

Collective
Systems
Mapping

Stakeholder
Dialogue &
Facilitation

Shared Vision
Systems
Awareness

Self
Convening

U Process
Co-presencing
Leverage Point
Identification
Shared Strategy

Quiet
Convening

Sensing the field
Wicked Problem
Critical System

Opportunity
Identification

Isolated Successes
Potential Backbone
Organization

1.)Quiet8Convening)Process:)
Once(a(systemic(change(opportunity(is(idenDﬁed,(a(
quietGconvening(process(is(iniDated(to(interview(
stakeholders(and(map(out(the(system(in(order(to(raise(
systems(awareness(and(the(desire(to(collaborate(across(
boundaries.(
(
It(will(take(several(iteraDons(to(reach(a(criDcal(mass(of(
stakeholders(who(are(willing(to(iniDate(a(selfGconvening(
process.(
(
Red(variables(are(intervenDons(in(each(stage(of(the(
process.(
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Collective
Systems
Mapping

Systems Aspiration Collaborative
Potentials
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Champions
Identification

Relationship
Building
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Design
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R0

Rapid Results Method

Quiet Convening

R1
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Collaborative Network

Self-convening

Reinforcing Activities

After Action Review

Wicked Problem

Opportunity
Identification

Critical System

Systems
Leadership
Network

Learning Infrastructure
Personal Mastery

Isolated Successes

Prototype
Projects

Potential Backbone
Organization
Systemic
Change
Outcomes

Capacity
Building
Program

Systems Mapping
Champions
Identification

Relationship
Building

Collective
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Mapping

Stakeholder
Map & Interview
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Design
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Systems Aspiration Collaborative
Potentials
& Stuckness

Quiet
Convening

Leverage Point
Identification

Self
Convening

Critical System

Shared Strategy

Prototyping

R0

Rapid Results Method

Quiet Convening

R1

Sensing the field

Isolated Successes

Backbone Organization
Investment & Funding

2.)Self8Convening)Process)
MulDGstakeholders(selfGconvene(to(form(a(shared(
understanding(of(current(reality,(coGcreate(a(
shared(vision(and(idenDfy(highGleverage(points(and(
prototype(projects.(AcDng(and(learning(from((
project(projects(and(evaluaDng(systemic(change(
outcomes(help(build(a((network(of(systems(
leadership(distributed(across(the(system.(
(
The(iniDal(selfGconvening(needs(outside(facilitaDon(
assistance.(The(longGterm(developmental(goal(is(to(
create(a(network(of(systems(leaders(who(have(the(
capacity(to(selfGconvene(going(forward(and(thus(
close(the(R1(selfGconvening(loop.(

Wicked Problem

Process Coaching

Collaborative Network

Self-convening

Reinforcing Activities

After Action Review
Opportunity
Identification

Learning Infrastructure
Personal Mastery

Systems
Leadership
Network

Prototype
Projects

Potential Backbone
Organization

Backbone Organization
Investment & Funding

Peer
Coaching

3.)Capacity)Building)Program)
Peer(coaching,(acDon(research(and(acDon(
learning(design(reinforce(the(capacity(
building(program(which(strengthens(systems(
leaders’(capacity(to(selfGconvene(and(
prototype(collaboraDve(projects(further.(
(
Designing(an(integrated(capacity(building(
program(and(learning(infrastructure(that(
taps(into(people(and(resources(from(the(
change(process((is(a(high(leverage(point(for((
scaling(systemic(change(as(it((closes(R2(
capacity(building(loop.((

Process Coaching

R2

Capacity
Building
Program

Systemic
Change
Outcomes

Shared
Measurement
Developmental
Evaluation

Capacity
Building

Action
Research
Action
Learning
Design
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Systems Mapping
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Identification

