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CRITICAL COMPLEXITIES
(from margind paradigms to learning networks)

Motto:

.The only people who see the whole picture are the ones who step out of the
frame’ (Sdman Rushdie)

Abstract:

The man thess of the present paper is that our concepts of ,criticdiam” and ,criticdity”
require serious re-examination. Change mechanisms are changing and 0 are the concepts
of a criticd change. The critica theory of the representatives of the Frankfurt School was
criticdl in the same sense in which an officid paliamentary oppostion used to be criticd
of the ruling parties. Inditute for Sociad Research was founded as an dternative to the
academic maingream research. Adorno and Horkheimer were the robber barons of the
era of knowledge rush (European population darted reeching the full literacy levels in the
1930ies). They edablished and ran their dternative, margind research paradigms as the
safeguards of criticism in the process of the growth of knowledge. However, they have
dyled their paradigm after the modd of the established one, generating their own critics
and margind oppogtion (Marcuse, Benjamin). When they came to academic power, after
WWII, they followed policies andogous to the policies of the former Ieft oppostion paty
conquering the date power.. Adorno was as afrad of the rebdlious students in 1968 in
Frankfurt as Lakatosin London and the communist governments in Warsaw or Prague.

The devdopment of socid sciences in generd, and of the sciences of management in
paticular, resulted in the eroson of the orthodox esablishments in the gradud
assmilaion of the critics and in the flexible redructuring of reseerch communities A
change of paradigms ceased to be a feared catadrophic emergency so vividly evoked by
Kuhn. The new complexity is of research networks is less hierarchic, more mobile, not
essly centrdised. We have to ded with the criticd research paradigms continuoudy
neworked and re-networked in boundary-less congdlations. Posgmodernig  anarchism
(»anything goes’) is presently giving rise to the theories of organistiond learning which
express a methodological compromise with regpect to the paradigms and a politicd
compromise with respect to the governance dructures. The underlying tensons motivate
an ongoing search for a sudainable compromise between a criticd thrust of research and
a manageriad need for governance, accountability and control. Nomedic, virtud, flexible
and agile ressarch communities float in cyberspace discovering the fundamentals of
democracy in the era of informationa affluence.



1. Reevanceof a“criticd theory”.

Critidsm and the growth of knowledge are firmly connected in the methodologicd mind.
No theory can be accepted if it has not been subjected to a far criticiam. One does not
have to be a fadficationig to adhere to this view. A citica theory is dways rdevant —
sgnce it dlows for less trivid indghts into the underlying mechanisms of socid processes
than a maindream one. However, the limits of legitimate criticiam are being continuoudy
renegotiated within the research communities. Groomed in the philosophy of scence
overshadowed by Popper and Kuhn in the 1960ies and 1970ies, most socid scientists and
scholars tend to think that the maingream “normd sciencg’ is ill run manly by the
modified neopostivids They ae the principd gaekeepers guading the gaes of
sientific  journds, research grants, academic promotions and other Badilles of the
Kingdom of Raiond Knowledge flying the flags of Enlightenment. When Lakatos and
Musgrave edited one of the firg volumes of papers on the philosophy of science after the
publication of “The Structure of Scientific Revolutions’ by Thomas Kuhn, they gave it a
titte “Critidsm and the Growth of Knowledge’. Lakatos bdieved tha soepticism should
be kept in check and never dlowed to subvet scientific rationdity with the extreme
rdaiviam. In an unpublished comment on Paul Feyerabend's “dadad” tregtise “Agang
Method’, he waned agang radical sceptics (for ingance, his above-mentioned friend
and fdlow-Popperian), daming tha “for them, hgppiness and wdfare replaced truth:
true was what increased happiness. They argued that the betrayad of reason (or rather
“reason”) by man was better than betrayd of man by reason.(...) Ultimately, there is only
one type of politicd philosophy condgent with radicd soepticism: the philosophy which
equates right with might”(Lakatos, 1999, p.396).(1) Therefore a modified Popperian
philosophy of science (which itsdf was a response to the criss of the neopostivist
methodology) must counter the excessve scepticism and criticism of a “normd  science’.
In spite of the influence exerted by the Popperians in the philosophy of science, Lakatos
did not think that modified neopogtivis methodologicd doctrines were ill - dominart.
Moreover, those who have tried to goply the neopostivit research program in socid
stiences, as did, for indance, the faher of sociobiology, Edward O. Wilson, encountered
the oppostion, which made them remak bitterly that: “posmodernism... has seeped by
now into the maingream of the socid stiences and humanities’ (Wilson, 1999, p.44)(2)

One of the ways to test the conflicting cams about the “mangream”, “establishment”,
“dominant” scientific research programs is to study the role of higoricaly acknowledged
“outdder” research programs and ther influence upon the subsequent generations of
researchers. The criticd theory of the Frankfurt Schoal is a case in point. It grew out of a
margind initiative of the leftig thinkers prevented from following a regula academic
caesr. The Maxig theoretical inspiration coupled with the methodology of empiricd
dudies of the working dass movements and daly life (sociology of the family) ganed a
new twist after a forced immigraion of the school’s representatives to the United States.
The mogt dgnificant contributions of the Frankfurt School to the citidam of modern
society and modern socid sciences include their empiricd dudies of the authoritarian
persondity (the ethnocentric syndrome) and their philosophica critique of mass culture
(culturd indudries). The quedtionnaires devdoped in the United States dlowed them to
dudy the willingness of the individud dtizens to follow nondemocratic leaders and to



epouse  ethnocentric views (which provided a darting point for a democratic citizens
education). Ther critique of the culturd indudries legitimised by the Enlightenment
dlowed them to demondrate the necessty of an ongoing revison of ideologies, programs
and paradigms (which provided a dating point for a redefinition of sdentific raiondity
and its sodopalitical boundaries).

Can modern stiences of management find any ingpirdion in the citicd tradition of the
Frankfurt School? Can  contemporay  philosophers  sodologids, sodd  psychologidts,
higorians, economiss and theoreticians of organistion pick up reevant themes and
discoveries? In 1988 an internationd congress entitted “The Frankfurt School: How
Reevant Is It Today? hes been organised by two members of the faculty of the
Rotterdam School of Management of the Erasmus Universty in Rotterdam(3). An
interdsciplinary gpproach practised by the representatives of the faculty of business
management attracted many researchers with different academic backgrounds. They tried
to look for the rdevance of the “lefti” research community from 1930ies for the critica
researchers of the 1990ies. Criticd researchers of the 1990ies do not have a recognizably
“lefti” politicd stand. There is no scientific research program which can be compared to
a paticulaly citicd, identifisble platform — resembling the politica “left” within the
academic community, or even carying leftig philosophy from politics to science (which
was dill the case with the Maxian of the Frankfurt School). Critica research
communities cannot be eesly labdled as ather “leftis” or “rightis” today. They ae
savicing both revolutionaries and consultants, both managers and dudents, both public
officdas and virtud networks both identifisble dients and potentia audiences. Higtorians
— Rolf Wiggershaus and Martin Jay(4) agreed thet there was a recognisable link between
the firg generation of the Frankfurt scholars — Adorno, Horkhemer — and thar disciple,
Habermas, who has dso edtablished a critical research program built around a theory of
communicative action (recognissed and used by the US sociologists — Thomas McCarthy,
Andrew Arato and Jeen Cohen).(5) One should dso add, on a generationd note, that
Habermas, as opposed to Adorno, fared much better with the rebelious sudents of 1968
and mantained long-term contacts with the red-green politicdans who emerged from this
generation (for ingtance, with Joshka Fischer and Danid Cohn-Bendit).

