Sustainable Relationship 
Sustainability in Dialogue, Organization and Community 
Tzofnat Baker- Peleg
"…There is no effort nobler than the attempt to hold on to a shared dream. When a city takes upon itself the task of improving its quality of life, when it respects all its inhabitants, when it respects the environment, when it prepares for the coming generations – then the residents participate in the responsibility for implementing their mutual goal. This shared goal is the only way to hold on to that shared dream…"

Architect Haimi Lerner, Mayor of Coritiva, Brazil, at the beginning of the 1970  
This article probes the centrality of the human relationship in establishing sustainable environments.
The article reviews and examines theories, perceptions, and life stories in order to clarify the idea of relationship and its centrality to healthy human living. It introduces fresh concepts, mostly from the field of sustainability, which support this claim. The article underscores the components promoting cooperation in spite of differences, underlining the value of conflict while minimizing its destructive potential.  These components promote dialogic human interaction which sustains learning and development processes at the personal and organizational level.

Community – The Present Discourse
A few months ago I met the City Manager of one of the largest cities in Israel. For many years he has led an impressive urban growth and development processes at several levels: economic, cultural, educational, and social. Many efforts have been invested in improving contact with residents and respond to their needs, such as: accessible computerized information, fewer bureaucratic processes, direct contact with the mayor, and inclusion of residents in decision-making and implementation processes. However, the City Manager confessed that meetings with the city residents displayed difficulties in creating genuine cooperation, because they were focusing on promoting their particular interests in their immediate environment, urging the municipality to find instant solutions to local problems. A discourse of 'us' and 'them' was formed, in which residents constantly complained about local problems like lighting at the entrance to the neighborhood ,a zebra crossing, adding vegetation to a public park or dealing with irrigation problems. The municipality found itself on the defensive, having difficulty to promptly meet such needs. The situation whereby the neighborhood representative didn't wish to return empty-handed to his eagerly awaiting constituency members often created a 'war zone' with the municipality operating according to annual plans and unable to change priorities in the short run.

This story demonstrates a pervasive reality in which a pattern of an aggressive and competitive behavior is developed and leading to separation between the groups and the different stakeholders. The stakeholders include all individuals and groups who are involved in the life of the community such as municipality internal management and personnel as well as residents and suppliers.  Often, stakeholders find it difficult to see the entire picture and the conflict between the establishment and the inhabitants becomes destructive, trapping the relationship in the existing unproductive situation with no improvement toward a new, better reality. The interactions are based on defensive positions, locked in a fragmented state of the different groups and partners within the community.  Despite their mutual desire to cooperate, the municipality and the residents are incapable of establishing effective patterns of thinking and working together. In place of a genuine dialogue, much effort is wasted on bickering and resistance, with each group on the defense, clinging to its preconceived positions. When people are being defensive, they are less able to really think and deal with the complexities and challenges ahead. Instead, they react automatically, relying on their memory of other previous situations and perpetuating the unsolved destructive reality. This leads to a frustrating and enduring stalemate.

Such aggressive behavior pattern is common in the Israeli society. The article detects and diagnoses the origins of hostile discourse as a pervasive dominant phenomenon. It demarcates tasks that need to be performed in order to create a constructive, more effective dialogue. Namely, these are: a) Establishing an existential sensation of the individual presence in a community; b) Recognizing the potential of conflict as constructive and valuable to human relationship; c) Acknowledging any individual as a complete human being; and d) Constructing a dialogic reality based on organic community awareness to support the first three tasks. Conjointly, they all advance a sustainable dialogue in a sustainable community. The article challenges the traditional "realistic" approaches of community construction, which emphasize a vertical axis of power and hierarchy (Weber, 1949; Parsons, 1951; Zemel, 1955; Coser, 1956), while promoting a horizontal approach of relationship building among the actors in a community. 
The Experience of Presence in the Modern Community–Is It Possible?

