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ABSTRACT

Organisational change is difficult to cope with, especially in the context of social
complexity; for people see things differently, according to their assumptions, values,
rationales or objectives. Adopting the complex adaptive character of human systems, this
dissertation argues that non-linear change methodologies are more appropriate when dealing
with cases of deep change or transition than traditional linear approaches. To this end, it
undertakes the task to develop and test a new sensemaking tool, which will be able to reveal

the intangible assets and archetypes in organisations or communities.

Its conceptual model is derived from the theories of complexity and archetypes and is
consistent with their fundamental considerations. After being adequately contextualized, the
developed tool-prototype is successfully implemented in three different cases; both its
process and findings have been positively evaluated by the users and the information

delivered can be also used by them as stimuli for self-assessment.

The results of the research validate the thesis and evolve the theoretical convergence of
the theories of complexity and archetypes on a practical level. It is the first time that
complex emergent methods have been combined with archetypal models, in order to create a
sensemaking tool to be applied in transitional contexts and imprint key aspects of the
collective perception and behaviour. Knowing such information, leaders can identify in a

safer way where and how to move in order to reach the desired destination.

Furthermore, the research shows that the combination of hitherto barely-related or
seemingly unconnected scientific domains (e.g. archetypes, geometry and network analysis
or qualitative research and software development) can open new areas and routes in

scientific knowledge and create new diagnostic tools.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION



Overview

The ability of an organisation to self-adapt to mutations in its environment is an
advantage that is inherent, strategic and difficult to copy; yet the sense of threat against the
system’s balance that usually emerges creates anxiety and fear, reluctance and refusal to
change. This dissertation is grounded in an examination of the effectiveness of such

organisational change dynamics in the context of social complexity.

The literature review discusses the crucial factors that could facilitate or impede the
success of a deep change in an organisation or community and enable leadership' to make
the right decisions so as to deal more effectively with the challenge faced. It also indicates
some false fundamental assumptions, due to which the mainstream linear — analytical tools
fail to make sense and fail to assess the tacit issues and aspects of the organisational and
community life; moreover, it depicts the usual pitfalls of the deterministic logic of planned

change.

Adopting the complex adaptive character of human systems, the dissertation advocates a
non-linear approach and its methodologies as more appropriate when dealing with complex
and transitional contexts. More specifically, it suggests that the combination of archetypal
models, complex emergent techniques and simple geometric schemes and templates can lead
to the creation of new sense making tools that could be able to assess the collective capacity
and maturity in complex and transitional contexts. Based on these, the research undertakes
the goal to design, develop, test and evaluate such a tool, which can reveal the intangible

assets and archetypes of a given organisation or community.

Outline of the field

It 1s generally agreed that our era is increasingly characterized by complexity, fuzziness
and instability. The focus of attention in organisations has shifted to less tangible assets,
such as the intellectual capital, good will, and core competencies. Items of value like
innovation, knowledge, licenses and patents, brand image, customer satisfaction, ability for
synergy, and adaptability to change comprise precious and substantial parts of a business
enterprise or an organisation related to market, technology, customers and staff. But they

cannot be held or stored and, most important, they remain difficult to recognize and measure,

' In this thesis, the term leadership means: to step ahead, to cross the threshold, to influence others through own
paradigm and thus, to drive change; it is kind of the art of creation. Leader is the person (not the role) who
enacts (perform) the art of leadership.



for: a) they consist of mainly human relationships and competencies, b) no objective
measures or uniform standards exist for all cases, and c¢) any indicators are subject to one’s

perspective and interpretations (Sveiby, 2000).

The identification of the intangible assets and, moreover, their assessment relates to — if
not depends on — some implicit factors that constitute the way people perceive reality. But
the world cannot be perceived in a single way by all; instead, the same event can create
various interpretations and conflicting reactions to different people. This occurs because
humans make sense, interpret and interact with their environment through certain filters that
are created by their mental models. These are amalgams of images, stories, thoughts, beliefs
and feelings based on personal and collective experience, interests and value systems, which

shape and are shaped by patterns of perception and behaviour in a non-linear loop (Senge et
al, 1994; Snowden, 2002a).

Many contemporary theorists and practitioners (Wheatley, 1992; Goldstein, 1994; Capra,
1996; Stacey, 1999; Dimitrov, 2005; Mindell, 2000; Olson and Eoyang, 2001; Snowden,
2002a; Kurtz and Snowden, 2003; Senge et al, 2004; Kahane, 2004; Brown 2010; Scharmer,
2007) argue in favor of the above and pay particular attention to whatever is tacit, personal
and subliminal, such as values, basic assumptions, ethics, fears and future expectations.
These facets are considered to reflect the variety of ways in which the world is interpreted
and relate to the reactions created by its stimuli. Strategic goals, such as investing on one or
another particular intangible asset (e.g. brand image, innovation or knowledge) are
interpreted according to the various stakeholders’ viewpoints, rationales, objectives, values,
interests or needs. In other words, whatever is intangible possesses qualities and variables,

which are personal and involve a kind of first-person access (Varela and Shear, 1999).

Yet, this point is usually ignored by many leaders, managers, policy planners and change
agents who are accustomed to the mainstream management practice and the established way
of doing things. They fail to comprehend that they cannot plan or act in an empty context, as
usually we assume in a deeper level, because human society is full of diverse, strong and
competing ideas, voices and cultures; it is this fullness that creates the complexity of the
problems (Kahane, 2004; 2010). They fail to comprehend that the vision they create about
the future usually reflects their own personal mental patterns, neglecting or even excluding
aspects that don’t fit their own assumptions. And eventually, they prioritize ineffectively, or
even in a wrong way, among alternative or contradictory ideas, plans, goals, and intangible

assets.



At that point and in order to ‘make the others understand’ some leaders usually fall into
the trap of the imposition of power and meaning, which usually generates and feeds a strong
negativism, leading the initiative to deviate, ‘get stuck’ or fail. And as we know by
experience, policy failures often magnify the existing problem rather than resolve it. This
recurring pattern results in a downward spiral and a sense of powerlessness and anxiety

among governments, organisations and individuals (Ballas and Tsoukas, 1998; Peat, 2008).

The problem gets bigger when a leader tries to introduce or invest on an intangible asset,
of which the underlying patterns are incompatible to the deeper characteristics of the
organisation or community®. This is of crucial importance especially in transition or
turbulent times, when people turn to their deeper beliefs to hang on. The multiplicity of
meanings that is created eventually leads some stakeholders to feel that a particular change
initiative, even the most necessary one, is going too fast or beyond consensus; so they
express doubts or hold back (Holder, 2003; Tsoukas and Papoulias, 2005; Michiotis, 2010;
Michiotis et al, 2010). Failing to acknowledge the social complexity and trying to impose
power through a deterministic logic is what eventually creates ‘tough problems’; most times

it is the attempted ‘solution’ that creates the real problem (Watzlawick et al, 1974).

Therefore, the main issue raised from the above with regards to the organisational or

social change is how they can be more effective in the context of social complexity.

The research context

A pressing example of these observations can be identified in microcosm in the on-going
reformation in Greek public sector and local government that aims not just at a simple
restructuring but at a large-scale change. After the dramatic recognition of the Greek Crisis
five years ago, the time seemed proper for Greeks to challenge deeper the collective way of
perceiving and doing things, to challenge the historical beliefs and symbols. It was — or at
least it should be - a third-order change in Tsoukas’ terms (Tsoukas and Papoulias, 2005),
asking from leaders, administrative staff, policy planners and social stakeholders to shift
their practices. It required the transmutation of the dominant patterns of bureaucracy, apathy
and non-participation into something new and creative. Nevertheless, systemic crises often

give birth to unpredictable events, which derive from the sense of a nearby dead end.

? Hereafter called “system’ for phrasal simplification reasons.
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However, the plan of restructuring the Greek economy seemed to have serious problems
and for various analysts was almost unavoidably likely to fail. Strong doubts and objections
were recently raised officially about the way it was initially created and applied (IMF, 2013).
There was no clear and objective idea of how the new desired pattern should look like or a
commonly agreed plan of how it would be created. It is evident now that the experts, mainly
outsiders, who designed it in the first place, lacked some crucial information regarding the
potential and the inabilities of the Greek political, administrative and financial system. They
also neglected to pay attention to some of the society’s deeper characteristics. It is also clear
that the domestic policy planners and change agents did not spend time and energy for the

development of a wider consensus to the ‘solution’ created (Michiotis and Cronin, 2011b).

This ongoing situation provided the context for applying this research, which focused on
the reformation in Local Government and the privatisation of public enterprises. The main
objectives of the reformation in Local Government® were: i) to provide high-level services,
related to the citizens’ needs and the standards of a modern European state and ii) to make
better use of the available resources and plan on a larger scale. For this, most of the
previously existing municipalities and communities were merged into smaller new entities
that had to adopt innovative procedures on transparency, quality, incorporating
accountability and public consultation, as a basis of their operation (Gazette of the Greek
Government, 2010; Institute for Local Government, 2007). Yet, despite the broad consensus
for the goals and the tolerance for the starting-period problems, the experience after four
years is rather negative. This is due to the complexity of such initiatives; the differentiated
origins, mental models, standards of living and expectations among the residents; the
different starting points and organisational cultures of the merging organisations that had
been developed for years; and the different visions, attitudes and practices of the local

leaders and other key-players (Michiotis, 2010).

On the other hand, the privatisation of the public sector was characterized as well by
certain patterns that impeded its success: its leadership was characterized by a parental and
single-vision attitude and was modified almost every two years when there was a new CEO;
stakeholders had rarely contributed to the essence of the reform aims; the labour unions
challenged the laboratory-designed new prototypes; and the results of these initiatives were

never evaluated properly (Mouzelis and Kazakos, 2005). All these led to delays, serious

> The reform is named after Kallikrates, the ancient Greek architect who co-designed Parthenon.

* Under the same concept, a similar reform has been designed for merging some other services of public

sector as well, such as public hospitals, schools etc.



deviations from the milestones and goals and to reactions that proved to be unmanageable
and, as a result, a sense of depreciation that disputed all intentions was created and

reasonable doubts were raised by potential investors and stakeholders.

Nowadays, both of these cases still seem stumbling, stuck or at stake; they both prove that

in transitional contexts the mainstream approach is not effective.

Rationale

As an organisation or a community moves away from stability and order towards
transition, it becomes crucial for its leaders to make the right decisions. They have to obtain
a more inclusive picture, in order to avoid such crucial, recurrent and sometimes irreversible
mistakes; they need to know the deeper factors that influence and shape the system’s culture
and the substantial similarities and differences among the various stakeholders’ viewpoints.
For this, they need new kind of information that will help them decide which of the existing
intangible assets and priorities should be strengthened, which ones should be restricted and
which new ones should be introduced. Finally, they need to make sense of the level of
readiness for or resistance to change within their organisation or community. These will help
them choose and prioritize on a safer basis among contradictory ideas and alternative plans

(Matthews, 2002; Snowden and Boone, 2007).

However, as it will be shown further on, the mainstream linear analytical logic and tools
that are usually employed to assess the value of intangible assets cannot be of great help.
Focusing mainly on one or two of the aspects that comprise the complexity of the
intangibles, which is the favored of the expert’s lens or the leader’s authority (such as
finance, IT, market), they miss its interdependence with the others; not to mention the
prevailing rationalistic assumption, the missing details of the context, the researcher’s own
biases and language, etc. As more than one reality exists in social issues and more than one
interpretation of the content, horizon, means, necessary resources and people to lead the
change, neither the accurate status can be defined nor the solution pathway can be accurately
prescribed. In this way, the mainstream methods and tools fail to deliver sufficient
knowledge regarding the crucial factors and probable pitfalls of the attempted change and
the way they interweave. As an unavoidable consequence, policy planners, change agents
and leaders are led to wrong estimations, false plans and improper decisions (Tsoukas, 2005;

Mitleton-Kelly, 2011; Michiotis et al, 2010).



Over the last twenty years, various interdisciplinary theories seem to outline a new
paradigm, which is incommensurable with the old one. This derives from complexity and
chaos theories, cognitive sciences, depth, archetypal and transpersonal psychology, quantum
physics, biology and ancient philosophy. These theories have enriched our perspective to the
world. Reality is not considered anymore as being ‘out there’, external to us, ‘objective’ or
consisting of static structures and stable patterns; it is not a mechanical system that can be
analyzed, predicted and controlled. Instead, organisations and societies are viewed as living
and evolving systems - ecologies, with the emphasis to be shifted from objects to
relationships, from quantity to quality, from substance to pattern, from prototypes to

diversity (Bohm, 1980; Kauffman 1995; Capra, 1996; Lewin, 1999; Scharmer, 2007).