The congress on the relevance of the criticd theory for the sciences of management found
place twelve years ago: these twelve years have witnessed an emergence of a number of
theories of flexible leaning, innovaive fla, agle anxd knowledge credting
organisationd form (cf. Nooteboom,2000).(6) Are any of the views expressed by the
participants in the congress rdevant for the present-day concerns of researchers in the
sciences of management?

Mas Alveson and Hugh Wilmott dam that the tradition of the critical theory includes at
leest two conditutive dements a rationd recondruction (which should reved the
“digortions’ caused by powes tha be in the socid condruction of organisation,
management, research, in brief — in the ongoing socd condruction of redity) and what
they cdl a citicd <df-reflection. They define the latter quoting Habermas, according to
whom a criticad oHf-reflection “involves a practicd trandaion of the indghts of
recondruction into some form of emancipaory action”. Both ae rdevant for



contemporary sudies in organisation theory — for Wood, Urry, Knights, Giddens, Burrdl,
Morgan, Smirchich, and — needless to say — for Alvesson and Wilmott. The latter notice

the rdevance of the critica theory for modern sciences of management in four broad
aress.

(1) potentid devdopment of a mehodologicd research program (dthough no
representative of the criticd theory actudly ventured so far as to daborae a
complete methodological framework, a number of recent criticd dudies — eg. by
Guba, Lincoln, Erlandson, Clegg, Aldrich, or Gegen — dealy demondrate this

posshility),

(2) a citique of prevaling ideology (criticd andyds of the one-dimensondity of the
managerid ideologies, especidly in operdions research, eg. Jackson, Severs Boje,
Burrel, Harvey),

(3) empiricd dudies of organisng ( egpecidly focussng on the asymmetries of power
in companies — Alvesson, Czarmniawska, Ingersoll, Adams) and (last not least)

(4) mehodologies of change, with a focus ether on a locd planning practice (cf.
Forester, 1989) or on a broader concern for developing a “conceptud framework  thet
could trandorm criticad theory from a mere research program into a practica tool of
aiticd socd inquiry and desgn’(Alvesson, Wilmott, 1990049, cf. dso Marion,
Esterby-Smith, Hood, Morgan, for recent critica methodologies of change)

Due to the impact in these four aress, the critica theory of the Frankfurt Schoal is 4ill
relevant for contemporary socid sciences in generd and for the sciences of management
in paticular. The later, if pursued by those research communities which had been
influenced by the tradtion of the criticd theory, gand to win in citicd indghts and
intdllectud respectability. Alvesson and Wilmott quote JK. Benson, who dams that the
criticd theory’s contribution to the shgping of actud practice of organisng consgts of:
“derefying edablished socid patens and dructures — it points out ther arbitrary
character, undermines ther sense of inevitability, uncovers the contradictions and limits
of the present order, and reveds the mechanisms of transformation”(Alvesson, Wilmott,
1990, p.59).

Other contributors to the above-mentioned volume of proceedings of the 1988 congress
on relevance of the criticad theory for the sciences of management shared this view. They
incduded, to mention jus a few, JForester of Corndl Universty, B. Czarniawska-Joerges
of Stockholm School of Economics Jeean Cohen of Columbia Universty, Lolle Nauta of
the Univeraty of Groningen, Dick Howard of SUNY & Stony Brook and Brian Turner of
Exeter Univerdty. Some of the above-mentioned researchers changed their academic
environment and efiliation, but most of them mantaned ther leve of paticipaion in
highly interactive networks of virtud research communities It should come as no
surprise that most of them reconvene — virtudly or physcdly — every year a the annud
SCOS (Standing Conference on Organisationd  Symbolism) conference(7) The processes
of organisng of the annua SCOS conference dand in a marked contrast to the processes



of organisng the equivdent EGOS conference; they are much more informd and based
admog entirdy on flexible, individudly maintained virtud networks.

2. Virtud networks and the rdaivigt view from nowhere.

Pogmodernists have often been suspected of occupying an episemologicaly comfortable
but ethicdly suspect rdativid, or extremdy soepticd postion. They were found guilty of
rgecting any privileged language game awy privileged grand narative, and any modd
dominant enough to “orientate’ research. According to Martin Paker, who consders
ways of “pogmodernizing” the sciences of management, there are advantages to this
relativig pogtion. They have been noticed by Tery Eaglelon, whom Paker quotes as
sying that: “It dlows you to drive a coach and horses through anybody ese's beliefs
while not saddling you with the inconvenience of having to adopt any yoursdf. Such
decondruction is a power game... the winner is the one who manages to get rid of al his
cads and St with empty hands” (Parker, 2000, p.45)(8) If we agreed, we would have to
assume that postmodernigs are bascdly opportunists, whose lack of principles makes it
esder for them to adgpt themsdves to the shifting congelations of power both in the
academic communities and beyond. However, there ae problems with a mechanicd
compaison of the sandards of commitment to a “progressve’ socid and politica change
maintained by the representatives of the criticad theory of the Frankfurt School on the one
hand, and the dandards of commitment to a “progressve’ organisationd change by the
postmodernist researchers (nowadays) on the other. To put it bluntly: for the Frankfurt
researchers definitions of political left and political right were as cdear as differences
between a communis and a nazi paty. For the present researchers a support for some
politicd postion on the ecologica or gender issues does not automdicaly dlow to sdect
gther a left or a right politicd paty, or any politicd paty (which may be conddered
irrdlevant in the solving of anissue a hand) at dl.

There is ds0 a mehodologicd and ethicd problem of diginguishing between an
empiricdly and theoreticdly progressve problem shift (which is according to Lakatos,
symptomatic for a progressve methodologica research program) and a theoreticaly and
empiricdly degenerdtive one. The problem is both higoricd and methodologicd.
Hidoricdly spesking, a criticadl ressarch program which inspired both the researchers
from the Frankfurt School and moulded a dgnificant generaionad experience of the
pogmodernist researchers (most of whom took part in the student rebellions in the years
1966-1975), the Marxis one, has become an officdad dae ideology in the socidis Sates
Precticd activities of the power dites of the communig parties provided a hisoricd
fddfication of the emancipaory dams of the Maxig ideology(9). Stae policies
odengbly based on and certanly judified with the latter did not contribute to the
condruction of superior and sudainable soceties. Maxian paradigm did not make al the
other paradigms in socdd sciences obsolete, theories produced by the Marxids faled to
overshadow dl the other theories This means, to put it in a nutshdl, tha citicd and
politicaly committed reseerchers rejected the idea that ther struggle should end with the



overthrowing of the “dominant paradigm” and with replacing it with ther own, more
progressve one (which would have to be defended in order to mantan the dominant
podtion, thus placdng them in the postion, which would meit the same critique they had
launched againgt ther paradigmatic enemies). They have introduced the idea of a “<df-
limiting revolution” (Jedwiga Staniszkis about the Polish “Solidarity”) or of a sodd
movement which mobilises for temporary issues not for a life membership (a virtud
lobby of “nomeds of the present” as Albeto Mducd puts it) (cf. Staniszkis 1984,
Meuca, 1989). The idea of a socdd commitment and a politicd engagement ceased to be
identifigble with a program of an edtablished politicd paty bent on a long march to the
inditutiondl power. Internet-medisted mobilisation of loose dtizens initigives and of the
grassroots virtud communities became dtractive as dterndives to the edablished
inditutions of political parties

Sedttle demondraions againg the WTO conference and “Greenpeace’  pectacular
actions are episodes in the political learning processes dfter the fdl of the mogst influentid
of the citicd paradigms in socid stences. A new, rapidly activated and deployed
networking mode of political mobilisstion is being born.

