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MANAGEMENT:

THESIS, ANTITHESIS, SYNTHESIS
Abstract
Increasingly, managerslivein aworld of paradox. For instance, they are told that they
must manage by surrendering control and that they must stay on top by continuing to
learn, thus admitting that they do not fully know what they do. Paradox is becoming
increasngly pervasive in and around organizations, increasing the need for an
approach to management that alows both researchers and practitioners to address
these paradoxes. A synthesisis required between such contradictory forces as
efficiency and effectiveness, planning and action, and sructure and freedom. A
didectica view of grategy and organizations, built from four identifiable principles
of smultaneity, locdity, minimaity and generdity, enables usto build the toolsto
achieve such synthesis. Put together, these principles offer new perspectives for
researchers to look at management phenomenaand provide practitioners with a means

of addressing the increasingly paradoxical world that they confront.
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Introduction
Few words appear more often in the recent literature on management than * paradox’ .

In the popular business press, managers are aerted to the emergent trends of the “age
of paradox” (Handy, 1995). That Master of Paradox, Tom Peters (1987: 391-397),
tellsthem to “master paradox” . Peters — probably the most well-known business
‘gury’ — when asked what would be the most important lesson he would like to teach
humanity, answered as follows: “ success is the result of deep grooves, but deep
grooves destroy adaptability [which isthe touchstone of success).” Inthishe
identifiesthe “great paradox” (Peters, 1992: 616).

Although explicit recognition is recent, in the academic literature on
management and organi zations, paradox can be traced back at least asfar as Adam
Smith’'s *pin factory’, where integration and differentiation surfaced as the major
tensons underlying the rise of the modern industria organization (Smith, 1776/1991).
The paradox was that master craftsmen were less efficient and effective a producing
pins than were ample hired hands. Paradoxicaly, ingenuity and dexterity were
antithetical rather than related. Work had to be precisaly prescribed (or de-skilled) to
produce the most efficient results — an indght thet survived right through early
twentieth century Taylorism up to the more recent Quaity movement. More recently
scholars have identified smilar paradoxes in diverse areas of organization theory
(Weick, 1993a; Hatch, 1999), including specific applications concerning time and
organization (Burrell, 1992), organizationa change (Orlikowski & Hofman, 1997;
Edelman & Benning, 1998), organizationd culture (Machin & Carrithers, 1996),
leadership (Thayer, 1988) and communication (Yates & Orlikowski, 1999).

Inthislight, paradox is not redly new to either management researchers or

practitioners. From scientific management onward (Taylor, 1947) the attemptsto



tackle paradox fal mainly into two gpproaches. These have succeeded each other
historically and can now be said to co-exist. First, scholars attempted to find the ‘best
way’ to come to grips with central tensons. For as long as most organizations enjoyed
ardatively unturbulent environment, researchers chose to address the central paradox
bounded by the poles of differentiation and integration. Thus, Taylor (1947) sought to
find the best way to differentiate tasks along a production line and to define the
principles that should guide managers behavior for integration to be as efficient as
possible, while Fayol (1949) and Barnard (1938) aimed at the higher echelons of the
corporation. For Fayal, formdization of adminigrative principles, focusng on
integration more than on differentiation was the loci of solution. Barnard was more
ambitious and coupled a normative statement of the functions of the executive —dl
related to coordination roles — with a descriptive statement of the basis and need for
differentiation that aimed to answer the ever-present economists question: why
organizations?

A different gpproach, often labelled contingency theory, emerged around the
middle of the century. Different environments (Burns & Stalker, 1961) and
technologies (Woodward, 1965) — as key contingencies — determined adoption of the
‘correct’ organizational structure, ingpiring a stream of research aimed at mapping
different states of possible contingent factors and the organizationa configurations
adequate to each of those states (Lawrernbce & Lorsch, 1967). Later, adynamic
eement — structurd adjustment to regain fit — would be added by Donaldson (1997).
Hence, paradox arose when different environmenta and organizationa states became
misaligned. Being paradoxica was a dysfunctiond fate that any organization might
face when its structural pose and contingencies were out of kilter with each other —

and thus would have to be realigned as a central eement in Sirategy.



For management academics the best practice approach prescribes contingency
— Where patterned indeterminancy predominates, not defining any thing specificaly
S0 much except ameans of andyss. By contrast, in the practitioner literature, the best
practice approach prescribes not so much amethod of analysis— an episteme — so
much as amode of organizationd being — an ontology (e.g. Peters & Waterman,
1982; Peters, 1987, 1992, 1994; Shapiro, 1995). Ontologica changesin organization
are not randomly patterned or required — they are aresponse to a pecific socid
condruction of the future of the business environment. These includes festures such
as ' hypercompstition’ (D’ Aveni, 1995), the shortening of product life cycles (Bettis &
Hitt, 1995), the need for a highly educated work force (Drucker, 1996; Handy, 1991),
and sgnificantly shifting consumer tastes (Peters, 1992). A view of the future
emerges that produces a series of standard prescriptions for organizationa practice
and srategies in an age of paradox.

Three reasons for the increasing pervasiveness of paradox have been
identified. The firg rdates to the adoption of information technology, which is
inherently paradoxica (Johnson & Rice, 1984). For example, e-maill communication
is & the same time both forma — it is arecorded medium — and informal - because it
invites rapid and irretrievable response often in contexts where there is little room for
reflection (Yates & Orlikowski, 1999). Itsimplementation is often both planned and
emergent — as people develop informal and organizationdly ungpproved usesfor it
(Orlikowski & Hofman, 1997). Second, environmenta changes place increasingly
contradictory demands on organizations. Taking the persona computer industry as an
example, successful companies require a high rate of innovation while lowering cods
thus, the paradox they must master remains bounded by the opposite poles of

effectiveness and efficiency (Brown & Eisenhardt, 1997). Not only has paradox



become more pervasive in organizations, it has adso been felt and perceived more
acutely by organizationd managers. ‘Management gurus articulate the problems
organizations face in ways that enable managers readily to perceive their importance
and urgency. However, when ‘gurus switch from being problem-tellers to problem:
solvers the policies and practices they commend often seem extremely counter-
intuitive for the average manager raised on adrict diet of rationdity (Micklethwait &
Wooldridge, 1996). In addition, these prescriptions are frequently contradictory, not
only between authors but dso within the work of the same author. Tom Peters offersa
griking example of thisfeature of ‘guru’ advice. In aclear alusion to the runaway
success In Search of Excellence, he wrote later that “Excellence isn't, there are no
excdlent companies’ (Peters, 1987: 3), arguing that the prescriptions he offered with
Waterman in the first book were wrong and falacious. Where not seemingly irrationa
the solutions profferred more often than not involve large, multinational companies;
thus, the resources required to deploy a problem: solution are often far beyond the
reach of the ‘average’ company. These contradictions increase the perception of
paradox felt by managers by creating bipolar tensons not only in the problems they
face but dso in the solutions available to handle them.

