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“It is always a tremendous relief to name the truth, no matter what it is.”  
Anne Wilson Schaef


I have a few introductory remarks that I would like to make.  When I assess a person, I never try to convince them of anything.  Rather, I try to be with them as they discover the truth as it is revealed to them through the data.  I may suggest something, I may say what I think, or what my experience has taught me, but I do not try to convince the person of anything that they cannot see for themselves.  I am taking that same attitude as I go through this book.  I do not want to convince you of anything; I do hope that you will see and say what the truth is in your experience as a result of exposure to this material.  Perhaps nothing will change.  Perhaps you will simply dismiss the material as irrelevant to your life.  Or, perhaps, you will find through this material, a means by which to see and name what is going on all around you.

I want to share something of my personal experience with this material.  When I first read Anne Wilson Schaef’s work, I did not like it.  I felt there was some truth in it, but I wanted to dismiss her as another angry, liberated woman.  I became quite upset with some of what she wrote in When Society Becomes An Addict.  Through reflection, I found that I agreed with most, if not all, of what she had to say.  I had to get past the wish to dismiss her material, because the problems that she describes so well are so large.

When I read The Addictive Organization, I did not have much trouble with what she was saying.  I did, however, begin to notice certain things to which she alludes in both books.  Our society is in a great deal of trouble.  I ask you to contemplate a culture which sits idly by while a company is allowed to seduce people with such lines as “shouldn’t your night belong to Michelob?”  If they were forced to tell the truth and say, “We’d like you to believe that it is okay to give your life over to a toxic and addictive substance,” would they sell as much beer?  What if children’s cereal makers had to say, “this cereal is actually non-nutritious.  It is part of a nutritious breakfast only if you include it with juice, milk, fruit and toast. (a multi-vite wouldn’t hurt)?”

I also noticed, even more so than usual, that, as a nation, we are numb to the fact that our leaders lie to us on a regular basis.  What if presidential candidates had to say the truth?  What if they had to say, “I have no idea how to change things so that we stop going in debt, so that our children will be free for fear, so that no one will be hungry.  I only know how to suggest disguised versions of more of the same?”  On Christmas day, our “great communicator,” the man with “compassion,” again put forth the view that the hungry and homeless choose to be that way.  What amazed me was that some of his lines were almost identical to lines spoken by Ebenezer Scrooge in Dickens’s A Christmas Carol, over 100 years ago.  It is a truly sick system that blames its victims for the suffering they endure.  What if he actually said the truth?  What if he said “God this is an awful problem and I’m finding it very hard to solve.”  Or, “I don’t really give much time to the hungry and the homeless; they’re not a voting population.”

We laugh at such absurd suggestions. With cynicism, or with simple resignation, we simply say, “That’s not how it is.  It’s not realistic to think like that, or to expect things to change like that.  That’s a pipe dream.  Business is business. Politics are politics.”  


Schaef makes a large point about needing to change our world view in order for change to become possible. I agree with her totally.  World view is another way of saying ‘perception as filtered through one’s belief system’.  I have studied the therapeutic process for years now trying to describe what actually happens such that a person’s life actually changes.  I have come to see that change only occurs when a person’s belief system changes. What we can see and what we accept as possible are both grounded in what we believe is true and what we believe is possible.


I also know that much anxiety is grounded in our belief system. We become committed to certain perspectives upon our world and ourselves. Our lived attitude is that these perspectives must be true of us and of our world.  If we become present even to the possibility that these perspectives are not true, we are rendered anxious.  Thus, we must cling to our belief systems or face the pain of anxiety.  I discovered that my style was to become angry with and rejecting of Schaef rather than face the anxiety I felt in the face of the implications and explications of her material.


I say this now because this material will challenge you to look at your belief system.  I find the implications to be, at first, frighteningly overwhelming.  But they need not remain so.  If we reduce the issues to what is possible, we come to see that the only changes that can be effected are changes within ourselves.  One person cannot change a system.  When enough people make sufficient changes within themselves in terms of what they will do, what they will allow, what they will take part in, then the system changes.  It evolves.


The important thing to remember is that YOU can only change YOU.  In that sense, you must be aware of the importance of being in touch with your own process.  I want to quote Anne Wilson Schaef at length here as a preface to going over this book.  She closed her book on addictive society by saying:


I believe that sobriety, process and spirituality are all words for the same process. When individuals embark on recovering from chemical addictions, they are told that their sobriety must be the most important thing in the world to them or they will not recover. Putting their sobriety first does not mean that they have to leave their mate, their job, or any other relationship or situation in which they are involved; it does mean that they have to be willing to leave should that relationship or situation threaten their sobriety.  


Nothing can be allowed to come between them and their sobriety, for if they do not achieve sobriety they will die. I think that we can equate our spirituality and our process 
with sobriety.  We cannot allow anything to come between our spirituality and us, or between our living process and us.  If we do, we shall destroy those around us and ourselves.


There is an image I share with my trainees.


I imagine the universe as an enormous puzzle.  Each of us is a unique and vital piece of that puzzle. No one else has our genes, our life experience; no one is us.  We are unique!  When we are fully ourselves, we are that piece.


In an Addictive System, we are trained not to be ourselves. We lose touch with ourselves.  We reference ourselves externally. We deny who we are.  This leaves a hole in the puzzle and a hole in the universe that no one else can fill.


Because we have been living in a system that is an addictive system, we are living in a universe that has many holes.  As we begin to claim our lives, our pasts, and our selves, that hole in the universe is filled.


It is in living our own process that we take our place in the 
universe and the whole system can then heal.