People need to validate their sense of presence in their community. They strive for an existential experience of belonging to a collective and influencing their surroundings. This is a basic human necessity which was probably more easily attained in pre-historic times (Fromm 1992). Today, in large urban communities, presence is minimized, and individual influence on the environment has become more difficult to obtain. Modernity has increased alienation and people have a lesser sense of kinship.

In the last century the competitive approach and the use of power had become prominent in Western culture. This approach, relating to Darwinist social philosophy, attests to the individual's difficulty to become noticeable in large systems. It is possible that the growing reliance on power reflects the feeling of helplessness in modern life. We live in large cities, work in giant organizations, and are surrounded by huge systems that shape our future. In Marxist and neo-Marxist approaches, from Gramsci, Adorno, Marcuse and Arendt, to post-structuralists such as Foucault, Baudrillard, Lyotard and Deleuze, the use of force is an expression of a person's incapacity to exist in his/her own right.  As described in the municipal example, this yields a catch-as-you-can attitude in an attempt to gain the largest possible slice of the cake. Interest groups operate on the feeling that if they are not listened to they are not obligated to listen to others. If there is no commitment by the establishment towards them, there is no reason why their group should be committed to the community. They adopt a zero sum game approach whereby winning is at the others' expense and the game becomes an aggressive battle for survival. 
In modern society, people have become a small cog in a vast economic mechanism. Fromm (1992) suggests that the self-realization modern people are supposedly motivated by is really an illusion, as the self is weakened and reduced to a tiny particle of the human whole – merely rationalism and willpower, neglecting other parts of its complete personality. People have become slaves to industry, technology, and opulence created by their own hands and are afflicted with loneliness and alienation aggravated by competitive and instrumental relationships. They are less dedicated to their own authentic desires, and more to others' expectations of them. The self is but a reflection of others' expectations and desires and is constantly conditioned by external forces. The only remedy is if people would develop the inner abilities to break free from societal norms and forge their own personal uniqueness. This analysis raises basic questions, such as: Can people develop their separate whole selves without feeling lonely? Can they strive for independent existence and at the same time take an active part in their community? Are they capable of realizing themselves, experiencing presence and develop the wholeness of their personality without becoming alienated? Is it possible to fulfill one's individuality without losing sociability? Can individual demeanor and social etiquette be jointly pursued? 

The paper affirmatively answers these questions: people can develop their own true selves especially through the connection with the world they live in. They can act towards realizing their full personalities while interacting with their surroundings. The analysis here concurs with Fromm:  "If man realizes himself in spontaneous action, thus connecting with the world, he stops being an isolated atom. He and the world become part of one wholeness… when he can live, neither by force nor as an automaton, but with spontaneity, the doubts disappear. He becomes aware of himself as an active, creative individual, thus acknowledging that there is one meaning for life: to live it." (1992, p. 174). A new bond between the individual and his surrounding can be established out of daily natural and spontaneous demeanor.
Unlike the opening example, a different environment may encourage an expression of the individual as a whole through a meaningful dialogue and establish a sense of presence.  This may in turn, inspire the involvement of the individual within the community through non-forcible means (Baker-Peleg & Zichlinski, 2007). Active, authentic participation of members in community life will have an extensive influence on the productivity and effectiveness of the organization. A dialogic environment can encourage residents to become more involved and strengthen their presence experience. Municipalities' outcomes will be more effective once they reflect the variety of voices within them. However, the question remains – how can a dialogic environment be created on the basis of such ostensible variety? Is it feasible to create a dialogue in large communities such as cities and large systems where different voices will be genuinely heard? Is it possible to develop constructive discourse in a situation of great diversity and conflicting interests? 

