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Looking for complication:
The case of management education

Abstract
This paper argues that in face of the changes occurring in the organizationd world,
management education should consider the need to rethink some of its premises and
adapt to the new times. The reed to “complicate’ management learning due to increased
complication in competitive landscapes, is andyzed. Four posshilities of addressing
organizationd topics in a complicaied way are contraged: the vertica, horizontd,
hypertextud, and didecticd approaches. The promises of the didectical agpproach are
particularly stressed as a more demanding and potentidly enriching path for the crestion
of knowledge about organizations. The test of the four approaches in a group of
undergraduate students provides some preliminary data for andyzing the drenghts and

weaknesses of our proposal.



1. Introduction

Is is frequently clamed tha organizationd environments are becoming more complex
and dynamic. To use the suggestive words of Bettis and Hitt (1995), it can be sad that
new competitive landscapes are emerging, characterized by ambiguity and uncertainty,

and leading to what became known as hypercompetition (D’ Aveni, 1994).

The education of busness managers, thus, should accompany those changes. It should
help managers to shape of 21 century organizationa forms able to learn (Scott
Morton, 1995) and create knowledge (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995), to reentlesdy
change (Brown & Eisenhardt, 1997), to stay at the edge of chaos (Stacey, 1991), and to
reinvent themsaves (Brown, 1991). In sum, business students and managers should be
exposed to dynamic and ungtable views of busness environments, to contradicting
pressures and demands, and to the inevitability of multiple interpretations of

organizationa phenomena

Looking a what “21s century management” is al about, it will be concluded thet it
refers, to some extent, to the Smultaneous handling of organizationd oppostes:
efficiency and effectiveness, change and dability, mechanicism and organicism, chaos
and order. This paper builds upon two observations. (1) that these tensons should be
resolved through complicated thinking (i.e. “complication”) and (2) that, in most cases,
management  learning  is  dill  fundamentdly oriented towards precticdity  (i.e.

amplification). This ggo may be widening due to the consultancy indusry, which



caused consulting firms and busness school professors to be proner to look for
immediately actionable management theories, than to goply the vanguard of academic

research to their teaching and consulting efforts.

This paper andyzes how the smplicity-oriented, unidimensond paradigm prevailing in
management learning, can be avoided. It builds on the argument that the dominant logic
of gmplicity may be parsmonious and adequate for the ease of gorehendon and
socidization/uniformization purposes of busness and management education, but that it
will not pay off in the long-term. We therefore eaborate the case for complication in
management education. By complication we refer, drawing on Ramirez and
Vasconcdos (1999), to the amount of information necessary to describe something.
This concept should be diginguished from complexity, or the amount of information

presumably lacking to describe something.

The paper is organized as follows. section 2 presents evidence that current theories may
be too smple (i.e samplisic) for adequately describing complex environments and
acting upon them. Nevertheess, in many cases the logic of amplification prevails even
in face of adverse evidence. As a result, the need to complicate business thinking via
business education is proposed in section 3, where four perspectives for complication
ae presented. Didecticd reasoning, with a gSmultaneous focus on  seemingly
contradicting idess, is presented as a preferentid path for complication (section 4). To
better expose a didectical gpproach to the “complication” of business education, three
tengons will be offered as illudrations, and their implications briefly discussed in the

fina part of the paper (section 5).



2. Thelogic of smplification

It is widely accepted that the organizationd behavior of people depends on their
interpretations of redity (eg. Gherardi, 1998). The way people interpret redlity, then,
may be thought of as influencing their actions and the peformance of ther
organizations (Jones and George, 1998). For ingtance, if they interpret a complex redity
as a dmple one, they may act upon it as if they were actudly deding with something
ample. But the organization (or its environment) doesn't become smple because
someone faces it as that. This observation, as obvious as it may sound, may not be taken
as serioudy as it deserves in many contexts of management learning. Most textbooks,
for example, present organizations as reldivdy dmple sysems, where cause-effect
relationships may be easly discerned. These sysems may have many interrdated parts,
which is indeed a measure of complexity, but the rules for organizing these pats are
reldivdy draghtforward, clear-cut, and, most important, uncovered by textbook
authors. Examples incdlude the lig of rules cummulated in decades of propostiond
knowledge created by organizationa theorids. if Sze is large then formdization is high;
if drategy is progpective then centrdization is low; if the environment is dable then

centralization is high, and so on (Tsoukas, 1998, p.44).

This unitary and objective — and thus solid and scientific — view of organizations, may
be mideading because, when a concept is defined in a certain way - and accepted that
way — every phenomena that does not comply with the definition is excluded from
andyss (Fineman and Gabrid, 1994). Cognitive lenses or frames of reference, then,

establish what managers should percelve as important and what they should not



(Shrivastava and Schneider, 1984). Shidded by their cognitive lenses, managers will
then be sdective and condgent in ther interpretations of the organizationd world
(Starbuck and Milliken, 1988), reinforcing the spird of sdlectivity and consgtency that
leads to more and more smplicity (Miller, 1993). Smplicity is then viewed as “the
narrowing, increesingly homogeneous managerid ‘lenses or world views’  (Miller,
1993, p.117) developed by managers. This narowing tends to produce an
ovewhdming atention to a dgngle perspective, precluding other views — dther
competing or complementary. In the end, this is what diginguishes smplicity:

something not compound, made of a single dement.

On the contrary, when more and more inequivaent descriptions of a system are offered,
it becomes perceved as more complicated, and subsequent manageria action will
potentidly reflect such eaboration and complication (Tsoukas and Hatch, 1997). In
fact, under the avalability of contrasting frameworks, managing does no longer mean
learning to use better the very same st of rules (single loop learning) but learning the
sysem from a different set of rules (double loop learning; Argyris and Schon, 1978).
The debate between the potentia advantages of theoretica diversity echoes another that
IS taking place in the fidld of organization science: the debate between the acceptance of
a paradigm versus the need for variation advocated by those that adhere to the opposite
postion (Pfeffer, 1993; Van Maanen, 1995). This is the same type of discusson tha
will take place here, dthough under new clothes: should we, as management researchers
educators, embrace diversty or refuse it in order to reinforce the foundations and the
solidity of a dominant and uncontested body of knowledge (i.e. a paradigm), preparing

it for the clash with dternative, competing paradigms (e.g. the economic paradigm)?



If we take organizations as complex socid sysems, we will need complex thinking
about them (l.e. requidte vaiety). Multiple understandings (eg. theoreticd diversty,
dternative frameworks) would certainly conditute a good way for improving
management learning. But a look at learning artifacts shows that management discourse
and education are often engaged in a search for amplicity. Why, for example, do
management textbooks and consultant-made “cookbooks’, indst on the presentation of
“sanitized” versons of organizations (Fineman and Gabrid, 1994, p.386), and of
manegerid “dlver bullets’ of dubious vaue but enormous popularity (Micklethwait and

Wooldridge, 1996; O’ Shea and Madigan, 1997)?