AA has an answer to those who come seeking to do what seems impossible.  The seeker asks, “HOW can I do it?  How can I become well?”  We tell them, here’s HOW:  it requires Honesty, Openness and Willingness.  That is also HOW I hope you will approach this material and the discussion of it.

Introduction:  A Missing Piece


Page 1:  “Often, persons who come from dysfunctional families find their organizations repeating the same patterns they learned in their families.”


What is your reaction to this?  Is it true for you?  How so?  Can you identify the patterns that are repeating for you in Your organization?  


Page 4:  The missing piece is summarized starting with the first full paragraph and runs through to the last full paragraph on page 5.  Essentially, the missing piece in understanding and helping troubled organizations is the realization that since our culture and society are addictive, then organizations within that culture are addictive.  Members of those organizations are addictive.


Where are you at with this “missing piece”?  Do you agree?  Can you see it in your organization?  Right now, it is only important that you realize that this is the missing piece.  As the book unfolds, you will come to your own awareness of whether your (family, professional) system is addictive, and if it is, what your part in it is.  


Page 10:  Last paragraph:  It is essential that this paragraph is understood before proceeding.  She is not talking about quick changes, she is talking about recovery, which is a long-term process.

Chapter 1:  Origins of An Idea


If time is short, you may not want to dwell on this chapter.  It is excellent if you wish to understand where the authors are coming from.  Other than for the concept of holograms, which you do need to understand, I don’t believe that it is crucial to understanding the book.  Also, this intellectual snob wants to add that, in my opinion, Schaef’s previous book, When Society Becomes An Addict, owes a lot to Paulo Friere’s Pedagogy of the Oppressed.  I believe she has basically re-written this work for the white American Middle Class.


I suggest that you become generally familiar with this chapter.


Page 18:  last paragraph is very important.  This is a preview of the concept of hologram.  If something is happening on one level, if it affects one level, it affects all levels, because we are dealing with a system.  All parts and levels of the system are the system.


My suggestion is that people share their reactions to this chapter.  For example, how do you react to the quote at the bottom of page 20?  How about page 21, in the middle where she refers to a dedication to status?  How does this impress you? What is familiar here?


Page 27-28:  is this real to you?  What is leadership like in your organization?  What is your leadership style?


Page 32-33:  Change the world view.  As I said in my introduction, this is absolutely essential to change.  You have all been overseas.  What does your experience tell you about changing your own world view as necessary to change in your life?  Prior to going you may have held beliefs that it was not possible to live in ways which you eventually found people to be living.  Upon returning, you may have wanted to change the world view of persons who have no idea that the poverty and oppression, to which you bear witness, actually exists.  Isn’t the challenge to get them to care by getting them to believe that what you speak of is real?  The same is true for the system at your organization.  What is the world view which must be changed?


Page 51:  “Schaef says there is a generic addictive process...”(last third of the page) and pages 53-4 (from second paragraph to end of next page).  The hologram concept is crucial.  We are the system; the system is us.  It is not a case of a person being a part of a system.  Rather, the system exists in (as) ourselves, in miniature.  Beyond what is written, let me try to explain it this way.  I have assessed many persons, men and women, sisters, nuns, priests and brothers who have serious problems with their health.  The medical evidence has been presented to them, some have ulcers, some have had heart attacks and/or are suffering from angina.  Yet they are still in denial as to the seriousness of their health problems.  They continue to work in the manner that brought about the deterioration in their health.  They are afraid to stop.  They rarely take time off from work.  Work is highly valued by the system.  These people could only become/remain as sick as they are in a system that is operationally blind to the health of its members.  The system may say “take care of yourself,” just as most of these persons could say that it is good for persons to take care of them-selves, but neither theses persons nor the system in which they function actually lives out a commitment to health.  What is lived out is a commitment to work at any price.  These people could not go unchallenged except in a system that condones such self-destruction.  They could not maintain their personal attitudes (denial) of living out their self-destruction within a system that was operationally concerned with their health.  I offer this as evidence that even the process addictions, which do not involve introducing a toxin into the body, can lead to death.


Do you understand this?  Do you see how it applies to you?  Talk about this.

Chapter II:  The Addictive System-Terms and Characteristics 


I believe that this chapter represents the best overview of addiction and its many aspects that I have ever read.  This chapter could conceivably by the focus of a seminar in and of itself.  I don’t think that there is much that I can add.  I will say that certain points should be well integrated.


Page 57:  Their basic definition of addiction is somewhat radical.  How do you feel about this definition?


Page 58:  Does it help when they clarify about the two types of addiction?  In terms of what this book is about, the concept of process addiction is very important.  You should discuss it.  If there are questions that I can clarify, write them down and I will respond.  I’m not elaborating much here because this stuff is so familiar to me that I’m not sure what to point out.  I think you can get this part.


Page 59:  “Substance and process addictions usually have a meaning beyond the personal.  The society in which we live needs addictions, and its very essence fosters addictions.  It fosters addictions because the best-adjusted person in the society is the person who is not dead and not alive, just numb, a zombie.”


Shouldn’t your night belong to Michelob?


You deserve a break today!


Society would have us forget that what happened at work, or at home really upset us, really hurt us.  We are encouraged to get drunk, eat, or in someway consume something so that we don’t notice our feelings about what has happened to us.  Sound too bleak?  Sound too depressive?  Take a good look around you.


“When you are fully alive, you are constantly saying no to many of the processes of the society:  the racism, the polluted environment, the nuclear threat, the arms race, drinking unsafe water, and eating carcinogenic foods.”  We have to stay in a “numbed” state in order to live with these processes.  What and how do you feel when contemplating this perspective?  Are you dead?  Can you feel?