Under the circumstances outlined, the presence of paradox becomes a problem
initsown right (Shapiro, 1995; Peters, 1992), to which three possible — and
paradoxical — answers emergein the literature. The first, present in both business and
academic literatures, states that paradox is essentidly unsolvable — something to be
sustained or endured and not to be resolved. In thisvein, Miller (1993) has shown that
success inevitably breeds failure and Mintzberg and McHugh (1985) demonstrated
that planning aways brings unintended consequences that may end up jeopardizing

the plan itsalf. In the practitioner oriented literature, Peters (1992) argued that success



comes from both adaptivity and ‘degp grooves (from exploration and exploitation)
which are outright irreconcilable while Senge (1990) contended that learning breeds
ignorance (by hampering new learning).

The second strategy for dealing with paradox is to reach acompromise
between the two poles that frame it. From a contingency approach, the organization
may choose an appropriate mix of opposites (e.g. foregoing some effectivenessin
order to obtain more efficiency). Alternaively, deriving from an outright ingbility to
maintain such a state of contingent tension, pragmeatic compromise may be sought in
the actudly exigting pattern of organizationd actions and decisons, through managers
coming out in favour of one side rather than the other.

Findly, one can atempt to integrate these opposites and ‘ solve' the paradox
through a synthesis. The organization will seek to be efficiently effective, loosdy
tight coupled, and follow a deliberately strategy of emergent change. Didectica
reasoning, where thesis and antithes's are combined into asynthesis, isa potentidly
useful framework to help managers tackle paradox without having to subdue any of
the contradictory gods it often entails.

Wewill argue for the rlevance of this view, showing the need for an
integrative ‘didectica view of management. We will present its potentia for both
theory and practice by discussing its application to what Mintzberg, Quinn and
Ghosha (1995) labelled manager’ s foremost concerns — strategy and organization.
We will show that this perspective isrelevant in terms of both theoretical and
practical implications. Benson (1977) argued that four overarching principles need to
guide any approach to organization theory that isto be consdered diaectical and we

will demondrate the goodness of fit of our criteriain these terms.



Fundamentals of Organizational Dialectics
Understanding didectica phenomena as a process means that a given condition and

its negation come in a never-ending successon in which athess gives birth to its
antithesswhich in turn is transformed into its own antithes's. This view of didectics
started as arhetorica strategy developed by Socrates (Durant, 1991) and found its
highest modern expression in Marx’s (1867/1978) explanation of the historical
evolution of society and attempt to extrapolate the future transcendence of cepitdist
systems. The underlying principles of this gpproach were articulated as follows by
Engesin the Dialectics of Nature (Engels, 1873). Firgt, the mutua struggle of
opposites (a phenomenon inevitably generates its opposite); second, the negation of
the negation (the struggle of oppositesis cyclica and never-ending); and third, the
trandformation of quantity into qudity (incrementa changes lead to discontinuous
change).

Blau and Scott (1962) first eaborated the merits of adidectical gpproach but
it was Benson (1973, 1977) who built an overarching argument for its relevance for
organization theorists. Drawing on Mill’s (1962) criticisms of the analytica reliance
of sociologists on naturad didectica laws for understanding socia phenomena,
Benson (1973) reframed bureaucratic- professond conflicts as didecticd, formulating
four underlying principles of adiaectica gpproach to the sudy of organizations.
These were socid congtruction, totdity, contradiction and praxis (Benson, 1977).
Other authors followed, addressing organizationa phenomenon diaecticaly.
Lourenco and Glidewd | (1975), for example, explicitly treated organizationa conflict
in didecticd terms, while Greiner’s (1972) understanding of the evolution of
organizationd dructures shows aclear, if somewhat implicit, manifestation of this

gpproach. Echoes of Engel’ s principles resound in this work:



[D]elegation, which grows out of and becomes the solution to, demands for greater
autonomy in the preceding [revolution] eventually provokes a major revolutionary crisis
that is characterized by attempts to regain control over the diversity created through
increased delegation (Greiner, 1972: 84).

In essence, adidectica approach develops a process modd of organizations
through contradictory, antithetical stages (table 1 categorizes mgor contributions
towards adiaectica view of management). Contemporary representations of
contradictions, tensons and paradoxes in the management literature suggest that
thes's and antithesis not only occur in succession but can aso be present
smultaneoudy (Clegg & Hardy, 1996). In consequence, some authors have adopted a
more ‘gatic’ gpproach to didecticad phenomenain organizations. Such views are
grounded in Heraclitus' view of didectics, as developed by Hegd (1892), asa
phenomenon where two distinct/contradictory entities engage each other in conflict
generating a synthesis that incorporates, and differs from, them both (Durant, 1991;
Van de Ven & Poole, 1995). The application of this approach to organizationa
research, however, has been limited to isolated themes. Higtorically, Follett (1940z;
1940b) showed how autonomy and control could be coupled in an organization. More
recently, Edelman and Benning (1998) argued for the possibility of incrementaly
punctuated organizational change. Y ates and Orlikowski (1999) and Orlikowski and
Y ates (1998) showed how organizational communication can be both forma and
informa and how oppogite views of organizationd time can be integrated. Brews and
Hunt (1999) contended that strategy could be smultaneoudy emergent and deliberate.
Nonethdless, none of these authors has put forth an integrative view of management

from a‘datic didectics lens, such as Benson (1977) has done for ‘ process didectics .



However, they have suggested both the pervasveness of paradox in organizationd
life and the potentid that diaectics hasin providing ingghts for researching and
resolving these paradoxes. Drawing on these streams of research, a didectical model
of organization, strategy and change can be developed. The point of doing thisisto
show the potentia integration of these findings as groundwork for future diaectica
understanding of organizationd phenomena. To accomplish such atask, we will look
at research on the workings of opposing forcesin organizations, such as planning and
action (Crossan & Sorrenti, 1997; Moorman & Miner, 1998a, 1998b), organization
and disorganization (Weick, 1995), incrementalism and punctuated equilibrium
(Brown & Eisenhardt, 1997), and exploration and exploitation (March, 1991;
Orlikowski, 1996). We will argue that these can be harnessed via synthesis for the

benefit of an organization’s competitiveness and sustained success.

Dialectical Strategy
One of the most pervasive debates in management is that between the ‘ planning

school’ (Ansoff, Avner, Brandenburg, Portner, & Radosevich, 1970) and the ‘learning
school’ (Mintzberg, 1990; Mintzberg & McHugh, 1985). Proponents of planning
argue that the main triggers of organizationd action are pre-planned events (Miller &
Cardina, 1994). The way to sustained competitiveness is seen to derive from
excelence in environmenta scanning and organizationa assessment. Using these,
organizations must combine their strengths with market opportunities to form a plan

for subsequent implementation (Porter, 1982). This approach produces high efficiency
outcomes becauise resources are dlocated only to more profitable business units
(Wooldridge & Floyd, 1990). However, it is a process of low effectiveness because

organizationaly committed obedience to plan hinders managers flexibility and
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reaction speed. From this perspective, Srategy results from mostly deliberate action,
emanating from the organization’ s will as expressed in the discipline of along-range
plan.

