Minutes for Coordinators Meeting

May 4-5, 2010

Pforzheim, Germany

On the first night, facilitated by Dieter and Pavlos, each person had a chance to introduce herself or himself and say something more. People spoke about how it felt to be here, about programs they are developing, about concerns and issues they were bringing to this meeting. It was sharing from the heart and felt sense. Everyone who wanted to had a chance to speak before we ended at 9:15 PM.

May 5, 9:00 AM

Today’s meeting facilitated by Christiane G, Anna, and Pavlos. Christiane helped us bring back the feeling from the night before, and sense how we might want to continue from there.

Ann says she is hoping to have something like a “Care of Coordinators” Committee to help new coordinators be oriented, etc.

Melinda points to the financial report from the Institute in the packet.

Pat O speaks for transparency and a sense of participation. Appreciates that it’s now possible to ask questions about TFI works.

Marine says she would like to know what is happening with the Partnership Program.

Melinda and (from the Board) Pat O and Astrid address her question.

We clarify that “Partnership Program” refers to the coaching of people in 1-3 sessions to be ready for partnership, and “Partnership Pool” is the website connector for people who are ready to partner.

The Board discovered problems with the Partnership Program. There was a question of safety. Some people were not ready for partnership after three sessions (or even more). It was not much used compared to the cost of it to TFI.

However, the Partnership Pool will be kept.

The question was asked, how is it determined that people are ready for partnership if the Partnership Program is no longer operating?

On the website now, people are asked if they have had two Focusing workshops, and if so, they are qualified to be in the Partnership Pool.

PROPOSED: That the criterion for entrance into the Partnership Pool is to be recommended by a Trainer or Coordinator.
There is a further discussion about safety and responsibility vs. freedom and self-responsibility.

The question is also raised how to make this issue relevant internationally and for non-English speakers.
The next discussion centers on the time of transition that the Institute, Board, and Coordinators are in right now. The recent proposal of the Board re Coordinator Committees forms a background for this discussion.
Heijo appreciates the distance we have come since 1994, when the Coordinators asked for an income and expense report from the Institute and didn’t receive one. 

But, he says, “the proposal for elected representatives has not yet been heard. People need to bring up issues from their countries. Countries are very different.”

Melinda says that what Heijo says is very important. “There has to be a change.” She points to the suggestion from the Board that there would be an International Committee, which can make recommendations based on what is going on in different countries, and how to respond to that.

Astrid (who is on the Board) says that the purpose of the International Committee is to look at what is happening in each region now, and learn what it is like for you in your country.

Robert L. brings the idea of something coming from the Coordinators to the Board. He makes three further points:

• How we create Coordinators is very important.

• There is a need for a pre-Coordinator-in-Training level, when someone is a candidate for becoming a Coordinator-in-Training but is not yet operating at a Coordinator level.

• There is a problem/question about TFI competing with its own Coordinators.

Dieter says the Institute and the Institute’s projects need to be not so centered in New York. He points to the idea of regionally functioning groups. He suggests we would function best if the Coordinators care for the grassroots and TFI cares for the upper levels.

After a bit more discussion, we had a break.

After the break, we moved into four small groups to continue the process of discussing organizational structure and decision-making.

After lunch, each of the four groups reported briefly.

Group One

• We noted the dichotomy between the wish for more democracy, on the one hand, and the experience of “too much democracy”—when everyone has to discuss everything. 

• We felt that language is a key issue—how to set things up so that English speakers are not so privileged. We heard the experience of Switzerland—that every flyer etc has to be in four languages, and that it’s always difficult.

• “In Europe there is too much competition ​– everyone is cooking his own soup.”

This results in trainers who in some cases teach Focusing but don’t tell their trainees that anyone else exists.

• There is a desire for TFI to support Coordinators.

• Maybe we need an American Focusing Association to be one among many regional associations, and then it would be easier to see TFI (by whatever name) to be an umbrella over them all.

Group Two

• This is a transitional time for input into TFI.

• The view that “we” don’t currently have input into TFI is a belief which is incorrect.

• Seeing “structure” as something positive – relating, connecting, more interactions.

• Maybe there is a need for a new overall organization that is nevertheless a continuity from the current one. A possible new name for it could be “International Focusing Association.”

• A desire for more Coordinators’ gatherings.

• A wish to honor Mary and Gene.

Group Three

• The main reason Klaus is at this meeting is his strong conviction that Gene needs support in the form of money.

