Becoming the grounders of the abyss
Sustainable organizations for the present
Introduction

There are two kinds of truth. There are superficial truths, the opposite of which are obviously wrong. But there are also profound truths, whose opposites are equally right. 
– Niels Bohr
Human beings have a long tradition of living, thinking and working with and within battles. Today, together with the rising importance of the Asian market, the metaphor of the market place as a battle field too has gained much attention in recent years, and has caused more and more Westerners to perceive business strategy as a military enterprise (Lee et. al 1998). In fact, the long term goals of an organization, a strategy, is a word which is itself etymologically derived from the Greek “strategia”, meaning “the command of a general”. But, this ideal of the executive leading (read, ‘commanding’) his organisation (‘army’) to where he wants it to go (‘victory’), is in most cases a wish never to be fulfilled. The reason is that there is often a deep split between the head of an organization and the rest of it, causing leaders to feel powerless because they are unable to create the kind of change that they feel is needed (Belasco & Stayer 1994: 29). This inner battle is then often the subject of much coaching and consulting, most of which will fail to change this situation in the end, with the same complaints coming up again and again (Stacey et al. 2000: 4 ff.). 
The battle metaphor is useful, not only because it sometimes does lead to successful strategies (inspired by Sun Tzu), but even more so because it reveals how most managers, consultants and researchers really think about how causality operates within organizations. The etymological meaning of “strategy” reveals to us that the underlying teleology (Aristotle’s  “final cause”, the answer to the question “Why?”) that is being used in the dominant discourse of management is rationalistic. The reason is that it is thought that the strategy of a company is something that is created through rational choice. Then, together with chance, this supposedly determines the time path of an organization. Hence, all important organizational change that follows must be the product of either managerial choice or random chance events. This causes a split between management and organization, because the manager is endowed with free will, choice and rational thinking abilities, while “the organization” becomes a system to be controlled, measured and designed. In this Kantian systems thinking, although Kant himself would never have accepted it on ethical grounds, the people excluded from management become subjected to a formative teleology instead, which implies that they are robbed from human free will, as well as any possibility to develop genuine novelty, because their potential is in principle knowable and already present, and merely needs to be unfolded into the future. It is clear that this sort of causal thinking causes a fundamental split within an organization. The CEO as the general has to deploy his vision of how the battle has to be fought, and, the workers as the army are supposed to be obedient followers, ready to carry out that vision. 
I would like to discuss the idea that it is not the battles themselves, which are basically power relations, that cause organizations to fail or to dysfunction. A first level of realization is that it is the rationalistic version of this battle that is detrimental to an organization because it creates this dichotomous world in which a battle takes on a form that is in the end self-defeating. These last decades, many attempts have been made to heal this split through concepts such as “empowerment” (Wilkinson 1998), the democratic corporation (Ackoff 1994), creating a shared vision (Senge 1992), and the organisation as a living organism (de Geus 2000). Although these holistic approaches have a positive and hopeful tone that seeks to develop a more ethical way of organizational life, it does not prevent the split from happening since all it does is to redefine the boundary of the split, whether it be horizontal (include more groups in decision-making) or vertical (include more levels of human cognition and sense-making). As Stacey et al. observe, there is a limit to this widening and deepening of the boundary as it runs into infinite regression or becomes too complex (Stacey et al. 2000: 77). In other words, it is not by replacing one designer with many designers (through empowerment, democracy, holism) that the problem of the split is solved. As long as the idea reigns that there exists a “system” out there that is waiting to be optimized and controlled, the split and the frustration it entails will continue to persist. 
This leads to a different way of perceiving the split itself, giving way to a second and deeper realization. The split should not be reduced to a symbolic theme which is about abuse of political and economical power by the few. The reason is that it runs much deeper than that, and it leads all the way up to the evolution of the human being and his longstanding relation with technology. Here we would like to take up Heidegger’s notion of the essence of technology, which he calls “Enframing” (Gestell), and of which he claims that it is nothing technological itself, but instead, that it challenges us to a more original revealing of Nature (Heidegger 1977). Herein lies the danger, for when human beings keep perceiving technology as something that must be mastered, all things loose their meaning except when seen within the possibility of being operated on, whether it be rivers, trees, people or organizations. The result is a crisis of meaning, because in fact, there can exist no teleology in this mode of technological being. As Heidegger points out, “telos” is not really about an “aim” or “purpose”, but it is what in advance confines something within a realm of meaning. Telos, that which is above all responsible for a thing to come into being, is what gives bounds to a thing, no not to stop it, but rather as the start from where it begins to be meaningful (ibid. 8). The boundary it creates can be said to be an “enclosing disclosure”, enclosing a thing and at once opening it up for dialogue and meaning. Rational teleology, with its split between “subject” and “object”, can be seen, then, to create a different sort of boundary which is a “disclosing enclosure”. Here, it does not give a circumscribing from which to begin, but it provides us with an ending that opens up like an abyss, and challenges us to ground our own existence. But, it is not by standing on either side of the abyss, whether as a “system” or as a “designer”, that the challenge is met. Nor is it done by merely shifting this boundary  around. What it requires is that we, human beings, reveal our potential as the truly creative by taking up the final battle, which is the battle of the between: the confrontation with ourselves in the present of the abyss. We are the grounders of the abyss who welcome the paradox.
Although the rather mystical phrasing of Heidegger and my interpretation of it may sound too philosophical for any organizational purposes, I will show how the split and the challenge of the Enframing confines managerial and organizational theorizing as it is putting the limiting vision derived from the wish for closure into all practice. This yarning for closure, of course, is the essential process that belongs to telos, where the boundary is the enclosing disclosure. Asymmetry is crucial, however, and keeping things in the right order, we must first go through the phase of disclosure – this is to accept the unknown, to enter the abyss – and only then, can we evolve towards closure as a new telos will present itself.
- Shaw: pressure of closure