Page 60 SYSTEM:  This section is very important, as is the next.  On this page is the crucial point regarding world views.  It is important to realize the ways in which a system protects its world view from criticism and interrogation.  The system stays closed to all or most outside communication.  Ideas that contradict the world view, “the truth as the system sees it”, are labeled as insane, threatening, bad, ridiculous, stupid, impractical, impossible, or nonsense.

How do you feel about this?  What do you think?  Have you seen this happening in your experience in your organization?  What happens to those who challenge the system in a way that is not approved by the society?

The thing to realize about a system is that it is dedicated to perpetuating itself, even if it is no longer needed.  It will resist attempts to change it.  The many aspects which are italicized throughout this chapter are the tools by which people are kept from “taking on” the system.  As you read them, can you see them operational in your organization.


MOST IMPORTANT:  Can you see the ways in which you utilize or are caught up in such systemic characteristics as confusion, self-centeredness, dishonesty, perfectionism (the attempt to be God-doesn’t it run rampant in religious organizations?), the scarcity model, the illusion of control, frozen feelings, ethical deterioration and spiritual bankruptcy?  Talk about them.  Do any of them hit home?  Remember, recovery must begin with the process of individuals doing what they can to change themselves.  In order for you to change, you must become familiar with your own participation in these various systemic characteristics.


Page 68 PROCESS:  There are many underlying processes that help to maintain the Addictive System.  These processes are the “secret strengths” of the system; they keep it going.  The authors describe six that they found to be most relevant to organizations.  it is important to understand them.  They all function to keep one’s focus off of reality and the here and now. What is the Promise of your system?

When you read about the Pseudopodic Ego Process, can you think of examples that you have encountered in your organization?  I recall that in the last year at the place where I was previously employed, all sorts of promises were made in response to feedback to employees.  NOTHING CHANGED despite many claims to the contrary from the leadership.  I finally got one Director to admit that, in truth, he could not imagine a company being run in the manner promised.  Many people left and nothing ever did change.  

External referencing is another term for “don’t pay attention to what you think and feel,” instead be a good person as the system defines him.  Think of the persons with the workaholism health problems.  According to their external referencing, they were doing just fine.  if they were internally referenced, they would know that their bodies are dying.  What about you?  Can you see how you are externally referenced?  Talk about this.

The process of invalidation is well known to those who study dysfunctional systems.  When Bateson, Laing and others studied the families of schizophrenics, this was one of the methods of communication that was found to exist in those families.  If something does not make sense to and/or threatens the system, the members of the system will label that idea “crazy.”  If the person presenting that idea persists in his/her presentation, he or she will be labeled “crazy.”  Another term commonly used is “bad.”  Systemically, theses ideas and the persons who represent them are rejected, not allowed a fair hearing or a legitimate place.


What happens to new or critical ideas that challenge the system in your organization?  What happens to the people who present those ideas?  Are you keeping your mouth shut about certain ideas or criticisms you have because you fear what will happen to you if you speak out?  If so, can you just name those ideas now?


Have you witnessed the fabricating of personality conflicts?  


DUALISM:  this is a biggie because it is so pervasive in our society.  How often have you heard the phrase “either this or that?”  This sort of approach holds the belief that only two alternatives are possible.  In fact, there are usually a large number of solutions to problems, but often solutions imply systematic change.  Either/or, black/white, dualistic thinking is useful in maintaining control within the status quo of the system.  Have you seen this operating in your organization?  How so?  How about in your own approach to things?  Talk about it.


CO-DEPENDENCE:  I know that all of you have read about co-dependence.  Some of you are already working on your own issues as co-dependence.  It is most important to know that co-dependence is a disease with its own process just as addiction is a disease.  Many of the processes of co-dependence are the same as those of addiction.  I will not try to improve up on the authors’ excellent summary of co-dependence.  I refer you to Schaef’s book on co-dependence as well as the work of Beattie if you want more info.  The question is, given that Your organization is an addictive organization can you see how you are co-dependent?  Talk about this.  

CHAPTER III:  The Four Major Forms of Addiction in Organizations 


This is the keystone chapter in the book.  In this chapter the authors began to integrate the concepts presented in the earlier chapters.  


Section 1:  What do the examples in this section bring to mind?  Have you experienced any of this yourselves?  I know that recently one formator was confronted and chose to seek treatment for his alcoholism.  I have talked with at least one person who was involved in that situation and that person was angry that, a) he had no idea that the confusion surrounding that person was due to his active addiction, and b) that others knew that the problem was this person’s alcoholism and had said nothing about it. This is true in most organizations  What this seems to say about those organizations is that denial is alive and well, and as long there is some semblance of the work being done, nothing with happen to active addicts in key positions. What do you think about this?  


Page 94: two important quotes:


Sometimes key leaders who exhibit the characteristics we outlined here are removed.  Our experience has shown that the removal helped initially; there was relief at first.  Then we became aware that the group was not much different, even with the manager gone.  That was because though the addict was gone, the co-dependents remained, and they continued in their system practicing their disease.


To get treatment for the individual addict in an organization is important.  It is progress and results in important change.  Yet one must also treat the whole system.  Treating a whole system leads to change at all levels of the organization, which is necessary if a change is to be effective.  

What do you think about these quotes from this page?  This is pushing the hologram concept, the systemic concept to its natural conclusion.  Just as in families where one or more members are addictive, those not addicted are affected by the disease of codependency. Those teams who have addicts as their leaders will need to learn how to function more freely.  Is this too idealistic?  What do you think about this?  Can you recognize leaders who are addictive in the organization, whether the addiction is a substance addiction or a process addiction?