From the other perspective, those that espouse the ‘learning’ school contend
thet the high leve of turbulence most companies now experience cannot be handled
viareflection done (or at dl) (Lindblom, 1959). Instead, organizationd action should
be triggered by any event in the environment that is percelved as either athresat or as
an opportunity, not only by those events prescribed in the plan. The members of the
‘action schoal’, who are the more radica adherents of this view, argue that even
without the presence of environmental stimuli for action, organizations must change
and experiment. The rationae for this satement istwofold. First, Snce environments
are socia congtructions (Berger & Luckmam, 1967; Smircich & Stubbart, 1985) and
are enacted (Weick, 1995), stimuli may be misperceived as absent when they arein
fact present; thus, uncaled-for action alows for refinement of the organization-wide
perception of the environment. Second, experiments allow the organization to shape
its environment, increasing its competitive basis and depleting thet of its competitors
(Hame & Prahaad, 1994). In this vein, Strategy is a highly effective process rather
than a determinate plan. The non-existence of aforma plan permits high flexibility
and reaction speed, allowing organizational members to reap unexpected
opportunities or parry unexpected threats from the environment (Eisenhardt, 1989).

There isadowndgde to the process view. What is gained in effectivenessis
often logt in efficiency. The use of experimentsis codtly, due to the often low ratio of
successes over failures (Cooper, 1979) and the danger of the organization ‘ spreading
itsdlf too thin” over numerous opportunities. Very flexible strategic processes carry no

guarantee of being effective (Miner, Moorman & Bassoff, 1996). Thus, from this
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perspective, the results of acompany’s Srategy are mostly emergent and only appear
coherent via a post-hoc interpretation of € gpsed, and future perfect, actions
(Mintzberg & Waters, 1982).

Recently, a synthesis between these two views of strategy has been emerging.
The synthesis of organizationd improvisation dlows for an integration between
planning and action, without calling for a compromise between these opposites nor
for the presence of one despite of the other (table 2 summarizes this gpproach). The
organizationa improvisation or ‘real-time planning’ approach, shows that
learning/* action’ gtrategies happen because of aplan and not in spite of it (Weick,
1998). Such aview of dtrategy sees organizationa action being triggered when
environmentd simuli cal for fag, flexible action grounded on a pre-formulated plan,
aplan amed at providing the grounds for such aposture. Jazz musician’s use of
musical scoresto improvise collectively (Berliner, 1994), and Shell’s use of scenario
planning to respond to an unexpected discontinuity in oil prices (Wack, 1985) are two
examples. From this perspective plans can be used to foster adaptiveness and
flexibility, resulting in a process that is both effective and efficient. It is effective
because the plan is used to fogter flexibility by cregting an unobtrusive means of
coordination that alows action to be integrated towards a common goa (Bagtien &
Hostager, 1988), thus permitting a substantial degree of flexibility. It is efficient
because the bricolage dimengon of improvisation (handling tasks with available
resources) dlows the organization to deploy its resources in multiple uses and thus
escape from the increasing costs that use of speciaized resources for planned or
emergent activities normaly entails (Scribner, 1986). As far as results go, one can

classfy improvisation as a ddiberately emergent strategy inasmuch as a ddiberate



plan is composed in order to facilitate the organization’ s ability to adapt and swiftly

respond to emerging interna and externd threats and opportunities (Barrett, 1998).

Organizationa improvisation is grounded on the redization that organizations
prefer following plans to congtantly re-inventing themsdlves (Weick, 1998). From this
perspective, organization depends on the pre-existence of a plan and organizationa
infrastructure to guide practice. However, these are not the only two factors needed to
planinred time. Some additiona conditions are necessary for the practice of
improvisation and one can unearth a set of influence factors that determine its success.
These conditions and influencing factors can be grouped, using adiadectica lens,
aong three synthetic axes: (1) an experimental culture coupled with tight controls; (2)
memory both as friend and foe; and (3) skilled individuas coupled with unskilled
resources.

Asfar asthefirg synthess goes, amix of forma controls can help foster an
experimenta culture. Such a culture results from a set of values and beliefs that
promote action and experimentation — as opposed to reflection and planning —as a
way of understanding and dealing with redlity. To pargphrase Peters (1992), one
replacesa‘ready, ..., ready, am, am, ..., am, fire gpproach one that stresses ‘fire,
..., fire, am, fire . For this to hgppen, an organization hasto, a a minimum, tolerate
errors and ideally espouse what Weick (1999) calls an ‘ aesthetic of imperfection’.
Thiskind of organization cultures have strong * pro-innovation’ biases thet exhibit

themsdlves in sensemaking: for example, in abelief that a great plan can only be
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accomplished through finding an emerging pettern in actions taken in the past (Weick,
1995).

To foster innovative sensemaking cultures, such companies use two mgor
mechanisms. Firg, they reward people based on the number of ‘competent mistakes
they have made (a competent mistake resulting from novel idess and not from flawed
execution) (Picken & Dess, 1997). Second, they tap the power of symbolic action and
stories as third order controls (Perrow, 1986; Weick, 1999), by diffusing tales of
‘competent mistakes' as role models for the organization's members.

Ancther vaue that an organization must espouse for improvisation to occur is
that of urgency. The occurrence of unexpected and * unplanned-for’ eventsis not
enough for improvisation to happen. Additionaly, those that address such irruptions
should fed that it can only be addressed through fast action (Perry, 1991). Otherwise
they can fall back on planning (because they perceive that they have time to do so)
instead of being pushed to compose a course of action in red-time— afar more
daunting process than the former (Eisenberg, 1990).

In order for enterprising, innovative sensemaking cultures must be coupled
with amix of control mechanisms that shape convergence around organization-wide
gods. Otherwise they risk sharp disaggregation and might cross the thin line between
flexibile and unproductive, random, action (Stacey, 1991).