A possible response is “because people need to smplificate’. Non-academic views of
organizations, in particular, tend to smple enough to be actiondble (see Miller,
Greenwood and Hinings, 1997). Smple heuristics may not show the functioning of
organizations but they provide a sense of control (through understanding) that may be a
vauable resource for those trying to figure out how to gprehend and to act upon the
“buzzing, blooming, confusng” world of management and organizing (Van de Ven,

1999).

The organizationd literature, however, is crowded with dams about the limitations of
amplication. The explanation of organizationd change and innovaion as linear
sequences of discrete phases are only common examples (eg. Van de Ven and Poole,

1995; Stevenson and Greenberg, 1998).



3. Escaping from smplicity

The aknowledgement that different views of organizations lead to different actions and
interpretations of managing and organizing, is a reaively recent phenomenon as well as
the use of multiplicity as a framework for organizationd andyds. Multiplicity can only
be avoided for the sske of gmplicity, but not without cost. Embracing multiplicity,
however, may not be an easy task, because the perspective one espouses is generaly
underpinned by deep philosophicd roots (Rao and Pasmore, 1989). The more

divergence one adds, the more one may be moving away from hisher “norma

pogtion”.

An important event in the higory of “complicated” understanding of organizations is
Weick’'s recommendation that managers should be able to understand redity from
multiple viewpoints. “complicate yoursdf” was the advice (1979, p.261). The need to
acquire “complicated” undergtandings is best explained by the law of requidte variety,
which basicdly dates that, to ded with variety one needs variety. Or, in other words, if
the environment is full of variety, an organization competing in it must be equivdently
vaied: “if a ample process is goplied to complicated data, then only a smal portion of
that data will be registered, attended to, and made unequivocad. Mog of the input will
remain untouched and will reman a puzzle to people concerning what is up and why
they are unable to manage it” (Weick, 1979, p.189). Jack Welch trandated the law of
requiste variety to managerid language when he dated tha “When the rate of change
indde the company is exceeded by the rate of change outsde the company, the end is

near” (in Kotler, 1999, p.205).



The defense of complex understandings has deep roots in the socid sciences (see
Bartunek et d., 1979). In short, it teaches us that some people (i.e. those people that
have developed greater cognitive complexity), are more able than others to andyze a
phenomenon from multiple, complementary angles Because organizations and
environments are complex, they can not be captured with narrow frameworks. Thus, an
important role of management scholars, is to educate students and practitioners in order
to make them able to complexify their thinking. To achieve such a god, one needs to
complexify teaching Stuations S0 that they may simulate students to use “the whole
bran’ (Carver, 1997, p.265). In this paper, however, the focus will not be so much in
the ingrumentd means for achieving “complicated” undergandings, but in the way

complication itsdf has been conceptudized, and discuss more thoroughly one

possibility of escaping it.

We propose four paths or perspectives for complication (see Figure 1): (1) a “vertica”
perspective, centered on the multiplication of points of observation, (2) an “horizonta”
perspective, focused on the exploration of a phenomena from different levels of
andyss, (3) an hypetextua perspective, centered on the use of different
epigemologies, and (4) a didecticd perspective, aming to draw new theory from the
confrontation of oppodte points of view. These orientations are discussed in the

following paragraphs.
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3.1. Thevertical perspective: Multiple views

A form of complication that seems to be growing in importance is through vertica
diverdty. The assumption underlying it is that it is insufficent to take organizations as
phenomena reducible to a single view. On the contrary, organizations must be taken as
complex and multifaceted redlities, that should be agpproached from multiple angles.
Some well known operationdizations of this perspective have been proposed by Burrel
and Morgan (1979), Morgan (1986), Bolman and Ded (1991) and Mintzberg et 4.
(1998). We cdl this the verticad diverdty approach because it assumes that each

perspective shows a different angle of organizationd redity.

The authors on the diversity perspective condder that a way of seeing is a way of not
seeing, and that organizations should be andyzed on the bass of different paradigms
(Burrell and Morgan), metephors (Morgan), frames (Bolman and Ded), or schools of
thought (Mintzberg et d.). Thar approach to complication consgts in the analyss of
organizationd phenomena according to these different perspectives. For example, the
andyss of organizations according to one metgphor provides some information about

organizationa functioning that is not uncovered by other metaphors.

This approach to complication is now popular due the success of the books from which
it has emerged, and its applications range from undergraduate to executive education.
The development of “diversty games’ (eg. Beazley and Lobuts, 1998) dso contributes

to the success of the approach, showing how it can be used in classroom.
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The diverdty approach points out that, given the imposshbility of capturing the essence
of organizetion with a dngle perspective, one needs to multiply the angles of
observation. Therefore, the “comfort” of a tota perspective is traded by the stimulus of
a multi-perspectivd and plurdigic andyss. Its man implications can be captured in
precriptions like “Encorage people to think from multiple perspectives’ or “Use

different gpproaches to promote diverse explanations of the same phenomenon”.

3.2. Thehorizontal per spective: Levels of analysis

To avoid smplification, some authors recommend that andysts gpproach a phenomenon
from different levels of andyss (hence the labe “horizontd”). The perspective of
multiple levels departs from the pogtion that different degrees of depth can be identified
in the andyds of socid events. At surface, some organizationd dimensons can be
andyzed (eg. behaviors) but not others (eg. the atitudes underpinning those
behaviors). The multiple levd perspective is recurrent in organization studies. It is used
as the organizing framework of many textbooks (e.g. Luthans, 1998), to the anadyss of
organizationd topics, like culture (eg. Hofstede's [1991] onion modd, and Schen's
[1985] leves of culture). The multiple levels perspective may be a powerful source for
showing that what seems to be a complete and meaningful piece of redity, may in fact
be only a ssgment of a wider redity. To cepture the richness of the multiple levels
approach, one needs to drop the “continuum view” of levels of andyds, and trade it by
a meso gpproach, based on the understanding of each levd as a subsystem, that

influences and isinfluenced by both micro and macro events.
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Ungson's (1998) sudy of the Adan financid crigs provides an illusration of how
interpretations arisng from the andyds of a problem a different levels flesh the
discusson with the argumentative variety necessary for avoiding superficd smplicity.
By engaging in downward thinking, one approaches the generative causes of a problem
located a a micro leve of andyss, and gains a clerer understanding of the limitations
of each levd’s truth. Another andyss of the recent Adan financid collgpse (Biggart,
1998) shows that the reffusal of superficid smplicity and a critical approach to the way
problems are addressed, provides deeper explanations and may help to avoid mideading
“evidence’. Like, for example, taking a proximate, superficid cause (default on debt) as
explanatory, therefore ignoring a ultimate, deep leve cause (socid organization).
Strauss and Corbin (1990) developed an extenson to the grounded theory method,
cdled the conditiond matrix, that atempts to take into account the interrdlation between

multiple levels of andysis as an explanation for a phenomenon.