Section 2   Read the first line of this section:  “A person not involved in active recovery is probably part of the problem.”  When I first read this line I thought, “this sounds like the sort of dualism we are trying to get away from.”  I don’t believe this is the case.  My own experience with addiction, both personal and professional, tells me that this statement is true.  I cannot imagine a person who stays in an addictive system not being caught up in the disease.  I have seen people recognize the disease of a system and leave as soon as they could find another situation.  I have also seen people come into a system, complain that it is not healthy, and very quickly become caught up in that system.

This section is full of very rich material.  The basic point is that if you were not already inured to addictive processes, then addictive systems would seem blatantly absurd to you.  There has been so much written about AA’s, ACOA’s and Co-dependents that I will not become redundant to the authors at this time.  I will urge you to read this section very carefully. In truth, this chapter represents the potential for a seminar in and of itself.  I will draw attention to certain points that I see as important.  


Page 96:  regarding the designation of who is co-dependent.  I want to say that I believe this.  Robert Subby, who was one of the first to work with persons whom he called co-dependent, believes that we are all more or less co-dependent because of the nature of our culture.  He likes to state that there are two kinds of people, co-dependents and flaming co-dependents.  I have my own theories as to how this has come about but this is not the place for stating such theories.  I will ask you to take a moment and ponder just how much sympathy/empathy/compassion you have for your parents because they:  were so sick, worked so hard, were so good to you, were so good to others, etc, all while they were not taking care of themselves.  The point here is that by naming 96% of the population to be co-dependent it becomes clear that when we speak of recovery for all who are affected by/with the disease, we are talking about a social revolution.  I believe that revolution is necessary if the institutions of society are to change.  If we state this dialectically, once sufficient individuals become invested in their own recovery process, the institutional changes will become inevitable.

Do you see this?  Do you agree that the implications for what we are discussing go far beyond just the individual and your organization?  What do you think about this?  How do you feel in the face of such implication?  I can easily become overwhelmed by this.  I come back into focus by remembering that I can only change me and beyond that I can be willing to offer what I can to others who also want to change.  KEEP IT SIMPLE!


Page 97- 102: ACOA’S AT WORK


My mother is an ACOA and a co-dependent.  If we ever get nuked, I want her around.  She’ll be calm, organized, compassionate, helpful, insightful, direct, and untiring.  It was day to day living with her that was tough.  I’m the same way.  My own recovery has involved learning that periods of calm were to be enjoyed; they were not invitations from God to manufacture a crisis.  I admit it; I get high on a crisis.  When I worked at a psychiatric hospital, I was one of the ones who got called when things went crazy.  I eventually was hired onto the staff of a unit that was essentially in constant crisis or was prepared for it. I can’t tell you now what I did or what I would do in any given crisis.  Just let me get in there and I will handle it.  

However, everyday living is not made up of crises and that is what gets a lot of ACOA’s in trouble.

I want you all to look at the various characteristics of ACOA’s outlined in these pages and just speak to what you have seen in yourselves and in those people with whom you are working and with whom you have worked.

I know that almost every person I have assessed has suffered from perfectionism/self-criticism.  Workaholism I have already spoken to. Rigidity in thinking is quite common. I have known and have assessed people who were in leadership positions who openly admitted that they listened to what people wanted but then always tried to do things the way they wanted them.  If their ideas would not fly at the time, they would often refuse to let go of them.  They would hope for the situation in which they could say, “I told you so!”


What is your reaction to the section on Pgs. 100-102 regarding teamwork?  What has your experience been?  Talk about it.  

I want to say that my hope is that a future seminar will focus on Janet Woititz’s book Home Away From Home: The Art of Self-Sabotage.  This book is dedicated to ACOA’s in the workplace.  It contains an excellent description of the religious workaholic written by a counselor who has a vast experience with such persons.


Page 103-117 CO-DEPENDENTS AT WORK:


The important points here have to do with the differences in style of the ACOA and the Co-dependent.  It is important to know that co-dependents avoid conflict at all cost.  I sometimes find myself resorting to rather blunt phrases to wake compliant co-dependents up to what they are doing to themselves.  They have little dignity or self-esteem so they will take a lot before they will do anything about their situation.  Even if they do complain about or leave a very abusive work situation, they will usually feel guilty for doing so.  I often have to say something like, “Do you really enjoy the taste of shit, or do you believe that you actually deserve to be treated this way?”

Since co-dependents always come from confusing situations, they can tolerate a great deal of confusion.  What about you?  What has your experience shown you about yourself and others as regards living in confusion?  I talked with many an assesses who claimed that he/she had no idea why some things which affected them directly were done the way they were, but he/she would not challenge the situation because they were so accustomed to living in confusion.


Page 104:  (middle of the page) There is a reference to not confronting the active addict because he/she is such a “nice” person.  My experience has been that this is rampant in religious organizations.  Few behaviors, addictive or otherwise, are confronted because the other person is “nice” or will “hurt their feelings”.  Schaef offers an explanation of how this comes about.  What is your reaction to this?  What has your experience been?  How do you feel after reading this?


Page 107:  What is your reaction to Subby’s nine rules of dysfunctional systems?  Are they familiar?  Which ones strike home the most for you?  Talk about this.