The control mix comprises three mgjor eements: these are first and second
order ‘invishle controls, milestones and clear goals. On controls, most authors on
improvisation argue that the only kind of mechanisms applicable in an organization
that amsto improvise are third order, meaning indirect controls that coordinate via
culture or ideology (Perrow, 1986; Mintzberg, 1995; Weick, 1993a). Justification can

be found in the work of Dougherty who shows the difficulties in pursuing novel
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actionsin organizations stifled by firgt (direct supervison) and second
(standardization) order mechanisms of coordination (Dougherty, 1996). However,
drawing on recent findingsin critical studies of organizationa control, we contend
that improvisation can occur in environments with abundant first and second order
mechanismsin play. The touchstone of controlling improvisers resdes not in the
degree of obtrusveness of such mechaniams but in ther invishility. Direct
supervison can be ‘delegated’ from superior to peers dlowing for the maintenance of
coordination without hampering crestivity (Sewdll, 1998). For ingtance, in jazz, band
members are often chosen because of their reputation as able improvisers not among
critics but among fellow players (Hatch, 1999). Second order controls can aso be
rendered invigble by incorporating them in the production technology itsdlf (be it one
of tangible goods or services) (Joerges & Czarniawska, 1998; Barley & Kunda, 1992).
Second, milestones or action deadlines have been found to be an effective
mechanism for maintaining the momentum/sense of urgency triggered by unexpected
and ‘unplanned-for’ events (Gardner & Roggoff, 1990). Milestones represent
opportunities to perform a check between current actions and the devel opment of
gtuations the organization is facing, dlowing detection of what, from the legitimated
perspective of the underlying organizationa score, might be congtrued as deviations
or misperceptions that need correction (Eisenhardt & Brown, 1998). Moreover,
milestones are set in advance and planned, thus providing a sense of
Sructurelroutinization to improvisationa activities often perceived to result from
chaos and disorder (Eisenhardt & Tabrizi, 1995). Findly, milestones serve as
moments of feedback as partid stages/steps are concluded and thus, potentialy
increase individua motivation — building momentum and the sense of urgency needed

for improvisation to be sustained.
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Findly, dearly articulated gods serve the dl-important function of ensuring
that improvisationd activity amounts to the attainment of organizationa objectives.
Clearly articulated gods perform, in organizationd settings, a very smilar function to
that of the song in jazz improvisation. They are akin to amagnetic fidd (or asrange
attractor, to use the vocabulary of complexity theory) thet, although not prescribing
individud action, are strongly normative concerning the results of such action
(Weick, 1993a). They dso contribute to coordination among individua members by
defining the resullts of ther activity in asmilar processto that of standardization of
outputs (Mintzberg, 1995).

Memory, the second synthesis states, can be both helpful and harmful to
improvisaion. On the one hand, as far as procedurd memory goes, asmall number of
routines are a centra condition for improvisation. In thislight, improvisation gppears
to occur only when an organization/individua does not have adequate
routing/procedural memory to respond to an unexpected situation (Moorman &
Miner, 1995). In Situations for which an adequete routine does exit, then
improvisation will be highly unlikely. The rationae for this hypothess has severd
grounds. Firdt, it would be inefficient to improvise when an effective response that
covers the situation is aready stored in memory; second, these response processes are
often unconscious, automatic and undetectedly autonomous, lowering the
deliberateness of choice. However, in spite of empirical proof that procedural
organizational memory does hinder improvisation (Moorman & Miner, 1998b), it isat
least theoretically arguable that the opposite isdso true. If we understand routines as
grammars (Pentland & Rueter, 1994), knowing that elementsin agrammar can be
combined in infinite possihilities, then procedurad memory would be the

organizationa counterpart of a score, one that organizationa improvisers could
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embdlishymodify a will during action (Moorman & Miner, 1998a; Weick, 1998).
Thereisempirica evidence for this viewpoint. In astudy of improvisation in the
computer industry, Brown and Eisenhardt (1995) found that firms with established
routines were more likely to improvise. Although organizationa memory hinders
improvisation, its effects can be severdly atenuated if organizations use its dements
to create new routines as action is unfolding.

Declarative memory, or knowledge of facts (Anderson, 1983), is related to
qudlitative variations of organizational improvisation. It plays an important rolein the
degree of improvisation: the more facts an organization knows the broader and,
arguably, more diversfied isits bassfor crestivity and thus for improvisation
(Amabile, 1998; Woodman, Sawyer & Griffin, 1993; Moorman & Miner, 1998b).
Nonetheless, awide span of declarative memory may aso dow the speed of
improvisation because of the amount of time thet individuas must invest in searching
through dl available dternatives (Moorman & Miner, 19984), dthough one could
argue that bounded rationdity would act to counter this phenomenon (Simon, 1990).
Regarding the synthes's between specidization and generdity, improvisation seemsto
cdl for skilled individuas to ded with unskilled/genera- purpose resources.

Having skilled individuas in an organization that ams to be proficient &t redl-
time planning implies, firg and foremog, thet the level of performative skill that each
individua possesses determines their ability to pursue improvisationd activity distant
from organizationa routine (Weick, 1993a, 1999; Crossan, White, Lane & Klus,
1996). Additionally, when improvisation is a group phenomenon, the group’s
improvisationa performance will be limited by the ability of itsleast skilled member
(Bastien & Hostager, 1991; Hatch, 1999). The relevance given to skill restson it

being avehicle for creativity to be put in practice. Thus, individud credtivity isaso
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an important trait that improvisers must possess (Erickson, 1982; Crossan, 1998).
Only high levels of individua creativity will alow for radical departures from current
organizationa practice. According to Weick, it isthe latter that reflect “purer
ingtances of improvisation” (1998: 545), with lower level being ‘variaions or
‘embdlishments thet till retain much of the origina routine/idea and that may not be
as effective.

Anather organizationd attribute of improvisation is member skill diversty.
Homogeneous organizations are not prone to diverse agpproaches in solving problems
or to regping opportunities (Hannan and Freeman, 1989). Thus, the ‘nove’ dement of
organization improvisation will be serioudy compromised if the organization does not
benefit from a diverse population. Such organizations will probably be limited to
mere embe lishments or smal variations upon existing idess, products, practices and
routines (Weick, 1998, 1999; Hatch, 1997).

The resources that the individua/team/organi zation possesses are better able
to improviseif they are less skilled and specidized. In fact, specidized and limited
purpose resources can thwart improvisation by limiting organizationd members
ability to turn their ideas into innovative practice. Conversely, multi- purpose
resources are flexible enough to be deployed in avariety of uses, even if those uses
were never part of the organization’s stated intentions (or even imagination) for their
aoplicability (Weick, 1993a). Thus, resource flexibility affects improvisation by
augmenting the possible courses of action an organization can take. Generd-purpose
resources reduce the number of constraints upon those conceiving action asit unfolds,
thus augmenting their potential degree of departure from standard practice/ideas and
ultimately, their ability to reach ‘purer’ forms of improvisation. Taking these three

gyntheses into account, improvisation can be seen as an integration between planning
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and action and thus offers a path for those attempting to build adidecticd view of

managemen.