- bohm: dialogue and the broken dam

- decision making: ultimate control? (concrete decision making etc)
- complexity theory: Kauffman simulations: change due to networks interaction

- Stacey, Mead: mind as interaction <-> Cartesian split

- the inverse of the abyss: the dilemma (COE Trap-metaphor)
- success at Toyota: contradictions 

- earth, sky, divinities and mortals

- Bergson & emergence
- new telos of Transformation

- Confusion, Being, Heidegger’s being as Emergence

- problem of simulations and representation

- consumerism and Bernays and Freud

All warfare is based on deception. Hence, when we are able to attack, we must seem unable; when using our forces, we must appear inactive; when we are near, we must make the enemy believe we are far away; when far away, we must make him believe we are near.
– Sun Tzu, the Art of War: II

Together with the rising importance of the Asian market, the Asian philosophy of the market place as a battle field too has gained much attention in recent years, and has caused more and more Westerners to perceive business strategy as a military enterprise (Lee et. al 1998): It is about deciding how to ‘conquer’ market share by ‘defeating’ other competitors without oneself perishing in the process. In fact, the long term goals of an organization are what we call a “strategy”, a word which is itself etymologically derived from the Greek “strategia”, meaning “the command of a general”. But, the ideal of the executive leading his organisation (‘army’) to where he wants it to go (‘victory’), is in most cases a wish never to be fulfilled. The reason is that there is often a deep split between the head of an organization and the rest of it, causing leaders to feel powerless and unable to create change (Belasco & Stayer 1994: 29). This inner battle is then often the subject of much coaching and consulting work, most of which will fail to change this situation in the end. 

But, there is light at the end of this tunnel. Complexity theory, a domain that has been growing from various disciplines including systems theory, chaos theory, biology and computer simulations, shows with its principle of self-organization that the designer mentality that reigns in the strategist’s heads is flawed. Organisations and the environment they have to thrive in are inherently too unpredictable, making it unable for any expert to KNOW what is best next. 

Because warfare is based on deception, as long as battles reign within an organisation, valuable (‘profound’) truth that can lead to self-knowledge and learning will be obscured in pointless and self-defeating behaviour. The way out is to accept the paradox of chaos and order, but not in the context of war, but within a context of changing conversations, that is, the ongoing creative force that propels organisations forward by benefitting from the complementary poles of order and chaos at all times. This signifies that the role that order and chaos play in an organisation is not static, but is instead highly dependent on the ongoing stories in which they are operating. When an organization is approached from a mechanistic view, and thus the people in it are treated from a engineering mentality, chaos is forced to 

become the opposite of order in a game of superficial truth.
Strategic Management and Organizational Dynamics: The Challenge of Complexity 
By Ralph D. Stacey 
"…The dynamics of the edge of chaos are not at all those of crisis, but rather, of paradox and ambiguity. For me, this connotes a mature ability to hold a difficult position, not a state of crisis. Equating the edge of chaos with crisis leads on to the prescription to inject crisis into an organisation. Surely, this is a misinterpretation of what mathematical chaos or complexity might mean in human terms." p. 16

1540, from L. paradoxum "paradox, statement seemingly absurd yet really true," from Gk. paradoxon, from neut. of adj. paradoxos "contrary to expectation, incredible," from para- "contrary to" + doxa "opinion."