Methodologicaly speeking, the problem conggs of a difficulty in goplying the term
“progressive’ or “cregtive’ to a scientific ressarch program — philosophers of science
tend to replace them with the term “novdty”, “heurigic novdty”, “exploring’, or
"cregting new knowledge’, and Lakatos sums it up by saying: “If you have serious
doubts about a dominant theory then strgp it, and replace it with other dominant
theory” (Lekatos, 1999,p.109). What ae the consequences of such reativism and does
postmodernism offer a contemporary criticd dternative to the others, less criticd
ressarch programmes? Can we condder posmodernism to be a legitimate replacement
for criticd theories of the past?

Reldiviam, as Sanley Fsh rightly obsarved, brings aout mord and methodologicd
difficulties of two quite opposte types Fird, there are those, who cam that a scientific
ressarch community should not dlow epigemologicd anarchism or pogmodernian to
“seep” through (as if it was a lethd virus contaminating research products). Weskening
the methodologica principles based on an ided of raiondity formulaed aound the
Enlightenment would mean an increesed tolerance for a multi-paradigmatic  academia,
multicultural reseerch society made up of many locd communities. 1t would mean that
researchers became prisoners of immediate culturd environments — of ther reference
group’s culture; vaues and norms. The latter cannot be objectively evaduated, because we
have jugt got rid of the view from nowhere and of the universd, formd dandards or
principles. Therefore it is better not to get rid of the view from nowhere, because it
provides us a much better guidance and guards us agang rddiviam, which would
padyse us prevent us from choosng anything & dl (why choose A if anything goes,
thus B aso does?).

Second, there are those, who dam tha it is jus by abandoning the immediate culturd
context, which anchors scientific research community in socid processes, by subjecting
oursdves to the abdract and universal principles — we become rdaivigds Rigid



adherence to a principle makes us prefer political correctness a the expense of a context-
sendtive andyss and decison. In other words, if we become purely forma adherents of
a methodological Verfassungspatriotismus, we will dso become rddivigs, because no
access to non-universal vaues will be dlowed, while universd ones have to be neutrd
and formd. As Fsh puts it: “The objection to this line of reasoning is not that it evacuates
higory — dthough it surdly does that — but thet it evacuates mordity, by firg teking away
the usud measures by which we label one act ahorrent and another praiseworthy and
then subdituting for these measures a mechanicd ted... in reducing the complexity of
mord quesions to a dngle question asked without a nuance, the logic of neutrd
principles mirrors and reproduces the logic of multiculturdisn when it refuses to
diginguish between culturd practices on the reasoning that to do so would be to violate
the neutrd princple of diversty’(Fish,199pp. 27-28) Moreover, if we subject dl
paradigms to the scrutiny from nowhere, how do we avoid having the view from nowhere
ubjected to the same tet? Authoritaian suppresson of citidsm will not do, while
politicd correctness will make us go agang the gran of our locd and temporay mord
habits.

From the point of the sdences of management the threst of dicking to the universd
methodologica principles (a view from nowhere) does not loom as large as the threat of
getting partitioned and fragmented (into separate methodologicd provinces, refusing to
compare scientific reseerch programmes) on a theoretica horizon. The increasngly non-
trangparent world of incompaable organisations  (laige, complex,  virtud, non-
governmentd, networked, smdl, etc) motivates an increesed interet in the ethno-
methodologicd, phenomenologicd, symbolis  and  sodd-condructivis paradigms  and
schools of thought, conducting “a subdantia body of ressarch which is atentive to the
condruction of socid redity in organisations, the development of meening paterns, the
symbolic nature of organisttiond lifé’(Alvesson, Wilmott, 1990p.37). This new interest
results from a recognition of the necessty to avoid the “refied” trestment of the
populdion of organistions and inditutions, which would imply an equivdet of a
Lamarckian ghost in an organisiond machine. It would provide researchers and
managers with an  apparently “objective’  criterion  for diginguishing between  an
innovative, knowledge cregting, novety-exploring organisation on the one hand, and a
degenerating, decaying, over-controlled, knowledge-explaiting-only organisationd type.

Mechanisms of a cuturd change, incduding mechaniams of a change of the concept of
critica change in the academic community, cannot be reduced to a sngle factor. One
canot employ a smple metaphor and say tha — for instance - generaiond changes
explan the methodologicad ones. It may very wel be true that the fellow-travellers of the
working class parties in the thirties created a criticd theory of the Frankfurt School, while
fdlow travdlers of the anti-authoritarian dudent rebdlion of the 1960ies created the
pogmodernis  methodologicad  framework. However, the trandtion from a change
undersood as an overthrowing of a dominant party (either in palitics or in science) to a
change undersood as an empowerment of those involved in the inditutiona processes
came about as a result of more factors and processes, influences and emergencies. It may
be true that the authoritarian developments in Russa prompted Adorno and Horkhemer
to condruct a criticd paadigm in a sngle inditute ( padld to Sdin's decison to



condruct socidism in one country, they have decided that a critica theory can only be
devdoped in one inditute), while the dedine of date socidism and the criss of globd
reeganomics made the posmodernids promote piecemed inditutiond change and
tactica dliances with other communities of researchers. However, the trangtion from a
change understood as a dow devdopment of the “only true’ agpproach to society to a
change undestood as a gradud synchronisation of autonomous bundles of processes
came about as a result of more processes and influences, experiences and druggles. As
Alan Nede puts it: “Without inditutiond change which widens corporaie governance and
accountability to include other stakeholders as wel as shareholders, and protects socid
and environmentd sdttlements from the ravages of ‘freg trade, dgnificant advances in
sdd regponghility are likdy to reman thin on the ground’(Nede, 2000, p.228) It may
be true that the critical theoreticians of the Frankfurt Schod have ill moved in the world
dominated by corporate and dae buresucracies, while the posmodernis  critica
theoretidans participate in too many flexible and virtud networks to believe in a ghogt of
rationdity haunting the bureaucraic corridors of power a the expense of dl other
organizationd forms. . However, it took more than a shift towards less hierarcchic and
deble inditutions and organisations to change the concept of change and to link it to
flexible networking. As Gibson Burrdl judly obsarved in his unusud, antilinear, anti-
book publication: “privatistion, franchisng, the bregk-up of large corporations into
quasi-independent  entities, the atacks upon bureaucracy, the attacks upon middle
manager, and 0 on dl meant... that the mode of organisation was dtering to the extent
that markets and networks were darting to take place of those bureaucracies of which
Weber had been amgjor theoris.” (Burrdl, 1997,p.18)

New forms and modes of criticality, new concepts of a critical intervention in
ongoing processes and of the build-up of a bottom-up change emerged as a result of
a transformation of a subject matter of organisation studies (post-bureaucratic,
networked and virtual ones), as a result of a generational shift in the exploding
academic industries and as a rewult of the appearance of new approaches to a
political and methodological complexity, accderated by an almost smultaneous
crigsof state socialism and of the* global reaganomics’.