Page 109:  Full paragraph in the middle:  It is important to realize the full effect of the enabler/co-dependent.  These persons are essential to the dysfunctional system.  Without them, the addict cannot continue to dysfunction.  Sounds ridiculous when it is said that way, doesn’t it?  As your read over the next few pages, what is your reaction to the ways in which co-dependents keep bad situations going?  What is familiar her?  Re: page 110 at the top, I know of many occasions of persons who were put into responsible positions without any training despite their having no knowledge of how to do the job.  They just took this in stride.  They just said “yes” and tried to limp along at what they were doing.  Most are burned out as a result of their experience.  What does your experience have to say about this?


Page 110-111:  “There are many ventures that should fold rather then limp along” Dysfunctional systems do not recognize limitations.  Sometimes it is better for things to come to an end. Sometimes their purpose is ended.  Sometimes some aspect of the system is no longer needed. People need to have a sense of their own inherent value, in and of themselves, in order to feel free to let go of things when the time comes, such as various projects.  How often do people in Your organization become identified with their functions?  Do you see people holding on, denying the end of the usefulness of what they are doing?


Page 113: at the bottom.  I know of several persons in important leadership positions in religious orders/societies who admitted to me that they avoided confrontation and conflict as much as possible while on his job.  They hated to have to actually call someone to task over what they were doing.  They could not tolerate the stress of someone being angry with them or disapproving of or disagreeing with a stand they might take.  So they were as invisible as possible.  What is your experience?  What kind of behaviors are you seeing right now in the current leadership?  Which of the various co-dependent behaviors can you identify in yourself?

I want to pause here to reiterate (Schaef makes the point several times in the book) something that it is important to keep in mind.  There is NO BLAME here.  This is not a moral indictment of anyone.  The intent is not to tell people that they are bad or wrong.  Rather the intent is to identify those behaviors that lead to psychological, spiritual and physical death in order to begin the process of recovery.  People in dysfunctional systems are not to blame, but they are responsible for what is happening.  This is meant in the sense that no one is causing their pain and they can initiate their own healing.  


Section 3:  I Believe that this may be one of, if not the 
most pertinent sections for Your organization in this book.  On Page 118, the authors describe that they learned that the organization can be “both setting and substance: for addiction.  Their prime example of what they mean is workaholism.


Page 119:  “Anything can be addictive when it becomes so central in one’s life that one feels that life is not possible without the substance or the process.”  Remember that people who are caught up in addiction are just that, they are caught up in something that has them.  The addict, particularly the process addict and most particularly the workaholic, is not going to be aware that something is so central to his/her life that he/she cannot live without it.  The addict just lives that process out.  Think about an organization like yours.  Does it not become completely central to the lives of the people who compose it?  I want to ask the radical question:  Can your organization exist without being so central to its member that it fosters such addictions as workaholism?  I have spoken to so many religious and clergy over the past few years and it is clear to me that the Church subsidizes and encourages a workaholic attitude.  I recall one woman, a sister from Canada, whose order sent her to The House of Affirmation for an assessment.  They were sure there was something wrong with her.  She was a delightful woman who was 65 years old.  She told us that she had become rather adamant about no longer putting in a 60 hour work week.  She wanted to work part-time and have more time to spend with her friends.  Such behavior was a threat to the system.  In her closed system, she was labeled as “sick” or “perhaps crazy” because of her “silly” notions about too much work.  Just to add to the picture, this woman told us that she had had a complete collapse as a result of burnout 20 years earlier.  Her tongue was paralyzed and she was completely exhausted.  She was ordered to take complete and total bed rest.  After two weeks in bed, she showed some minor improvement.  The Provincial came to her and asked her if she could do a “little something” for her since the sister was “just laying around doing nothing.”  The “little something” was to translate the Order’s constitutions from Latin to French!  Being a good co-dependent/workaholic in a crazy system, she did it.  Again, such a request was not seen as abnormal in that crazy system.


What do you think and feel about this issue?


Page 119: THE PROMISE   What do you feel and think when you read about the notion of the promise as a way organizations “hook” people into making the organization the central part of their lives?  WHAT DOES YOUR ORGANIZATION PROMISE?  Talk about this.  Can you list the implicit promises and the explicit promises?


Page 121-125:  regarding mission and goals as an expression of the promise.  What do you think and feel as you read this?  The authors speak of the organization conning the public and its employees by making lofty and attractive goals and promises.  How real is the Mission Statement of your organization?  How much does it have to do with the reality of your experience in your organization?  Is your organization conning the public into giving donations with the image it promoters of itself in its magazine?  How real is what is published in the magazine?  

Can you name the stated goals of your organization?  Can you articulate the actual, lived out, unstated goals of your organization that you have found evident in your experience?


Page 123:  What is your reaction to the notion of keeping people from looking at what is actually going on in an organization by keeping people’s eyes on the goal?  How do you feel about the grandiosity issue, the idea that the organization presents itself as something that it is not?  How is this true of your organization?  What would a true description of your organization look like?  What would a true and realistic mission statement sound like?


Since goals and mission are part of the “fix” given to those who are addicted to and organization to keep them hooked into working, would anyone really go for a truer, more realistic mission statement?


Page 125:  How have you seen loyalty used to manipulate people in your organization?  Are the authors on target in this section?  If not, how so?  If they are, can you articulate how what they say applies to you and to your organization?


Pgs 129-136:  This description of workaholism is excellent, if you believe that there is such a thing as addiction to work.  Where are you at with this?  What do you believe?  Remember, an addiction is a disease process that inevitably leads to death if unchecked.  Does this exist in your organization?  What have you seen?  Does the addiction to work exist in you?  The authors make the point quite well that there is culture wide denial around work addiction.  It is seen as a virtue. 