The metaphor of the battle can be used to enlighten us on different levels. The already mentioned level of the market, that is, the battle between firms, will not be discussed here. Instead, we will focus on two other levels of which can be said that a battle is not welcome. The first level is the battle between the executives and employees,
 and the battle of our thoughts in general. It is in fact the latter field which creates
then, is enlightening in the fact that there is an ongoing battle going on within organisations, and not onl
Instead, the intention here is to connect the phenomenon of battling corporations with a more basic battle of which it could be claimed that it underlies it all: the battle between order and chaos. The essential difference between the two is that the battle in the first case is a metaphor that enlightens an external phenomenon that is not or hardly visible at all in the more traditional and economic approach, whereas the second battle is internal and always invisible. In other words, it is a battle of the mind. Because it is internal and invisible, it is easily neglected although it can be found explicated over abundantly in the often forgotten world of the philosophers where the problem is often called “dualism”. Of course, one can’t do anything with philosophy, as Heidegger himself says:- 

One believes that one has had the experience oneself, and readily hears it confirmed: “nothing comes” of philosophy; “you can’t do anything with it?.” These two turns of phrase, which are especially current among teachers and researchers in the sciences, express observations that have their indisputable correctness. (12-13, [9])

Away from the designer mentality

We take the position here that philosophy is not there to “solve” problems, but rather to give weight to wh

but instead we will try to tackle the oldest problem of management that probably underlies it, namely the struggle between order and chaos. It is here that the battle begins, and it is also here where most organizations fail today. But, although it is easy to recognise this struggle in the daily and visible activities of a company, it becomes a much more demanding task to be able to discern this struggle in the realm of the invisible, but therefore no less real: the mind.

Thus, the high end manager(s) can indeed be seen as the strategos (the general) who leads his stratos (army, expedition) to the battle. 
One may not like the seemingly aggressive and masculine overtone of perceiving strategy through the metaphor of the battle, however. Battles cause destruction, and thus, they entail chaos. And it is true that human beings have a natural yearning for peace and stability, something which is undisputedly linked to job security. Also, work is in most cases intrinsically connected with constructive activities, hence with the creation of order. 
There is, however, at least one good reason for having interest in the battle approach of organizations: the vast majority of firms around the world perish prematurely. For example, well-known business consultant Peter Senge remarks that an unpublished survey conducted in 1983 by the Royal Ducth/Shell found out that one third of the firms in the Fortune “500” in 1970 had already vanished (Senge 1990: 17). From the data, the Shell-team estimated that the average lifetime of the largest industrial enterprises is less than forty years, which is roughly half the lifetime of a human being. But, it is not only the big and solid companies that face this premature death. More recent studies conducted by de Rooij (1996) indicates that the average life expectancy of all firms in Europe and Japan is only 12,5 years, regardless of their size. And, as de Geus points out, there is no reason to believe that the situation in the United States is any better (de Geus 1997: 2). Furthermore, a 2004 study by Hewitt Associates indicated as well that the average life span of companies today is 12-15 years. On the other hand, we know that companies can grow to become hundreds of years old, a fact which reveals the enormous gap between the average lifetime that we measure today and the potential lifetime that can be reached. If so many companies disappear so quickly, ought we not to face the reality of this battle instead of ignoring it? 
Here we will not focus on the question of the longevity of firms in a direct manner (cf. de Geus 1997, TenHaken & Cohen 2007). 
 Another important thing is to understand the fuller nature of what it is called “a battle”. As Sun Tzu points out in his “Art of War”, a battle doesn’t necessary bring along fighting with it – it would actually be better if it didn’t. The thesis of this paper is that our minds usually cope with duality in life through a struggle wherein either side is presumably victorious. In this case, it is management which would like to see order reigning over chaos in its company. We must also take note that this is a value driven process where “order” stands for “good” and “chaos” for “bad”. The problem is that this kind of thinking is reductionistic and mechanistic – it is exactly the kind of reasoning that gave birth to the scientific and technological revolution, giving way to the industrial revolution. Its power has thus been proven, and therefore, it is at first sight quite inconceivable how it couldn’t be adequate for solving managerial problems. Yet, the ongoing premature deaths of firms around the world and the economic and social disasters they entail, the problems of work related stress, and the problem of the same managerial problems reoccurring over and over, all point to the fact that the logic of reductionism has created a mess of problems which it inherently is unable to solve.
Luckily enough, for the Enlightened Western mind, there is a light at the end of this dark tunnel. And although the light is still dim, it carries the name of complexity theory, and just like reductionism took time to give way to the industrial revolution, complexity thinking will need some more time to open up a new era with a different kind of logic and attitude towards life. In the field of complexity theory, there is no place for the split between man and nature, chaos and order, past and present. Duality is no longer seen as a struggle to be overcome, but it is welcomed as the drive that creates all dynamic phenomena including ourselves. 
For scientific management, this means that the engineering and designer mentality from which it sprung forward must be overcome because it is only concerned about designing control systems in order to eliminate uncertainty must be overcome (Stacy 2000:7) in order to encompass a much broader vision on what is understood by “management”. 
consider that these last decades a new paradigm has been emerging amidst academics and business men alike that considers the field of competition and strategy to be deeply rooted in the mechanisms and laws that drive the evolution of life itself. This new field, commonly referred to as the theory of complexity, is in many ways challenging the older mainstream views on economics and business strategy. Whilst the latter is mainly inspired by rationalism and uses a Newtonian worldview that is reigned by order and control (embodied by straightforward laws), the new view heavily draws upon biological systems and how they manage to thrive on both, order and chaos, in order to establish their own long-term goal which, of course, consists of survival. The survival of a business entity is nothing else than a translation of the aforementioned core question of strategic management. 