Changed concepts of socid and cognitive change resulted in a new view of a legitimate
methodologicd  breskthrough.  Scientific  communities accepted a posshility of a
methodologica truce and of a temporay peaceful coexisence of dterndive paradigms.
Defended by the representatives of most of the academic communities and mogt of the
sdientific research programmes, rival paradigms and competing research programs tecitly
agreed not to wage a totd war of attrition agangt each other. Hybrids and compromises
dated to appear. Where does it put the new definition of criticiam, critique and criticd
nature of a research program? Which type of criticism can be judged superior if no
privileged “change mege” (compardble to the politicd paty of the working dass
conddered a change magter in a criticd theory of capitdism daboraied by Marx) can be a
priori conddered superior to the competitive socid and political forces? Do the theories
of chaos, complexity or risk and the formd sophidication of “fuzzy logic’ or “game
theory” promise a way ou of this dilemma? Do they dlow us to re-define criticd
reseerch program in the organisationd sciences? Are the superior to their competitors



among the scientific research programs with resgpect to the theoretica insght and
pragmaticaly successful interventions they guide? Do they — to use the latest idiomaic
phrase of organisational sciences — promote organisationd learning (as a key to becoming
a change mader) better then ther methodologicad competition? Are they, with the labd
of pogmodernism or without it, able to devdop rdevat critique of “large-scde hazards,
risks, and manufactured uncertainties that undermine Sate bureaucrecies, chdlenge the
dominance of stence, and redraw the boundaries and batle-lines of contemporary
politics’ ABeck,1999, p.150)(10)

3. Does posmodernism promote organisationd learning as a critica research program?

Organisttiond learning is a branch of dudies, which emerged in the “no man's land’
explored by the ressarchers mobilissed within the competence groups sudying
organisationd  behaviour, organistiond  devdopment, knowledge management  and
organistiond dynamics and influenced, be it rather vagudy, by the interactionis and
condructivis paradigms in socid sciences(11) Inbetween these research provinces
representatives of the chaos and complexity theories picked up the interactionigt-
condructivis concepts and found therr predecessors in socid  psychologists, whose
concept of sensemeking and processud interacting has been summed up in the following
way:

“Kal Weck agued that the loosdy coupled organisstion permits isolated units to
experiment with novel dructures and procedures without committing the resources of the
entire system. (...) Smdl, isolated dSructures encourage innovation but large megdithic
ones don't. Weick left the story here, but there is more. (...) innovaion isv't born fully
developed to diffuse through the network, rather pieces of innovaion emerge within
moderatdy coupled sysems they link a few a a time, then many a atime, and mgor
innovation implodes out of the mass of activity.” (Marion, 1999,pp.260-261).(12)

Mogt of the theories of organisationd learning (and of the management of innovation)
rdy on a dmilar ambiguous (be smdl to explore and invent, be large to exploit and
profit) gpproach. On the one hand, researchers try to account for the development of
cregtive thinking and innovative experttise, while on the other they would like to account
dso for the condraints and incentives present in the ongoing processes of interactions
(some of which freeze into inditutiond dructures, but are susceptible to unfreezing and
modification). The results of this theoreticdly complex agpproach can be quite divergent.
Some higorians of the web dam tha mos of the rdevant emergent features of this
network gppeared as essentid by-products (of which the gradud turnraround of the
militay ARPAD into the present day Internet is the ceebrated case in point).(13) Some
soecidigs in knowledge management predict, for indance, that the present-day informd
(modtly  Internet-mediated) communications between individuds can eventudly lead to
the massve intdlectud labour markets where the exchange of knowledge is being
mediaed by gpeddisad agents gmila to the Hollywood agents who ae assembling
credive teams for a dngle film production. Universties will thus have to evolve into the
gecidig agencies for “buying and sdling of future options of returns to knowledge in



the form of hiring and firing employees experts and others that essentidly represent
future intdlectud capitd returns’ (Albert,Bradley,1997)(14) Will they, however, do 0 in
rlaivdy smdl and rdaively isolated organisstiond contexts as opposed to lage
inditutions? And if they do emerge with cregtive explorations, what can larger
organisttionad  dructures do to link and exploit them? Is there a way to Simulate
organistiond learning, fadlitate innovation and change, but dso to control the damege
of unforeseen consegquences?

One of the dovious condusons is that the modd of a coaching management is needed in
order to desgn organisations in a less bureaucratic and more purposefully unpredictable,
under-controlled way. The appearance of the criticd socid theory (1930-1968) in the
Frankfurt School was an dtempt to insat a leftig (exduded, margindised, exploited)
voice into the standardised academic discourse. The gppearance of the postmodernist
critical  theories of organisation (Boje, Beck, Burrdl, Alvesson, Ceddls, Haich,
Czarniavska, Bergquid, Gergen e d.) in the lagt quater of the XXth century is an
atempt to introduce an dterndive, radicd pergpective into the reseerch paradigms and
theoretica thinking about the processes of organisng (the use of a gerund indead of a
noun is a conscious device gpplied in order to draw attention to the processud nature of
condructed organistiond redities). Wha exactly is so criticd about the critical theories
expresad by the posmodernists?

There are pogmodernist theoreticians who clam that a critical theory — as opposad to the
non-criticadl one — does not avoid vadue judgements(Lemert, 1997,p.65) Indeed, we can
edly detect vdue judgements and pragmédic implicaions in  a definition of
postimodernism provided by a criticd theoretician of organisation, David Boje:

“The Pogmodern is a hidoricd movement, just like trade unionigm, scentific
management, and human rddions are hidoricd movements. The posgmodern movement
recognizes (1) the liberated role of women and minorities in the workplace, (2) the need
to reskill the workers, (3) the foundation-backbone need for education, (4) the re-
afirmation of both individud and community, (5) entrepreneurid pirit in America, and
(6) the need to expose subtle bureaucratic cortrol and survelllance mechanisms for what
they are and what they do. (...) The promise of pogmodern management is to get rid of
management. To empower a diversty of people from women to minorities, to handy-
cgpable, to gays who had been margindised by center-planned, center-organised, center-
led and center-controlled enterprises. In pogmodern management smal is  beautiful,
temporary coditions of amdl groups is power, socid problems can be dedt with better
by the oppressed than by their bureaucratic oppressors.” (Boje, Dennehy, 1999, p.41)(15)

It is had not to notice a driking andogy between Bojes view on posgmodern
management’'s god — to gea rid of management (presumably due to the gradud
democratisation of inditutions and empowerment of dl members of an organisaion) and
the proclamed withering away of the date teken over by the communist parties. The date
faled to wither avay and sysematicaly increased the Sze of the repressive inditutions.
Will pogmoden manegement dso fal to wither away? Will the postmodern managers
cam, after Hamleth, that they have to be crud (and increase control) only to be kind (to
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reduce control and empower employees)? Is an dtempt to broaden participaion in
decison-meking, empower the employeess and flatten orgenisstiond dructures an
equivdlent of “withering away” of the hierarchic, bureaucrdic, dite-controlled mode of
organisng? Does it ggnd a new form of criticd gpproach to the processes of organisng
and managing? Is it reflected in scientific research programs?