One workaholic priest with whom I worked could give quite graphic descriptions of the “high” he got form getting his adrenalin going.  Working like a man possessed mad them feel “so alive”.  Is anything in this familiar to you?  Talk about it.


Page 135:  Read the last tow paragraphs.  What do you think about this?  How do you feel reading this section in particular?


Page 136:  The authors indicate that workaholism actually leads to a loss of spirituality.  I have met so may religious who complain of just this, there is so much work to do that there is little time for their own spirituality, yet it was the promise of a life of spiritual growth with drew them to religious life and it is the hope of realizing that promise that keeps them.  Yet when I was interviewing them, they were spiritually dead.  What have you to say about this issue?

This can be tough to grasp, so take your time with it.  The authors say that, “When an organization is an addict, it is necessary to acknowledge and work with this first before engaging in any other form of organizational development.”  I feel that you have to start somewhere and that somewhere is with individuals first.  They must first recognize the addiction of the organization and then do the work of beginning their own recovery and of making the other members of the organization aware of hat is going on.  If the point is that other developmental programs should be put on hold while the organization recovers, then I can agree with them.  What do you think about this?


Pages 139-145: COMMUNICATING PROCESS


Inevitably, communication is awful in addictive organizations.  The authors point to communication as indirect, vague, confused, and ineffective, written (impersonal) rather than spoken, and triangulated.  They point to the use of gossip, secrets and skilled incompetence.  They say that no significant information in actually communicated and that people become tout of touch with what they feel because feeling oriented communication is discouraged.  All communication is expected to be logical and rational (even if it doesn’t make sense).  What have you seen in Your organization as regards communication?  Which of the examples on these pages are typical of Your organization?  Which of these methods can you say that you use?


Pages 145-150: THINKING PROCESS


Have you experienced loss of memory at the organizational level?  Does your organization learn from its past mistakes?  I heard several persons whom I assessed saying that their organization approached things as if they had never been done before.  The specific reference was to the lay mission program.  This person said that his organization approached it as if there was nothing to learn from the experience of other orders and societies and organizations.  The impression I was given was that his organization had an exclusive attitude which leads to the frequent reinvention of the wheel with the predictable let-down when they discover that it already exists.


Page 147:  second full paragraph:  How do you feel about this?  I found this paragraph to be quite telling.  Is your organization, like America, becoming “comfortably numb”?  


The authors point to such processes as distorted thinking, externalization, projection and dualism.  After reading the descriptions and examples, what can you say you have seen in your organization?  I know that as the last organization for which I worked was headed down the tubes, some very bizarre things happened.  We were often told by the hired consultant that he had never said many of the things which many of us claimed to have witnessed him saying.  His veracity was supposedly confirmed by the agreement of the Director by whom the consultant had been hired!  We, the staff, felt crazy.  That’s when many people began to leave.  People who are truly addicted to an organization that is, in turn, addicted, will not leave.  The will think that they are confused, which is true. The problem is that they will think that they misremember or that somehow their confusion is not important.  Wheat is important is to dismiss the confusion and get back to work.


I want to point to dualism in particular.  There is a paragraph on page 150, the first full paragraph.  Does this not describe much of what is happening as regards the way things are done in certain sections of your organization?  I certainly have read and heard much of this kind of attitude in many organizations.  What do you think?  What have you seen?


Page 150-164: MANAGEMENT AND PERSONNEL PROCESSES


I believe that this section could be a seminar in and of itself.  At this time, I would just ask you to look at the various examples and ask yourselves if you have seen any of this in action.  I know that from my experience with the Church, I have seen two blatant examples of denial and dishonesty.  The Church is in denial about the extent of sexual abuse and addiction that is occurring within its ranks. It thinks that if the truth were known, then the Church would not survive.  Also, there is denial, although it is crumbling, as regards the number of gay and lesbian persons currently in religious life.  Again, there is fear that if the truth were known, the Church would not survive.  

What are your experiences with dishonesty and denial, isolation, self-centeredness, judgmentalism, perfectionism, confusion and crisis orientation, seduction, setting up sides, and manipulating consumers (does Your organization tell its benefactors the truth)?

I want to say here that these things do not exist separately in and of themselves.  They are dialectically interrelated aspects of the whole.  For instance, when there is denial about the extent of a problem, such as sexual addiction, we are also seeing the self-centeredness, the perfectionism, the judgmentalism and the manipulation of the consumers.  They all go together.


Pages 164-176:  STRUCTURAL COMPONENTS


As an organization gets sicker there is a proliferation of rules that comes out of the myth which states that rules will alleviate the disease of the addictive system.  In fact, they lead to a furthering of the process of the disease by increasing confusion and rigidity.  


This section really needs to be read and re-read because the authors interweave many of the concepts that they have presented previously.


Page 165:  “In fact, in many cases, structures actually interfere with, are counter productive to, accomplishing the mission or completely eliminate the possibility or accomplishing the purpose.”  The very structures (procedures, methods, processes) of the organization do actually prevent members from achieving the stated goals of the organization.  What does your experience tell you about this statement?  Have you seen this happening? Talk about it.


Page 167-8:  What is your reaction to this description of control as so important to an organization?  I was particularly struck by the sense of a person’s behavior as reflective of his/her goodness or badness.  Control is necessary to keeping up a certain image.  Recall when “civvies” were first allowed to people of the cloth?  I remember one sister with whom I worked being told that even though she was not disobeying by wearing a skirt and blouse, it was “bad” that she was doing so!  (Implication:  she was bad).  Such behavior upset others.  In truth, it messed with their sense of being in control.