 The fact that complexity theory requires an entirely different worldview can hardly be repeated enough, and the consequences of the insights that are offered in this different perspective of the world are of tremendous importance for the world of management. One of these is the fact that complexity thinking is not the next fad to be followed, nor is it a technique that can readily be implemented in order for a strategy to be successful. Instead, it requires that one rethinks the whole concept of  the “organization”, “work”, “employees”, and all other fundamental categories on which we rely on a daily basis. In short, it is about a shift in perception, not yet another attempt at controlling things. The Belgian physicists Ilya Prigogine who did pioneering work on the subject of chaos in nature (“dissipative structures” in his terminology), says the following about this shift:-


At the beginning of this century, continuing the tradition of the classical research program, physicists were almost unanimous in agreeing that the fundamental laws of the universe were deterministic and reversible. Processes that did not fit this scheme were taken to be exceptions, merely artefacts due to complexity, which itself had to be accounted for by invoking our ignorance, or our lack of control of the variable involved. Now, at the end of this century, more and more scientists have come to think, as we do, that many fundamental processes shaping nature are irreversible and stochastic; that the deterministic and reversible laws describing the elementary interaction may not be telling the whole story. This leads to a new vision of matter, one no longer passive, as described in the mechanical world view, but associated with spontaneous activity. This change is so deep that we believe we can truly speak of a new dialogue of man with nature. [my emphasis] (Prigogine en Nicolis 1989: 3)

The problem is that there’s no clear-cut way to translate this new dialogue into a well-defined thought, let alone a concrete action. 

5) Pluralistic view of the World: different kinds of phenomena coexist

One way to see it, is that the core of complexity theory is a retake at how we think about duality. We have already mentioned the importance of chaos in this new field (thus, order versus chaos), but there is also our perception of time (past versus future, long-term versus short-term) and work itself (individual versus group). Traditional management has always been concerned in creating and maintaining order as much as possible whilst destroying and preventing chaos. Once there is pure order, so the reasoning goes, everything can be controlled to the maximum, thus enabling us to reach a maximum efficiency from which logically follows success itself. “Chaos” then is that category which stands for waste, uncertainty, redundancy, loss of control, anarchy, and ultimately dead itself. In this mode of Cartesian thinking, order and chaos exclude one another, always. Order stands for survival, and chaos is the gate to hell. Hence, the duality becomes a dichotomy and the gap between the two of them is made as wide as possible. In the end, it becomes impossible to think the two of them together, just like it becomes equally impossible in knowing how to unite past and present, individual and team … even work and leisure. 

But what if these gaps are cultural illusions, carefully constructed by our thoughts that in turn unconsciously drive us towards the creation of a socio-economical world that reflects it? This is in fact what decades of research in the “hard” sciences such as physics, chemistry and biology are telling us. Systems that show a complex behaviour, such as cells or certain fluids (commonly referred to as “complex adaptive systems”), all need one thing in order to be able to manifest their complexity: the ongoing unification of order and chaos, past and future, itself and the world. Prigogine was not being unnecessarily philosophical when talking about a new dialogue between man and Nature. Even “man and Nature” is questionable as this gap too must ultimately be an illusion as well, and it will have to make place for a higher order of thinking that is as dynamic as nature is, instead of the static frame that is so prevailing in this era. 