Looking for empiricd verification we can eadly confirm at leest the rhetoricd lip service
pad to the trangtion from management as supervison to a management as coaching
(quided by a superior vison expressed in a srong corporate culture). CEO of one of the
most successful  multinationa  corporations, Jack Welch of Generd Electric, manages
GE's corporate image by dressng “corporae dtizenship” of rank and file (dthough he
presumebly means managerid and professond rank and file rather than a whole
population of the employees of GE). In his videotaped discussons with dudents of
Harvard Busness School, he mentions a vdue system as a core of his company’s culture.
Following these vdues (“I bdieve in every one of them”) presumably enables him to
counter the adverse effects of hierarchicd controls with such techniques as - for example
- workout sessons. During the workout sessons, which lump together cross-functiond
mixes of managers and experts, fadlitators make sure that hidden injuries of a hierarchy
do not hamper team forming and other group processes. Thus can the employee's
cregtivity become “unleashed” and managers can assume the roles of coaches rather than
upeavisors. Trander of knowledge is fadlitated by the breskdown of the hierarchy —
even if it is only temporary and limited to the upper middle dass of corporae managers
and experts.

Not everybody would agree that this ideology of managerid control by coaching means
that the older, “taylorian” or “fordist” principle “democracy stops at the factory gae’ has
findly been put to ret. A criticd examindtion of the way in which Jgpanese methods of
unleashing credtivity have been gpplied in an Opd manufacturing plant in Eisenach gives
rise to many doubts. German workers in this plant are expected to come up with a lesst
three innovatiive proposas of improving the effidency of assembly line operations per
month. Faling to do o, they will be dripped of one of thar bonuses As might be
expected, they produce more proposds than ther counterparts in the factories, which had
not introduced this method of unlesshing crediivity. One wonders if the management
does didinguish between unleashing creativity and conditioning behaviour. Andre Gorz,
who has compared the Eisenach plant with the Swedish Uddevdla plant (where a
cdebrated trangtion from an assembly line to a teeam working mode has been tried out),
remains sceptica. He concludes that the Eisenach experiment conditutes a case of an
“order of incentivised involvement”, as opposed to the Uddevdla experiment, where
involvement of the rank and file employees had truly been negotigted with rank and
file(Gorz,1999,p.153) Nevethdess, workout sessons dlow Jack Wech to spesk of a
flatter, less bureaucratic, more agile  boundary-less company (with internd borders
crossed by ad hoc teams) and Opd’s PR officers are making ample use of the increased
flow of innovative proposds generated in the Eisenach plant.

The response of the mandream academic theadicians of organision has been
rluctant, late and undecided. They admit a shift in the modes of organisng and they are
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sendtive to the postmodenig critique, but they reman undecided and prefer to avoid
direct quotes from radicd critics. James March, who can hardly be accused of being a
political radicd or to bdong to a criticd minority, has recently written that boundary-
lessness is, indeed becoming more popular “as reflected in ad hoc congruction of project
groups or collaborations linked together by condantly changing nonthierarchica
networks,(...) These cobweb-like virtud organisations are not yet a dominant component
of current organisationd life, but they appear to be becoming more important.
((March,1999, p. 187)(16) Pfeffer, while acknowledging that criticadl perspectives might
help the whole research community to prevent overlooking important subgtantive arenas
of organisationa dudies, wans a the same time that the representatives of the critica
research programs should not eschew drategies of co-optation and co-existence, that they
should engage the mandream organistiond <udies (which he cdls “conventiond
andyss’) in ways “that faclitate interaction rather than rgection”. Pfeffer explicitly
points out to the leaning effects of a criticd voice in an ongoing recondruction of
organisttiond  redities and spdls out the preconditions for a successful opening up of a
didogue and of a learning process “One may question how direct chdlenges to the
edtablished order can succeed when they are launched from a postion of less power,
directly confront the established literature, and do 0 not on its own terms but on terms
chosen and a times knowable only by those launching the critique” (Pfeffer, 1997, p.188)
In other words, Pfeffer agrees to respect the input of critical theoreticians, but upon the
condition that they meke an effort to respect a more powerful podgtion of ther
maingream colleegues. Compromise or we will not acknowledge your daus as members
of our broader community of research communities. In order to be acknowledged,
recognised and exert influence in a community of researchers, representatives of a criticd
reseerch program should thus be less revolutionary and more compromising. Otherwise
their differerce will become threstening, unmanagesble for those who represent the
mangream gaekesgpas Can the posmodenist critics compromise and become
managesble — within the normative and inditutiond condrants - for thar non-
pogmodernis  fdlow-researchers? A podtive answver to this question would point
towards a contribution of the postmodernist theories of managing and organisng to baoth
an better theoreticd underganding of organisstiond learning and to the practicd
modification of inditutiond (ard normetive) condraints on academic interactions.

4. Condudons. mohility, critidism and the web.

The answer to the question about postmoderniam’s possble contribution to a change in
inditutional framework of the academic ressarch communities on the one hand and to the
methodology of scentific ressarch prograns on the other depends crucidly on
trandformations of the socid context of research in the stiences of organisation. Without
these changes there would be less demand for theories of change and tere would be less
pressure on methodologies dlowing to cope with change, coach change agents and

maintain facilitating change contexts. Have such changes been observed?

A gpectre of a flexible, agile, lean and fla organistiond form has been haunting the
world of organistions, induding the academic ones. Managerid education, especidly at



a podgradugte leve, with the executive, in-company, pattime and specidis MBA
programns offered by the univerdties did trigger dructurd changes in the universties.
Undergraduate education begins to fed the impact of the ealier commercidisaion of the
postigraduate manegeria  education, which coincided with the growth of commercid and
quas-commercid budness units, with deans becoming full-time professond  managers
indead of being temporary exiles from the community of researchers with a growth of
PR and maketing depatments to cope with and compete in educeationd and training
markets.