The attention that some authors are now paying to the meso level (House et d., 1995),
promises to enrich and to complicate the horizontd perspective, namdy by highlighting
the reciproca influences between levels, as wel as the need to aticulate them in a

consstent manner.

3.3. The hypertextual perspective: Epistemology

Jerome Bruner, in his 1986 book Actual minds, possible worlds, argued that there are
two modes of cognitive functioning, which he cdled the logico-scientific mode and the
narrative mode. The firds mode searches for general laws or rules that may help to

discover a scientific truth; the second is more interested in the specificities of human
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experience, which means it is more context-dependent, historicaly Stuated and based
upon persond experience. Tsoukas and Hatch (1997) trandferred this modd to the field
of organization sudies and showed that both modes are gpplicable in organizationd
andyds. In the same vein, Czanawska (1997) discussed the datus of narative
knowledge in organization sudies, showing that the quest for a “pure science” of

organizations may be an impossible and usdless task.

The condrast between the logico-scientific and the narrative modes of thought cearly
echoes the art vs science debate. The characteristics attributed to these modes are briefly

presented in Table 1.

Instead of viewing science and art as opposites, they are viewed as complementary. The
image, here, is that of hypertextud andyss. Beneath any scientific approach, there is
dways an atidic posshility waiting to be discovered. The organization, then, shoud
read not as text but as a hypertext (Nonaka and Ichijo, 1997). We therefore propose the
switch from organizationa text as paimpset to organizationd text as hypertext: there is
no need for erasng previous andyses while garting new ones. The complementary use
of the “cold’ (rationd, objectively-driven) and “hot” (persond, subjectively-driven)
versons of Pascde and Chridiansen's (19833, 1983b) andyss of Honda's entry in the

American market, provides an example of hypertextudity in the context of management
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education. The move from objectivity/rationdity, to  subjectivity/emotiondity
perspectives, may provide an enriching experience. Both modes can be used as sources
of learning. A possible way for circumventing the trgps of linearity induced by texbook
rethorics (Fineman and Gabrid, 1994) could be by switching from a dominating logico-
scientificd  knowledge to a naraive mode of andyss. Narative knowledge about
organizations, reflected in and veiculated through dories, may indill organizationd
sudents with “red life’ episodes, or news from the fring line (Frost et d., 1992), where
things do not confine to textbook descriptions (and so, to scientific knowledge). The gap
between organization science and organization redity (Frost et d., 1992) may be
bridged through the practice of switching between modes of knowledge. The
complexities of daly management may be introduced in management learning through

the use of stories, be they persona examples, movies, case sudies, or novels.

The invitation to undersand organizations as quantity but aso as qudity (Thachankary,
1992), as science but dso as art (Guillén, 1997; Brown, 1996), as text but aso as
hypertext, may lead to different layers of meaning and produce richer understandings
than one-sded andyses. As suggested by Kets de Vries and Miller (1987), the
researcher-as-interpreter-of-organizetiond-texts, will act like a trandator or a
cryptographer, who transforms different levels of undergtanding, thus producing new

gpproximations to organizationd redlities.

Tdling and interpreting organizational stories may be a relevant educationd process. It
Is, for example, a vehicle for the transmisson of a professona culture, a soft and subtle

means of organizationa control, an informa mechanism for socidization, a path for the
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construction of managerid identity (Clak and Sdaman, 1998). As such, the
hypertextual utilization of both scientific and narative modes of underganding, may

provide managers with contrasting and more enlightening views of their organizations.

3.4. The complicated per spective: Dialectics

The previous forms of escgping from gmplicty show the limitations of one-sided
views. However, they do not remove the posshility of choice between (in)compatible
understandings. For example, the anadyss of an organizationd phenomenon with
compatible metaphors, will not force divergence to come to the fore (Tsoukas, 1993).
Thus, they may not dimulate the creation of new knowledge, but only the
reorganization of exising knowledge. As such, they may not be generative and may not
produce a dggnificant improvement on organizationd thinking and on managenid

pratice.

A didecticd mode, in turn, necessarily involves two contreditory entities, the
engagement of these entities in conflict, and the emergence of a different entity as a
product of that conflict. As such, a didectica view of organizations refers not only to
recombining knowledge, but aso to generating new knowledge on the bass of
exploring avalable knowledge from different angles Didecticd theory is in some
aspects, a more demanding mode of knowledge generation because it does not
acriticdly conform to the exisence of oppodstes. For example, if there ae two
competing views on a phenomenon A (+A and -A), a didectical approach will go one
step further than, let’s say, metgphorica thinking. It will not smply accept diversty as a

given from which one should pick the best framework for underganding, but will lead
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to the creation of a new theoreticd entity, combining knowledge from the two pevious

ingances (xA).

The potentid of didecticd processes to organizationd andyss and management
learning, has received a growing interest in recent years. The fieds of organizaiond
change (Van de Ven and Poole, 1995) and drategic management (Schweiger et 4.,
1986) provide examples of how tensons between polar oppodties may lead to the
cregtion of new approaches to organizationa phenomena. Although noting that
didectics may be a reatively imprecise label, encompassng a variety of processes (see
Nielsen, 1996), the concept will be taken here in the sense of meaning the crestion of
knowledge on the bass of contradiction, with contradiction being the common darting

point for the multiple varieties of didectics (Mason, 1996).

4. Dialectical tensionsin management learning

In this section, three organizationd tensons will be approached from a didecticd
dance. These tensons provide only a sample of applications of didectica inquiry to
organizationd andyss We will discuss the globa vs specific, theory vs practice, and
deliberate vs emergent tensons, but many others could have been sdected, including
the thought vs action, effectiveness vs efficiency, routine vs innovetion, organicism Vs

mechaniciam, integration vs differentiation, or competition vs cooperation.

A successful utilization of didecticd inquiry requires that participants (be they
managers in the boardroom or management students in the classsoom) accept severd

basc principles (1) participants will be willing and able to take each other’s postions
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sioudy; (2) a genuine effort to build new knowledge will take place (3)

differentiation is as important as integration.

Tension 1: The global vs specific tension

It is now clear tha the busness world is no longer domegtic. On the contrary, the
globdization of the economies is a fait accompli. This change confronted managers and
organizations with a dgnificant chdlenge to find out if old and domesic modds ae
dill veid in the new and globaized busness arena. The growing internationa contact
aso confronted managers and scholars with a new question: to test to what extent do
American management theories gpply in different cultural contexts (Hofstede, 1991).
Two mgor thess can be identified to answer this quedion: the universdist thess
(“management  theory is globd”) and the culturdig thess (“management theory is

culturdly specific’).