As humans possess some of the main characteristics of non-linear systems as inherent
properties, these theories seem to explain better what is already known by experience
regarding the collective behaviour of human systems, by which, for example, people
perceive reality and relate, decide and act within their environment in a non-deterministic
and non-rationalistic way; they have individual concerns and purposes beyond the
organisational ones and make many unsupervised decisions every day; their behaviour
creates repeating patterns; they are self-adapted; they self-organize, particularly at far-from-
equilibrium conditions (Klein, 1998; Snowden, 2002a; 2007; Senge et al, 2004). In such
view, people are co-creators through their language, interactions and emotions produced that
can therefore enrich or limit the world itself (Maturana and Varela, 1987; Stacey, 1999).
Moreover, organisations are considered as complex and unified systems that cannot be
analyzed into components without falling into reductions or omitting their substantial
interactions (Lichtenstein, 2000a; Snowden, 2002a). They can be understood better by
looking for patterns within their complexity that describe potential evolutions of the system.
The key in understanding them is to make sense of the whole, to see the entire image, which

is visible only from distance.

As experience shows, the collective behaviour of a human system cannot be planned or
predicted on a short-term basis; nor is homogenously distributed in the domain the system
exists. However, it is attracted by certain dynamic factors, which provide sufficient stability
and diffusion for the system to operate. In human systems, such factors can be ideas, values,
beliefs, desires or ethics and these regions can be recognizable behaviours of individuals or
groups. Around these factors emergent patterns are formed (Goldstein, 1994; van Eenwyk,
1997; Kurtz and Snowden, 2003). Attractors represent both the cause and the result of this

tendency; they are the influential factors, the regions that attract all nearby states, and the



created patterns; as long as a system remains under the influence of an attractor, its dynamics

‘stay in its basin’.

Archetypes share many characteristics with non-linear systems and various theorists have
referred to them as strange attractors of the psyche, ordering or organizing principles that
operate as probability fields and governing factors for a complex system’s behaviour. In that
way, they can indicate feasible journeys of human behaviour in the landscape of
management and social life (Van Eenwyk, 1997; Goertzel, 1999; Matthews, 2002). Being
dynamic and emergent properties of the collective unconscious, archetypes can be employed
to understand and deal with collective behaviour, for they can integrate ambiguity and
paradox. Indeed, the more deeply one understands the archetypal characteristics of a system
(or of one’s own life) and the influence they have on it, the more free one can be in dealing
with them and thus, the more options of choice open up in one’s favor (Stevens, 1982;

Pearson, 1998).

Archetypes can be proved very helpful for representing the intangible assets, as they both
act as driving forces; they do not stand alone but interact with others; they attract or repel our
attention and values; and they create ambiguous or controversial feelings, etc. Therefore, the
intangibles could be represented, just like the archetypes, by contextualized items or issues
that possess a strong symbolic meaning within a given system. Thus, we could reveal the
assets that are currently active or in-potentia through their effects, meaning some emergent
reactions of people created by the intangibles and related to them; as the way we understand

archetypes through their manifestations.

For this the archetypal models could be of particular help. An archetypal model can be
either a typology for the structure and content of a non-linear system or an attempt to model
the dynamics of its behaviour (Card, 1996). In the first case, it informs of the system’s
structure; its basic elements and the relationships between them. In a social or organisational
context this representation could take the form of the key aspects, goals, priorities or players
and the oppositional or collaborative forces among them. In the second case, an archetypal
model refers to the life stages (of an individual, organisation or initiative) and the initiation
rituals at the thresholds between them. At these thresholds new perception and behaviour
patterns are shaped as the old role fades away or is shaken off and a new one emerges in
turbulence (Roesler, 2006). While the structure and stages of archetypal models are pretty
much alike over time and place, they do not operate in a mass or stereotypical way; they are

neither statistical models nor deterministic ones (Card, 1996). They rather resemble a



theatrical play that is performed by different actors dressed in different costumes and
speaking different language but keeps its plot. Instead, archetypal models allow different
interpretations and deeply accept the individuals’ right for free will and choice. Through
their choices, the protagonists can either confirm an existing pathway or shape a new one.
These decisions will be added to a knowledge-reservoir, full of experience, value and truth,
verified over thousands of years. This leads to a more holistic perspective and facilitates the

understanding of the system’s complexity (Michiotis and Cronin, 2011b).

According to Jung (1968, 1940) and von Frantz (1974), the geometrical schemes are
considered as images of the deepest archetypes. Across the ages, all the highly developed
cultures of the world have used some geometric constructions as their symbols (e.g. the
triangular pattern or the interlacing triangles, the cross, the cycle or square mandala, the
snake that swallows its own tail, the sacred hoop) and many philosophers and scientists (e.g.
Plato, Kepler, Fuller, Young) approached the powerful relationship between geometry and
meaning. Recently, the geometry of thinking and meaning has been introduced into the
organisational and business context. The geometrical metaphor has been extensively used in
the articulation of identity and strategy; simple geometric forms and templates seem to help
organisational leaders and strategists structure their thinking and planning (Judge, 2009;
Keidel, 1994; 2010). When patterns are imprinted on geometric templates, making sense of
complex behaviours and dynamics within a system is easier. Thus, the research has been led
towards relating patterns, meaning and geometry, for the latter can enable conceptualisation,

visualize emergent properties and explore relationships.

Main concept

In order to explore and imprint the dynamics of the collective behaviour in complex and
transition cases, it is useful to consider the non-linear paradigm and particularly the
combination of the complex emergent techniques, the archetypal models and the applications

of the geometrical metaphor.

Moreover, instead of trying to assess the intangible assets, we could focus our attention
on revealing: a) which of these assets are currently active or in-potentia, b) which are
compatible to the implicit factors (such as core values, qualities, skills, deficits, beliefs,) that
create and maintain the collective perception and behaviour patterns of the system and c)
which are the gaps of the collective experience when facing and dealing with challenges. We

could view the intangible assets as challenges or needs that activate the system’s capacity



(the sum of qualities, values, skills and inclinations inherent or obtained throughout its
evolution) and test its maturity (the ability to recognize problems before trying to confront

them and to consciously face them).

And as we all know, some challenges can activate the system’s capacity that until then
may exist in-potentia, while others do not. On the other hand, mapping these implicit factors
when stimulated by the intangible assets shows in which way these driving forces and needs
resonate within the system on a higher-order level. Yet, this map should be contextually
expressed, meaning in real personas, real problems and mainly in a language easily
understood by everyone in the system. In other words, the degree of coherence of the
collective capacity and the intangible assets informs of the system’s ability to make sense of
itself and its environment and be adaptable. This will help leaders choose and prioritize on a

safer basis among contradictory plans towards a compatible and thus feasible change.

Research goal

As aforementioned, the central issue raised from the above is: how can organisational
change be effective in the context of social complexity? From this question, a double goal is
set. Firstly, to research the usual patterns of higher-order change and suggest some crucial
factors, which can facilitate or impede the success of such a change initiative. Secondly, to
design and test a new sensemaking tool, which can be employed by organisations or
communities to reveal their intangible assets and assess their collective capacity and

maturity for a specific challenge they are facing.

More specifically, the sensemaking tool should be in position to deliver: a) the intangible
assets that exist within a specific context, either manifested or in-potentia, b) the values,
qualities, skills, holdbacks and fears that constitute its collective personality and outline the
fields of its experience, c¢) the operational or social complexes of the above properties in the
form of contextual archetypes, and d) the common ground and differences among the various
stakeholders’ viewpoints that indicate possible blind spots, shadow issues, gaps or even

perils for the desired transition.

Thus, the research questions are shaped as follows:

1. Is complexity more appropriate to reveal the key aspects of the collective perception and
behaviour rather than the mainstream linear-deterministic approach in cases of higher-

order change?
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The particular issues that should be mainly addressed here are:

e What is the importance of the intangible assets nowadays and which are the main

difficulties in identifying and measuring them?

e Which are the main limitations of linear-analytical tools in assessing intangible assets

and why traditional systems thinking have failed to meet them?

e How do people perceive and react to reality? How do the patterns of human
perception, relation and behaviour work? Why are they important in cases of deep

change?

e Which are the new notions and principles of the non-linear paradigm? How do they
fit in human systems? What insights do they bring in management and social

sciences?

e Which are the most critical points for the success of change initiatives? Which are the
most common and significant failure factors? How does change happens in complex

systems and chaotic situations? Which are the inner dynamics of change?

e Which are the basic theoretical frameworks and practical methodologies for mapping
intangibles and dealing with change within the non-linear approach? How are they

evaluated?

e How archetypes relate to strange attractors and how can they contribute in the
organisational settings? Which are their applications in management and social
sciences? Which are the limitations of the existing tools with business archetypes?

How can the archetypal models be of help?

e How can geometry facilitate the emergence of meaning? How can emergent

properties be represented through geometrical templates?

2. Is it feasible to develop, test and evaluate a new sensemaking tool that would be able to
reveal such key-aspects, based on the combination of archetypal models, complex emergent

techniques and simple geometric schemes and templates?

The secondary research questions that refer to the tool itself are:
a. How should this tool be developed?

b. How should it be tested?

c. How should its effectiveness be assessed?

11



Consequently, the particular issues raised by these questions are:
e Which are the design principles that the sense making tool should meet?
e Which will be its theoretical cornerstones and main assumptions?
e How will it be structured and applied? (components and steps of the process)
e How exactly will its deliverables be?
e Which should the principles for the validation of its effectiveness be?
e How will it match the context of the test-bed? (content)
e Which sampling techniques and criteria will be used for the testing?
e What particular organisation aspects should be addressed and how?
e How will the data collection be done?
e How will the data collected be processed, assessed and presented?
e How will the results be validated?

To address these questions, the extensive literature on sensemaking and change within
organisations was comprehensively reviewed and a prototype new sensemaking tool
developed suitable for facilitating effective organisational change in socially complex

situations.
The tool was tested in the following three cases:

- A public organisation that was in a transition phase, facing a merger and acquisition
process and in need to introduce a new organisational culture; the control groups were

derived from the mid level management of the organisation.

- A number of local communities - societies that were facing a large-scale change
(within a wider crisis) and their leaders had divergent visions for the future; the control

groups represented different groups from the local community and social stakeholders.

- The Greek secondary education system that was interested in finding out the factors
that help or impede the success of entrepreneurship education programs; the control

groups were formed by pupils, teachers and administrative staff.
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Structure of the dissertation

In the next two chapters the Literature Review is presented in six sections as following:

a)

b)

d)

In the first section, the human perception and behaviour ‘mechanism’ and the way
people relate and interact are examined, along with the process and means of
meaning creation and sensemaking, as well as the results from its collapse in

organisations.

Then, we examine how Intangibles and Change are perceived and managed by the
mainstream worldview of Linearity and Determinism. In particular, the limitations of
linear analytic diagnostic tools in assessing whatever tacit and intangible, as well as

the pitfalls of the deterministic logic of planned change are discussed.

In the third section the implications of the emerging non-linear paradigm for
organisations and societies are discussed. Furthermore, some of the most known
models and tools derived from it and used in the context of organisational and social

complexity are critically presented.

Next, the review introduces us to the world of Archetypes and depicts their
organisational applications. It also discusses the advantages of using archetypal

models as knowledge depositories in complex or transitional contexts.

In the fifth section the contribution of geometric metaphor for the representation of
meaning is examined and the requirements for the design and application of a

sensemaking tool are presented.

Finally, after taking into consideration the conclusions of the review and the existing

gaps in literature, the Conceptual Model of the new sensemaking tool is presented.

In the fourth chapter the Research Methodology is presented and analyzed in phases,

stages and tasks. The four phases in which the research is carried out are:

a)

b)

Field and secondary research: through interviews with proper persons and review of
adequate material, reports, etc, it is aimed to make sense of the context and needs of
each test-bed, in order to contextualize the tool, define the issues and sample better

each case.

Development of the tool: is about evolving the conceptual tool into a tool-prototype
and from there to contextualized versions, based on the information delivered for

each case in the previous phase.
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c) Testing of the tool: implementation of the contextualized tool in three different and

independent cases, as previously mentioned.

d) Evaluation of the tool: assessment of the collected data and validation of its results

for each case.