• The image of an umbrella:


-taking care of Gene and Mary


-the Focusing Institute under whatever name


-other groups, functional wholes, regional associations


and networks between these different areas

• We saw the function of the central organization being as minimal as possible. The website is key. Less complicated is better.

• A need for a way for money to go to TFI and Gene & Mary.
Group Four

• The International Focusing Institute is a roof. We want it to stay there. All over the world we’re connected to the roof. But how can we also relate directly to each other.

Melinda then shared some reactions and feelings to some of the discussions so far. She said she feels often unappreciated if she is met with anger instead of collaboration. She doesn’t want to be treated as if she is someone else people dealt with in the past. “You have a choice to be angry about what you didn’t get in the past, or to look forward. I don’t want to climb the hill alone. I want everyone here to understand that I don’t want power. I don’t want to be alone making decisions. I’m here because I love working with you.”

In the discussion that followed, several points were made and questions raised, including: 

-Perhaps a first step toward a new structure would be for Coordinators to suggest new Board Members.

-How can we include the Coordinators who are not at this meeting in these discussions and proposals? (How many are there altogether? 128.)

-Could we have a meeting for all 128 Coordinators? In person? By teleconference?

-Perhaps the next step is the forming of committees among the Coordinators.

-We are in a transition stage. Right now, final power is held by Gene and Mary. The transition stage involves a shift in the power of the Board and of the Coordinators.

Heidi says she is very happy there is something like a Board at the moment. She sees no need for elections at the moment. “It’s really important that someone is thinking about the whole.” She doesn’t see much to decide right now, just that we are having a transition dialogue.

Astrid says that all the Board members are volunteers who serve with the motivation to keep the organization going. With Mary not there, the Board is constantly on email about little decisions so Melinda is not alone. She would like us to ask: How can we function together in a transparent way – and carry this forward, with these values.
In response to many calls in this meeting for more participation, more input, earlier opportunities for input, Astrid points to the wording in the recent Board proposal to the Coordinators, language like “in dialogue,” “in partnership.” “Language is a problem in having full participation. Maybe we can have a simple Google translation so the email discussions can be more accessible.”

Klaus says, “The step we can take now is to empower Melinda and empower the Board to go on.”

Pat O suggests that we could set up Committees this week, and those Committees could start meeting, and could also bring in the Coordinators who are not here. Suggested Committees are: Financial (to think about how to provide financial support to the TFI/Board/Coordinator process and also to Mary and Gene); International (to think about how the TFI/Board/Coordinator process can be more international; and Communications/Technical, for help with the website and other technical areas. 

It is also suggested that we have a Coordinators Committee whose task would be to think about how Coordinators could be supported.

Part of the task of a Committee would be to define its own task.

Robert L. said it would be interesting to think about what a “Coordinator-implied” structure would be.

Next the question is raised about Gene and Mary; how much help do they need to be comfortable?

Klaus proposes that as Coordinators we “take care for our founder” by creating a special fund that all Coordinators would pay into that is specifically to support Gene and Mary. (This and other proposals were not acted on at this meeting.)

NEXT there is a presentation from the Partnership Focusing Proficiency “functional whole.” 

Nada says, “It’s meant to be a very simple acknowledgment of something that is happening in any training already. It’s voluntary; Coordinators don’t have to do it. It’s a mid-term acknowledgment of progress. It’s expected that people are in a long-term training, already members of TFI, and this gives a midway certification.”

Questions raised: 


-Why does this need a Coordinator? Shouldn’t any Trainer be able to do it?


-What about programs in which the person is not already a TFI member?


-Why did this go out to the whole community as a finished project before all objections were responded to satisfactorily?


-What is the relation of this to communities that already have their own midlevel certification? (eg Argentina, Spain)

NEXT there is a presentation from the Conflict Resolution group, described as a “functional pool.” A group of people are available to help resolve conflicts in the Focusing community.

NEXT there are reports and discussions regarding upcoming International Conferences.

(1) California in 2011. Ann hands out a flyer. The dates are June 1-5. The Coordinators Meeting starts on May 31.

A question is asked whether the Coordinators meeting could have an extra day.

(2) Argentina in 2012. Elena wonders about dates. There is a discussion whether to go in May, a cold time there, or November, very good weather but perhaps too close to the next conference. A show of hands in the room indicates a preference for May regardless of the weather, but Elena is encouraged to make her own choice.

(3)  Who in 2013? Probably it should be Europe that year. There are no proposals. We will hold this open.

Note: By the end of the conference, a team from Switzerland proposes to put on the 2013 Conference.