Dialectical Organization
Paraleling the debate between the * planning’ and the *action’ schools, both

academicians and practitioners have been discussng whether the
hierarchica/bureaucratic organizational model should be maintained or whether
organizations should migrate to saf-management forms such as the network. Those
espousing the *hierarchy’ school argue that the existence of tacit knowledge
(Prigogine, 1984), technological, human physica and menta limitations (Barnard,
1938) and the gpped of lower transaction costs (Williamson, 1971), justify the need
for hierarchy and order-based relationships. Their emphasisis on the mechanisms
that dlow differentiation of workers in specidized roles and on how to control their
effortsin order to atan higher-order organizationd gods. These control mechanisms
are often of aforma nature because organizationa growth makes interpersond
coordination (e.g. mutua adjustment and direct supervision) very inefficient and
sometimes impossible (Greiner, 1972). Standardization of procedures, outputs and
kills are thus favored integration devices (Mintzberg, 1995). Control, and not mere
coordination, seems to be the main god of this type of organizations.

Opposing thisview are those claming that changesin the environment, such
as ahigher competitive pressure (Bettis & Hitt, 1995) and a better educated worforce
(Handy, 1991; Drucker, 1996) both alow and demand a shift towards self
managed/network-based organizational forms. Drawing on research on organizetiona
learning, this view argues that shared vaues and beliefs are more pervasive than the

‘hierarchy’ view holds. Moreover, these serve as a powerful normdizing force that
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invisibly bind organizationd members to shared menta modes of themselves, the
organization, and its relevant environments (Argyris & Schon, 1992; Senge, 1990).
Thus, the mgor chalenge for an organization is to harness thisforce in order to attain
ahigher integration level, one that alows employees as a group to meet the
diversity/complexity of the environment (Emery & Trigt, 1965; Stacey, 1996).
Integration is thus assured by informal controls such as culture, transmitted by
socidization and rituds (Schein, 1985), in an attempt to manage what the * hierarchy’
approach leaves unattended — and which thwarts its ability to change and adapt. The
mgor god of the ‘ salf-management’ view isto foster coordination by integration
through engaging organizational membersin the process of building a shared mentdl
modd of where the organization is and where it wants to go.

The integration of these two opposing perspectives into a synthesis has
aready been attempted. Mary Parker Follet’ s writings on business as anintegretive
unity (Follett, 1940a) showed how to integrate the disparate needs of employers and
employees. When she addressed order-giving (Follett, 1940b) she showed how
framing ordersas a‘law of the Stuation’ instead of as a persond demand from
management alows the coordination and control of employee action while freeing it
to take whatever course is adequate for the task at hand. Follett, however, did not take
into account the pervasive role of culture and manufacturing technology as powerful,
yet unobtrusive control and limitation mechanisms able to hinder diversty in
responses (Barker, 1993).

Drawing on Follett’ s work, we propose an integrative view of organization,
which favors integretive differentiation (table 3 summarizes this gpproach). Again, we
present a set of syntheses to make this argument: (1) trusting unknown organizationd

members even a adistance (minima trugt), (2) uncommitted commitment (minimal



commitment), (3) agreeing on disagreeing (minima consensus) and; (4) contralling to
liberate (minimd structure).

In the first synthesis, the gpparent paradox isthe use of trust as an integrative
mechanism when it is not grounded in interpersond ties but in stereotypes. Such ause
exempts organizationd members from the persona disclosure that trust- based
organizationd forms often entail (McAlligter, 1995) dlowing for the necessary
differentiation needed to meet the complexity of turbulent environments (Emery &
Trigt, 1965). Minimd trust amounts to organizationa members trusting someone they
do not know. The eements normally associated with building trust are kept a a
minimum level, just about that necessary to fight fragmentation. The point hereisto
creste the conditions needed for trust to emerge (the belief that the individua with
whom oneisinteracting will act in away that is beneficid or at least not detrimental
to onesdf) with the minimum level of commondity and persond disclosure. Such an
outcome is accomplished by coordinating by means of a generdized other (Jarvenpaa
and Shaw, 1998) ingtead of socia amilarity. In thistype of coordination trust arises
from a sdf-fulfilling prophecy of trusworthiness thet the individua devel ops, based
on stereotypes of interactants and on previous network/team experiences.

I ndoctrination mechanisms have an important role to play in the trust process.
The purpose of indoctrination is not just related to the inculcation of particular
organizationa vaues and beliefs but the facilitation of coordination by a generdized
other. The process ams to create favorable stereotypes of the categories of people

newcomers are prone to interact with and seeks to develop a favorable attitude
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towards working in trust-based settings (Armstrong and Cole, 1995). Cregting an
atitude conducive to trugting other members of the organization is ultimately
equivaent to fostering indtitution-based trugt, in the sense that members are trusted on
the basis of thelr afiliation with the organization (Frances, Levacic, Mitchdl &
Thompson, 1991). For thisto be possible, adifferent (one is tempted to say
‘minimd’) conception of culture and structure must also be present.

The second and third synthesis can be grouped under the umbrellacf a
‘minima’ organizationd culture. High levels of commitment and consensus, favored
by much of the prescriptive management literature, will be replaced by minimd levels
of each. Asfar asminimal commitment goes, its purposeis to promote the level of
commitment needed to assure the necessary leve of performance on behdf of the
individua, while avoiding blind adherence to individua,, group and organizationd
decisons. While organizational members take the success of the organization asa
centra vaue, they do so in the context of being open to information againg the grain
of this commitment — information that goes against decisons made by them both as
individuas and as group or organization members.

The dynamics that underlie a* hedithy’ level of commitment to an organization
are coincidenta with those that explain individua and group pathologies, such as
groupthink and individua defensive routines (Janis, 1972; Argyris, 1992; Harvey,
1996). Commitment should be seen as the result of attempts to resolve cognitive
dissonance that come from making public and explicit choices without sufficient
externa judtification (Sdancik, 1977; Eiser, 1980). The chalengeliesin promating a
st of values and beliefs that fosters a postive attitude towards public and explicit

errors (Weick, 1999). This attenuates the need for triggering dissonance reduction



processes because the organization vaues mistakes, aslong asthey are an input for
learning (Sitkin, 1992).

Minima commitment needs, however, to be coupled with minimal consensus,
in order to more effectively avoid the negative consequences of strong cultures,
without losing the unobtrusiveness of the controls they rely on. Minima consensusis
grounded on the premise that adiversity of perceptions favors aricher understanding
of the environment and, therefore, allows an organization to act in amore informed
way (Starbuck, 1965). Moreover, diversity in the composition of the organization’s
population alows awider repertoire of solutionsand ahigher leve of flexibility
(Hedberg, Nystrom & Starbuck, 1976). These characteristics fecilitate, in turn, a
higher degree of adaptability to changing environments (Brown and Eisenhardt, 1997)
— the reason why trust-based organizations are adopted in the first place (Powell,
1990). Externad complexity, which can reach sgnificantly high valuesin this kind of
environments (Emery and Trigt, 1965), is matched with the complexity of individud
organizationa members, ingtead of with the complexity of organizationd design
(Weick, 1993a). In short, the organization copes with environmental complexity by
having diverse members instead of adopting complex structura forms.