In the fifth chapter the process and the milestones of the Development of the Tool are
presented along with the specification of its characteristics as a research instrument. Based
on the conceptual model, a number of initial trials lead to its refinement and final definition
of its features and eventually to the creation of a tool-prototype. This, in order to be tested,

gets contextualized according to the needs of each context.

In the sixth chapter the Implementation process of the tool, along with the Results of

each of the three case studies are presented and analysed.

Finally, in the seventh chapter a Discussion is made on: a) the phase of the design and
development of the tool, b) on its application phase, c) on the delivered results and their
validity, and d) on the tool itself as a sensemaking and research instrument. The chapter ends

with the Conclusions and future research suggestions.
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CHAPTER TWO

LINEARITY vs. NON-LINEARITY
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The literature review covers six sections: a) Sensemaking, b) Intangibles, Change and
Linearity, c) Organisations and Non-Linearity, d) The world of Archetypes, ) Sensemaking
tools Development, and f) Conceptual Model of the new tool. In this chapter I consider the

first three of these:

Sensemaking: The review starts with the discussion of the way people perceive and react to
reality’s stimuli and relate each other; this is an essential background for what is examined in
the next sections. Then I particularly discuss the process of sensemaking in organisational

and social contexts and the consequences from its collapse.

Intangibles, Change and Linearity: Initially, the strategic importance of intangible assets
nowadays, the major difficulties in identifying and measuring them and the higher-order-
change consequences that result from their introduction in organisations are examined. Then
the inadequacy of the linear and deterministic paradigm to cope with them is discussed. For
this, 1 consider the fundamental limitations of the mainstream tools to identify and assess
intangibles and the pitfalls of planned change when dealing with the alignment of the

organisational culture with externally imposed goals.

Organisations and Non-Linearity: Here, I outline the emerging non-linear paradigm and
discuss the principles and real life applications of the theories of Complexity and Chaos.
Moreover, some of the most known models, methods and tools of this paradigm that are used
for making sense of human, organisational and social complexity are presented and their

limitations are discussed.

This completes the body of theory I am drawing to answer the first research question,
which examines the appropriateness of the non-linear theories for organisational change in

the frame of social complexity.
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2.1 SENSEMAKING

This introductory section aims to outline the perceptional and relational background of
social complexity; meaning the frame, within which people make sense of reality and
interact with their environment — especially in organisational contexts - in order to create

meaning and deal with life or work challenges in a more efficient way.

For this, we first examine the way human perception and behaviour is shaped. More
specifically, we discuss: a) the implicit factors that influence how people see, interpret and
react to the stimuli of their environment; b) the ways people are engaged in complex
responsive relations, they interact with each another, ¢) how their perception and behaviour
patterns are created so as to operate as filters and assumptions, mental models and
worldviews are eventually build ; and d) how these patterns come full circle: attention,

perception, relation action, and then attention again.

We then proceed to discuss meaning creation and sensemaking, by examining in
particular: a) the difference between them; b) the two fundamental and complementary ways
of meaning creation and sharing (i.e. logos and mythos); ¢) the process of sensemaking in
terms of organizing; d) some of the most usual and effective means for sensemaking and
meaning creation (i.e. narrative, myths, metaphors, symbols); and d) some challenging
implications of sensemaking theory and practice and some of the lessons learned from its
failure in organisational and social contexts. We particularly focus on policy making,

organisational communication, knowledge sharing, risk prevention and crisis situations.

The examination of these issues is considered to be essential because it explains the main
difficulties in managing the intangibles and the major limitations of the linear analytic tools

that attempt to assess them; intangibles and linearity constitute the topics of the next section.

2.1.1 Human perception and relation

a) Patterns of perception and behaviour

When people face reality, characterize situations, evaluate alternatives, make choices and
take actions, they use their own judgment, feeling, practical knowledge or intuition rather
than follow some externally set rationalistic criteria (Klein, 1998; Kurtz and Snowden,
2003). In particular, whatever is intangible possesses qualities and variables that are personal

and involve a kind of first-person access (Varela and Shear, 1999). Indeed, the more tacit
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and intangible an issue or a factor is the more ambiguous it appears, but at the same time it is

very real and powerful for the person involved in or affected by it.

This is because humans make sense of and interact with the surrounding world through
certain mental filters that strongly relate to the value systems, their needs and interests and
their social environment. This natural and repetitive practice forms patterns, which operate
like perception filters, helping people interpret reality and position themselves as regards
with it. People have built the capacity to do so through their personal and collective life and
work experience, education and wider cultivation, as well as on current needs, expectations

and even mood. (Senge et al, 1994; Kurtz and Snowden, 2003).

This perception system enables people to find balance in the surrounding complex world;
otherwise the latter would appear chaotic. The knowledge, experience, ideas and vocabulary
contained are not only their own, other people’s ‘voices’ are also included. These are the
‘voices’ of people we have met in various phases of their lives, in vivo or in books, with
whom they are in a kind of dialogue, consciously or unconsciously. They have influenced,
helped, irritated, hurt or loved us and certainly they have contributed to or impeded our

development (Mindell, 1982; 2000).

Senge et al (1994) argue that these filters are created by what they have called mental
models, which contain images, assumptions, and stories, created, enacted and carried in
human minds. They refer to themselves and every aspect of the world. These models form
and are formed by perception patterns; models and patterns are linked in a non-linear loop. It
is one’s beliefs that affect which data one chooses to observe; what one sees is usually
bounded up with what one already knows and with what one believes in. Therefore these
mental filters and models affect one’s ‘seeing’, something difficult for one to ‘see’. In the
words of the noted physicist David Bohm: “normally our thoughts have us, rather than we

have them” (Senge et al, 2004, p. 29).

Senge et al (2004) use the ladder of inference metaphor (Figure 2.1) to explain how this
happens. The ladder consists of seven steps, which, in order to their occurrence, are the
following: observe and retain data; select among the observed data; colorize the data, make
sense of them and construct meaning; make assumptions, based on the just given meaning;

draw conclusions; adopt beliefs about the world; and take actions according to these beliefs.
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Act - Take actions based on beliefs

Believe - Adopt beliefs about the world

COHC,LICIE = Draw conclusions

ASSUME - Make assumptions based an the added mearings
Colour = Calour the data - odd meaning (cultural & personal)
Filter - select or filter datato suit our beliefs

Observe - patas experiences as per a video tape ("reality™)
Figure 2.1: The ladder of inference (adopted from Senge et al, 1994)

However, between the second and the sixth step, there is a reflective loop; beliefs are
linked to filters and thus affect the input selected. New data that does not fit are excluded. As
one focuses elsewhere, they cannot be observed nor retained in memory later. This process
can be formatted as follows: our beliefs are the truth - the truth is obvious - our beliefs are
based on real data - the data we select are the real data (Senge et al, 1994, p. 242).
Therefore, the only new stimulus (knowledge, fact or evidence) that makes sense is usually

the one related to an already existing pattern.

If new data cannot be affiliated with any known pattern, it will not be understood. In this
case, there are three alternative options: a) to skip it, b) to examine it and either accept
(embody) it or abort it, or c) to react negatively to it, which is quite a common practice. The
latter has been identified by Jungian psychology as a product of psychological projection;
the conflict perceived in the world around us is a reflection of a conflict that exists within
ourselves, between our consciousness and the unconscious (Van Eenwyk, 1997). As he
characteristically notes: “the mind sees only what it looks for and looks only what it has in

mind” (ibid, p. 87).

Actually, viewing human perception and behavior through a psychological lens, Jungians
(Stevens, 1982; Pearson, 1998; McDowell, 2000) seem to agree that human experience is
structured on and around some principles; they call these archetypes. These ordering
principles determine how we perceive and experience the world, influence our understanding
of the laws of nature and therefore profoundly govern our behavior. Archetypes can be
viewed as ways of both perception and (non-cognitive) action patterns; thus, they resemble
mirror neurons (Hogenson, 2009). Indeed, they are so powerful that it could be argued that
the archetypes live us instead of us living archetypes (Pascal, 1992). This is another analogy,

this time with Bohm’s previously mentioned aphorism on thoughts.

With regard to the organizational context, Buckle (2003) points out that there are repeating

collective patterns of unconscious behavior; being guided by archetypes or order parameters,
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they are purposively oriented. As it will be shown in section 2.3, another name for these
order parameters is chaotic strange attractors, with which archetypes share many
characteristics. A strange attractor shapes the possible range of behaviors possible in a
complex system, according to the conditions affecting it and describes the tendency of the

system to cluster its collective behavior around a set of acceptable values (Goldstein, 2000).

Regarding the issue of predictability in human life and actions, Snowden (2002a) notes
that people create contexts, perform rituals and seek for order and predictability, just to make
sure they feel safe in their daily life and safe to make future plans. But on the other hand,
while an individual’s actions might be in general predictable, they can never be precisely
predictable. Thus, the mass behavior of a human system cannot be predicted, due to the
various complex factors that influence whether and when its members will follow (or not)
the simple rules that exist between them (Kurtz and Snowden, 2003). As Stacey (2003)
notes, if human actions were driven by deterministic laws or rules, we could never learn

anything, and there could be no human choice or human freedom.

The biologists Humberto Maturana and Francisco Varela (1980; 1987) claimed that the
world is the one that people have knowledge of. It is built out of their perceptions; so, there
are as many realities as people perceive; not a unique external and objective reality. The
same event can create different interpretations and conflicting reactions to each one. For the
observer is not apart from the phenomena he/she observes but instead he participates in the
unfolding of the world; not as passive observer, but as co-creator. In the words of the
neurobiologist Walter Freeman (Robertson, 2009, p. 7), “instead of minds shaping
themselves to their sensory inputs from the world, minds shape sense impressions according
to their innate categories”. In a way, this brings us close to the concept of archetypes as
inherent patterns, something that will be discussed in details in the next chapter of this

review.

Extending the boundaries of human perception, the quantum physicist David Bohm
(1980) suggested that nature and reality include both a manifested level (explicate order),
including what is explicit, visible and known through science, and a subtler unmanifested
one (implicate order), which exists beyond one’s daily perception and depends on the state
of one’s consciousness. In the latter all parts exist as embodiments of the whole, full of
potentiality, where individuals can enter when engaged in something meaningful and attuned
to one another. Adding to that, Jaworski (1996) notes that to see oneself as part of the

unfolding is to see oneself in relationship to everything in the world.
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As was mentioned earlier, the perception patterns work in a deeper level, implicit and
unsaid, guiding people’s actions and behavior. Not only do they affect human perception but
they also deeply influence one’s decisions, which, in many cases, is a first fit-pattern
matching with previous experience - filling the gaps. Decisions are then rationalized in an
acceptable way to the society individuals belong to (Snowden, 2002a). Thus, the behavior
and actions of individuals are influenced by the interpretive and relational schemata they
use; that of their own and that shared organizationally. This becomes more complex, as
people are able to simultaneously create and sustain - and without any second thoughts -
different identities, depending on their role within a group or a context. Moreover, they are
able to adjust themselves to the demands of each situation or role (either due to pleasure or
obligation) by switching (in a most natural way) between these personal, social or
professional roles and behaviors (Snowden, 2002a). For example, a business conversation
can be interrupted by a personal phone call or by an athletic or artistic issue of common

interest; or vice versa.

b) Patterns of relation and interaction

Being exposed to so many roles and identities, as well as to a cultural and ideological
pluralism, Western people feel that the dominant myth of individualism and the barriers that
separate self from others are seriously challenged (Gergen, 1991). This makes the self more
complex and more saturated, leading Gergen to claim that “there is no self and no
meaningful action without dependency” (Gergen, 1994, p. 216), claiming that “in the
beginning is the relationship” (Gergen, 2009, p. 29).

The issue of relationships is fundamental for Stacey too. Stacey and colleagues (Stacey
et al, 2000; Stacey, 2001) have argued that what we experience as reality is continuously
under construction in the living present, with continuity and novelty endlessly emerging.
They have used the term “complex responsive processes of relating” to describe the patterns
of interaction that occur within organizations between people, such as the acts of
communication and dialogue, relations of power and the interplay between their choices.
Discourse and narrative in general are the main means for this kind of relationships, as they
are full of information and have the capacity to generate novelty. Actually, according to
Brunner (1990), the self could be viewed as a narrator. Being in dialogue with stories and
‘voices’ of his/her own and the others’, he/she connects notions and constructs personal
meaning that is then addressed to others. Through this relation with them, the self-narrator

organizes one’s own experience and co-creates the sense of identity.
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These relations of asymmetrical power possess a dynamic character; some are ephemeral
and swift, while others are slower but perhaps more long lasting (Mowles et al, 2008).
Human interactions weave together forming patterns of meaning and relating, which can be
reinforced, gradually evolved or shift suddenly to another pattern (Suchman, 2002). In any
case, it is through them that mutual influence and impact occurs among people. When they
are respectful, genuine care emerges, which is an action, not a thing; one is then careful and
cares for one’s work, fellow workers, organization or community (Putnam, 2000). In this

way, relation leads to action.