A Dialogic Reality – A Key to a Different Communication
Diversity between people and groups supplies the initial stimulus for conflict. Thus, conflict is inevitable; a natural situation and an inseparable part of human interaction. While conflict is inevitable, weak systems incapable of coping with it are preventable. Conflict can be extremely destructive and frustrating, but at the same time has the potential for human growth and development (Tjosvold, 1991; 2008). The question thus becomes how to lead conflict in a constructive direction? How can we turn the human divergence into shared meaning, thinking and working together? This is not a simple challenge. Preventing us from getting caught in a defensive position and belligerent relationship require special effort.  Understanding how to extract the promising elements of conflict while minimizing its negative aspects demands our full comprehension of the following three levels: conflict- recognizing its necessity for healthy life; people- fully accepting people as they are; and environment- creating a dialogic reality.   

1) Conflict is vital for human growth. It is true that disagreements tend to evoke uncomfortable feelings in the short run, and consequently people often prefer to avoid them. But the realization that such discomfort is temporary and in the long run opportunity for growth will follow permits the acceptance of conflict.  Failing to recognize conflict as beneficial component for our well being may lead us to relate to it as a disturbance, resulting in viewing the conflict as a negative phenomenon and reacting aggressively to it.  Only a fundamental attitude change toward conflict will supply people with the strength to tolerate the discomfort it brings and harness its energy to valuable ends (Baker-Peleg, 2005a).

2) People. Acknowledging conflict as a central component of healthy human interaction is essential but not sufficient. To maximize the value of conflict and to create a meaningful dialogue, full recognition of people as people must be guaranteed. This is not a mere tautology.  To fully and unconditionally recognizing people for their uniqueness, individuality and wholeness is critical and not to be taken for granted.  This assertion is relevant especially in situations of disagreement when it is the most difficult to accept the "other".  Full acceptance of the "other" as a human being means relations based on dignity.  According to Schlenger's three meanings of human respect (2000), we treat the "other" with dignity when we accept people equally as human beings regardless of their opinions, thoughts or deeds.  Dignity is different from respect which relies on assessing the other's achievements or deeds.  Dignity is not honor either which is associated with seniority or status such as in "her honor the Chief Justice".  Dignity is the only one of the three that is unconditioned and granted on the basis of equality between people simply because they belong to the human race.  A related idea is at the heart of Buber's analysis of human dialogue (1980). Relating to the "other" with dignity is viewed as genuine reciprocal relationship which he called I versus Thou relationship rather than I-It, which was expressed in his saying "True life is a meeting".  Buber views relationships on the basis of equality as an essential approach in his inquiry of human interaction. 

3) Environment. Rendering conflict positive and cultivating dignity are facilitated in an auspicious setting. In such an environment people are accepted as complex and complete human beings and dialogic relationships are encouraged by social structures, frameworks, and processes.   Relationships based on dignity and trusts are nurtured and dialogue becomes a way of life rather than an episodic response to a specific problem or a conflict needs to be resolved. A dialogic reality reflects a holistic view of a community allowing a fuller presence of its members, encouraging effective human interactions, fostering more integration and less fragmentation. A dialogic reality advances genuine encounters on the basis of inquiry and a desire for learning, where defensive relations of extremes and polarizations are reduced.
In an environment where people experience fuller existence, their basic human needs, such as recognition, appreciation, meaning and belonging are more often satisfied.  Consequently, they are liberated to become more autonomous and freed to self-development and learning, as well as developing healthy contact with their surroundings. Their relationship with the community strengthens their own true selves. They are less preoccupied defending themselves in a fragmented environment which is perceived as separate and hostile. A dialogic reality augments the feeling of well-being and prosperity, fosters cooperation and relaxes the urgency to use force or violence.

Adizes (2004a) emphasizes the need to establish trust and mutual respect (his expression for dignity) as a condition of directing conflict in a constructive direction. An organization that has no trust and respect towards the other in disagreement is dysfunctional. On the other hand, in an atmosphere which rewards mutual respect and recognition of the other, conflict will inspire thinking and creativity. This is the environment, Adizes believes, in which people can learn from differences and cooperate during decision making and implementation processes. 