The new organisstiond forms usudly infringe on professond  sdf-government of a
traditiond guild-like universty — for ingance deans are nowadays imposed by the boards
of directors indead of being chosen from among faculty members. On the other hand
professond discretion and international mobility of the academic daff aso increases,
because paticipaion in internationd networks replaces organistional career in a single
academic inditution — “organision man changes into a spider woman’(17). These
changes have been caused by the changing socid environment of the academic
inditutions, primarily due to the diverdficaion of dients on the one hand (governments,
busness corporaions, NGO's, socdd assodaions, individud dtizens outsde of the
traditiond educationd paterns intenationdly mobile dudents, ec) and of the
workforce on the other (this incdudes a differentistion of the theoreticd paradigms and
research programs). The net result of this growing diversficaion of the dients and of the
workforce is a medy formd dandardisation of the “manegerid body of knowledge’
(with less drict sdection of acceptable research programs and a greater readiness to
abandon or rguvende paradigms) and a growing diversfication of governance dStructures
(international networks or consortia for research  programs,  semi-commerdd  joint
ventures of sdected profit-centers in the publidy funded orgenisstions of which
“enterpriang university” is a case in point). The gppearance of new governance structures
sgnds the emergence of “empty spaces’ among the exiging inditutions which have to
be filled by diverdfying academic inditutions and managing academic communities.
Snce academic professonds find themsdves facing a growing number of market
opportunities (even within the universties new profit centers can be financidly more
dtractive than maingream occupdions), they owe less and less loydty to an academic
paradigm, which earlier linked them to a sdentific research community and thus to the
source of ther daus and income. This facilitates reception of postmodernist critique in
the academia, as some of the posmoderniss have observed: “the hdf-ife of paradigms
aopears dhorter and shorter as humaen affars become increasingly complex” (Rosenau,
1992, p.183)(18)

Does the concept of organisaiond leaning reflect the influence of postmodernism on
contemporary sciences of organisation? Did posmodenigs force the maingream
academic gatekeepers to accept a compromise between co-exiging episemologicd
paadigns and methodological reseerch programs on the one hand - and inditutiond
atempts to presarve or recgpture identity without putting networks and flexibility a risk
(i.e inditutiond compromises) on the other? The present author thinks that this is
indeed, the case. The concept of organisaiond learning emerged as a hidtoricd
compromise. It is an attempt to reconcile a growing need for a criticad theory of managing
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and organisng without a the same time deterring corporate and government dlients who
might be interested in upgradng and deveoping competencies of their employees, but
not necessarily with the leftis rhetoric of the critica theoreticians(19) Fukuyam's
gentrified and sanitised Hegelian and Marxian influences made both his firs book, “The
End of Hidoy and the Lag Man”, and his las one “The Great Diguption. Human
Nature and the reconditution of Socid Order”, safe for managerid use, while some
brows may 4ill be rased when one reads in a pogmodernis manifeso of David Boje
“The ongoing management of chage will need tol address feminig concens,
environmentdly unsudtainable business practices and the greedy sdaries of Fortune 500
corporate executives. Alternative and new forms of democratic and eco-sudtanable
organisng and managing with sodd audits of human resources are here(...) How to
decondruct gtatus quo practice, explore and reverse the problemdtic hierarchies, and then
redtugte how the firm is managed? Redtuate means learning new harmonies, new
bdances  of power and freedom in a  sudandble  post-modern
organisation.” (Boje, Dennehy,1999,p.31)(20)

Is this sort of compromise sustainable (both for the criticadl postmodernigts and for the
mandream researchers)? The present author thinks that indeed, it is, and that there are
two reasons for the sudainability of this compromise The firg is linked to the changing
naure of moden individud and group identiies which ae less dependet on fixed
ideologicd and  inditutiond asss dnce  <olid  identities of higoricd  subjects,
sodologicdly disinct groups and dasses, have dready medted into thin ar. The second is
linked to the emerging participaive management of the information space, especidly of
the information space inhabited by the academic inditutions networks groups and
individuals..

Volatile and fragmented nature of modern identities has been firgt brought to the atention
of sociologigs by researchers interested in new socid movements, usudly linked to the
grest wave of a socid and politica protes dl over the world. The occupation of Odeon
theetre and Sorbonne universty in Pais in May 1968 and the subsequent bettles againgt
the police prompted hidorians to labd this whole generation of angry young men and
women — a gengaion of 1968. An Itdian sodologid, Alberto Meucci, traced the
professond advances, upward socid mobility and economic success of members of this
genedion in Itay. When andysng thar long mach through the inditutions and
organisationd careers he found out that it is very difficult to reconstruct a clear
successon of identities in ther persond lives, @ther on an individud or on an aggregae,
group levd. “Individuds find themsdves involved in a plurdity of memberships aisng
from the multiplication of sodd postions assoddive networks, and reference groups.
Entry to and exit from these different sysems of membership is much quicker and more
frequent then before, and the amount of time inveted in each of them is
reduced.”(Mducci, 1989p.108) The emeagence of new  technologies  of
telecommunications (PC and the Internet access, cdlular phone and liberty to move,
sadlite links and red time contact) further contributed to the decreased loydty to a
sngle organistiond employer on the pat of the academic professonds who saw the
maket for ther research, teeching and conaulting ectivities explode offering many
padld career and arangement posshilities. The net result of these developments was a
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less powerful and less emationd link with any given organisationd identity & any point
of an individud carer in an organisgtion. This in turn, contributed to the higher
receptiveness to and a broader tolerance for critical theories, methodologies and schools
of thought.(21) Being less dtached to any given organisation they are much more
receptive to the critica theories tracing the trandformations of managerid controls and
atempts a disempowerment. Power matters and no amount of ideologica window-
dressing can et the “microsarfs’ (22) free.

The emergence of more networked and less solid organisstiond environment for the
younger generations of professonds has sometimes been linked to the gppearance of an
information (or network) society and explaned as an outcome of an ongoing Sruggle
between the inditutions of the date, the corporations of the market and the new socid
movements of flexibly mobilised dtizens who had been traned in thar youth in
generdion's new socid movements(23) Indeed, dnce the appearance of the new
networks of  tdecommunications and since the beginning of  ther long march through
the links to dl mgor daa banks and dl mgor human activities the “information
sace’(cf. Boisot, 1995) has exeted a dggnificant influence upon our idess of
management offering a clue as to the mechanism through which a criticd theory of the
past (linked to the politicd economy of a capitdig society) has been redesigned s0 as to
become a criticd theory of the information economy.

The process of redesgning had dready darted in the 1970ies, when citicd theoreticians
have dated noticing that the old politicd economy does not suffice to explan the
increesed role of culture and information in modern society. In a sociologicd sudy of
tourism Dean MacCanndl noticed that: “The vadue of such things as programs, trips,
courses, reports, aticles, shows, conferences, parades, opinions, events, Sghts,
pectacles, scenes and Stuations of modernity is not determined by the amount of Iabour
required by ther production. Ther vdue is a function of the qudity and quantity of
experience they promise. (...) The commodity has become a means to an end. The end is
an immense accumulation of reflexive experiences which synthesse fiction and redity
into a vag symbolism.”(MacCanndl, 1999, p.23)(24) Later an Audrian socid geographer
who dated andysng the mechanisms of fame and notoriety in an age of networked
media noticed that pure undivided individud atention to the messages st by the media
became a very scarce resource. He has st off to construct a politicd economy of
attention.(cf. Franck, 1998).