What are your reactions to the various examples of control in an addictive organization?  How do you feel about this as you read it?  


Page 172:  The concept of form as a fix is rampant in the medical profession, which is why the examples used come from there.  Simple put, the effort is made to come up with a policy/procedure for dealing with certain types of persons or situations.  Each person or situation is assumed to fit the procedure that then dehumanizes that person by robbing him/her of her individuality.  It also robs the administrator who enforces the policy of his/her humanity.  How have you seen this evident?  I know that many missioners become quite expedient when overseas because following the policies and procedures that fit canon law would not allow them to ever get anything done.  But changing the policies is unspeakable.  The form is sacred even if it does not fit the function.


How do you see this operant in your organization right now?  How is discipline handled?  How do policies come to exist?  Can policies actually be eliminated?  Are more policies/structures coming into existence than are going out?

CHAPTER IV:  RECOVERY IN THE ADDICTIVE ORGANIZATION


As a recovering addict I want to tell you that recovery is a much more demanding way of life than is active addiction.  It is said that, “constant vigilance is the price of sobriety (recovery).”  The tenacity of addictive thinking and behavior patterns cannot be underestimated.  It is quite easy to give up, to become overwhelmed by the enormity of the task.  That is why one must learn to keep things simple and to stay within the bounds of what one can realistically do today.


At this point, I suggest that you take turns reading paragraphs from HOW IT WORKS, Chapter 5 in the “Big Book” of AA.  My hope is that this will give you a sense of what the early phases of recovery are about.

Rarely have we seen a person fail who has thoroughly followed our path.  Those who do not recover are people who cannot or will not completely give themselves to this simple program, usually men and women who are constitutionally incapable of being honest with themselves.  There are such unfortunates.  They are not at fault; they seem to have been born that way.  They are naturally incapable of grasping and developing a manner of living which demands rigorous honesty.  their chances are less than average.  There are those, too, who suffer from grave emotional and mental disorders, but many of them do recover if they have the capacity to be honest.  Our stories disclose in a general way what we used to be like, what happened, and what we are like now.  If you have decided you want what we have and are willing to go to any length to get it-then you are ready to take certain steps.

At some of these we balked.  We through we could find an easier softer, way.  But we could not.  With all the earnestness at our command, we beg of you to be fearless and thorough from the very start.  Some of us have tried to hold on to our old ideas and the result was nil until we let go absolutely.

Remember that we deal with alcohol (addiction of any kind here) cunning, baffling, powerful!  Without help it is too much for us.  But there is One who has all power-that One is God.  May you find Him now! 

Half measures availed us nothing.  We stood at the turning point.  We asked His protection and care with complete abandon.


Here are the steps we took, which are suggested as a program of recovery:


1.  We admitted we were powerless over alcohol (substitute any other addiction)- that our lives had become unmanageable.


2.  Came to believe that a power greater than ourselves could restore us to sanity.


3.  Made a decision to turn our will and our lives over to the care of God as we understood him.


4.  Made a searching and fearless moral inventory of ourselves.


5.  Admitted to God, to ourselves, and to another human being the exact nature of our wrongs.


6.  Were entirely ready to have God remove all of these defects of character.


7.  Humbly asked Him to remove our shortcomings.


8.  Made a list of all persons we had harmed, and became willing to make amends to them all.


9.  Made direct amends to such people wherever possible, except when to do so would injure them or others.


10.  Continued to take personal inventory and when we were wrong promptly admitted it.


11.  Sought through prayer and meditation to improve our conscious contact with God as we understand Him, praying only for knowledge of His will for us and the power to carry that out.


12.  Having had a spiritual awakening as the result of these steps, we tried to carry this message to alcoholics (other addicts of any sort), and to practice these principles in all our affairs.


Many of us exclaimed, “What an order!  I can’t go through with it.”  Do not be discouraged.  No one among us has been able to maintain anything life perfect adherence to these principles.  We are not saints.  The point is, that we are willing to grow along spiritual lines.  The principles we have set down are guides to progress.  We claim spiritual progress rather than spiritual perfection.

Our experience has made clear three pertinent ideas:


(a) That we were alcoholic (other addiction), and could not manage our own lives.


(b) That probably no human power could have relieved our alcoholism (other addiction).


(c) That God could and would if He were sought.


The authors make many important points in these pages.  They point out the many pitfalls to recovery.


1.  Addiction is a disease, those addicted are not evil, they are sick


2.  Addiction is a fatal disease; those untreated will die and this includes organizations.


3.  Recovery is not a quick fix, it is a quick fix, it is a process that proceeds in fits and starts.  It is nonlinear and discontinuous.  Ground won today may have to be retaken tomorrow.


4.  The focus must be on progress not perfection.


5.  Giving up the substance or process to which one is addicted is only the beginning.  Changes in one’s very approach to life must follow if recovery is to continue.


6.  MOST IMPORTANT:  Recovery is about spirituality first and foremost.  What is meant here is the spirituality that speaks of living out one’s awareness of being a living creature created and loved by God.  What hurts a person is a violation of his/her spirituality.  That person must be helped to see that their addictions are killing them.


7.  The individual is the expert in his/her own process.  He/she must be trusted to proceed at his/her own pace toward recovery.  Again, this chapter could be the source of a seminar in and of itself.  I believe that what is most important is for you to go through this chapter individually and name those parts which hit you the most.  What is acceptable here?  Is there anything that you do not understand?  I can see how the 12 steps apply to individuals, but I do not yet see how an organization can follow the 12 steps?  Can you?  How does an organization go about making a “searching and fearless moral inventory (step 4)?  How does an organization make amends to those whom it has harmed (step 9)?  This would require such incredible honesty?  Perhaps you can begin to see how this can be done?  Please talk about this.