Relationships are central in a dialogic reality.  The creation of a dialogic atmosphere is a necessary condition for learning, development and effective decision-making processes.  Fulfilling all three tasks together—recognizing the value of conflict, accepting people and creating an appropriate context for dialogue- is a major function of a responsible leadership today.  Conscientious leadership is mostly about creating spaces to foster dialogue in order to maximize organizational effectiveness and efficiency (Baker-Peleg, 2005a). A dialogic reality will generate a more effective decision-making, reflecting the variety of opinions and interests within the organization. 

If an atmosphere of mutual respect enables to reflect all voices which facilitates effective decision making processes, efficient implementation of those decisions requires, according to Adizes (2004a) mutual trust. Mutual trust is build upon a mutual understanding that despite the present conflict of interests, all stakeholders share common long-term goals. It is important that all stakeholders recognize and understand the win-win potential for all. Usually there is no situation of mutual profit where everyone's interests can be simultaneously met.  Mutual profit is measured in the long term, not in the short term.  Future common goals provide the conflicting parties with the confidence that even if their immediate needs are not promptly rewarded; cooperation is for the benefit of all partners.  In the opening example, mutual trust among the city's different interest groups will happen when all sides realize they all ,for example, aspire for a safe or clean city. This will encourage everyone to solve a local problem which in the short term is not directly connected to all parties. Working together towards a common goal ensures a give-and-take relationship: today I consider your needs and tomorrow you consider mine. Mutual trust is the basis for the success of any relationship: in the family, among friends and business partnerships. At the end of the day things balance out and all stakeholders can win. It is only through the recognition of the long-term mutual benefit for all that those with incompatible interests will cooperate in the short term. 
For the municipality to declare their willing to involve the residents in the decision-making process is probably not enough. Leadership is required to back up its words with convictions and deeds in two levels: First, they, themselves, and their representatives should serve as a model when relating to people in dignity and legitimizing the conflict. It is important that this mind-set be reflected in all levels of the city's internal and external work. Second, they must make a systematic effort on the organizational level to create a dialogic reality, strengthening shared action within an environment of mutual respect and trust where the shared goal is adhered to by all stakeholders. 

A dialogic reality transforms human interactions in two levels: among stakeholders and between stakeholders and the organization. There is an understanding that we are all members of a single organizational whole and that each local interaction affects the entire system. An organization with an organic consciousness recognizes the mutual dependency among its parts. The parts of the organization relate to each other and function as one. This is contrary to a mechanistic consciousness (Adizes, 2004b), which lacks internal cohesion and recognition of mutual dependency among the all stakeholders, and push each part to function as an isolated unit.  An organic system cultivates a feeling of belonging and action is based on mutual dependency. An organic organization acts as an integrative entity, ensuring long-term efficiency. A mechanistic system needs external involvement in order to repair a problem, as parts function separately rather than as components of a whole. The example described earlier, of the city wishing to include more residents in its activities but having difficulty creating a meaningful dialogue with them, is a demonstration of an organization where each group works for its own interests, and may not see itself as part of an entire integrative urban system. In such reality, there is a need for external intervention to connect all the parts together.
The following is a personal account which illustrates the difference between mechanic and organic consciousness. Recently I tried to call up the office of a City Manager. The first answer I got was "you've reached the wrong department" and then the call was terminated. The second attempt encountered a tired voice claiming that "This was the Accounting Department." and hung up the phone. Only in the third trial, an employee in the Sanitation Department explained that "We are going through changes to improve our phone service" and directed me to the right extension. The last worker regarded both the situation and the organization in an integrative manner. In her efforts to illuminate what was happening, she transferred my call, and made sure I was not cut off. While doing that, she actually served as an integrator, trying to maintain the system as a whole even during a transitional stage. Clearly she did not see her department as isolated- recognizing the mutual dependency among the departments as well as between me, the customer, and the municipality as an organization. Her management of the situation contributed to efficiency in the organization by preventing anger and an additional waste of my time and that of other municipality employees whom I would probably have continued calling in my efforts to reach the manager's office. 