Critical System
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R3

4.)Scaling)Process)
As(the(prototype(projects(get(matured(and(a(
network(of(systems(leaders(get(developed(
over(Dme,(a(criDcal(mass(of(systems(leaders(
and(their(acDviDes(reach(a(Dpping(point((
where(the(new(ways(of(being,(thinking(and(
acDng(become(the(norms(and(aSractors(for(
others(to(replicate(and(scale(up(else(where(
in(the(system.((
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5.)Systems)Funding)
EﬀecDve(acDon(research(and(communicaDon(
outreach(increase(awareness(for(systemsGbased(
funding(((philanthropy(and(private(investment).(
Hybrid(organizaDon(design(generates(revenue(for(
selfGsustaining(project(funding.(
(
TradiDonal(funding(focuses(on(the(link(from(
prototype(projects(to(systemic(change(outcomes(by(
targeDng(high(potenDal(prototype(projects((
(
SystemsGbased(funding(focuses(on(the(process(of(
catalyzing(selfGsustaining(systemic(change(by(funding(
the(quietGconvening(process,(prototype(projects(and(
capacity(building(program(with(the(aim(to(strengthen(
the(R1(selfGconvening(reinforcing(loop(Dll(it(reaches(
the(Dpping(point(for(systemic(change.(
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change.(Your(comments(and(inputs(to(reﬁne(it(are(most(welcome.(Please(send(
them(to(joehsueh@mit.edu(Thank(you.(
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Visa History and Life
Just like Visa? Yeah? Really?
One of the most interesting things circulating amongst those who fancy creating ecosystems for
identity is an idea that we should have "frameworks" "trust frameworks" just like what have now in
credit card networks. Sounds great - just replicate what they have. It isn't that simple. For one thing it is
a global worldwide network that has evolved for 40 years. For another it was created in a very unique
process lead by a man named Dee Hock. He wrote a whole book about the process Birth of the
Chaordic Age. Anyone seeking to replicate this success should read the book.
I know about this history in part because the first people that hired me to work on identity efforts were
inspired by this actual history and sought to build a Chaordic Organization to make it real.