However, it was with the arivd of Boisot's theory of information space tha the first
sysematic atempt to conduct a criticd research of socid leaning in the postmodernist
but compromised (and thus academicdly acceptable) mode has been made — within the
academic communities (Boisot works for the Spanish busness school ESADE in
Barcdond). Boisot redises that companies and inditutions, states and markets, have been
made to last and thus must be managed if they are to respond to and fecilitete the socid
learning processes, which are dways threstening to some individuads and groups because
they incdude a “credtive dedruction” of “knowledge assats’. (Boisot, 1999,p.269) He
clams tha the socid learning processes require us to redesign the older, more centrdised
and authoritarian inditutions, so tha managing can be accomplished through the
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horizontd networks, virtua and red communities and by teamwork arangements. As
Boisot himsdf puts it: “mgor ideologica batle of the twentieth century was conducted
dmog excusvey in the upper regions of the I|-gpace, between those advocating a
bureaucratic order (Maxism-Leninism) and those who bdieve in a make order
(liberdism). Rare have been those who suggested that the red contest might in fact turn
out to be between the lower and the upper regions of the |-space, tha is between a
persond and impersond socid order. (...) Contrary to the predictions that computers
would dlow firms to grow ever larger and more impersond, this downward trend has
coincided with the rapid spread of information technology.” (Boisot, 1999, p.259).

Can gmdl, then, turn out to be not only beautiful, after dl, but dso more fit for surviva
in then informetion space of a network globd society?

Notes:

(1) Lekatos quotes Betrand Russl, who sad in 1941, writing about the ancestry of
fascigm, that “Once the conception of truth is abandoned, it is dear that the question
‘what shdl | beieve? has to be setled by the gpped to force and the arbitration of
big batdlions, not by the methods of ether theology or science’. However, he admits
that in the 1960ies Betrand Russl apparently changed his mind and wrote
“Remember your humanity and forget the ret” somehow admitting that a bounded
rationdity of sdentific ressarch programs required more mord guidance than
members of the research communities were willing to admit,(Cf. Lakaos, 1999,
p.39%6)

(2) Wilson laments the confuson brought about by the postmodernists, but grants them a
ggnificant place in the broader sdentific community on the drength of thar
“unyidding citigue of traditiond scholaship it provides We will dways need
posmodernists or ther rebdlious equivdlents. For wha better way to drengthen
organised knowledge than continudly to defend it from hodile forces?” (Wilson,
1999, p46)

(3) Fits Engddorp-Gagtdaars and Sawomir Magda We have been joined in the
editoridd work with congress proceedings by a German colleegue of ours, Othmar
Preuss.

(4) Both ae the aduthors of widdy accdamed higories of the Frankfurt School
respectively, in German and in English. Both came to the above-mentioned congress
and both focussed on the critical nature of the scientific research program developed
by the Frankfurt School and those around the “coré’ researchers of the school(cf.
Wiggershaus, 1987, and Jay, 1986)
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Q)

(6)

()

(8)

Thomas McCathy has been trandating Habermas into English, while Cohen and
Arato have published a mgor sudy of the dternative socdd movementts in which
they refer to an emancipaing potentid of the theory of communicaive action by
Habermas, on a par with the criticd theories of Foucault and Luhman (cf. Cohen and
Arato, 1994)

Nooteboom dealy wants to have a theory which reflects the sgnificance of
citidsm in the growth of knowledge induding the “revolutionary”, “subversve’
criticism. He says tha “the greatest chdlenge is to deveop not just a theory of
incrementa  innovation, fird order learning and exploration, but to go beyond that in
a theory of radicd innovation, sscond order learning and  exploration.” (Noteboom,
2000, pp. 23-24)

The volume of congress proceedings entitted “Critics and Criticd Theory in Eagtern
Europe’ induded the Yugodav, Hungarian, Bulgarian, Romanan, Eat Germen and
Polish papers by socid researchers linked to the criticd tradition of the Frankfurt
School. Nothing illudrates this link better than the subsequent political career of
Zoran Djindiic, a fdlow-Humboldt researcher of the present author. He became one
of the chief pdliticd rivds in  Milosavic's Seabia leading one of the three mgor
oppodtion paties and becoming & one point a mayor of the cty of Begrade
Another author, whose paper agopeared in the last volume of the proceedings,
“Wirkungen kritische Theorie und kritisches Denken”, Peter Soterdijk (*Was
bedugtet Solidaritét mit der Metgphysk im Augenblick ihres Stirzes?’), has come the
full swing with criticad theorisng and subjected Habermaes to a philosophicd and
socio-palitica critique in 1999. One of his main critical points was that Habermas has
tried to manage an orchedrated boycott of Soterdijk in academic communities and in
the media as a result of a difference of opinions on genetic engineering. The present
author had invited Soterdijk to Rotterdam on the drength of his interesting dudy in
political philosophy — “Kritik der zynischen Vernunft’, which dedt with one of the
most fascinating experiments in cynidsm conducted in the XXth century. The
experiment condsed of mock trids of top bolshevik leeders as a prdude to the great
purges which formed pat and parcd of the ddinig genocide. Soviet management in
the years 1917-1989 remans one of the least undersood complex processes of
modernity, as does, as a matter of fact, a chronic inability of Russans to come to
terms with their genocidd past. Compared to Milgram's experiments in obedience,
the Moscow trids of the 1930ies remain a much superior source of vauable data on
unlimited capacities of human resources subjected to a rexolute and mordly
unrestrained management.(Cf. Engeldorp-Gagtelars, et d., 1990b,c)

Parker comments ironicaly that this pogmodernig view from nowhere does not have
to prevent its academic representatives from “writing books far managers on the use
of posmodernisn for management practice — ‘In Search of Difference,
‘Postmodernism for Plessure and Profit and so on’(Parker,2000,p.47). Indeed, why
should it? Lakatos seems to have been right in saying that a rdativis finds it easy to
let powers that be decide where methodologica powersfail to do so.
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(9) Lekatos mekes a hdf-heated atempt to rescue the Marxis paradigm by saying:
“Nobody has ever tried to find an answer to quedions like were Trotsky's
unorthodox predictions amply patching up a badly degenerding programme, or did
they represent a credtive development of Marx's programme?’ (Lakatos, 1999,p.109),
but admits that there is little interest in the research communities of socid scientigts
to subject themsdves to this soruting: “I cannot get students to do research
programmes in socid scences because they obvioudy do not like to antagonise their
professors by showing that the whole subject is nonsense, even though the papers
would well be received in our department.” (ibid.,p.107)

(10) Beck dates quite cdealy tha he condders the criticd theories of the Frankfurt
School and of Foucault obsolete, because within the reflexive modernisation a world
of inditutions and organisations does begin to change and contrary to Weber's beliefs
about the iron cage —“the cage of modernity opens up” (Beck,1999,p.147)

(11) Nooteboom is one of the fird authors of trestises on organisationd learning and
on inditutiond polices fadlitaing innovaion to acknowledge this influence
expresss verbis He accepts the view that socio-cognitive dructures are responsble
for the varigy of organistiond learning modes (thus meking ample use of the
condructivis  methodologies) but dams that a condructivigt, interactionist theorey
should be “underpinned by the non-manstream, Stuated action theory of knowledge
and language’, contrading with the “computationd-representationd  view(...) and
dressng the mutud interaction between mentd dructure and  context-pecific
behaviour” (Nooteboom, 2000, p.251)