Back to the initial example, it seems that the present relationship between the municipality and the residents perpetuate an interest-based communication among the different groups, strengthening a feeling of separateness. The hierarchical reality we live in tends to endorse competition--winners and losers, and accept the attitude dictated by the top of the hierarchical ladder. The system operates in a closed manner and the identity of the different stakeholders is formulated based on their opposition to each other.

"Sustainability" in a Social Context
A community where dialogic reality is sustained, mutual trust and respect is maintained and "organic" awareness upheld is a sustainable community. The term sustainability relates to today's quality of daily life and the well-being of future generations on the basis of dignity for all (www.sustainable-development.gov.uk.). It accentuates the necessity to answer present needs while making sensible use of the environment and natural resources without damaging prospects for future generations. This is a common goal to all– assuming responsibility to ensure a safe future. The assumption is that every daily act anywhere – at home, at work, or at school, accumulates into a large transformation of the environment to the benefit of all. This article uses the term "sustainability" in its social contexts. A sustainable community carries on a meaningful dialogue among the partners wishing to ensure maximum prosperity and well-being and a minimum of scarcity, poverty, and violence.

A dialogic reality posits relationships at the center. A sustainable relationship guarantees continued construction of new realities in an open, creative manner. The centrality of the relationship does not eliminate the individual, but is rather offered as a lifestyle expressing the ongoing relationship between the individual and the community. Emphasizing the importance of the relationship and focusing on its creation are a necessary condition for the organization's sustainability. A community or an organization will last and their goals realized only if they manage to keep up healthy relationships.

In his book New Rules for the New Economy (1999) Kevin Kelley describes the typical relationship of our times: 

"The atom is the icon of the 20th century. The atom whirls alone. It is the metaphor for individuality. But the atom is the past. The symbol for the next century is the net. The net has no center, no orbits, no certainty. It is an indefinite web of causes. The net is the archetype displayed to represent all circuits, all intelligence, all interdependence, all things economic, social, or ecological, all communications, all democracy, all families, all large systems, almost all that we find interesting and important. Whereas the atom represents clean simplicity, the net channels messy complexity."
Relationships are at the center, symbolizing transition from focusing on the individual to acknowledging the importance of the whole akin to Buber's approach of the nature of affinity among people. Only the human species among all creatures live within a "world" – complete wholeness of people and their environment.

Positioning the collective in the center does not mean deserting the individual. Rather, it is suggested to examine the connections between the individual and the whole, much like the dual meaning of every organism as Arthur Koestler (1972) introduced in the term Holon. Holon represents both a whole and a part. It realizes at the same time both its own self- individuality and autonomy and its being part of another whole - the environment. Therefore it continuously generates its own identity along with developing a contextual identity. This relationship reflects the dual view of evolution: variety and integration. Just as people are both autonomous wholes and members of a community, so is every group a whole in its own as well as part of a larger community – a society or a state. Failing to realize either role--individual or societal entity might result in an early demise. Variety and integration exist vertically as well – people are individual units within autonomous groups, which are part of independent communities, which dwell within sovereign states, which are located in continents which compose this planet. This is like the whole atom which is part of a molecule, which is part of a cell, which is part of an organism. Each Holon must preserve its autonomy lest it will lose its uniqueness and vanish in an amorphous crowd. At the same time it must cooperate with the needs of the entire community in which it exists. Similarly to Adizes's concept of organic consciousness (2004a) where there is recognition of the mutual dependency among the parts functioning together in an integrative manner, here too we need to recognize the importance of the association between the individual and the organization – the parts within the system are connected to each other, functioning as a whole.

A sustainable dialogue is a meaningful dialogue, actively involving the residents in decision-making and implementation processes on a regular basis. In a sustainable dialogue the individual is autonomous and independent, able to express his/ her unique identity on the one hand, while exploring his/ her relation with the community on the other. This is cultivated on an ongoing dialogic process ensuring the construction of a productive community with a common language and mutual vision over time. Conflicts are dealt with on a day to day basis rather than on a case by case manner, where escalation may have already occurred resulting in soaring costs. Sustainable dialogue proposes a shift in conflict management - from back end to front end management during the first stage, before crisis erupts and severe damage is inflicted. In such a dialogue the relationship among the individuals themselves and between the individuals and the whole community are placed at the center.