As time goes by, the perception patterns turn to labeling systems, which are self-
confirmed by personal experience and thus, conservative biases are built in individual
perspectives. As experience builds up, people tend to make a great investment in such
labeling systems, so more biases are being built; these give us confidence (Snowden, 2002b).
Stereotypes and prejudices (most of the times subconsciously) then affect the way people
relate and interact, make decisions and take actions. Perhaps this is why it is too hard to
actually listen to different voices or tolerate contrary opinions. Indeed, “the more we are
aware of our prejudices, the more we can give attention to the context in which we are doing
that seeing, the more unbiased the information we are able to take in” (Peat, 2008, p. 82).
Therefore, only if we shift our pattern of attending reality, our perception pattern can shift.
To do so, Scharmer (2007) suggests a shift from a habitual (superficial) or factual
(judgmental) kind of listening to an empathic (from the heart) and then to a generative one.
The latter, letting the old patterns go (related to old identity), makes space for the emerging

one to manifest.

It seems like patterns come full circle: attention, perception, relation and action; and then
attention again. I consider this circle as very important for revealing, making sense and
managing the intangible assets in current organizations, as well as the factors that influence

them.

2.1.2 Meaning creation and Sensemaking

a) Logos, mythos and meaning creation

Meaning creation (or meaning making) is the ability to integrate challenging or
ambiguous situations into a framework of personal meaning using conscious reflection. It
correlates with psychological help and helps people in optimal functioning by linking work
meaning to meaning of life (Maslow, 1968; Rogers, 1961; Sheck, 1992). Meaning affects

frameworks, which affect meaning; e.g. more shared meanings lead to more elaborated

22



frameworks, which lead to further shared meanings. Yet, when attention is paid to the one,
the other becomes ignored and this unbalance is followed by efforts to correct it, which lead
to a new unbalance and so on. For example, when people pay attention to organisational
framework, social relations (out of which meaning emerges, as we will see further below)
become ignored, so people seek for meaning and ignore frameworks temporarily; when
meaning becomes clearer, the attention returns to frameworks, in order for the (new)

meaning to become incorporated (Weick, 1993).

Regarding organisational change, meaning creation helps people understand the content
of the change and its impact on their personal values and goals. It is less automatic and
immediate that sensemaking, which has to proceed as interpretation process in order for
meaning making to take place; sensemaking is an emergent process, while meaning making
a conscious reflection. Sensemaking seeks to rebuild the path which led somewhere in order
to understand, while meaning making is a journey towards an existential significance of

some events (Demerouti, Schreurs et al, 2009, Ancona 2012; Dransart, 2013).

Two of the main ways people create meaning are logos and mythos. Although radically
different in their world-views and typologies, logos and mythos perform the same operation:
they interpret the world by creating representations of it and for that they use more or less

the same tool, language (Tselikas, 2009).

Logos (meaning reason, ratio) attempts to describe and analyze the everyday world by
supplying information about it and how it works in a linear timeline moving forward only. It
employs abstract categories, concepts, and principal hypotheses in a non-contradiction basis;
everything is something and not another as well. It is a written culture of empirical methods
that follows a logical, critical and linear-analytical kind of thinking; it focuses on observable
facts and well argued proofs and seeks for an objective, literal and universal truth. The world
of things is value-neutral and causality is featured in a quest to discover new laws that will
be used by humans in order to predict and control the nature and (their) future (Bruner, 1986;

LaFave, 2007).

On the other hand, mythos attempts to penetrate deeper into the essence and the meaning
of human existence by revealing (hidden) transpersonal patterns and thus enabling insights
to emerge; for that it indicates life’s paradoxes and contradictions and employs metaphors
and particular events of human experience in time and place to be used as guides through
alternative probabilities. It focuses on relationships, intentions and feelings, aiming to share
a subjective and metaphorical truth. Mythos is a narrative-based mode of knowing passed

from one generation to another through an oral culture of collective memory and rituals, and
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following a holistic, poetic, intuitive, and non-linear kind of thinking; time is cyclic or spiral
and unhistorical and a thing can be simultaneously both “x” and “not-x” (Bruner, 1986;

LaFave, 2007).

Therefore, logos and mythos should be seen as two complementary and irreducible to one
another ways in which humans try to understand the world and acquire knowledge of it.
They should be seen as ecology, for they are both important, as two poles of experience, two
pathways in the search of meaning, two modes of knowing and, most of all, because they
work best together. A well-formed argument convinces of its truth, while a good story of its
lifelikeness. Any attempt for hegemony of the one pole over the other and any effort to
reduce or ignore the one at the expense of the other inevitably will fail to capture the rich

diversity of thought; (Bruner, 1986).

Thus, I suggest that we could override the logos-mythos dyad (polarity) by converting it
into a creative triad: mythos-logos-meaning; through creative relationships, mythos and
logos form the new meaning, which corresponds to the new prototype. The area of the
triangle could be then seen as the shared meaning to be generated and served by the three
nodes; for meaning is what motivates most humans who want to find it in their life and

work. This concept can be represented by the aid of a geometrical triangle.

Meaning

rationalism
& geometry

symbols

Mythos - Logos
narrative & metaphor

Figure 2.2: Mythos, Logos, Meaning and human Relationships
b) Sensemaking and organizing

For Karl Weick, the ‘father of sensemaking’’, the term refers to the process through
which we structure what is unknown by placing stimuli into some kind of framework that
helps us comprehend, understand, explain, attribute, extrapolate and predict. Through

conversations and narrative, people create and maintain an intersubjective world. This helps

7 There are four major perspectives on sensemaking: Weick focuses on organisational activity, the collective
meaning of which is then internalized; Dervin on individual’s situation and internalized experience; Klein on
individual’s mental model applied to an external context or activity; and Russell on collective location that
interprets external data. Snowden stands somehow in the middle of this 2X2 matrix (collective-individual,
internal-external) considering sensemaking a knowledge production activity towards a shared understanding of
a problem (Jones, 2015). With regards to the need of the current research we will refer to the first and last of
the above theorists.
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them move from the simple to the complex and back again, as new information is collected
and new actions are taken, both of which are identified, labeled and classified, and thus the
complex becomes simple again, but on a higher level (order) of understanding. It resembles
the construction of a representation (map) of a changing world, testing it with others and
refining or abandoning it depending on its credibility. In this way, sense making is the
process of social construction that rationalizes what people are doing and a key leadership
capability that permits them have a better idea of what is going on in their environments
(Weick, 1995; Balogun and Johnson, 2004; Weick et al, 2005; Maitils and Sonenshein,
2009; Ancona, 2012).

Weick (1995) articulated sensemaking as a coherent framework for perception, cognition,
action, and memory, a process that has seven properties; it is: a) grounded on identity
construction (how one understands oneself while dealing with a situation, what and who one
represents); b) retrospective (it unfolds by moving from experience into memory and then
into meaningful patterns and thus challenges contingency or strategic planning as misleading
if decoupled from reflection and history); c¢) enactive of sensible environments (people create
their environments as those create them); d) social (depends on one’s socialisation, meaning
where he/she grew up, what was taught, where he/she lives, who interacts with); e) ongoing
(it neither starts fresh nor stops cleanly, it is a perpetual emergent meaning and awareness,
for people remember past events with the same emotional tone as they currently feel and
reconstruct them in the present as explanations); f) driven by plausibility (it does not need to
be accurate or complete, just sufficient and plausible in order to enable action-in-context);
and g) focused on and by extracted cues (people tend to see simple, familiar things - rather
than to process them — and thus develop a larger sense of what is going on) (Weick, 1995;
McNamara, 2015). This last feature underlines the need to pay attention to the ways people
(and ourselves) pay attention to situations. Adding to this very point, Scharmer (2007)
argues that the way we pay attention to a situation, individually and collectively, determines

the path the system takes and how this path emerges.

Sensemaking is a significant process of organizing that takes place when complexity,
ambiguity and uncertainty are high. Sensemaking and organisation constitute one another;
one has to grasp each to understand the other, as people organize to make sense of inputs and
enact this sense back to the organisation, in order to make it more orderly (Tsoukas and

Chia, 2002; Weick et al, 2005). It starts with chaos, an undifferentiated flux of impressions
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originated by a million things that go on® (Chia, 2000). It starts with the actions of noticing
and bracketing, when someone asks “what is this about?” for something occurred or
affecting the work but which, so far, has not been recognized autonomously, it has no name’
(Magala, 1997). Mental models, as earlier described, help the members of the organisation in
this naming through bracketing and thus, a new meaning is invented and the organisational
life gets simplified. Labeling and categorizing through words, phrases and images generate
common ground for management, coordination or distribution and suggest stabilized and
plausible activities. Through such communication, an approximate story is created and from

that a pathway is shaped towards the next action (Weick et al, 2005; Weick, 2010)'°.

In the previous paragraphs we saw how people make sense and create meaning through
their relationships. We will now proceed to discuss some of the main means for sensemaking
and meaning sharing in organisational context; namely dialogue, narrative, storytelling and

metaphor.

¢) Means for sensemaking and meaning sharing

In dialogue, meaning is a flow towards coherence between or among people who listen
and respond to each other unless it is somehow blocked. Indeed, dialogue is the exploration
of the creative perception of meaning, by thinking together and feeling together. As meaning
cannot be imposed the best one could do is to avoid any kind of expectation or direction, for
it has to find its own way (Bohm et al, 1991). Yet, the methodology of Dialogue (Isaacs,
1999) that has been developed based on Bohm’s encounters significant problems of
acceptance in most of the business world, as well as in social contexts, due to the

mainstream debating or power imposition attitude.

¥ The stage of non-differentiation is also encountered in Jungian theory and in the Alchemic tradition,
addressed to the first stage of the ‘individuation process’ and the ‘prima materia’ respectively. In this stage,
where everything is in-potentia and has no qualities, it is the act of making a distinction that that separates
qualities; making a distinction is the birth of consciousness (Robertson, 2009).

? Kambas (personal communication, June 2009) suggests a relevant concept: mythos informs on the historical
process before us and by us; by observing the patterns of the process, it reveals its dynamics that lead the
system to a new level; the dynamics are expressed as condensates of the patterns observed. There, at the new
level, mythos is in need of something further in order to make sense of its own existence in this new level; it
needs logos. So, it “calls” for logos to give a new structure and a new name to mythos and therefore to make it
understands itself. In this metamorphosis process Logos is God; it acts to give a name to the new level that is
unfolded. Logos is the Creator (Kambas, 2009). This concept is often applied in our lives: in transition periods
a person, organisation or even society is in need of an expert or leader (psychotherapist, consultant, politician)
who will explain in words (logos) what is happening. The subject already feels (knows) this but yet cannot
understand (make sense of it) clearly; furthermore, the expert or leader should name what needs to be done and
create a structure for it.

1% Weick (2010) suggests a 3-sentence vocabulary of sensemaking: disorder + confusion = trouble; trouble +
thinking = sensemaking; probing for plausible stories that explain trouble = enacted sensemaking.
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Stories, myths, metaphors, icons and symbols are primary means for making sense that
generate creativity, transfer learning or trigger change or heal. Denning (2005) suggests a
classification based on the objectives of organisational storytelling, which are: sparking
actions, communicating who you are, transmitting values, fostering collaboration, branding,

taming the grapevine, sharing knowledge and leading people into the future.

Narrative is the most common and simplest way to approach perception and behaviour
patterns of other people, groups, organisations or even nations; people connect to each other
by telling stories (Pearson, 1998) and it is through narrative that we understand the world
(Movva, 2003). Myth, which is a special kind of story, interprets the world and illustrates
moral values (Boje, 1997). In their myths, humans reveal their commonalities and through
them comprehend their lives (Campbell & Moyers, 1988). The “myth is neither true nor
false, but behind truth” (Owen, 1993, p. 10). Likewise, metaphors can reveal the complex
and paradoxical character of different but coexisting aspects; they allow us to understand one

element of experience in terms of another (Morgan, 1986).