Toyota: stable and longstanding, successful strategy

how does it win its battles?
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(Henderson 1989: 141)

corporate 


1398, "united in one body," from L. corporatus, pp. of corporare "form into a body," from corpus (gen. corporis) "body" (see corporeal). Corporation "incorporated company for doing business" is from 1530; corporatism is from 1890.
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The rigor of thinking, in contrast to that of the sciences, does not consist merely in an artificial, that is, technical-theoretical exactness of concepts. It lies in the fact that speaking remains purely in the element of Being and lets the simplicity of its manifold dimensions rule. 
– Heidegger, Letter on humanism: 2 
system 


1619, "the whole creation, the universe," from L.L. systema "an arrangement, system," from Gk. systema "organized whole, body," from syn- "together" + root of histanai "cause to stand" from PIE base *sta- "to stand" (see stet). Meaning "set of correlated principles, facts, ideas, etc." first recorded 1638. Meaning "animal body as an organized whole, sum of the vital processes in an organism" is recorded from 1683; hence fig. phrase to get (something) out of one's system (1900). Computer sense of "group of related programs" is recorded from 1963. All systems go (1962) is from U.S. space program.
complex 


c.1652, "composed of parts," from Fr. complexe, from L. complexus "surrounding, encompassing," pp. of complecti "to encircle, embrace," from com- "with" + plectere "to weave, braid, twine." The adj. meaning "not easily analyzed" is first recorded 1715. Psychological sense of "connected group of repressed ideas" was established by C.G. Jung, 1907.

The leader presumably sits at the pinnacle of power. At least that's what we are led to believe. The corner office is the symbol of authority in America. Yet read the business press and feel the pain and anguish of so many executives as they are unable to make people produce the changes they know are essential to their organization's survival.

We know how it feels. We've been there through the long sleepless nights. One CEO said, "It's a cruel joke. I work a whole lifetime to make it to the top. Now,' I say to myself, I can finally do things the way I want them done.' Only now I discover that I have less ability to do things than in any other position I've ever held. It's a cruel joke." The power vacuum in the corner office is an epidemic. It undermines ability to compete in world markets. It deepens recession and flattens growth. in the long run, it is fatal.

You've probably read it and heard it a million times. Leaders plan, organize, command, coordinate, and control. That's the current command and control paradigm. It's found in every management textbook, taught in every college classroom and seminar room. You see it practiced in almost every organization. It is "conventional wisdom." 

(Belasco & Stayer 1994: 29)
Unfortunately, leadership practice hasn't caught up with this new reality. The leadership systems currently in use are designed to control relatively uneducated, mostly untrustworthy people in an environment of very slow change. In our free and democratic society, employees park their rights - along with their brains - at the door. Companies today are the last remaining feudal enclave. Too many people in organizations are subjected to authoritarian - and what they believe to be unreasonable - treatment. This is why there is so little effort to excel in authoritarian firms.
Several authors have written about the negative impacts of low trust and commitment, particularly Cook and Wall (1982), Wilkins (1989), and Kotter and Heskett (1992). The current popular management literature is also filled with examples of the negative impact of declining trust and commitment. Recent articles report employees' lack of commitment and loyalty, as well as the fear that cost cutting has gone too far and may be the precipitating cause of corporate disasters ranging from Exxon's string of spills and explosions to IBM's chronic underperformance.

 (Belasco & Stayer 1994: 31) ( see ook Ackoff en Democratic Corporation
Karl Marx had it right: those who hold capital exercise power. Today intellectual capital is the scarce resource, so the holders of that capital exert control. Henri Fayol is also correct. Managers plan, organize, command, coordinate, and control. Only now the managers who perform these functions are the holders of the intellectual capital. Leaders now perform the very different functions of transferring ownership, creating the ownership environment, coaching, and learning.

In this upside-down world, leaders lead and employees manage. Leaders who recognize this phenomenon and change their behavior will accrue power. Those who don't will pass from the scene.