A vivid example of an organic community is supplied by Wilfred Pelletier, a Native American from the Ojibawi tribe, who professes that the people of his tribe do not need organizations to live organically (1973, p. 199). He recounts an event where the council house needed a new roof instead of the old leaking one. People spoke about the issue for a long time, until one morning one person climbed up on the roof and started to tear out the old tiles. After a while another man went by, asked about the situation, and continued on his way. A short while later he returned with tiles and tools and went up on the roof. By the afternoon a whole crew was working, with children and other community members assisting, serving food and drink. All were involved in the action with plenty of fun and laughter, and a few days later a party was organized at the Council House to celebrate the completion of the job. Pelletier says that no conference was called and no committee convened, and there was no guiding hand or a leader making a decision and starting the activity. He explains that there was some organization such as in previous cases in the tribe, and the truth is that it was fun, not work.
This story can also be understood by complexity theories1as Briggs and Peat suggest (1999). Complexity theories relate to systems as intricate. A complex system consists of a large number of agents carrying on many local interactions, with no higher authority dictating rules of behavior. The system is in a constant state of emergence in a non-linear2 and mostly uncertain and unpredictable fashion. Emergence is a central concept in complex theories describing the creation of compound patterns in the system which are not based on any earlier plan. It is possible to see the event as a self-organizing process resulting from the nature of the relationship and the type of interaction among the people in the tribal community. The organization started by a discussion of the situation, which was unclear, uncertain, and disorganized. The first person to climb up the roof inspired a change and the system reacted promptly. Later, a feedback process took place through which the entire community was swept in the new direction and the creation of a different reality. Complexity theories provide a new perspective for understanding human processes, changes, and the interactions which we experience. No single factor, leader, or event could by themselves explain or solve the complex realities we live in today. Complexity theories urge a deeper understanding of the conflict phenomenon. A simple linear model is insufficient as a comprehensive explanation. Focusing on networks, interactions, and connections in the human environment allows managers, coaches, consultants, and mediators to better understand the relationships among the parts, their contexts, and the motives which underpin their actions. Identifying the human communication patterns can serve as a basis for better understanding of human relationships and pointing them at constructive directions.

Native American communities are not unique in this pattern of self organizing. Another contemporary example is the Internet as an organization constantly emerging among hundreds of millions of people. This is an open system where unexpected interactions constantly take place and countless gatherings form every day. The network has developed as a chaotic system without central control and meager order but collective patterns of activity emerge among autonomous individuals who are inseparable parts of the whole. Interactions among the different users, even those competing amongst themselves, exist within a collective context of cooperation. Unprompted and unplanned regulations surface within a system of shared interests and goals. Another good example is sports such as football, basketball, and other branches, take place within a general context of cooperation – there are rules, constructions, players, tickets, etc. Many times we over-emphasize a competitive mind-set, when in fact, in many cases competition and cooperation are not conflicting terms, but complement one another. Collaboration does not have to mean losing certain degrees of freedom, but within this interactive experience there are hidden opportunities for discovery and development of new degrees of freedom. 

Summary and a few words about love…
For ages, human culture focused on hierarchy, power and competition, and hardly considered the need to cooperate and collaborate. Gradually, studies indicated a growing interest in and useful models of cooperating for the common good (Bower, 1998). The traditional models of hierarchy, power and competition began to lose their appeal and organizations which still upheld those traditions were perceived as bodies without soul, creativity or spirit. Wheatley & Kellner-Rogers write that "people want to love the organization they belong to… their school, organization, community and business. They have organized with the goal of creating a different world, but we take this creativity and institutionalize it.  Our organizations lack the sensuousness and the vitality these people are seeking "  ) 1996 p. 57).
.  