Stories contain and diffuse information about problems faced (Denning, 2001); their
language does not answer questions, but makes connections and reveals potential through
experience (Smith, personal communication, June 2007). They show perception or behaviour
patterns already existing or in potentia; they make sense, explain and energize (Weick,
1995). They express complex situations in a simple, clear and easy to remember way; if
arising spontaneously, they can reveal values, principles, beliefs and practices, all elements
of the organisation’s or community’s culture (Snowden, 1999, 2001). Yet, as Callahan
(2004) indicates, there is a major difference between narrative and storytelling; narrative

seeks to reveal, while storytelling is designed to persuade.

Nevertheless, narrative is an important means to reveal the stakeholders’ archetypes that
are delivered as emergent properties of the discourse within a system. On the other hand, it
can bridge the archetypes of different systems, through retelling the stories (anecdotes) of the
first system but with the archetypes (protagonists) of the second; or new stories with the
existing archetypes. Thus, through getting familiar to the other system’s cultural elements
(issues and archetypes) fears and misunderstandings are reduced or at least get more real
(Snowden, 2001). Stories provide insight into the life of an organisation (Boyer, 1997),
defending the established practices as the only way to function effectively (Hughes, 1995)
and therefore, most of the times are stereotypical (Gabriel, 2000). Stories are used for

framing and reframing reality and developing a shared vision that is easy to understand and
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remember (Forster et al, 1999); these stories are inspired by leaders but they are also used by
them (Gabriel, 2005). Actually, our understanding of an organisation and its properties is
always based on and framed by the stories we construct and retell about it; these are stories
with plot and characters meaningful within the particular context. This narrativity of ours -
and especially when we are aware of it - creates a second order of complexity regarding the

way we organize our thinking about the organisation (Tsoukas and Hatch, 2001).

Yet, there are certain limitations in their use for depicting the organisational culture. The
process of gathering anecdotes and processing them in order to extract archetypes from them
(as building blocks of a contextual reality) takes time and effort and demands significant
availability of time on behalf of the examined human system. This difficulty, combined with
the ‘fast forward’ business attitude limits the possibilities of using stories as a basis for the

development of a diagnostic tool.

Finally, of particular importance is metaphor due to its extended uses in sensemaking,
teaching, and coaching, which can be clustered in three categories. Firstly, metaphor can
function on a conscious level for creative understanding and sensemaking through a
conscious - but not necessarily rational — process. Secondly, it can affect on an emotional
level, by appealing to individual’s feeling and generating experiential meaning; this is
frequent in marketing or in employees’ engagement. And thirdly, it can enable
understanding of the unconscious mind and thus, it can trigger behavioural changes (Ozel
and Hinz, 2001). What is interesting here is that some widely known or uniquely understood
metaphors could be used as archetypal stories or could represent the elements of an

archetypal model; for metaphors (just like archetypes) operate on a symbolic level too.

d) Challenging implications for complex contexts

The above make sensemaking central to organisational activities and the discursive
abilities of mid-level staff a crucial skill that should be combined with the specific
knowledge of their duties. With middle managers, sensemaking becomes strategic, as they
should be able to knowledgably craft and share a meaningful message to many directions
and different receptors; being located at a central place in the organisational flow, they have
to influence seniors, customers, peers and subordinates, each time in a different language and
style. For this, they have to know what to say, to whom they are talking, how to relate and
bridge with others and how to address them in a proper and meaningful way, while at the

same time to keep their differentiated power and status. While performing the conversation
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demands a skilled way, in their case, the ‘craft’ of sensemaking lies in the knowledge of

setting the scene (Rouleau and Balogun, 2010).

Moving beyond the organisational context, Paull (Paull et al, 2013) explains how
sensemaking has been used by researchers as a diagnostic tool in the analysis of qualitative
data; especially while exploring individuals’ or groups’ behaviour in unusual or complex
contexts. There, the detection of patterns or anomalies leads them to the “what is going on
here?” reaction and then to deeper interpretation of data and, possibly, other important

findings.

Furthermore, examining sensemaking from a policy maker’s perspective, Milne (2015)
indicates that the main obstacle for politicians and policy makers is that they are looking to
reduce uncertainty (despite the fact that complexity and social psychology suggest they
cannot) and seek to clearly define problems in advance and then to proceed to immediate
actions. This makes them judge data before fully make sense of their patterns and their
meaning and in this way, they are led even to reframe the data and return to a traditional top-
down policy making. Therefore, Milne underlines the importance of sensemaking methods
and tools to familiarize policy makers with the probe — make sense — react concept and to
inform adaptation policy. In this indirect way, policy makers can be taught how to engage
with stakeholders in discussions or how to work collaboratively across organisational

departments on common issues that affect them all.

The enacted property of sensemaking has certain implications for managing change or
crisis situations. The more one sees of a situation, the higher the possibility that he/she will
see what change 1s needed to be done. If one cannot see anything, one does nothing because
there is nothing in need to be done. Thus, capacity affects perception, which is essential in
crisis prevention. Assumptions are also crucial in such cases. For example, the assumption of
unimportance can activate management cost-cutting and worker indifference in a mutually
reinforcing and self-confirming vicious dangerous circle. On the other hand, the assumption
of commitment or ideology (as a coherent set of beliefs) can provide easy explanations and
produce or maintain blind spots (Weick, 1988). In crisis cases, there is a dual problem: first,
not to notice something out of place, unusual or unexpected (problem of blindness) and
second, not to have any concepts to connect with these anomalies (problem of emptiness)

(Weick, 2010); the second problem is obviously much more dangerous.

The use of stories can also bring in the organisational or political context some traps and

perils. For example an anti-story may arise, expressing the counter reaction to an official
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story that does not reflect the reality of the audience’s experiences (Snowden, 2000; 2001).
Alternatively, a story may be so seductive and vivid, that the listeners can be distracted from
the real purpose of the telling; to be told from a single perspective; or not to be linked to a
specific storyteller, so in that case it will be difficult to spread (Sole and Wilson, 2002).
Nevertheless, as Pearson (1998) indicates, we understand our lives by telling our stories
about who we are, what happened to us, what we want now, what we can or cannot do in the

future; in this way we make our lives meaningful.

All in all, stories, myths, icons, metaphors, symbols and rituals are all primary means by
which signification occurs; they can model, generate creativity, transfer learning, trigger
behavioural change or heal. They can support sense making, create emotions and reach the

unconscious and bring about change in action patterns (Otzel and Hinz, 2001).

The examination of the perceptional and behavioural background of social complexity
and the other sensemaking issues aforementioned allows us now to proceed to the next
section and explain the main difficulties in managing the intangibles and the major

limitations of the linear analytic tools.
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2.2 INTANGIBLES, CHANGE AND LINEARITY

The second section of the literature review aims to document the inadequacy of the linear
— deterministic paradigm when dealing with intangible assets and when facing a significant

or deep change in organisations and communities. Thus, this section consists of three parts.

First, we examine the intangibles: a) their role and increasing importance in the emerging
knowledge economy, both in private and public sector; b) their complex characteristics and
the non-linear character of their development; c) the major difficulties encountered in
identifying and properly measuring them; and d) the two most crucial factors (competency
gap and readiness for change) that are required for setting and implementing an intangible as
a strategic goal. As the latter constitutes a major challenge for the dominant interpretive
scheme within an organisational or social context, we are led to introduce the concept of the
order of change, which will be used it in the third section, where we will particularly

examine cases of higher-order change.

Then we examine more closely the reasons that the linear deterministic approach and its
tools are inadequate when dealing with intangibles and furthermore with complex issues.
Afterwards, we unfold the evolutionary link between cybernetics, systems engineering and
the early period of systems thinking and we discuss the illusory sense of some critical
assumptions of linearity: the perception of a fragmented world, the dictum of measurement,
the necessity of control, the rational choice assumption, and the problem solving - defect
correction concept. Then we particularly examine some significant limitations of linear
analytic diagnostic tools in assessing anything tacit and intangible, such as the personal
qualities and skills and the collective capacity or maturity for change. Finally, we review the
typical pathway of planned change, which is found proper for lower-order cases but not in
the ones of higher-order change. There significant interweaving challenges are encountered
and four categories of them are discussed, along with their consequent pitfalls. This section
ends up with a brief outline of the emerging non-linear paradigm that seems to respond
better than the mechanistic worldview and its linear-analytic tools in complex and

transitional contexts.

2.2.1. Intangible assets and higher-order change

a) Significance and characteristics of intangible assets

Since the 1990s, the intangible assets of a business company or an organisation have

attracted a rapidly increasing interest from managers, shareholders and leaders. This led to
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their extraordinary development and an increasing difference between the monetary (book)
value of a company and its market or stock market value. Within the context of the emerging
knowledge economy, this difference accumulated significant profits or costs to companies,

investors, institutions, governments and the society (Sveiby, 2000; Marti, 2007).

Issues like reputation, trademarks and trade secrets, customer loyalty and relations,
patents, licenses and copyrights, technology, innovation, organisation systems and
employees’ skills, values, knowledge and experience are widely considered as sources of
competitive advantage and value for a business. Public administration, being a service, is
itself an intangible as well. Among the numerous intangibles of the public sector one can
indicate education, healthcare, social care, cultural and historical heritage, environmental
commitment and natural beauty, public space aesthetics, organisation of sporting games or
cultural events, etc. Nevertheless, there is also IT infrastructure for the public, organisation
systems and technology in public services, pricing policy for opening public spaces for
private events, staff’s skills, knowledge and adaptability, transparency and accountability,
and the degree of people’s participation and satisfaction. Developing the value of such issues
and protecting them from depreciation is central in cases of strategic reorientation,
restructuring or merger in either private or public sector entities (Mar-Molinero and Serrano-

Cinca, 2001; Tormo-Carbo et al, 2014).

The intangible assets and especially the intellectual capital have some characteristics that
differentiate them from the tangibles. Among them, Kaplan and Norton (2004) focus on
three specifically. First, they create value not by themselves but combined with other assets;
for example, education and IT. Second, they seldom affect financial performance directly but
their impact is understood through complex chains of cause and effect, while the impact of a
new tangible asset is immediate; for example, training aims to improve quality, which may
lead to customer satisfaction and loyalty, which probably improves sales and thus, the
investment in training is paid off. Third, they must be closely aligned to the corporate

strategy; if so they will create value, if not the value is poor for the money spent.

Beyond the above, there are several more characteristics that could lead us to consider not
only knowledge and innovation, but most of the intangible assets as ecologies. These are: a)
their complex and collective character, due to their interrelation and their dependence from
the people who must interact and collaborate in order to realize them; b) their development
process that is neither linear nor deterministic, as they are influenced by the dynamics of the

informal organisation, the outcome of which is unpredictable and unable to be determined in
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advance; and c) besides the value they bring in a company, they may also operate as human,
structural or relational liabilities that usually are related to organisational deterioration
(Caddy, 2000; Michiotis et al, 2010). Being considered as ecologies, they should be treated
like ones. Managers and leaders should then pay attention and cultivate their roots rather

than manage and harvest their fruits.

b) The measurement problem

Over recent years the intangible assets have been the object of significant research carried
out by academics and practitioners; more than thirty concepts, models and methods have
been developed for measuring intellectual capital (Marti, 2007; Sveiby, 2001). Among the
main conceptual frameworks for the categorisation of the intellectual capital are those
introduced by Sveiby (1997), Kaplan and Norton (1996) and Edvinson and Malone (1997).
They all categorize the intangibles into groups of three: internal structure, external structure
and competence of personnel; internal processes, customers and learning and growth
perspectives; and organisational, customer and human capital respectively. Yet, intangible

assets have proved too difficult to be identified and properly measured.

There are quite a few reasons for this, according to Sveiby (2000; 2001), among which we
will mention two. The first difficulty is that because people do not like to be measured, their
behaviour varies according to the purpose of the measurement. If measurement is for
management control, employees often become defensive and find many ways to impede or
prevent the measuring systems. If measurement is for the purpose of public relations,
employees often become indifferent. However, if measurement is for learning, employees
and managers can relax and participate actively; thus costs are revealed and values are
explored creating opportunities otherwise hidden in traditional accounting. It is not difficult
to recognize which is the cause, due to the different process in the design of metrics. In the
case of learning, the process is participatory, creativity is allowed, dialogue is invited, there
is a bottom-up approach instead of top-down commands, and the indicators are used by the
ones who created them and their results are openly reported. But the real difficulty is not
how to design measuring indicators but how to interpret them. As will be discussed in the
following section on the new paradigm, this is subject to one’s perspective and involves

subjective judgment that makes necessary the construction of coherent framework first.