Thesis; Management theory is global

According to the universalist theds, the process of globdizationin-progress will force
organizations to become more and more dike. Culture, therefore, is less and less an
isue. The universdig thess then, agues tha “management is management”
(Schneider and Barsoux, 1997) and by consequence, the tools and techniques it provides
(management by objectives, totad quaity management, reengineering, e€tc.) ae of
worldwide dsandard gpplication. As any other fidd of science or engineering,
management may be applied in any context without a mgor regard to the characteristics
of that context. Taking the principles of management science as universdly vdid,

neutralizes the importance of context specificities.
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Antithesis: Management theory is culturally specific

The culturdig thess agues that management is a socdly/culturdly constructed
activity. Therefore, it is sendtive to the charecteridics of the context where it takes
place. Managing a company’s divison in a culturd context is not the same as managing
ancther divison of the same company in a different cultura context. Different cultures
produce diverse mindsets which, in turn, lead to differenciated ways of managing and
behaving (Adler, 1984). Assuming that those specificities are negligible, creates a path
for falure, because as demonstrated by cross-culturd research, people from different
cultures vary in the way they spend their working time, how they act, and how they

expect their organizations' to treat them (Bond and Smith, 1996).

Synthesis: Management theory is specifically global

To didecticaly gpproach the globdity vs specificity theds, one has to ask not if culture
is important but when is culture important (Adler, 1984). Of course some aspects of
management may be universdly useful: mogst techniques may be vdid, in thar generd
features, throughout the world. Ther successful implementation, however, may follow
different paths, which are culturdly specific, with culture referring not only to the

culture of the organization, but aso to national values.

A synthetic view of the global/specific tenson, then, proposes that neither thess nor
antithess seems to capture the complexity of organizationd phenomena. Under a
didecticd view, management can be characterized as gpecificaly-globa, or globaly-

specific. Or, in other words, as a generd phenomenon that includes fragments of
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peculiarity. Attempts to universdize organization science are probably comdemned to
coexig with efforts to identify culture-specifics (Bond and Smith, 1996). The attempt to
Separate them at whatever price it takes, may be a “pragmatic’ but unressonable way of

addressing the problem.

Child's (1981) contribution to the globa vs specific debate, concluded that macro leve
vaiables (like structure and technology) are becoming more smilar across cultures, but
that micro vaiadles (like individud behavior) ae ill highly differentidble.  Child's
concluson cdealy opens up the way for a didectic approach to the globdity vs

specificity debate.

Tension 2: The theory vs practice tension

Ancther tenson in management learning involves the separation of theory and practice,
Such tenson can be illudrated by severd symptoms including the difficulty of
transferring  knowledge from theory to practice (and vice-versa), the insufficient
didogue between univerdties and busness organizations, or the criticiams regularly

raised by business executives againgt the bureaucratic functioning of universities.

Thesis: Management theory is theoretical

The thesis that management theory is theoreticd, takes the value of theory per se. The
pursuit of knowledge is taken as a noble endeavor, that needs no further judtification or
legitimization. Aditiondly, researchers may not am to reach prediction and control
(which are the main goas of “practical” theories), but to generate dternative or “pure’

forms of knowing (Willmott, 1997)
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The role of management theorigts is not to solve organizationa problems, but to study
the way organizetions work and, ultimately, how they solve ther problems
Additiondly, the independence of scholars is a fundamentd means for guaranteeing the
posshility of criticd viewing our organizationd society (Ramsay, 1996). Taking
management school as the “theoreticd arm” of bugness interest, as assumed by the

manageridig postion, would amount its function to that of the consulting firm.

The theoreticd nature of management theory is dso reflected in the fact that it has to
turn its interest not only to problems of immediate application, but to a labor of research
tha has rules (methods, jargon), which are not necessarily taken as important by
busness firms. In the end, they may not even be understandable to firms (Bedean,

1989).

Taking this thess too far, or limiting management to theory, will lead to abdicaion of
an important part of the management research work: contributing to the creation of safer

and less wagteful organizations (Willmott, 1997).

Antithesis. Management theory is practical

Management may aso be taken as an gpplied fiedd. The role of management science and
education should then be assessed againgt criteria of how wdl it helps organizations to
solve their actud problems. Additiondly, the world of “red organizations’ is so full of

interesting and intellectudly stimulating cases, that there is no reason to avoid them.
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The researcher, then, should abandon hisher universty “ivory towe” and enter the

“red world’.

There are obvious limitations in this thess granting dominance to the practicd side of
management will transform business education in no much more than another verson of
consultancy-based  knowledge, and this will ultimately lead to the ignorance (or
subalternity) of fundamenta knowledge in favor of panacea and tool kit, ingrumenta

research.

Synthesis: Management theory is theoretically-practical

A possbhle way for syntheszing the theory-practice tendon, is through Kurt Lewin's
famous dictum “There is nothing s0 practicd as a good theory”. Or to accept that
problem-driven learning and learning in the face of misey (Gherardi, 1999) ae

processes ready for reconciliation.

Some authors postion themsalves in the theoretical pole of the continuum, others in the
practicd one (see Table 2). They are both completing only a pat of the theoretica
puzzle that is being dedt with. Be the result of their quest artifacts of retrospect or
naraives of prospect (Weck, 1999), they are equdly far from bridging the gap
between the complex richness of redity and the comparatively smple apparatus crested
to ded with it. So, maybe the best one can do is to circulate between “theoretica
theories’, to exercise the mind and extend the limits of imagination, and “pratica
theories’, to see how such theoreticd condructions ded with redity. Theoreticaly-

practicd theories are those grounded on the redlity principle, but that do not biaise or
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digort redity to make it closer to the podulates or assumptions underlying the theory.
The argument that high falure rates associated with some modd or technique (eg.
reengeneering) are due not to problems regarding theory itsdf, but to those related with
the way it is implemented, may be symptoms of poor theoreticd development of some

practical “theories’.

Mitroff and Churchman’s (1992) proposd for the tes of implementation of scientific
theories, provides a good darting point for a discusson on how to transform good
theory into good practice. Following these authors advice, implementation and not only
publication, should be consdered as a measure of impact of scientific work. Another
way of approaching the theory/practice debate is through the cross-fertilization between
academics and managers or consultants. Brown and Eisenhardt’s 1998 awarded book,
provides an example of how fruitful this collaboration may be. The convergence of
gods and processes between a growing number of companies and universities (Santoro

and Chakrabarthy, 1999), reinforces the need of gpproximation.