Visa History
People working in digital identity frequently talk about the Visa network and its network of contracts
that support the flow of transactions across the globe. Much of the focus is on what is perceived to be
at the core of this network, the Trust Framework. This framework is a network of contracts including
banks that issue credit, merchants that accept credit, the contracts amongst the issuing banks, and the
contracts between the merchant bank and the merchant. This whole set of documents is over of 900
pages long. I have heard people thinking about the possibility of massive interoperable trust
frameworks in digital identity saying that we should start by basing the outline of a framework for
digital identity on the table of contents of this massive legal document.
What kept circulating as these conversations about how they thought this network functioned were
questions about how Visa formed and the unique approach its founder had to getting coherence across
such a large community of stakeholders. In its founding, Dee Hock was able to get the coopetition
(cooperation and competition) between the banks to happen based on the network of relationships and
connections he formed between them, developing a shared purpose and articulating a core sent of
principles that allowed them to work together effectively. Then from there all the artifacts like the trust
framework arose. Hock had a clear understanding that the system as operated. When he began to form,
the network was in chaos; it was breaking down. They needed some order within the system to help it
function. It was a complex situation in the middle between chaos and order. He called this the domain
of complexity Chaordic.
Chaord: (kay'ord) 1: any autocatalytic, self-regulating, adaptive, nonlinear, complex organism,
organization, or system, whether physical, biological or social, the behavior of which harmoniously
exhibits characteristics of both order and chaos. 2: an entity whose behavior exhibits patterns and
probabilities not governed or explained by the behavior of its parts. 3: the fundamental organizing
principle of nature and evolution.
Chaordic: (kay'ordic) 1: anything simultaneously orderly and chaotic. 2: patterned in a way dominated
neither by order nor chaos. 3: existing in the phase between order and chaos.
I am sharing this story to illustrate the context for the trust framework referenced within the Identity
Management community. Learning how Visa was successful opens the way for us to wonder if it might
be possible to try this type of coherence building. I'm not making this recommendation; however, it is
not out of the realm of possibility as a path the community of stakeholders could take as a way to work
together.
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Dee Hock's retelling told the story of how Visa came to be as posted on the Chaordic Commons
Website in 2002.
I thought the committee an exercise in futility and privately said as much to the BofA
representatives, suggesting, instead, that the committee consider the sole question of how
to create an orderly method of addressing all problems. They agreed, but concerned that the
proposal might be suspect if advanced by them, insisted I put it before the meeting. The
audience readily assented, in the way of all disorganized groups faced with a proposal
creating the illusion of progress but requiring no money or eﬀort. The meeting disbanded,
the committee met, and I was elbowed into the chair, with no intent but to do a bit of civic
duty.
Within six months, a complex of regional and national committees had been formed, which
had but one redeeming quality--it allowed organized information about problems to emerge.
These problems were much worse than anyone had imagined, far beyond possibility of
correction by the existing organization. Losses were not in the tens of millions, but in the
hundreds of millions and accelerating.
First: Money had become nothing more than guaranteed, alphanumeric data recorded on
valueless paper and metal. It would become data in the form of organized electrons and
photons moving around the world at the speed of light, at minuscule cost, by infinitely
diverse paths throughout the entire electromagnetic spectrum.
Second: "Credit card" was a misnomer, a false concept. It must be reconceived as a device
for the exchange of value in the form of arranged electronic signals. The demand for that
exchange would be huge--and global.
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Third: Whatever organization could best globally guarantee and exchange data in the form
of arranged, electronic signals would have a potential market––every exchange of value in
the world––whose size beggared the imagination.
It became clear that no hierarchical corporation could do it, no nation–state could do it. In
fact, no existing form of organization could do it. The resources of banks worldwide were
calculated. The total dwarfed the resources of most nations. Jointly they could do it, but
how?
It was beyond the power of reason to design an organization to deal with such complexity,
and beyond the reach of imagination to perceive all the conditions it would encounter. Yet,
evolution routinely tossed oﬀ much more complex chaords with seeming ease. It gradually
became apparent that such an organization would have to be based on biological concepts
and methods. It would have to evolve--in eﬀect, to invent and organize itself.
I asked three others to join me to address a single question based upon a single
assumption. If there were no constraints whatever, if anything imaginable was possible, what
would be the nature (not the structure) of an ideal organization to create the world's premier
device for the exchange of value?
We isolated ourselves in a small, remote hotel. There followed a week of intense, night–and–
day discussion. Slowly, a dozen or so simple principles emerged. Let me give you some
examples.
• It must be equitably owned by all participants. No member should have intrinsic
preferential position. All advantage must result from individual ability and initiative.
• Power and function must be distributive to the maximum degree. No function
should be performed by any part of the whole that could reasonably be done by any
more peripheral part, and no power vested in any part that might reasonably be
exercised by any lesser part.
• Governance must be distributive. No individual, institution, and no combination of
either or both should be able to dominate deliberations or control decisions.
• It must be infinitely malleable yet extremely durable. It should be capable of
constant, self–generated, modification of form or function without sacrificing its
essential nature or embodied principle.
• It must embrace diversity and change. It must attract people and institutions
comfortable with such conditions and provide an environment in which they could
flourish.
It took six months to perfect and gain acceptance of the principles. There followed an
intense, year–long eﬀort involving a great many people and disciplines. The principles were
gradually enlarged into a concept, the concept into a theoretical structure, and the structure
fitted into the interstices of law, custom, and culture. In June 1970 the VISA chaord came
into being.

Simple, clear purpose and principles give rise to complex and
intelligent behavior. Complex rules and regulations give rise to
simple and stupid behavior.
---Dee Hock
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What would it be like if out of this effort the stakeholders came to alignment around a common
purpose, core principles and came up with clear practices to operate with. Could this simple set things
give rise to a coherent interoperable system of systems for identity? I think there is a possibility this
could happen if the connections between stakeholders are based on healthy strong relationships. I will
leave you with this from their website about the process.
The chaordic design process has six dimensions, beginning with purpose and ending with practice.
Each of the six dimensions can be thought of as a lens through which participants examine the
circumstances giving rise to the need for a new organization or to reconceive an existing one.
Developing a self-organizing, self-governing organization worthy of the trust of all participants usually
requires intensive effort. To maximize their chances of success, most groups have taken a year or more
on the process. During that time, a representative group of individuals (sometimes called a drafting
team) from all parts of the engaged organization or community meet regularly and work through the
chaordic design process. To learn more about the process and the details of the six steps one can go to
the site of the chaordic commons that is now just an archive http://www.choardic.org.
Here is another image of the concept.

Source - http://www.chaordic.org
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