In addition to the measurement problem, Kaplan and Norton (2004) indicate two crucial
factors that exist for the quantification and value of the intangible assets, which are the

strategic compatibility and readiness of the organisation to accomplish a specific intangible
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that has been set as a strategic goal. In particular, they indicate the importance of the
alignment of the organisational culture with corporate vision and the compatibility of staff
competences with the strategic objectives. Indeed, in order a strategy to accomplish the goals
that are set and successfully adjust the organisation to its environment, it has to be supported

by its structures and aligned with its archetype (Hadiyanto, 2015).

Kaplan and Norton suggest that the objects of such an assessment should be: a) the degree
of alignment of the company’s current capabilities with the ones needed for the leadership
vision (competency gap) and b) the readiness of the company’s leadership and employees to
undergo the necessary changes in the existing culture. He argues these are extremely
important in order the leadership to decide towards which intangible a company should
invest. To Kaplan and Norton, the most real and revolutionary opportunity in measuring the
intellectual capital lies in studying and assessing how well company’s people, systems, and

culture are prepared to carry out its strategy.

c) Higher order change

However, strategic goals, plans and initiatives obtain different meanings among the
stakeholders of a system and are interpreted according to their different worldviews, the
perception filters they use and the interests and needs they defend. Although change is an
inherent characteristic of human systems and a strategic advantage, when it is imposed in a
hierarchical way rarely suits the deepest characteristics and the long-term needs of an
organisation or society. This happens naturally because of the sense of threat for the
system’s autonomy, integrity, and values (Wheatley, 1992; Goldstein, 1994; Olson and
Eoyang, 2001). Change interrupts well-practiced patterns of behaviour and requires people
or groups to re-enact their working environments, which usually introduces ambiguity,
confusion and a feeling of disorientation. As we know, threat and fear are associated with
rigidity; when something seems scary affecting many people, they turn to their deepest
stereotypes to hang on to and a strong negativism is generated. The same mechanisms that

deal with fear can hamper sensemaking (Maitlis and Sonenshein, 2010).

In such cases, even the most necessary change initiative is often perceived by the
concerned stakeholders as ‘going too fast’ and beyond consensus. While everybody talks
about the need for change, a seemingly irrational polarisation and resistance to change is
created under a veil of conformism and single-side arguments (Michiotis et al, 2010). This is
why shared meaning plays a key-role in such conditions, especially when it refers to

commitment, identity and expectations. Yet, most times, middle managers and front-line
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employees are left to construct their own meanings of change, which diverge from that of
top managers (Maitlis and Sonenshein, 2010). Therefore, knowing the existing gaps in
meaning making among the key-players and stakeholders becomes of crucial importance to
prioritize correctly among the desired intangibles and introduce first the proper one; the most

compatible to the deeper characteristics of the context.

The degree of such phenomena depends on the extent and depth of change that Tsoukas
and Papoulias (2005) call order of change. First-order change happens when the practical
results do not cover the expectations of the stakeholders and operational strategy and tactics
are modified. It concerns adjustment of the existing structure without changing the old rules
and values or acquiring new knowledge; this kind of change is always reversible. If the
problem is not solved in the previous level, the system is often forced to seek new
perspectives and knowledge. Second-order change, therefore, deals with the modification of
the organisational principles and values, while third-order change refers to the level of
perception and symbolism of the wider environment and deals with society itself, its beliefs
and history. In cases of second and third-order change a sense of a rather irreversible

transformation is created and as a result, existing habits and values are at stake (see next

Figure).
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Figure 2.3 First, second and third order change (Tsoukas and Papoulias, 2005, p. 82)

Therefore, the attempt to align (change) the organisational culture with a corporate vision

that includes an intangible asset in the strategic agenda of a business firm or a public entity
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marks the beginning of a higher order change''. In such case, leadership needs to know
where stands and which way to go and for this, seeks for reliable diagnostic tools and

‘roadmaps’.

In the next paragraphs I will examine the main limitations of the mainstream linear
analytic diagnostic tools for cases of higher order change on the one hand and the

inadequacy of the deterministic planned-change logic on the other.

2.2.2. The limitations of linear — analytical tools to assess the intangibles

a) The Linear approach: from cybernetics to early systems thinking

The focus on the intangibles and the underlying purpose of acquiring control on them is
nothing but new. After World War II, cybernetics, systems dynamics and system engineering
aspired to understand, describe and combine the constructing components of a system and to
optimize their relationships, in order the system to improve its functionality and become able

to meet its goals (Ashby, 1956; von Bertalanffy, 1956; Forrester, 1994).

Later on, systems thinking (in its early period) and soft systems methodologies aimed to
recognize the cycle that systems go through and design enduring solutions to their problems.
For that, they focused on the influential interrelationships that exist within a system, as well
as on the underlying structure or purpose that forms patterns of behaviour. They were aiming
to face problems by designing enduring solutions or by dissolving them (Ackoff, 1974;
Checkland, 1981; Senge, 1990; Foerster, 1994).

Luhman’s theory of Social Systems (Luhman, 1995) extended the cybernetic contribution
of Foerster towards socio-cybernetics relating it with the social world (Paetau, 2013). On the
other hand he attributed radical generalisation of Maturana’s concepts of autopoiesis and
emergence and suggested as core elements of his theory the notions of meaning,
communication and interaction (Medd, 2002; Seidl, 2004; Clarke, 2011). On the other hand,
as Van Lier (2013) indicates, Luhman’s concepts seem complementary to Weick’s; they
both assume that reality is constructed from and through communication and interaction.
Yet, the first on the process of (systems’) communication, while the second on how the
receiver makes sense and interprets the received information. Furthermore, of particular
importance i1s Luhman’s concept of structural couplings, which seems to provide interesting

explanation of the self-referential attitude of bureaucracies and professional clans, especially

"' “Higher order’ refers to second or third order; in such cases change is about organisational principles and
values or society’s beliefs, perception, symbolism and history.
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in crisis; in such cases, ‘subsystems’ think and behave based on their own stereotypes and

communicate or interact each other mainly at their borderline.

All these systems theories contributed a great value in areas of ordered and constructed
(artificial) systems, such as logistics, inventory, accounting, software development etc. Their
methods were based strictly on rationalism and followed a purely analytical logic, while
their tools were oriented to deliver hard quantitative data. This was matching exactly the
demand of the business world for results and the need of the society for planning a better and
safe future. Thus, during the second half of the twentieth century, system theories have been

established as the genuine representative of scientific thinking and practicing.

However, as life proved, these models, either ‘hard’ or °‘soft’, deterministic or
probabilistic, exploratory or intervention-oriented, hierarchical or participatory, encountered
some major problems in their attempt to get implemented in living systems. The main
reasons for this failure derive from some false assumptions they had adopted, five of which
will be briefly outlined below. These are the perception of a fragmented world, the dictum of
measurement, the necessity of control, the assumption of the rational choice and the problem

solving and defect correction concept.

1. The fragmented perception considers the world made of parts (systems, components,
elements) that can be separated and analyzed independently. Such an assumption can
work in artificial systems, but it fails in nature and society for “microcosm is not simpler
than macrocosm, as in the fractal structure of nature, the whole consists of wholes, only
the scale changes” and “the life of a single individual is not simpler than the life of
society considered as a whole” (Dimitrov, 2005, p. 186). Moreover, as fragmentation
relates closely to rigidity, the different parts often do not communicate well but begin to
act independently, without taking into account their wider environment. This behaviour
of ‘mindless autonomy’ breaks away from the whole and acts independently appears
irrational, if viewed in a more complete context (Peat, 2008, p. 80); it even resembles

the way that cancer’s cells operate (Senge et al, 2004).

ii. Drucker’s dictum of measurement'” that derives from the fragmented vision, insists on
seeing a world of things rather than relationships. The latter, however, are more
fundamental than the former, far more crucial for the success or failure, impossible to be
measured and far more difficult to be dealt with (Capra, 2002, Senge et al, 2004).

Moreover, as Deming (1982) has argued that the issues that are of most importance in a

12 “You can only manage what you can measure you do not measure’ (Cohen, 2007, p. 53).
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long-term are unknown and cannot be measured in advance; however, successful
management must nevertheless take account of them. Therefore, the problem is not
measurement per se; it is the loss of balance between valuing what can be measured and

what cannot (Senge et al, 1994).

.The (illusory) sense for the necessity of control is a cornerstone of the mainstream

management. When organisations and individuals feel that they lose control, their
natural reaction is to become even more intransigent and exert even more control. It is
known today that such a practice eventually leads to a spiral of control that is literally
going out of control (Peat, 2008). Moreover, this assumption does not seem to work
with issues such as knowledge and synergy, which can only be volunteered and cannot
be conscripted by managers; however, the latter have been trained to manage conscripts,

not volunteers (Snowden, 2002a).

The assumption of rational choice is that humans make their decisions based on cost-
benefit criteria. However, it is known from experience that simple rules that can be
applied between people cannot predict the collective behaviour of a human system.
Furthermore, the reaction of an individual to new stimuli cannot be restricted according
to predetermined heuristics or within a range of alternatives; this is due to the various
degrees of freedom concerning the behaviour of its members (Kurtz and Snowden,

2003).

Finally, the problem solving and the defect correction concept often lead to de-
energizing the human factor by draining its vitality and creativity and ignoring issues
related to the spirituality at the workplace (Holder, 2003). Becoming dependent on
(actually becoming addicted to) solutions provided by best-practice manuals, trouble-
shooting guides or external experts, can result in major side-effects, such as the
weakening of the organisation’s ability to adapt to sudden and unpredictable events or

changes, which in fact weakens its immune system.

b) Limitations of linear analytical methods and tools

Based on these assumptions, the linear — mechanistic approach developed some linear

tools and applied them in a linear way often with a dogmatic attitude. In the following

paragraphs we will discuss some of the most usual limitations encountered in using tools and

methodologies that employ a linear — analytical logic and particularly the tools that aim to

assess intangible assets, such as knowledge, innovation, risk, collective capacity or maturity,
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even personal qualities. We have grouped what we consider to be the most significant

limitations in the following three categories:

The first category of limitations is the expert’s lens and authority. Traditional tools that
assess alternative scenarios, capabilities or possible perils are based on the experience and
culture of their designers and users. Whatever is considered to be possible, worthy or
compatible to the prototype that should be implemented, is incorporated in the assessing
criteria and the measuring algorithm. Likewise, the evaluation of the data collected is usually
under the influence of the researcher’s mental model or the management perspective:

anything that does not fit in the dominant pattern(s) is ignored or underestimated.

No matter how correct (scientifically and politically) the expert or leader intent to be, their
choices and actions will be most times personally and culturally bounded. Being part of the
context, there is bias; their own. Being not, a critical information is missing. This
information has to do with crucial folds of the context, which are often not explicitly
mentioned, implied or even untold by the insiders and thus wrongly assessed by the
outsiders. Such information usually lies in the anecdotal ‘local’ narrative that one has to
collect and listen to. As Bach (2007) notes, managers must first learn to see, hear and think
about human systems before they can hope to control them. Otherwise, no matter how
detailed the analysis will be, a critical piece of information will be always missing (Briggs

and Peat, 1999).

Related to this issue is the language, the assessment tools of which usually address to the
population under research. Being quite often non-contextual and hard-to-understand, because
of the scientific or abstract terminology they contain, the possibility of getting wrong
answers is increased; this leads to serious misunderstandings or sensemaking gaps. However,
the most important limitation generated by using unfamiliar or meaningless language is that
a power gap between a detached authority and the public is underlined. The situation is
aggravated by the different meanings that various people, stakeholders or parts ascribe to an
abstract or complex issue (such as a vision, a goal or emotions), due to the different
perspective or interest each of them has. In addition, the ‘others’ do not share the same
feelings and behaviour regarding the research and they do not commit to its objective nor do
they respect the scientific ethics to the desirable extent. Consequently, instead of getting
plenty of ‘true’ answers and exact data, the experts are often misdirected to arbitrary

conclusions, which confirm their own biases. This usually slips their attention, mostly
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because of their ordinary but illusive assumption of the ‘best solution’, which exists for

everything that is known or can be elaborated only by experts (Michiotis et al, 2010).

Thus, the representation of the system through data collection, the discovery of the ‘best
solution’ and the commitment for applying it become sometimes (quite often frankly)
meaningless words and promises without content. All these prevent them from seeing the

whole picture and making sense of what is truly needed by the system examined.