Minimal consensus rests on a ddliberate and intentiond effort to reduce
commondlties among organizationd members to the minimum leve required for
integration to be feasble. Thus, minima consensus abandons the pursuit of common
perceptions of the environment, vaues and beliefs, promoting instead the
compatibility of perceptions, values and bdliefs on the part of different organizationd
members. The purpose of thisisto alow trust to emerge through a perception of
compatibility rather than one of amilarity (Weick, 1993b). In thisway, individuas

acknowledge that they hold a vauable perception of redlity but o redize that this



perception islimited, and itsred action taking and decison making power can only
be harnessed when combined with different views from other members. It is
important, though, that those perceptions, athough not being identica, are compatible
in the sense that they illuminate a certain redity from different but complementary (as
opposed to antagonistic) perspectives (Hedberg et d., 1976).

Fndly, the fourth synthes's, which we labd *minimd structure’, is condtituted
by three dements. (1) coordination by action, (2) based on aminima set of rulesand
on a(3) shared socid objective. Due to the absence of a strong culture from which
trust and coordination can be derived, this type of organization replaces a shared
system of values, beliefs and perceptions, by coordination through action. This means
that the integration of the individua efforts of organizational members does not rely
on sharing the same culture but on having a compatible perception of the chalenges
posed by the environment (Weick, 1993a), one that crestes a‘law of the Situation’
(Follett, 1940b) for individualsto obey. Asin coordination by culture, thisis ill a
third order control. However, it promotes, instead of hinders, diversity, by fostering
the emergence of compatible (as opposed to shared) views of a problem or
opportunity, that alow for abroad variety of aternative courses of action to appear
(Eisenberg, 1990).

Control in minima networks is aso achieved through a small set of rules that
govern the interaction among their members (Weick, 1999; Bastien and Hosteger,
1991). These rules can emerge from the nature of the task faced by the group or from
broader socia norms (Hatch, 1997). Asfar asthe nature of the task is concerned,
these rules are embodied in arestricted set of cognitive and behaviord aternatives
that the members can choose from. In spite of the diversity desirablein thiskind of

organization, the set of aternativesis restricted because of the necessary competibility
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among members for minimd integration to occur (Brown & Duguid, 1991). Such a
st of dternatives can be equated to an organizational grammar: a set of dements and
combination rules among eements that dlow for the formation of an dmost infinite
st of different courses of action, from alimited set of inputs (Pentland and Rueter,
1994). In minimal networks, socid norms are limited to those coming from the
professond and industry-pecific cultures of its members (Hutchins, 1991). The
organization should redtrain itsdlf in adding to these rules, a the expense of limiting
the scope of diveraity (Weick, 1995).

Anather important mechanism of coordination in minima networksis a shared
socid objective. Because of the parsmony of control mechanisms, organization gods
must be explicitly shared by members (Orr, 1990). Where they are not, dthough
individua teams can respond adequately to problems or opportunitiesin the
environment, they will do so on an ad hoc basis that can increase the fragmentation of
the organization as awhole in a continuous fashion, compromising itslong-term
integrity (Senge, 1990).

In concluson, we may notethat a‘minimd’ view inggsthet adiaecticd
gpproach to organization is not only possible but dso desirablein light of the
paradoxes managers and workers often confront. That the concepts of diaectical
drategy and didectica organization offers a synthesis between two opposing schools
demondirates that there is potentia for adidectica view of management. For this
demondtration to be complete, we will draw on Benson's (1997) four principles of a
didectica view of organization theory. Although this author’ s gpproach is wedded to
a‘process view of didectics, the underlying principles of his approach appear to

apply to a‘'datic’ perspective as well, as we elaborate in the next section.
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Towardsa Dialectical View of Management
Theprinciple of social construction calsfor the identification of both a source of

congtraint and a source of deviation/congtruction. Asfar as didectica strategy goes,
the source of congtraint isthe plan, i.e. the ‘minimal’ prescribed part of strategy that
alows for adaptivity to emerge (Brews & Hunt, 1999). Its source of variaion comes
from the gimuli that press the organization/individua to adapt and to be flexible as
action unfolds and from the ability to ‘bricolate’ with and around the prescribed plan
(Berry & Irvine, 1986). Asfar asdiaectica organization goes, the source of
congraint is the minimally formaized structure, including shared god's and the
stereotypes acquired in the indoctrination process. Deviation and construction comes
from the perception of errors as learning opportunities (Sitkin, 1992) and from the
role of action as aground for coordination (Follett, 1940b).

Theprinciple of totality cdlsfor finding an underlying ‘whol€ to which semi-
autonomous parts are linked. At the organizationd levd, the ‘whole behind an
ingance of adidectica srategy isthe overarching action culture that groundsiit.
Individualy, looking at this phenomenon as an enactment of digtilled experience
(Crossan & Sorrenti, 1997), ahigh leve of skill frames organizationd members life
experiences as the background that alows for discrete instances of improvisation to
appear (Hatch, 1999). These overarching € ements notwithstanding, each didecticd
drategy is autonomous in the way that it depends on the specific details of the plan
driving it and on the people working towards it. Diglectical organizations, on their
Sde, take much of their rules and structure from genera societal norms (Bastien &
Hostager, 1988; Eisenberg, 1990) and depend on the diversity of their members,
encompassing awide span of settings in which a particular organizationisjust a
sngle dement. Nonetheless, each organization deploys norms and diversty in amix

that renders it partidly autonomous.
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The principle of contradiction offers the clearest illustration of didectics.
Contradiction only emerges where two opposing forces are at work. The fact that
plans necessarily possess an emergent component (Minztber & McHugh, 1985), ether
because of the complexity of environmentad interaction or because of communication
digtortion, alows usto uncover this principle in adidectica strategy. The fact that
human interaction creates an informd ‘shadow’ system in every formd Structure
(Krackhardt & Hanson, 1993; Sayles, 1989) alows us to do the same regarding the
concept of didectical organization.

Findly, praxis (which Benson [1977: 5] defines as “free and cregtive
congruction of socia arrangements’) isdso visblein both concepts. Didectica
drategies are often prone to formalization, which eventually ends up creating
punctuated change via an incrementa process (Edelman & Benning, 1998).
Didectical organizations, with their low levels of commitment and consensus, alow
their arrangements to be in permanent recongruction, in agtate of ‘organizing' and
becoming rather than being (Weick, 1979).

Summing up, we go beyond the current state of the art of didectical
perspectives on management — which has been focusing on demondrating its
relevance and applying itself to severd disconnected fields of management inquiry —
by proposing a set of underlying principlesfor ‘gatic’ management diaectics. Thisis
done with the purpose of providing anove bassfor research into the paradoxes
present in organizations and a new understanding for practitioners to benefit from
those paradoxes. Four principles guide this approach: Smultaneity, locdity,
minimaity and generdity (table 2 contrasts these with those of a‘process gpproach).