(120 Maion illugrates this with a dmple case “Numerous technologies emerged over
the course of the XXth century — cahode tubes, microdrcuits memory chips
processors, eectronic sorage and playback, higher order languages for binary
ingruction. These pieces began to link with one another in hand-hdd cdculators
tranagor radios tape players, computer terminds, manframe computers, and the
such. In 1975 the networks achieved aufficent criticd mass to implode and the
microcomputer resulted.” (Marion, 1999, p.261)

(13) “The internet was built” — writes Janet Abbate — “and funded by the Department
of Defence, yet here | was usng the sysem to cha with my friends and to swep
recipes with strangers — rather like taking atank for ajoyride!” (Abbate, 1999, p.2)

(14) “The increased relevance of intellectud cepita to the Gross Nationd Product of
Western Naions suggedts that these labour market exchanges ae incressingly
important to the hedth of knowledge-based economies A knowledge exchange that
can accuratdy surmise the market conditions and efficiently alocate scarce resources
will eventudly produce higher levels of productivity.” (Albert,Bradley, 1997,p.167)

(15) The authors ae quite expliat in politicd and soda critique of the managerid

cdass in the US enterprises “The posgmodern organisationd system is supposed to be
the savant of the credive, innovative, and <killed individud, not the dominant and
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dlent dite a the top of the great pyramids teking fat bonuses while laying off
millions of American workers made unemployable by years of dependency and
deskilling. llliteracy is rigng each and every year, productivity is faling, eanings are
fdling, and jobs are getting scarcer. Why should we continue to privilege the voice of
indugtria leaders and management consultants. .. ?’ (Boje, Dehenny, 1999,p.41)

(16) While Mach remains a mandream representative of a behaviourd theory of the
firm and looks forward to empiricd Sudies on organisstiond decison-making as the
bet method of observing and improving organisationad leaning, he does voice a
cautious critique of the “macdonddization”, as a didorted, necfordian rationdisgtion
of corporae operations “Adgptive combinaions of efficient components are familiar
to the modern world. Thronv-away technologies, where design maximises short-term
effidency raher then flexibility or reparability, are common in modern enginesring.
Throw-away personnd policies, where emphasis is placed on sdection and turnover
raher than on traning and leaning, have become common in moden busness
politics and mariage. In such a throw-avay world organisions lose important
dements of pemanence. For vaious legd and inditutiond reasons, they may
preserve the semblance of continuity — a corporate name and skeleton, for example.
But they become notably more temporary.”(March,1999,0.187) Needless to sy, as a
representative of the maingream theory of organisstion he fals to acknowledge his
conceptud and theoretical debt to George Ritzer - a sodologis, who andysed the
processes of macdonddisation as the continuation of modern capitdist rationdisation
in many waks of life. (cf. Ritzer, 1996)

(17) Cf. Johansen, Swigat, 1994, p.8. The authors refer to the title of a famous
sociologicd sudy of corporate careers by R. Whyte in the 1950ies (his “Organisation
Man” was published in 1962 and became an indant cdassic, whose title has been
paraphrased more often: for ingtance Kanter's first study of corporate careers from a
feminig pergpective was entitted “Men and Women of the Corporation”). The second
pat of the amile has been drawvn from a popular TV catoon in which a heroine is a
Supawoman moving in a jungle of a big dty with her spider-like webs of ropes and
nets. The dbove-mentioned authors say expliatly: “Climbing the organisstiond
hierarchy is no longer like cimbing dars in a dable dructure The dars have
become rope ladders, with managers climbing desperately for badance. Organisation
Man is changing into Spider Woman” (ibid.)

(18) Asking the quedion what will reman of the influence of pogmodernism on
contemporary socid sciences, Rosenau clams that even if it fades away: “At the very
leest they will esteem and employ science more criticaly and less navey than in the
past. They may even lower their expectations of the vadue and products of science.
They may come to more widdy recognise the economic, socid, and politica context
of stience, its uses and abuses. A broader acceptance and gppreciaion of the
quditative may emerge and gan a greater audience(...) It may push the arc of the
pendulum further then usud, tha might, jus possibly, expand horizons in the socid
stiences.” (Rosenau, 1992, pp. 183-184)
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(19) Incidentaly, a labd of “politicd correctness’ is sometimes attached to the
academic communities, and it usudly means that this community leans leftwards on a
politicad sage. In fact, a quick glance & the curriculae of most business schools
makes us cetan tha this labd could be much more fittingly used by the leftigts
aganst “politica right”.

(200 Mog of the representatives of the theory of learning organisation and of the area
of busnes dudies known as knowledge management are much more cautious in
ther critical remarks. Thus, for indance, the author of an interesting dudy of a
rlaive neglect of deveopment centers (which could hdp managers upgrade and
coach ther employees for longterm innovetive and more productive performance)
concludes somewhat meekly: “Development centers can be a drong insrument for
drategic purposes in organisations. it is an information-rich insrument that achieves
its effects best for longrange gods This sudy has shown that its deployment is dill
in its infancy but dso has drong potentid to be an integrd pat of performance
assesgment indrument in organisations” (Tillema, 1996,0.167)

(21) Mducd dams tha an individud power to chdlenge the exiging codes in
information age grows and thus empowers individuds and groups “to expand the
inimations of public discourse into an authentic public space, into an aena of
language where the meanings priorities and ends of comund life can be named and
compared.” (Mducc,1996,p.228)

(22) This is the title of a novd by Douglas Coupland, a young American writer
representing the socdled “generation X”, which came of age in the USA of the
1990ies The nove in quedion is devoted to the highly educated and intdlectudly
inventive, sophidticated professonds who ae, in fact, “safs’ of the Microsoft-like
hightech companies from Sillicon Valley. They bdong to the dite of sdaied
experts, but their dreams and leisure are limited to the hyperred Las Veges.

(23) Some wodologigds explan the emegence of an informdion sociely as an
unplanned outcome of disparate processes of change “These processes have separate
trgectories the informaion revolution coincided with the worldwide crigs of
cgpitdism and gatism in the early 1970ies and the rise of the new socid movements
aound feminiam, environmentdism and human rights The interaction of these levels
led to the emergence of the information society.”(Deanty,1999,0.193) The others try
to present the contemporary paadigmatic cesse-ffire within  the academic
communities as a higoricd compromise between mandream “redigic’ and criticd
“condructivis” philosophies of soda sciences (Collins,1988,pp.858-881)

(24) MacCanndl’s theory of tourism includes a sngle footnote which can serve as an
ingance of a hypothess on demographic or generationd source of the fresh input of
critical theoreticians into the academic ingditutions. He says that:  “It is my impresson
that the radicdisation of margind colleges and univerdsties in the United Sates
during the past decade resulted from dumping of Ph.D.s traned in the maindream
during the later pat of the 1960's. As the pos WWII baby boom crested through
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then colleges, there were inaufficient facilities and teachers for them. The response of
the inditutions was disorganised, and dter some initid build-up to meet the problem
as the population levels began to dabilise, there was much discusson of cutbacks and
of the overproduction of Ph.D’'s Interestingly, there has been no discusson of usng
the new, broader manpower base to drengthen the inditutions” (MacCanndl, 1999,
p.206)
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