Tension 3: The deliberate vs emergent tension
A classicd debate in management theory opposes the view of organizations as
deliberate with that of emergent forms of collective action. The debate is dominated by

the formd view, which is dso the more atuned to the manageridist perspective on
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organizations. The growing importance of the science of complexity, however, led to a

growing interest for emergence (e.g. Stacey, 1996).

Thesis: Management theory is about deliberateness

Managing is about coherently digning dtrategies, structures, and processes, in order to
reech some prespecified objectives. The role of the manager condds in planning,
organizing, directing and controlling the organizationa system, so that organizationa
functioning is as smooth and predictable as possble The activity of managing, with its
roots in engineering (Shenhav, 1999), has a passon for order, predictability and

efficiency, abhoring unpredictability and uncertainty as management failures.

The “ddiberate’ nature of management is known since the beginning of the discipline
as science and professon (eg. Taylor, 1911). Management theory should then be
concelved as a theory about socid ddiberateness. how to attract, retain, and control
people s0 that they interact with technology and among them in a pre-specified way?
This view, that takes management as socid engineering (Tsoukas, 1994), probably
conditutes the dominant mindset, even today, in times of great disorder (llinitch et 4.,
1998), and provides managers with the doses of sdlf-confidence and with the generd

rules of action necessary to confront turbulent environments.

Antithesis: Management theory is about emergence
A growing number of authors is highlighting the importance of the emergent sde of
managing and drategizing. Mintzberg (1994), with his sound annoucement of the fal of

drategic planning, crested the vital space for the concept of emergence to emerge.
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Accepting managerid action as emergent activity means that the manager does not act
“by the book”. Mintzberg (1975) showed that accounts of the managers job were
plagued by incorrection and unredigic assumptions. Much of management, in fact, is
about fragmentation, red-time decison making, persond contact and other activities
that separate managing from deiberatdy planning, organizing, directing and
controlling. It may refer, ingead, to improviang, learning while doing, bricolaging,
having luck and teking advantage of surprise (Crossan e al., 1996; Thayer, 1988;

Cunhaet a., 1999).

Accepting that managing is about emergence, means that heavy formd (i.e ddiberate)
sysems will work agangt the capacity of organizations to adaptively cope with
turbulent and unexpected environments. Emergence, on the contrary, would favor the
organizations capacity to rebuild itsdlf according to necessity and to act fast (Lanzara,
1983). By enacting few rules and leting the system organize and disorganize according
to necesdty, companies would be best equiped to thrive in hypercompstitive

environments, where things may change rapidly and substantidly (D’ Aveni, 1994).

Synthesis: Management theory is about deliberate emergence

For too long, management theorists acriticaly accepted the necessty of chosng
between organic and mechanigtic dructures. Deliberateness or emergence would be
more or less vdid depending on the environment. Brown and Eisenhardt's (1997)
research on relentless change, however, showed tha the organizations that better coped
with environmental turbulence, were those characterized by a mix of organicism and

mechanicism. They were neither guided by formdity nor by (organized) anarchy. On
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the contrary, they expressed a baance of rules (few but important) and freedom (rules

provide boundaries, not prescriptions).

Managing is about the credtion of deliberate emergence, or aout the baance between
sructure and freedom. The better the organization handles this paradox, the better it will

perform (see again Brown and Eisenhardt, 1997).

5. Complication in the classroom: Some preliminary evidence

The four modes of complication were recently used in the context of the practicd
classes of an organizationd behavior course for management students. The course took
place during the first semester of the 1999/2000 academic year. The methodology was
relatively draightforward: during the semedter, every group of students should use dl of
the four perspectives discussed &bove (vertica, horizonta, hypertextud, and
didecticd). To do o, the class recaved, in the beginning of the semedter, a lig of the
organizational topics under discusson (eg. work motivation, organizationa change), a
cdendar of each group's presentation, and the perspective which should guide the
presentation. Each sesson included four presentations on the same topic, usng dl the
four perspectives. By the end of the semester, each group have made eight
presentations, two with each of perspective. The gods were twofold: () to submit each
group to a variety of “ways of seeing’, and (b) to submit the whole class to four
different perspectives on the same problem per sesson. The vignettes on Table 3

provide brief descriptions of one case for each perspective.
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Table 3 about here

At the end of the semedter, students were asked to evauate the classes on severd
aspects. Responses received are briefly discussed. These results are, by no means, an
atempt to test the usefulness d the ideas presented here, but only a first glimpse a how

serioudy should our modest proposa be taken.

52 gdudents filled a short questionnaire amed to collect first evidence about how our

gpproach to complication was perceived in the classoom. The questionnaire was

composed by five items. Its adminidration took place after completing the exam of the

end of the semester. Students were asked to:

(1) to expressed their preferred approach (metaphor, levels, hypertext, diaectics)

(2) to digtribute a totd of 100 points by the four approaches, according to ther reative
interest

(3) to indicate to what extent did the four agpproaches provide a better understanding of
organizations than any single approach

(4) to express the degree of difficulty represented by the need to think about the same
phenomena according to four different perspectives

(5) to attach one of the following four degrees of difficulty to the four approaches used:

very easy, easy, difficult, very difficult.

Data obtained (see Table 4) show that:
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(1) the approach that provided a better understanding of organizational phenomena, was
the didecticd one (18 cases), followed by the metaphorica (14) and leve (11)
gpproaches. The hypertextual approach was perceived as the mogt iluminating by 5
Sudents only.

(2) When asked to didtribute a tota of 100 points by the four approaches, students
atributed, on average 30.7 points to the didecticd approach, 28.8 points to the
metaphorical gpproach, 22.0 points to the levels of andyss approach, and 19.7
points to the hypertextud. These results are consistent with those obtained on item
1

(3) The evauation of how much the multiple approach improved the comprehenson of
the topics of organizational behavior, showed an average result of 2.8 (SD= 1.4) on
a 7-point Likert type scae, where 1 referred to a lower understanding and 7 to an
improved understanding.

(4) When invited to evauae if multiple goproaches make the study of organizationd
phenomena more difficulty, an average of 3.5 (SD=1.6) was obtained on a 7 point
scde. No reation was found between the difficulty and understanding variables.

(5) To obtain a more detalled underganding of how sudents evaduated each of the
perspectives, they were asked to atribute a levd of difficulty to each of the
goproaches. 1=very easy, 2=easy, 3=difficult, 4=very difficult. Results are shown in
Table 2. Results indicate that the metgphoricd and level of andyss approaches are
easer to grasp, while the hypertextud and didecticd approaches appear as more

demanding.
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Table 4 about here

Conddering the data as a whole, it seems that the effort of complication may be
worthwhile: athough somewhat difficult to grasp, the didecticd approach seems to be
rewarding in terms of its cgpacity to improve the understanding of organizationa topics.
Although some “mixed fedings’ seem to exig in redion to the pot pourri of
approaches — possbly due to its unconventiondity — the results are encouraging. More
atention, however, should be devoted to the used of the hypertextual approach: students
dasdfied it as a very difficult but not so illuminating gpproach. Its use should then be

more fine tuned.