The second category of limitations is the linear and quantitative-oriented rationalism. This
characterizes these assessment tools and the knowledge systems that are built through the
repeating cycles of assessing. These systems are based on two instruments: the indicators
and the procedures. The former alert and the latter initiate action plans. As long as such plans
are based on frequently enriched data and correct assumptions regarding the people’s
reactions, they deliver useful results without problems or unpleasant surprises. Otherwise
they inevitably lead to false estimations or expectations. All responsive actions that are
prepared for emergent situations demand compliance with the logic or the rules. They are
based on predetermined scenarios, cost-benefit criteria and best solutions to be followed by
the system’s population, according to the circumstances. This is the assumption of rational

choice.

The rationalistic logic however, is not always the same as common sense, which is much
stronger and, as discussed earlier, has to do with shared patterns active in a given context. As
earlier mentioned, people often decide and act in a non-rational way (Klein 1998; Snowden,
2002a). The reaction of an individual or a group to new stimuli cannot be restricted
according to preset heuristics or within a range of alternatives; the simple rules applied
between individuals cannot predict the collective behaviour of a human system (Kurtz and
Snowden, 2003). This is emphasized when doubt, hesitation or mistrust are generated by a
sense of threat for the individual’s or the system’s autonomy, integrity and values, especially
during change periods (Goldstein, 1994) or due to the gaps of knowledge, habit or authority

that exist within the system.

Furthermore, traditional tools (e.g. in risk management) take a quantitative approach,
trying to define as many numerical indexes that relate to a specific topic in any way, as
possible. Measurements, observations and quantitative interpretations are used to feed
simulation models, mathematical approximations, and statistical tools with large amounts of
data, in order to create new quantitative series of data, indexes and distributions that is

regarded to be useful in decision-making. However, the complexity of mathematics involved
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in all these cases often conceals the fact that they are all approximations, based on arbitrary
analysis of data. Only if we disregard this arbitrary reliability, can we stay with the fact that
many linear risk management assessments often rely solely on data manipulation

(Vescoukis, personal communication, Nov 2009).

Relevant to this, many official indicators for measurement and comparative evaluation of
innovation calculate and sum tangible assets, such as R&D expenses, number of patents,
PhDs, or new end products. But they appear unable to catch the emergent and dynamic
character of innovation or estimate accurately some major intangible issues, such as the
interaction among agents and the appreciation one has for the other, the dynamics of their
synergy or competition, and the intense mobility taking place between the systems. They fail
to predict brain drain - brain gain phenomena, meaning how many highly trained
professionals will leave their country and go to live and work somewhere else,

where greater opportunities are offered (Michiotis et al, 2010).

The conventional logic seems to consider human systems to be inert masses and assumes a
linear proportionality between efforts and results. But as we know from experience,
organisations and communities are living, complex and unified systems that cannot be
analyzed into manageable components without falling into reductions or omitting substantial
interactions. Relationships and synergy are a good example; even if it is impossible to be
measured and far difficult to be dealt with (Capra, 2002; Senge et al, 2004), they are
fundamental in organisations and can act like catalysts, creating vast amount of energy out of
‘nothing’. Conclusively, the dictum of measurement applies only to the machines and to the
structured human interactions; for the latter need to be efficient, while humans need to be

effective (Kurtz and Snowden, 2003).

The third limitation is the non-participative and mental character that many tools and
procedures possess, which along with social desirability reasons threaten their reliability and
effectiveness. The assessment procedure in most cases is conducted in a mental way, through
a checklist, a test or a questionnaire. The subject of assessment, usually an individual rather
than a group, has to state his/her own personal opinion or choose among multiple preset
answers. There is normally an attempt, perhaps for reasons of doubtful ‘scientific status’, to

maintain a portentous detached atmosphere, which sometimes ‘feels’ impersonal.

Due to such contradictions, the reliability of the results of linear analyses is questioned for

the following four reasons (Michiotis et al, 2010):
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i) It is easy to understand that gaming is almost inevitable, as the ‘right’ answers in most
structured questionnaires are usually too obvious, at least for clever or instructed people.
Even if the interviewee would like to be sincere, the reality of power is present and
symbolized by the setting of the assessment: the person alone against an impersonal

authority that has the ability to measure everything and attribute it personally.

i) People tend to idealize themselves and provide politically correct answers (social
desirability). Empirically speaking, when one has to choose the phrase or statement that
characterizes him/her, one chooses what describes the personality he/she would like to

have, not the real one. This can be overridden if the choice refers to unconscious assets.

i) According to the standard procedure, the interaction between individuals is limited, if
there is any. This is a paradox: the subject is called to state alone what he does and how
he operates together with others. This is perhaps the most important reason, as it is
impossible then for the group dynamics to be captured. In this way, the assessment fails
to ‘see’ the patterns of the collective behaviour. On the contrary, what is delivered by

each individual is always stereotypical and puts the blame on the ‘others’.

iv) The way the assessment is conducted impedes the actual participation of the individuals.
They cannot change the questions, not even their sequence. If they have something more
to say, they have to fit it in somewhere. Comments and answers in blank cells, where
possibly lies the difference and therefore the information, are difficult to specify, so they
are often disregarded. Then it should be no surprise that the results make little meaning
or hold no real value for the participants when or if reported to them. This challenges the
acceptance of the assessment itself, especially if the results are unpleasant. However, it
should be mentioned that when the participants are allowed to interact and co-create the
process the outcome is rarely challenged, as it is considered a collective product. Indeed,

it facilitates reflection among them.

Conclusively, the experience obtained so far from the organisational and social life
seems to justify this theoretical criticism. Systems theories (as an approach and as set of
tools) could not assess in an objective, accurate and commonly agreed way what is
considered to be tacit, subliminal or ambiguous and at the same time real and powerful.
Fragmentation was a basic problem for that, because, according to Bohm, it makes divisions
where there is a tight connection and sees separateness where there is wholeness. To “be an

expert today” is “knowing a lot about a little” (Senge et al, 2004, p. 258).
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Moreover, being oriented to future achievements and aiming to change or re-shape any
present situation according to future goals and objectives, system thinkers missed the present
for a future that never came. In this way, they became obsessed with prediction and
scenarios. However, as their plans, strategies and visions were always changing, especially
in politics and economics, they eventually lost their ability to distinguish between the present

and the future that would never come (Dimitrov, 2005).

Although they hoped to find the ‘levers’ which could be pulled to bring about envisioned
or predictable change (Mowles, Stacey and Griffin, 2008), their specific ‘truths’ (laws, rules)
were proved not valid in human systems, because humans more or less are complex and self-
adapt but in the next moment or in another context can be simplistic or chaotic (Kurtz and
Snowden, 2003). Thus, the operation of the informal network that exists in every
organisation or community cannot be standardized or predicted. Furthermore, it cannot be
ignored or expelled, as through this web of informal relations is of particular importance it
complements and it competes (at the same time) the formal structure and the standard

procedures of the system.

Consequently, systems theories failed to keep its promise for a well-organized and
ordered world, as they failed: a) to describe and predict the imponderable factors that
influence human perception and behaviour in an objective, accurate and commonly agreed

way and b) to judge them in an absolutely rational way, beyond power or conformism.

This dead-end was perhaps the catalyst for the substantial turn that occurred in system
thinking; Jaworski (1996), Senge et al (2004), Kahane (2004), Scharmer (2007) and other
system thinkers and practitioners of the Society for Organisation Learning (SoL) reworked

their concepts in a less analytical direction towards a more holistic-spiritual approach.

2.2.3. Pitfalls of linearity and determinism in cases of higher order change

a) A typical pathway of planned change

Let us return to the point that the leadership of a company or public organisation decides
to set a certain intangible asset as a new strategic value driver; this specific asset acts as
driving force for interventions. If these interventions are compatible with the existing
organisational culture (lower-order change), the intangible can be assimilated more or less
easily. Yet, if they provoke a serious disturbance or a sense of threat to the dominant

interpretive scheme and the established way of doing things seems inadequate to face the
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situation, it is common and natural practice to ‘call the experts to fix the problem’. Let us

call this ‘Stage 1°.

Experts follow a rather typical methodology in order to analyze the system and the
situation,. This is /linear (it consists of specific steps that should be followed as a
continuum), analytical (it splits the whole into parts and studies their content and relations,
in order to extract conclusions about the whole), rationalistic and rule-based (it assumes that
humans should behave rationally and follow the rules and the ‘best solution’ that are set by
authorities or experts). They also employ some common-used tools, like: check-lists and
catalogues (with things to do and others to avoid), sets of criteria (assessing variables like
cost, risk, etc), standards often non-applicable or irrelevant of the local context, calculating
algorithms usually too complicated (measuring anything it can be measured against preset
criteria) and standards and structured questionnaires (often lengthy) (Michiotis et al, 2010).
Through their lens and authority, the experts compile whatever is considered to be possible,
worthy or compatible into a prototype, and then advocate this for adoption. The existing
situation is then assessed against that prototype and alternative scenarios evaluated in terms

of their ability to reach this target. This is ‘Stage 2’ of the change process.

After discussing, processing and eventually accepting (some of) the experts’ suggestions,
the authority in the system (CEO, mayor, business owner, father or mother) will attempt to
incorporate a relevant action plan into the daily operation of the system. This is usually done

using information, training and certainly by exercising of power. This is ‘Stage 3°.

Such an approach seems to be the most appropriate way to deal with issues that comprise
modifications of operational strategy, tactics and structure that correspond to the first-order
change (Tsoukas and Papoulias, 2005). However, in cases of perception, values and
symbols, this approach could be very detrimental, as people tend to resist when they feel
silenced or threatened. This often leads to long ‘detours’ or even the cancellation of the
initiative. Indeed, when we deal with a complex situation or an intractable problem, the
result of the mainstream approach is typically far from the anticipated one. Although
intractability means that there is always a rather crucial factor that escapes our awareness,
we often conceive of the challenge as simple, so we assume that all it takes to resolve them
is purposefulness or power (Kahane, 2010). These qualities, which are also employed to
breakthrough in business, politics, technology or art, derive from two archetypal images for
leadership: the achieving warrior and the powerful ruler (Pearson, 1991; 1998). Yet, on a
deeper level, behind this assumption there is another one, more fundamental: we assume that

we act in an empty context. Yet it is clear that human society is full of diverse, strong and
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competing ideas, voices and cultures. It is this fullness that creates the complexity of the
problems. Failing to acknowledge this complexity creates what Kahane (2004; 2010) calls
tough problems, which can either get stuck or solved by force; but the ‘solution’ imposed

cannot last for long.

Delving into the issue of the 2nd and 3rd order change, Tsoukas (2005) notes that as the
problem emerges through the cyclic interactions between the parts involved, one can reach
its depth not by seeking the causes but by making sense of the pattern through which it
manifests; the pattern derives from the interactions of the system’s parts. He also notes that
at many times the problem grows because a certain difficulty is dealt within the wrong way;
eventually it is the attempted ‘solution’ that creates the real problem (Watzlawick et al,

1974).

From a practitioner’s view, Holder (2003) argues that change will be strongly resisted and
likely to fail when most of an organisation’s members are content (the ‘good old methods’
still work fine) or in denial (despite the need of it, tradition is stronger). He outlines some of
the interweaving factors that generate resistance to change efforts and lead to failure. The
first is the failure of the members’ commitment to change and the lacking sense of
ownership (participation) when programs are designed and driven by top management and
consultants. This “experts’ syndrome” and the parental-intervening style of management fail
to use the intelligence and knowledge of organisational stakeholders, in order to discover
real opportunities and find the right way to capitalize on them. Thus, they employ dictation
instead of participation, which turns to blaming (the management) and scape-goating (the
consultants) when the naturally evolving distrust cannot be faced in other ways. The defect-
correction concept and the focus on problem-solving that create a heroic — mythic mindset
and evoke a linear step-by-step process, just as Hercules carried out his labours, are also

relevant.

A further factor is what Holder calls the ‘true believer’ syndrome; he refers to change
fundamentalists who seek to convert almost everything. They fail to address the ‘shadow’,
the unconscious and often negative side of organisational change and the mourning
associated with it, in this way two camps are created: true believers and non-believers. True
believers exclude and disempower the others, sometimes by engaging in a ‘holy war’ against
them. This generates defensive routines that lead the organisation to fail to learn to learn
(Argyris, 1990; 1993). Eventually, these factors de-activate even those involved and drain

every drop of organisational vitality and creativity.
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b) Usually encountered challenges

On such occasions, some interweaving challenges can be encountered. Even a cursory
examination of the myriads failed change projects suggests persistent themes: a) the power
of the system’s fundamental assumptions, b) the (in) ability of leadership to disrupt the
dominant patterns, c) the twisting effect of the expert’s lens and authority and d) the

limitations of linear analytical tools.