Insert table 4 about here
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Smultaneity meansthat adidectica view of management is grounded on the
interplay of contradictory forces and not on the attempt to subdue one to the other.
Under this principle, athesis does not exist despite its antithesis but because of it.
Each pole of the didectic needs the other to sustain its presence. The concepts of
diaecticd drategy and didectica organization support this argument. Research has
shown that, from adiaecticd view of srategy, the design of a‘minimd’ plan, where
gods and deadlines are scrupuloudly prescribed and enforced, enhancesthe firm's
flexibility and adgptability to unexpected internd and externd shifts (Brown &
Eisenhardt, 1997). Additionaly, Hutchins (1991) proved that some leve of structure
is needed for informa cooperation to emerge, and Ezzamd and Willmott (1998)
found that loosely coupled structures were heavily dependent upon highly structured
relationships and reward systems. Thus, a second ingght from this principle isto shift
the role of the manager from one of choice between the poles of a given paradox, as
contingency theory prescribes (Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967). Instead, paradoxes will be
surfaced, held, lived, experienced, their vigblity promoting integration between its
opposites. In fact, Follett (1940b) contended that using the ‘ Stuation’ as a source of
‘law’ (i.e. orders) alowed integration between a directive and a democratic approach
to leadership and organization. Weick' s research into firefighting has € oquently
demongtrated this point and shown how rules and plans are critica in unexpected and
unplanned-for gtuations (Weick, 1993b). Findly, smultaneity means that one can
seldom escape paradox in managerid life. Mintzberg has documented the close
linkage between deliberate and emergent strategy (Mintzberg & Waters, 1982;
Mintzberg & McHugh, 1985), showing that emergent and unplanned/unintended

action will probably sprout from the most deliberate of plans. There are two brief
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explanations for this phenomenon. Thefirg isthat communication distortion impedes
people in understanding a message exactly asits conveyor undersandsit (Mintzberg,
1990). The second is that changes in the environment surrounding most businesses
(Bettis & Hitt, 1995) has shifted towards a state of turbulence, where emergenceisthe
norm because of the complexity of relationships between environmenta factors
(Emery & Trigt, 1965; Lane & Maxfidd, 1996).

Locality meansthat the synthesis between two opposing poles of a paradox
does not result from an overarching design effort but from case-by-case enactment.
The firg inference one can make from this principle isthat a synthesisisaloca
phenomenon; it results from the decisions taken by an organization or individud
concerning a specific chalenge or problem. Secondly, this synthesis occurs not in
reflection but in action. Given most organization’s biases towards pre-conception
(Weick, 1998), few would endure the poles of paradoxes dedling with deviation from
current practice if it were not because of poignant chalenges from the environment
(Mintzberg, 1996). Moreover, it is these demands for action that permits and
facilitates the integration between opposites as action unfolds (Crossan & Sorrenti,
1997; Crossan, 1997). Findly, and in spite of this, the trangition from local responses
to organizationd (globa) routinesis possble. Thisis accomplished as postive results
in responses circulate throughout the organization via stories (Orr, 1990) that get
shared and dowly creep into the organization’s memory (Moorman and Miner, 19984,
1998h).

Again, the concepts of diaectica strategy and didectica organization support
these clams. The ‘planned’ part of adidecticd strategy would go forever undisturbed
without an externd event demanding flexibility because of the bias of most

organizations towards planning (Weick, 1998). It is only in response to such an event



that organizations/individuas adapt in and around a plan and through action, cregting
novel solutions that may end up stored in the organization’s memory, be it procedura
or declarative (Miner, Moorman & Bassoff, 1996; Vera& Crossan, 1999). Asfar as
organizing goes, research into innovation implementation and group cooperation has
shown that structures are often as enduring as the life gpan of a project (Johnson &
Rice, 1987) and that these structures emerge from action, which acts as the prime
coordination mechanism (Bastien & Hostager, 1988). Additionally, these
organizationd configurations are often formaized and crystdlized in the organization
(Orlikowski, 1996).

Minimality means that the ability to use a paradox to build a synthesis depends
on maintaining only sufficient levels of each of the paradox’ s polesin order to avoid
one taking over the other. There are three arguments underlying this principle. The
fird isthat, as complexity theory posts, big effects come from small causes
(Prigogine, 1984). Thus, syntheses come from creating the necessary ‘ strange
attractors' to create an ‘organizationd force field' that will bind corporate action,
preventing it from faling into atoo close orbit around one of the poles of paradox.
Two different tasks are cdled for. These are the two remaining arguments sustaining
this principle: creating the necessary (1) quantity and (2) quality of structure—latu
sensu (i.e. plans, rules, procedures, and organizationd configurations) for integration
to be possble. Asfar as quantity goes, thisimplies searching the level thet is
aufficient for synthesis to emerge while taking care to stay on the thin line that
separates fifling order from entropic disorder (the ‘ edge of chaos' [Stacey, 1991;
Pascale, 1999]) and that integrates them both (Lane & Robert, 1996). Asfar as quality
goes, this cdlsfor procuring the type of structure whose unobtrusiveness dlows for a

didecticd drategy and adidectica organization to thrive (Sewell, 1998). Otherwise,



independently of how smdll that Sructureis, its effect will dways be more &kin to
restraint than to liberate. Thus, a didectica strategy not only needs plans more akin to
ajazz score than to classca music (the latter having many more prescribed notes to
be played [Perry, 1991]), but also requires plans that do away with prescribed actions
and replaces them with goas and deadlines (Eisenhardt & Tabrizi, 1995). In the same
ven, adidecticd organization not only needs fewer controls but less visble ones.
Although one can expand the span of control amogt to infinity, thiswill not transmit
the perception of freedom of action as might an empowerment program but it will
reduce the perceived amount of control one has to endure (McGregor, 1960).
Replacing orders with the law of the situation (Follett, 1940b), superior supervison
with peer vigilance (Romme, 1999), and procedurad specification with technologicd
limitations, goes along way to promoting nimbler organizationd forms.