6. Final comments

“The tes of a firg-rate intdligence is the ability to
hold two opposed idess in the mind a the same time
and d4ill retan the &hility to function” (F.Scott

Fitzgerdd, quoted in Mintzberg et a. 1998, p.20).

Teking F. Scott Ftzgerdd's dictum serioudy conditutes a simulus for following a
didecticd approach to management learning and andyss Such a didectic or baanced
thinking, however, is not the norm. Managers are usudly trained in terms of oppositions
—organiciam vs mechaniciam, placid vs turbulent, efficiency vs effectiveness, routine vs

innovation, work vs nonwork — tha simulate and ingran an “ether/or” world view.
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This kind of fragmented thinking may lead to schismatic views of organizations, and to
digorted implicit theories of managerid action. The origins and consequences of this
bias to oppogtion, need to be explicitly addressed, not only by practisng managers, but

aso by management educators.

Severd means can be used for training managers to “complicate’ their understanding.
These include the use of colliding case dudies (Pascale and Chrigtiansen, 19833,
1983b), calliding frameworks for andyzing the same case (Mair, 1999), multiple
teaching approaches (Batunek et d., 1983), diverse teaching materids, including
novels and films (Czarniawska-Joerges and Monthoux, 1994; Champoux, 1999), devil’s

advocacy (Coser and Aplin, 1980) and didecticd inquiry (Mitroff and Mason, 1981).

Complicated undergtandings is becoming more important as  organizationd
environments get more complex (Bettis and Hitt, 1995), and organizational structures
try to keep pace with environmentad change. The need to move from hierarchicd to
networked structures, accompanied by the switch from first and second order, to third
order, subtler controls (Perrow, 1986), means tha it will become more important for
managers to farly understand ther subordinates behavior indead of usng the
amplifying cognitive mechanisms identified by socid psychologicd ressarch  (eg.
undervauing Stuationd  variadles, atributing poor peformance to  dispostiond

characterigtics, and so on; Ross, 1977; Mitchdl and Wood, 1980).

Our dam for “complicating” management learning, doesn't mean that the

functiondiagt, one-9ded mode, is usdess or unimportant. It provides generdizations
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and abdractions that soread a widdy shared, empiricaly-grounded basis for
undersanding managing and organizing. However, even rich theoreticd grounds may

become too smple if taken as the exclusive or best way for explaining organizations.

This paper departed from the assumption that there is a gap between practicad activity
and management learning: practica activity is perspectivd, understood by different
people in different ways and not available as an objective given (Packer, 1985; Boje,
1995). Thus, plurivocity should be as normd in management education as it is in the
“red world’: ingead of Imple one-gded, scentificdly-legitimated and ready-to-use
truths, different, sometimes divergent, interpretations, should be used as food for
manageria thought, and as variety cregtion devices necessary for reaching more than

incremental improvementsin amonoalithica view of the organizationd world.

The role of management educators as developers of “complicated” understandings, is
perhaps less “user friendly” than other ways of gpproaching management education.
The persuasive logic of interactive taes told by management gurus, for example, may
be much more sounding and comforting (Clark and Sadlaman, 1998) than the approach
proposed here. Comfortable thoughts spread by competent problem-solving
adminigrators, however, should not be the raison d étre of management learning and
education (Chia 1996), even if too often it gppears to be so (Mittroff and Churchman,
1992). The cregtion of entrepreneurid imagination (Chia, 1996) or of managers
equipped with “complicated” undergandings, will certainly help to creste managers
more conscious not only of the complexity of managerid work, but dso of the multiple

dimendons (human, mord, aesthetic, ideologica) of organizationd action. Such an
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awvareness, in turn, may prove to be a necessary condition for the pursuit of a far

sodiety.



32

References

Adler, NJ  (1984). Underganding the ways of understanding: Cross-culturd
management methodology revisted. Advances in International Comparative
Management, 1, 31-67.

Argyris, C. & Schon, D. (1978). Organizational learning: A theory of action
perspective Reading, MA: AddisonWedey.

Bartunek, JM., Gordon, JR. & Wheathersby, R.P. (1983). Developing “complicated”
undergtanding in adminitrators. Academy of Management Review, 8(2), 273-284.

Beazley, H. & Lobuts, J (1998). Sysems and synergy: Decison making in the third-
millenium. Smulation & Gaming, 29 (4), 441-449.

Bedeian, A. (1989). Totems and taboos. Undercurrents in the management discipline.
Academy of Management News, 19(4), 1-6.

Bettiss RA. & Hitt, MAA. (1995). The new competitive landscape. Strategic
Management Journal, 16, 7-19.

Biggart, NW. (1998). Deep finance The organizational bases of South Kored's
financid collapse. Journal of Management Inquiry, 7 (4), 311-320.

Boje, D.M. (1995). Stories of the doryteling organization: A postmodern andyss of
Disney as Tamara-Land. Academy of Management Journal, 38 (4), 997-1035.
Bolman, L.G & Ded, T.E. (1991). Reframing organizations. San Francisco: Jossey

Bass.
Bond, M.H. & Smith, P.B. (1996). Cross-culturd socid and organizationa psychology.

Annual Review of Psychology, 205-235.



33

Brown, J.S. (1991). Research that reinvents the corporation. Harvard Business Review,
January-February, .
Brown, S. (1996). Art or science? Fifty years of marketing debate. Journal of Marketing

Management, 12, 243-267.

Brown, S. (1999). Marketing and literature: The anxiety of academic influence. Journal

of Marketing, 63 (January), 1-15.

Brown, SL. & Eisenhardt, K.M. (1997). The at of continuous change: Linking
complexity theory and time-based evolution in reentlesdy shitfing organizations

Administrative Science Quarterly, 42, 1-34.

Brown, SL. & Eisenhardt, K.M. (1998). Competing on the edge. Strategy as structured

chaos. Boston, MA: Harvard Business School Press.

Bruner, J. (1986). Actual minds, possible worlds. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press.

Burrdl, G. & Morgan, G. (1979). Sociological paradigms and organizational analyss.
Aldershot: Gower.

Caver, RH. (1997). Nove teaching materids Uses of fiction in business and society
courses. Current Topics in Management, 2, 253-266.

Champoux, J.E. (1999). Film as a teaching resource. Journal of Management Inquiry, 8
(2), 206-217

Chiaz R. (1996). Teeching paradigm ghifting in management educetion: University
busness schools and the entrepreneurid imagination. Journal of Management

Studies, 33 (4), 409-428.