(Belasco & Stayer 1994: 39)
The implications of these statistics are depressing. Between the centuries of age of a Stora or a Sumitomo and the average lifespan-whether 12.5 or 40 years-there exists a gap which represents the wasted potential in otherwise-successful companies. The damage is notmerely a matter of shifts in the Fortune 500 roster; work lives, communities, and economies are all affected, even devastated, by premature corporate deaths. Moreover, there is something unnatural in the high corporate mortality rate; no living species, for instance, endures such a large gap between its maximum life expectancy and its average realization. Moreover, few other types of institutions-churches, armies, or universities-seem to have the abysmal demographics of the corporate life form. (de Geus 2000:2-3)
Defining the Living Company
Over time, the same four factors that we developed in our study of long-lived companies at Shell have continued to resonate in my mind. Gradually, they began to change my thinking about the real nature of companies-and of what it means for the way that we, managers at all levels, run those companies. I now see these four components this way:

1. Sensitivity to the environment represents a company's ability to learn and adapt.

2. Cohesion and identity, it is now clear, are aspects of a company's innate ability to build a community and a persona for itself.

3. Tolerance and its corollary, decentralization, are both symptoms of a company's awareness of ecology: its ability to build constructive relationships with other entities, within and out-side itself.

4. And I now think of conservative financing as one element in a very critical corporate attribute: the ability to govern its own growth and evolution effectively.

Moreover, the question remains: Why would these same characteristics occur again and again in companies that had managed to out-live others? (pag 9)

Nonetheless, our conclusions have recently received corroboration from a source with a great deal of academic respectability. Between 1988 and 1994, Stanford University professors James Collins and Jerry Porras asked 700 chief executives of U.S. companies-large and small, private and public, industrial and service-to name the firms they most admired. From the responses, they culled a list of 18 "visionary" companies. They didn't set out to find long-lived companies, but, as it happened, most of the firms that the CEOs chose had existed for 60 years or longer. (The only exceptions were Sony and Wal-Mart.) Collins and Porras paired these companies up with key competitors (Ford with General Motors, Procter & Gamble with Colgate, Motorola with Zenith) and began to look at the differences. The visionary companies put a lower priority on maximizing shareholder wealth or profits. Just as we had discovered, Collins and Porras found that their most-admired companies combined sensitivity to their environment with a strong sense of identity: "Visionary companies display a powerful drive for progress that enables them to change and adapt without compromising their cherished core ideals."4

Huge leaps ‘forward’ in the evolution of mankind, with an emphasis on ever increasing technological skills and data representation and manipulation, has created an era of thinking that fundamentally divides man from nature. In this framework of abstraction, thoughts create a static and unimaginative world that solely operates from a logic of exclusion. In this “either-or” reasoning, which has more than often been mistaken for being scientific, there can only be a defeat or victory, enemy or friend, organization or individual. The list is long. Though we wish not to deny the power of this method, it has become clear that it has some serious drawbacks as well. 

Sun Tzu’s “Art of War” is regarded as belonging to the taoïst tradition of Chinese philosophy. The reason why can be found in his preference for the least action above fight, or inaction above action. “Inaction” in this context is in fact very difficult to understand for the Western mind of the 21st century. The doctrine of inaction, or wu wei as it is called, stems from the old taoïst work of Lao-Tzu called the Tao Te Ching. One shouldn’t interpret wu wei as a restriction in physical action (though it can be of importance), but more profoundly it has to do with an inaction of the perceptive mind itself. It carries within it the understand that when one knows the way of nature, one can cooperate with it and achieve harmony as a natural result. Some interesting passages of Lao Tzu on the subject of wu wei are following: 

Without going out of doors one may know the whole world; without looking out of the window, one may see the Way of Heaven. The further one travels, the less one may know. Thus it is that without moving you shall know; without looking you shall see; without doing you shall achieve. (Lao Tzu, transl. Giles: 31)

A violent wind does not outlast the morning; a squall of rain does not outlast the day. Such is the course of Nature. And if Nature herself cannot sustain her efforts long, how much less can man! (Lao Tzu, transl. Giles: 30)
The battle must be carried out together: the organization must live. The management must simply provide in basic nourishment and leave it up to self-organizing principles to kick in.
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Da-sein – itself nowhere placeable - … reveals itself as the “between” [das Zwischen] that is unfolded by be-ing [Seyn] itself as the domain where beings tower up … . (Heidegger 1999: 211)

Yet, before all else, what these grounders ground is beying [Seyn] in its truth; their accomplishment – indeed the accomplishment of all grounders of the abyss – is to ground the truth of beying in this abysmal ground. (Sallis 2001: 189)
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