What is said about the non-judgmental attitude is crucial.  The person must feel loved while his/her disease and its process are treated as intolerable.  How can your organization go about the business of making interventions when and where they are needed?  What would it mean for your organization to “hit bottom?”


Page 187:  Last paragraph:  This is a description of the sort of “tough love” which is necessary to recovery.  Can you imagine this going on at your organization?  How can you see the application of the notion of letting people fail and hit bottom in those areas of your organization with which you are familiar?

The implication here is that there will be honesty, openness and willingness and no more “being nice” so that “nice” people won’t have their feelings hurt.  Can you imagine not telling someone they had a fatal disease because the doctor feared that the person’s feelings would be hurt?  Can you sit by and not tell someone that what they are doing is hurting them and then continue to let them do it?  How many smokers do you love?  How many workaholics do you help remain ill?

The authors emphasize that self-identification and naming are essential elements to the recovery process.  Each 12-step meeting begins with each person saying “my name is               and I am (name of addiction).”  This reminds the person and each person present that the disease is real and it has a name.  In ancient lore, knowing the name of beast or spirit haunting you gave you power over it.  Naming you addiction aloud is the beginning of freeing yourself from the shame of having it.  Naming your addiction takes you out of the dark and into the light where you can see what you are doing and receive help.  Naming and accepting your addiction as real is the beginning of having personal power in your life.


Page 201:  Look at these elements of recovery in italics; they are quite important:


recovery has to be a basic paradigm shift; 


recovery occurs over time,


recovery must occur at every level of function to be effective;


the recovery process has system implications.


“We contend that one cannot view these elements as isolated, nor can they be treated in an isolated fashion.”  They are referring here to the hologram/dialectical viewpoint.  We cannot speak of parts of the system recovering; either the system recovers at all levels or it does not recover.

They write:


Recovery is truly not possible, we believe, unless the addictive process is correctly named and change proceeds at all levels of the organization. One must simultaneously focus on the individual and the organization, and one must simultaneously focus on the process, the structures, the product, and the procedures.


This is a tall order.  What is your reaction to this?  Can it be done?  Are you willing to undertake such a task in an organization as large and as diverse as your organization?  How do you feel as you read this?
CHAPTER V:  IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS


Section 1:  What Are The Implications If Organizations Continue To Function Addictively?


“We believe that unless corporations confront the element of addictiveness in their organizations, they will continue to posit sick answers to real and important issues.”  I agree.


Page 208-211:  Read each of the italicized implications.  Which are you seeing already in your organization?  Talk about these.  They may be the very sources of some of your own personal pain and frustrations.  I wonder if you have seen the very people who most represent hope for your organization leaving, as is suggested at the bottom of page 210?

Section 2:  When Organizations Begin To Recover And Make A Systems Shift.


I believe that the single most important quote in this section is from page 214:


Employees are the richest potential source of support for recovery for the addictive organization.  The recovery process depends on individual and systemic effort.  The first type of recovery for employees is gaining respect for their own process and respect for other people’s process.  Co-dependency flourishes when employees are without boundaries, do not know how to meet their own needs, and thereby become intrusive in other’s lives. (Italics mine.)


I say this is the most important because I believe that this is how the recovery of the organization begins.


What do you think?  Can you imagine an organization wherein people are aware of and respect one another as persons in process?  My humorous side wants to add, can you imagine an organization wherein people feel free to say “no, I have enough to do, I won’t do that for you”?


Page 216.  Can you talk with any current consultants about how he or she is consulting?  Can you talk about what other consultants have done that has or has not helped?  Can you see how they either offered a “quick fix” or became enmeshed in the problems they were hired to solve?  Did any consultant ever try to help you get in touch with your own process?


Pages 219-224:  Look at the italicized headings.  Can you imagine life in an organization in which these were the elements of the organizational structure?  What moves you here?  What excites you?  Does any of this seem impossible?


Page 221:  “Leaders power would come from their honesty and from their willingness to live their own process and respect the process of other persons.”  I believe that this is crucial.  What is your reaction to this quote?  Can you imagine such leadership?  Talk about it.


Page 225:  “Organizations can be-and need to be-based on spiritual and humanitarian values.”  They are talking about actually living out such values, not just giving them lip service so as to seduce people into buying the image of the organization.  Is this realistic?  Is it possible?  CAN YOU IMAGINE IT?  


Page 226:  Look at these two last quotes from the book:


Leadership is not control.  It is, first and foremost, a model of self-responsibility.  Leadership in the recovering organization is holographic, as is every characteristic of a healthy organization:  the developments that take place inside the individual take place in the system and vice versa.


We are convinced that organizations themselves have the opportunity to be active agents in the major paradigm shift that is occurring worldwide.  We believe organizations can and will recover their ethical and spiritual base.  In so doing, they have the possibility of becoming an inspiration to all of us who believe it is possible to regain anew our faith in organizations and in ourselves.

Again, is this the stuff of pipedreams?  Is it possible?  Is it too idealistic?  How do you feel about this model of leadership?  Can it be done?  The holographic concept would mean that each person feels involved in what leadership is doing because leadership acts in a way that really lives out the values which the organization espouses.  What are your reactions?


I am anxious for feedback and reactions to this document.  What can I do to improve it?  What did you like?  What did you hate?  I would like to know. Write to me.


( 2005 • Formation Consultation Services • The Addictive Organization • March 30, 2005 • page - 1