Child, J. (1981). Culture, contingency and capitdism in the cross-naiond dudy of
organizations. In L.L.Cummings & B.M. Staw (Eds.), Research in Organizational
Behavior (vol.3; pp.305-336). Greenwhich, CT: JAl Press.

Clak, T. & Sdaman, G. (1998). Teling tdes Management gurus naratives and the
condruction of managerid identity. Journal of Management Studies, 35 (2), 137-
161.

Coger, A. & Aplin, JC. (1980). A criticd view of didecticd inquiry as a tool in
drategic planning. Strategic Management Journal, 1, 343-356.

Crossan, M., Lane, HW., White, RE. & Klus, L. (1996). The improvisng organization:
Where planning meets opportunity. Organizational Dynamics, Spring, 20-35.

Cunha, M.P., Cunha, JV. & Kamoche, K. (1999). Organizationd improvisation: What,

when, how and why. International Journal of Management Reviews, 1(3), 299-
341.

Czaniawska, B. (1997). A four times told tde Combining naraive and scientific
knowledge in organization sudies. Organization, 4 (1), 7-30.

Czarniawska-Joerges, B. & Monthoux, P.G. de (Eds)(1997). Good novels, better
management. Chur, Switzerland: Harwood.

D’ Aveni, R. (1994). Hypercompetition. Managing the dynamics of strategic

manoeuvering. New Y ork: Free Press.

Fineman, S. & Gaborid, Y. (1994). Paradigms of organizations Exploration in textbook
rethorics. Organization, 1 (2), 375-399.

Frost, P.J., Mitchell, V.F. & Nord, W.R. (1992). Organizational reality: Reports from
the firing line (4th ed.). New Y ork: Harper Collins.

Gherardi, S. (1998). Competence — The symboalic passe-partout to change in a learning

organization. Scandinavian Journal of Management, 14(4), 373-393.



35

Gherardi, S. (1999). Learning as problem-driven or leaning in the face of migery.
Organization Sudies, 20 (1), 101-124.

Guillén, M. (1997). Scientific management's lost aesthetic: Architecture, organization,
and the taylorized beauty of the mechanicd. Administrative Science Quarterly,
42(4), 682-715.

Hofstede, G. (1991). Cultures and organizations. Software of the mind. London:
McGraw-Hill.

House, RJ. & Rousseau, D.M. & Thomas, M. 81995). The meso paradigm: A
framework for the integration of macro and micro organizationd behavior. In LL
Cummings & B.M. Staw (Ed.), Research in Organizational Behavior (vol.15).
Greenwhich, CT: JAI Press.

llinitch, A.Y., Lewin, A.Y. & D’Aveni, R. (Eds)(1998). Managing in times of disorder.
Hyper competitive organizational responses. Thousand Oaks: Sage.

Jones, G. & George, JM. (1998). The role of affect in managerial processing and
decision making. Unpublished manuscript, Texas A&M  Universty, College
Station, TX, USA.

Kets de Vries, M.F.R. & Miller, D. (1987). Interpreting organizational texts. Journal of
Management Studies, 24, 233-247.

Kotler, P. (1999). Kotler on marketing. New Y ork: Free Press.

Lanzara, G.F. (1983). Ephemerd organizations in extreme environments Emergence,
drategy, extinction. Journal of Management Sudies, 20(1), 71-95.

Luthans, F. (1998). Organizational behavior (8" ed.). New Y ork: McGraw-Hill.

Mair, A. (1999). Learning from Honda. Journal of Management Sudies, 36 (1), 25-44.



36

Mason, R.O. (1996). Commentary on varieties of diaectic change processes. Journal of
Management Inquiry, 5 (3), 293-299.

Micklethwait, J. & Wooldridge, A. (1996). The witch doctors. London: Heinemann.

Miller, D. (1993). The architecture of smplicity. Academy of Management Review, 18
(1), 116-138.

Miller, D. Greenwood, R. & Hinings, B. (1997). Credtive chaos versus munificient
momentum: The schism between normative and academic views of organizationd
change. Journal of Management Inquiry, 6 (1), 69-78.

Mintzberg, H. (1975). The managers job: Folklore and fact. Harvard Business Review,
July-August, 49-61.

Mintzberg, H. (1994). The rise and fall of strategic planning. Heme Hempstead:

Prentice-Hall.
Mintzberg, H., Ahlstrand & Lampel, J. (1998). Strategy safari. London: Prentice-Hall.
Mitchell, T.R. & Wood, R.E. (1980). Supervisor's responses to subordinate poor
peformance A test of an dtributiond modd. Organizational Behavior and
Human Decision Processes, 25, 123-128.

Mitroff, I.I. & Churchman, CW. (1992). MBA: Is the traditiond mode doomed?
Harvard Business Review, November-December, 134-135.

Mitroff, 1.I. & Mason, R.O. (1981). The metaphysics of policy and planning: A reply to

Coger. Academy of Management Review, 6, 649-652.
Nidsen, R.P. (1996). Varieties of didectic change processes. Journal of Management

Inquiry, 5 (3), 276-292.



37

Nonaka, I. & Ichijo, K. (1997). Credting knowledge in the process organization: A
comment on Denison's chapter. In P.Shrivastava, A.SHuff & JE.Dutton (Eds),
Advances in Strategic Management (vol.14; pp.45-52). Greenwhich, CT: JAl Press.

Nonaka, |. & Takeuchi, H. (1995). The knowledge creating company. New York:
Oxford University Press.

O’ Sheg, J. & Madigan, C. (1997). Dangerous company. London: Nicholas Bredley.

Packer, M.J. (1985). Hermeneutic inquiry in the study of human conduct. American
Psychologist, 40, 1081-1093.

Pascale, R.T. & Chrigtiansen, E.T. (1983a). Honda (A). Boston, MA: Harvard Business

School.

Pascde, R.T. & Chrigiansen, E.T. (1983b). Honda (B). Boston, MA: Harvard Business
School.

Perrow, C. (1986). Complex organizations (3rd ed.). New Y ork: Random House.

Pfeffer, J (1993). Baries to the advance of organizationd science Paradigm

developments as a dependent variable. Academy of Management Review, 18, 599-
620.

Ramirez, R. & Vasconcelos, F. (1999). Managing knowledge and ignorance: A co-
evolutionary perspective Presented a the Strategic Management Society Annuad
Conference, Berlin, Germany, October.

Ramsay, H. (1996). Managing scepticaly: A critique of organizationa fashion. In SR.
Clegg & G. PAmer (Eds), The politics of management knowledge (pp.155-172).
London: Sage.

Rao, M\V.H. & Pasmore, W.A. (1989). Knowledge and interests in organization

dudies: A conflict of interpretations. Organization Studies, 10 (2), 225-239.