The article suggests focusing on the relationships and nurturing them in organizations and communities as they are a necessary condition for sustainability and prosperity. Fostering healthy relationships supports the vitality and creativity of the individual as well as the community for the long term. The Dialogic Experience program, developed by Noga Bar and Tzofnat Baker-Peleg, attempted to apply this approach to various schools at the Israeli education system. The program encourages daily dialogue on the personal and organizational levels while emphasizing mutual commitment and reciprocal support among organizational members. In order to create an organizational dialogic reality, the program offers a combination of group workshops aiming at deepening dialogic consciousness along with establishing frameworks and structures supporting continual and daily dialogic practice. Transforming individual behavior is contingent upon a change in structure, for system determines behavior. Both components--consciousness and organizational structures-- complement each other in creating a dialogic reality. In an earlier article dealing with a system approach to conflict management, I described specific changes and processes encouraging dialogue and assisting in pointing the conflict in a constructive direction (Baker-Peleg, 2005b). A later article proposed spaces enhancing creative organizations and positive interactions aimed at improving dialogue in the organization (Baker-Peleg, 2007). 
Dialogue is more than just speaking, being polite, tolerant or discursive. It is a way of life, entailing a perceptual transformation and an on-going practice – a major change in life style. Dialogue reflects a level of an existential perception exploring reality with curiosity and wonder in an attempt to generate a new understanding and a better social reality.  Physicist David Bohm correctly perceived dialogue as: " a stream of meaning flowing among and through us and between us …  a form of communication from which something new emerges"(1996, p.7). He did not perceive dialogue as a  mere discussion as it "really means to break things up…discussion is almost like a ping- pong game, where people are battling the idea back and forth and the object of the game is to win or to get points for yourself …the basic point is to win the game. In a dialogue, however, nobody is trying to win. Everybody wins if everybody wins…a dialogue is something more of a common participation in which we are not playing a game against each other but with each other.  In a dialogue everybody wins"(Ibid).
Back to the municipal story from the beginning of the article, participation does not have to be a tension-filled discourse based on power and ego games. Involvement of residents can create a meaningful dialogue on the basis of listening and honest concern, enabling personal and social transformation and leading towards new realities. In such complicated and multi-faceted times, a new understanding of our collective activity is required.  When a TV set malfunctions, it is taken to the lab for repair and the broken part is replaced. In human settings and ecological environments, problems and crises develop in the system and they are usually not a result of one malfunctioning part. In a human system, all parts depend upon and influence each other; replacing one element with another will probably be only a temporary solution. Life is not a TV set, and in order to understand the complex human systems which we live in, we need to examine the entire context of each phenomenon and fully understand our connection and affinity to the world around us. 
Erich Fromm sees love as the center of mutual affinity between people and the world: "The awareness of (man's) loneliness and separateness, his helplessness while facing the forces of nature and society, all these make his separate existence into an unbearable prison. He would lose his mind unless he could free himself from this prison and reach out his hand, unite in one way or another with people, with the external world" (2001, p. 16).  A deeper need of people since time began is to overcome their separateness, forego their loneliness, and enjoy a relationship with others. The larger the gap between people's initial connections with the world in the past and the connections they have today, the greater their need to find ways to unite with the world around them. The tendency toward conformity as a way of uniting in modern society is false and does not provide an answer to the existential desire for unity. People need to express their distinctive voice while interacting with others.  Love does not mean a symbiotic unification with the other; rather it is a unification dependant on the preservation of the individual as a whole.  Love helps people overcome their loneliness, and at the same time secures their individual identity. 
Notes
1. Complexity theories reflect a collection of theories. There are three main approaches towards complexity research: The Santa Fe Institute has been dealing with Complex Adaptive Systems for the past 30 years; Mittleton-Kelly's Complex Evolving Systems; and Holbrook's work with Dynamic Open Complex Adaptive Systems. In this article the term complex theories also includes chaos theory.

2. There is no simple linear connection of input with output. Constant forming creates many results, and each result has many reasons. 
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