The first challenge refers to the system itself; its dominant interpretive scheme and
prevailing conceptions. As a result, existing habits and values are at stake. This amounts to a
challenge to the organisational archetype (Brock, 2006). This kind of challenge usually
emerges in cases of second or third-order change (modification of organisational values and
values and collective perceptions and symbolisms respectively). The response to this
challenge can vary. Sometimes, the assumptions remain untouched and make the system slip
into what is known as the self-fulfilling prophecy'®. Mason and Mitroff (1981) and Goldstein
(1994) have pointed out the loop between the identity, the market and the strategy of an
organisation and the perils emerging from that, especially in transition times. The
assumptions that the organisation has created for itself (identity) and the environment in
which it operates (market) are related in a non-linear basis and are mutually influenced; the
one feeds the other. For example, companies with strong image of identity compose a stable
market and the stability of the market reaffirms the strength of the companies. On the other
hand, when a company that is symbol of the market collapses, the whole market is
trembling; and then the identities of the companies get more vulnerable. However, this
identity generates a wall that separates the organisation from new information about the
market and itself. It leaves little space for alternative solutions when things are dramatically
changing, as the beliefs on which the existing strategy is based remain unchallenged. For this
reason, disrupting the self-referentiality of the system is crucial in order to respond

successfully to change (Tsoukas and Papoulias, 2005).

The second challenge refers to leadership. Leaders regularly create a vision and employ
various techniques, and a specific language, to make it known to the public. These
techniques aim to make others understand and share this vision and thus contribute to its
accomplishment. However, under the seeming variety of the outward appearance of the

mission-vision statements, there is a sameness, which is recognized through the rather

13 This term coined by Merton (1968) refers to a loop created by an initial belief that provokes a behaviour eventually
leading back to the original assumption. An incorrect estimation, interpretation or definition of a situation or the
expectations of an individual or a system influence the behaviour and the actions taken towards the fulfillment of the
initial conceptions; thus, the latter come true in a self-referential way.
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limited vocabulary used. But more general experience suggests that, it is normally either too
difficult or too late to change in a coordinated way in emergency conditions; at that time, one
can only try to fix what can be fixed and rescue what can be rescued. It is a reactive rather
than a proactive practice and attitude (Senge et al, 2004; Scharmer, 2007). Where crisis is
not apparent, it is inertia that usually prevails among people (Chan Allen, 2001). Senge
(Senge et al., 1999) has pointed-out some typical phrases that reveal such an inertia-driven

resistance: “there is no time for this” or “it is a waste of time”, “this will not work here” or

“it is irrelevant to us”.

On the other hand, as the leader is instrumental in the creation of the corporate vision, it is
logical and natural to suppose that the means used to create and diffuse the vision are on a
deeper level aligned with the inner-logic of the leader. The conventional diffusion practice
follows the linear transmitter-recipient concept: people express needs and demands - leaders
evaluate; then leaders decide — followers obey and apply. Although this seems coherent and
practical, it is the underlying parental and heroic-like attitude (Holder, 2003) that makes it
look like this. This attitude is familiar to us all and used by many of us. Thus, consciously or
not, leaders try to impose meaning to stakeholders; the ‘right’ meaning. But eventually, this
practice most times fails, especially in cases of second or third-order change. In such cases,
even when new behaviours are tried out and seem to work well temporarily, they fail later.
As Allen (2013) notes, quick fixes create self delusions and ‘bubbles’ that people prefer
rather than unpleasant truths. Additionally, common practice includes hidden agendas and
manipulation of opinion. All these lead to antagonism, demanding leaders to defend
themselves against the others’ criticism and then counter attack. Being engaged in this kind
of struggle for power within a generalized context of mistrust, leaders tend to reduce or even
forget some other collective needs of the system that exist in parallel, such as knowledge,
creativity and revitalisation (Michiotis, 2010). But most of all, they run out of energy, which

finally makes them abandon their vision in practice (Goldstein, 1994).

Such implicit factors and collective assumptions and patterns are often neglected or
underestimated by experts who intend to act as ‘objective outsiders’ even if they hardly can.
This is the third challenge: the expert’s lens and authority. ‘Being an expert’ is usually
interpreted (in the expert’s mind) as knowing better, instead of learning easier; this is a
fundamental asset of the expert mental model. Experts do what they consider appropriate,
based on their knowledge and experience; not on the others’. This is another form of self-
referentiality; the expert discounts any information that is incompatible to his/her own

perception of the world (Michiotis et al, 2010). In this case, he/she believes that the system
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should operate in the ‘right way’ and for this reason he/she sets procedures that should be

followed and standards that should be met.

However, behavioural issues cannot be treated as mechanical accessories. A bad
atmosphere cannot be fixed nor can a bad attitude replaced automatically by a ‘better’ one,
by ordering it to disappear or to be thrown away (Snowden, 2002a). Such attempts can
energize the collective ‘shadow’ and generate a strong negativism (Bowles, 1991;
Kociatkiewicz and Kostera, 2009). Actually, the greater the gap between the existing status
and the change desired, the stronger the reaction to it (Peat, 2008). Indeed, the most crucial
facets of the context are those that correspond to the deeper beliefs to which people try to
hang on to in crises. Yet, these factors are rarely taken into account before making decisions

and plans for change.

The last challenge refers to the traditional analytical methods and tools that do not seem
to be of much help to the expert in this unchartered territory. Due to their linear mechanistic
character and their deterministic assumptions, most traditional methods and tools fail to
enable making sense of the tacit aspects of a system, either organisation or community,
which usually remain hidden. Some of the most crucial issues of an intractable problem are
often not explicitly mentioned to outsiders; they are implied or they even remain untold
(Snowden, 2001). At other times, gaming in response to research questions is almost
inevitable as the ‘right’ or desirable answers to a structured questionnaire are too obvious

(Michiotis et al, 2010).

On the other hand, consultants’ judgment can hardly resist the influence of the dominant
management perspective while the questions are set or meaning when and importance is
attributed to the answers of open-ended questions. These factors eventually prevent them
from seeing the whole picture and assess the real status and the (real) maturity for change.
On other occasions, appealing proposals made by consultants and marketers dazzle the
management, like the Sirens who enchanted the poor and unwise sailors in ancient times. All
these prevent involved parties from seeing the roots of the problem and making sense of the
real status and maturity for change. People can hardly see the reality they face; they are
unable to ‘see’ the threats and the imperative to change (Senge et al, 2004). Thus, both
experts and management are most usually prevented from making sense of what really exists
and what is wanted. In such cases, the result is always the same: the organisation enters the

adventure of mimesis, drawing away from what is emerging.
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c) Pitfalls

But, in the same way as market and social forces diverge from official planning, there
comes a time when the consequences appear, followed by what is called the ‘surprise factor’.
Serious deviations appear due to erroneous estimations or unseen pitfalls and planned
milestones and goals cannot be met (Michiotis, 2010). People who are expected to
implement plans but have never been asked for their opinion or their contribution and are
dispirited (Holder, 2003). Objections to the scope and the method arise that lead to doubts
and disbelief regarding the plan and its efficacy (Senge, 1994). The synergy needed is a lost
cause. As there is no time and space for generative dialogue, entrenchment and power
struggles appear. Any further attempt to apply the ‘solution’ in these circumstances may lead

to a destructive chaos.

This is when management usually decides to step in and impose control (Holder, 2003).
In political contexts, leaders are asked by citizens to do the same. Chaos is traditionally seen
by most of people as a negative sign or an enemy and, therefore, generates fear, which leads
to the need of control, compatible with the dominant patterns of western managers:
obsession with control, power, predictability and doing. This is a further expression of the
heroic archetype (Pearson, 1991), which is deep rooted in western culture and which is
derived from mythologies. In such cases, self-reflection and imagination are considered to be
without value and success is judged not by the maturity of wisdom but by the acquisition of
power and control. Yet, this occasionally leads to the fantasy of being in control. Being
under psychological stress, anxiety and fear, leaders often limit their awareness to hard data
overlooking the critical value of soft data and intuition and the fact that chaos may be also a

natural and creative aspect of change.

At this point there is a crossroad. The person-in-charge may decide to abort the change
initiative (Goldstein, 1994), by seeking safety in the traditional ways rather than revitalizing
it. Downsizing (numbers, assets, people or dreams) may be a better choice than support
innovation. If this does not work, war can be declared on the organisation instead of trying to
understand what is happening and how to find new ways to develop commitment and create
time-space for high involvement (Holder, 2003). Change then becomes old story; at least for
a while, until the need returns, usually more aggressively and with an uglier face or tone.
This can be described in terms of non-linearity as a system caught in a limit cycle, which
will possibly lead to the exhaustion of the existing status (and its dominant attractor), until

its gradual or sudden disappearance (Dimitrov, 2005).
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However, the most important impact of this decision is perhaps a sense of frustration and
a pattern of depreciation that questions apropos the results and disputes all intentions. In this
way, aborting change operates like a thermostat, cancelling in advance any other future
attempt (Michiotis, 2010). The second path is as frightening as chaos but far darker. It is the
elimination, due to emergency reasons, of the existing polyphony and diversity and the
establishment of a new order through reductionism. In historical and political terms it is
known as totalitarianism. Yet, there is a third option that will be discussed in a following

section.

Conclusively, the mainstream change methodologies of planned change work fine and
deliver outcomes when dealing with cases of first-order change that are more or less
expected. However, when dealing with issues of perception, values and symbols, the result
of such methods is far from the anticipated one. They presume linear proportionality
between efforts and results and consider organisations to be largely predictable inert masses,
just as the mechanical systems are. Change is not viewed as a constant process but as a
symptom. It is seen as an external threat to the balance of the system, which has to be
confronted and managed through accurate status assessment, detailed planning with
alternatives, steps to be followed, ‘levers’ to be pulled, and persistence in applying control
(Lewin, 1951; Kanter, Stein et al., 1992; Kotter, 1996; Nadler and Nadler, 1998; Hiatt,
20006).

The lack of ‘local knowledge’ (meaning the crucial information on the deeper
characteristics of the context where the intangible asset or such a strategic change is
introduced, as responding to an external opportunity or threat) and the inability to detect it
by using linear analytical tools lead the change initiatives to long ‘detours’ or even to the

cancellation of their scope; it may even result in disaster.

2.2.4. The rise of a new paradigm

In Kuhnian (1970) terms, the linear - deterministic paradigm has guided management and
social sciences into a crisis and a new extraordinary phase of science. Over the last twenty
years, various interdisciplinary theories seem to outline a new paradigm, incommensurable
with the old one. This derives from complexity and chaos theories, cognitive sciences, depth,
archetypal and transpersonal psychology, quantum physics, biology and ancient philosophy

and it will be presented in the next section.

During this pre-paradigmatic period, new theories enrich our perspective to the world.

Reality is not considered anymore as being ‘out there’, external to us, ‘objective’ or
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consisting of static structures and stable patterns; it is not a mechanical system that can be
analyzed, predicted and controlled. Instead, organisations and societies are viewed as living
and evolving systems - ecologies, with the emphasis to be shifted from objects to
relationships, from quantity to quality, from substance to pattern, from cause and effect
simplifications to uncertainty and unpredictability (Bohm, 1980; Kauffman 1995; Capra,
1996; Goldstein, 1997; Lewin, 1999; Lichtenstein, 2000a; Baets, 2008; Scharmer, 2007;
Allen, 2013).

In such view, people are co-creators through their language, interactions and emotions
produced that can therefore enrich or limit the world itself (Maturana and Varela, 1980;
1987; Stacey, 2001). These non-linear theories are transmuted to a new culture, as they relate
more to what we do not know rather than to what we know for sure (Briggs and Peat, 1999).
They aim to permit us see beyond ephemeral forms and opposites and reveal some profound
relations that would confirm that psyche and matter are two different aspects of one and the
same thing, both underlain by a transcendent and unitary existence (Jung and Pauli, 1955;
Jung, 1953, CW 8, p. 417- 418). With the human factor coming at the center of attention in
organisations, comes the consideration of its endless capacities, but also its unpredictability,
paradoxes and contradictions, often unmanageable. This time, however, the scientific

landscape has changed.

This ecological view extends to the issues of learning and change, trying to connect the
parts of the whole in a global web of relations and co-actions (Capra, 2002). Although in
ecologies there is always someone or something dominant, there is also space for different
entities to exist; ecology without diversity is meaningless. For this, all viewpoints should be
invited and represented, both central and marginal, for they carry different information,
which is derived from the different framework and awareness level they possess (Mindell,
2000). People are invited to participa