38

Ross, L. (1977). The intuitive psychologis and his shortcomings. Didortions in the
attributional process. In L.Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in Experimental Social
Psychology (vol.10, pp.173-220). New Y ork: academic Press.

Santoro, M.D. & Chakrabarti, A.K. (1999). Building industry-univerdty research
centers. Some drategic condderations. International Journal of Management
Reviews, 1 (3), 225-244.

Schneider, S.C. & Barsoux, JL. (1997). Managing across cultures. London: Prentice-
Hal.

Schweiger, D.M., Sandberg, W.R. & Ragan, JW. (1986). Group approaches for
improving draegic decison making: A compadive andyss of didectica
inquiry, devil’s advocacy and consensus. Academy of Management Journal, 29
(1) 51-71.

Scott Morton, M. (1995). Emerging organizationa forms. Work and organization in the
21% century. European Management Journal, 13(4), 339-345.

Shenhav, Y. (1999). Manufacturing rationality. The engineering foundations of the
managerial revolution. New Y ork: Oxford Universty Press.

Shrivastava, P. & Schneider, S. (1984). Organizationa frames of reference. Human
Relations, 37 (10), 795-809.

Stacey, R.D. (1991). The chaos frontier. Oxford: Butterworth- Heinemann.

Stacey, R.D. (1996). Complexity and creativity in organizations. San Francisco: Berrett
Koehler.

Starbuck, W.H. & Milliken, F. (1988). Chdlenger: Fine tuning the odds until something

breaks. Journal of Management Studies, 25, 319-340.



39

Stevenson, W.B. & Greenberg, D.N. (1998). The forma anayss of naratives of
organizationd change. Journal of Management, 24 (6), 741-762.

Strati, A. (1992). Aeshetic undersanding of organizationa life. Academy of
Management Review, 17(3), 568-581.

Strauss, A. & Corbin, J. (1990). Basics of qualitative research. Grounded theory
procedures and techniques. Newbury Park: Sage.

Taylor, FW. (1911). The principles of scientific management. New York: W.W.
Norton.

Thayer, L. (1988). Leadership/communication: A criticd review and a modest surprise.
In GM. Goldhaber & G.A. Barnett (Eds), Handbook of organizational
communication (pp.231-263). Norwood, NJ: Ablex.

Tsoukas, H. (1993). Andogica reasoning and knowledge generation in organization
theory. Organization Studies, 14 (3), 323-346.

Tsoukas, H. (1994). Introduction: From socid engineering to reflective action in
organizationa behaviour. In H. Tsoukas (Ed.), New thinking in organizational
behaviour (pp.1-22). Oxford: Butterworth- Hanemann.

Tsoukas, H. (1998). Forms of knowledge and forms of life in organized contexts. In
R.C.H. Chia (Ed.), In the realm of organization. Essays for Robert Cooper (pp.43-
66). London: Routledge.

Tsoukas, H. & Hatch, M.J. (1997). Complex thinking, complex practice: A narrative
approach to organizational complexity. Presented at the Academy of Management
meseting, Boston, MA, August.

Ungson, G.R. (1998). When interpretations collide: The case of Adds financid criss.

Journal of Management Inquiry, 7 (4), 321-341.



Van de Ven, AH. (1999). The buzzing, blooming, confusng world of organization and
management theory. A view from Lake Wobegon Universty. Journal of
Management Inquiry, 8 (2), 118-125.

Van de Ven, AH. & Poole M.S (1995). Explaining development and change in
organizations. Academy of Management Review, 20 (3), 510-540.

Van Maanen, J. (1995). Style as theory. Organization Science, 6 (1), 133-143.

Weick, K.E. (1979). The social psychology of organizing (2nd ed.). Reading, MA:
Addison-Wedey.

Weick, K.E. (1999). That's moving. Theories tha matter. Journal of Management
Inquiry, 8 (2), 134-142.

Willmott, H. (1997). Management and organization studies as science? Organization, 4

(3), 309-344



41

Figure 1

Levesof complication

Sngle Multiple

Differentiation

Metaphor Hypertext

Integration

Leves Didectics




42

Table1
Condragting science and art
Science Art
Universal Particular
Redigt Reativist
Impersonal Personal
Empiriag Interpretivist
Retiona Affective
Instrumentalist Condructivist
Pogtivist Humanist
Leadsto the truth Leads to sensemaking



Table 2
Contragting the theoretica and practical modes of understanding

(adapted from Brown, 1999)

Theoretical under standing Practical understanding
Erudite Horny-handed
Unimplementable idess Seat of the pants
Impractical thoughts Nontheoretica
Intdlectud chdlenges Implementable wisdom
Aesthetic ideds Operationable toughts
Philosophy Science

People of letters Action men



Table3

VIGNETTES ON TEACHING IN FOUR LEVELS

Leve 1— Metaphor

In acase on corporate culture, a group of students rearranged the classroom in a fashion
amilar to the setting of Plato’s Cave and they role played its story. However, instead of
usng the symbols the story describes, they used vaues and bdiefs to illudrate the

chdlenge in making an organizationd culturd change succeed.

Levd 2—Levd of andyss

In a corporate restructuring case, a group of students prepared a role play that showed
how the vaues and bdiefs of an entrepreneur shgped those of the organization
(individua level) and how the organization's vaues and beliefs shaped the thoughts and
actions of employees admitted later to the company (organizationd leve). This dlowed
them to argue tha culture can originate ether from the individua (micro-level) or from

the organization (macro-levd).

Level 3 — Framework

A group of sudents used medicine to tackle a case on organizationd change. More
precisdly, they used the principles of trangplants to illuminate the issue of implementing
organizationa innovation and change. Dressed as surgeons working on a patient in an

improvised operating room, the dudents explained ther intervention doud as if they



were implementing a change in an organization. They taked about the need to do a
previous assessment of donor compatibility and pointed out that, independently of the
care taken in accomplishing this task, there was dways the posshility of reection. They
assarted that this was due to the fact that anti-bodies may attack the organ confusing it
with an unwanted tregpassing in the body, arguing that this could be used to understand
the resistance people offer to change, as they may be acting againgt a perceived threat

which is needed for the very surviva of the organization.

Leve 4 — Didectics

In order to explain how one can integrate deliberate and emergent organizationa action,
sudents brought several musicd instruments to the class, and pat of them dSarted to
play a song according to a pre-composed score. Afterwards, the others played a song
with no score a dl — the qudity of the musc was somewhat poor. Findly, they dl
joined to improvise around a pre-written score showing tha a ‘little plan is more

favorable to credtivity than none at dl.



Table4

Asessment of difficulty leves

46

Metaphor Leves Hypertext Didectics
1 (very essy) 26 17 2 4
2 (eesy) 19 23 8 5
3 (difficult) 6 8 19 22
4 (very difficult) 1 4 23 21