Generality means that the ‘minima’ prescribed and pre-conceived resources
possess a high degree of generdity. Thefirg ingght emerging from this principleis
the need to ‘tolerate’ opposites. If results have to be effective and efficient, Structured
and ungtructured, and deliberate and emergent, then individuas and resources cannot
be committed (i.e. specidized) to a set of courses of action/solutions. They must be
flexible enough to accommodate savera of these, which may be more contradictory
than not (cf. the concept of patching [Eisenhardt & Brown, 1999]). The second insight
isthat the resources available to organizational members, be they materids, plans,
dructures or information systems, must be ‘fool-proof’ . This means shifting the
responghility for avoiding dysfunction from the individud to the organization
(Anderson, 1983) by embedding what is formadized in mechanisms for avoiding such
dysfunction. Instead of relying on recruiting some specid kind of employees that do

not fal to groupthink (Janis, 1972), one could build an organization and a strategy



that subsumesthistype of behavior in an emergent strategy. Findly, generdity dlows
usto answer what some congder the greatest paradox in modern organizations — the
dilemma between effectiveness and efficiency (e.g. Peters, 1992; Bennis, 1989). By
relying on genera resources and plans, an organization can shift srategy and form
using bricolage, i.e. “making do’ with available resources (Levi- Strauss, 1966)
without having to acquire new ones and thus exploiting those it possesses even as it
changes direction.

Inadidectical view of organization and strategy, plans and configurations,
alow for severd syntheses to emerge. Plansthat do not specify steps but instead
provide mgor goas and deadlines alow for innoveation to take place with high levels
of efficiency (Sobek, Ward & Liker, 1999). Such plans alow organizations to adapt to
unexpected circumstances, as Perry (1991) shows, thus enabling redlized strategy to
be both a more deliberate endeavor and one that leaves space for opposite directions
to be woven into a synthesis. Such plans are generdly smple enough to be
understood and improvised upon even by the most junior of organizationd members
(see Orlikowski, 1996, for an example). While organizing diaecticdly, onerdieson
systems which alow and facilitate apparently opposite goas (such as smultaneoudy
controlling and liberating), which do not require consderable skill because they are
embedded in the generd organizationa fabric or built into the technology of
production (Ezzamd & Willmott, 1998). Examples would be the use of MBO and
mentoring. Additiondly, unobtrusive controls alow space for credtive effectiveness-
seeking behavior to emerge within the frame of the culturd normaization necessary

for efficiency to be attained (Sewdll, 1998).
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Conclusion
Paradoxes flourish where environmenta changes and Stuationa opportunities are

creatively engaged with organizationa theory and practice. Traditiondly, some
authors have drawn on a process view of diadectics to show how the opposing poles of
paradox succeed each other in through contradictions that are generated and resolved
in the course of time. New competitive landscapes demand more of organizations.
Contradictions co-exig in time and must be tackled smultaneoudy. The innovation is
this paper is to suggest ways in which paradoxes may be a permanent and cregtive
feature of organizationd life — which we refer to (in the paradoxicd spirit of our
paper) as ‘ datic didectics — where opposites exist Smultaneoudy ingtead of in
succession. We provided an integrative framework as adiaectid synthess capable of
development into insights for practice. We drew on four principles that underliea
‘datic didectical’ view of management, in compliance with Benson's (1977) basic
principles of didecticd andyss. The paper goes beyond current theory in severd
ways. It presents the potentia for an overarching view of management as an act of
gynthess. It provides a platform for integrating separate and somewhat implicit
research findings from various fidds of inquiry. Thus itisintegrative Static
didectics, inits view of management, recognises the increasing importance of the
simultaneity of opposite forces and demands upon organizations. Thus, it is coherent
rather than incoherent in its view of organizationd redities. Findly, itstake on
didecticd phenomenain organizations provides abasis for empirical investigation
and practical action. Thus, it isreflexive, both for theory and practice. In terms of
theory, we have shown the potential of our diaectica view to make sense of what
managers do when they seemingly act diachronicdly in ways that are not sensible,
according to non-diaectica or conventiond theory, aswell. We do not reconstruct

sense through the application of a contrived chronology in the manner of traditiond



process dialectics. Asfar as practice goes, adidectica gpproach suggests that
‘traditiona’ practices, such as planning and forma organization, do not need to be
overthrown to regp the benefits of postmodern organization in current competitive
environments as some gurus clam. On the contrary: plans foster adaptivity and
flexibility while ructure and norms foster creetivity and liberation. The nature of
true genius resdes in the ability to hold two contradictory ideasin thought and in
practice at the same point in time, as one of the most astute observers of the modern

condition suggested (Fitzgerald, 1968). Excdlent management involves no less.
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Table 1 — Mgor contributions towards a didecticd view of management

Process dialectics Static didectics
‘Totd’ Benson (1975, 1977)
approaches Goldman & Van Houten (1977) | —
‘Partid’ Blau & Scott (1962) Authors on organizationd
approaches Chanin & Shapiro (1985) improvisation (for areview see

Georgiou (1973)

Greiner (1972)

Lourengo & Glidewdl (1975)
Mason (1969, 1996)

Nielsen (1990, 1996)

Schumpeter (1934)

Cunha, Cunha & Kamoche
[1999])

Brews & Hunt (1999)
Brown & Eisenhardt (1997)
Burrdl (1992)

Camillus (1982)

Church (1999)

Edeman & Benning (1998)
Eisenhardt & Tabrizi (1995)
Follett (19408, 1940b)
Mintzberg & McHugh (1985)
Mintzoerg & Waters (1982)
Stacey (1991, 1996)

Weick (1979, 1995)
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Table 2 — A didecticd gpproach to Strategy.

Theds Synthesis Antithesis

Overarching synthes's

Strategy is planned Strategy isdeliberately Strategy is emergent
emergent

Elements

Complying with culture Complying with Experimentd culture
experimenta culture

Pest hel ps future success Past can berecombinedto | Past hinders future success

(memory as friend) help future success (memory asfoe)
(memory asfriend and
foe)

Skilled / specidized Skilled individuds with Generdigt individuds and

individuals and resources

genraist resources

resources




Table 3— A didectica gpproach to organization.

Theds Synthesis Antithesis

Overarching synthes's

Hierarchy Minimd dructure Sdf-managed teams

(tight organizetion) (loosdy-tight (loose organization)
organization)

Elements

Power/standardization Trust viastandardization Trugt

(impersond relationships) (impersona persona (persond relationships)
relationships)

Non-commitment Committed uncommitment Commitment
Homogeneity (ageaing) Diversfied homogeneity Diversty (disagreeing)
(agreeing to disagree)

Control Control to be free Feedom
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Table 4 — Contrasting ‘process and ‘satic’ gpproaches to management didectics

Dialectics as process

Didlectics as a dtate

Socia condruction
- Source of congtraint

- Source of deviation/construction

Totdity
- Overaching whole

- Determinants of parts autonomy

Contradiction

- Presence of embedded opposites

Praxis
- Process of crestive reconstruction of

socid arrangements

Smultaneity

- Mutud support of opposites

- Manager as‘surfacer’ and holder of
tenson

- Pervasiveness of paradox

Locdity
- Loca enactment
- Action asarena of integration

- Probability of formaization

Minimdlity
- Small causeslead to big effects
- Quantity: border of necessity

- Qudity: unobtrusiveness

Generdity
- Toleraion of opposites
- Low skill resources

- Effident effectiveness
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