655 Lecture 2

David M. Boje, September 11, 2006
I want to overcome your idealism about the existence of systemicity. Since systemicity is unfinalized, unmerged parts, unfinished, unrealized wholeness, we need to look at dynamic processes of becoming and disintegrating. We err in looking at systemicity as static.  I intend to overcome the abstractness of von Bertalanffy’s General System Theory, Katz and Kahn’s Open System Theory, Scott’s triplet (Rational, Natural, Open), and Senge’s Dialogue System Theory.  I will do this by rooting my critique in Critical Theory (hereafter, CT) of the Frankfurt School.  

The purpose of this lecture is to get you ready to provide a Critial Theory critique of von Bertalanffy. 

1. The Construction & Deconstruction of Systemicity
We can ask how is the aesthetic of systemicity brought into being, and out of being? Systemicity is socially constructed, and at the same time being deconstructed. Deconstructed here is not a critique, but the observation that deconstruction is embedded in the dynamic processes of systemicity coming undone, unraveled, or deteriorated. You can read up on deconstruction in Boje (2001). Here I will utilize Critical Theory (hereafter CT) of the Frankfurt School. 

Theodor Ludwig Wiesengrund Adorno 1903-1969, was an early associate, and eventually director of the Frankfurt School ‘Institute for Social Research.’ Adorno’s (1933) 1st philosophical work was Kierkegaard: Construction of the Aesthetic. It appeared in books stores the same day (Feb 27 1933) that Hitler suspended freedom of the press, marking his transition from chancellor to dictator (Hullot-Kentor’s Foreword, xi). In 1934 Adorno fled Germany of Oxford University. 

For Kierkegaard, organic systemicity is brought into being and out of being in a dialectic process. The dialectic is the thesis of sacrifice by people denying Nature to rule over it, and at the same time, antithesis of the reversal of history into Nature by the mythic. My overall critique is that Katz & Kahn, Scott, and Senge reduce heterogenic to monologic, and sometimes managerialist ideology, polyphony becomes monologue, dialogism (& dialectic) becomes monologic.  

I will give you simple critiques of each, then wrap up with CT.

CRITIQUE OF KATZ & KAHN
Katz & Kahn  (1966) sacrifice Nature in order to construct an idealistic, abstract, and empty theory of open system. The existence of ‘open system’ itself turns out to be a pure abstraction of their idealism, and an unwitting writing on how humans can transcend Nature through what Kierkegaard and Adorno would call self-sacrifice. Katz & Kahn seek to change organizations by the power of a sign-metaphor, the systemicity of Nature. For Kierkegaard, the study of existence is an anecdote for idealist abstract model building (Hullot-Kentor’s Foreword, xii). 

I would like to critique the organic idiom of Katz & Kahn. Their section on open systems begins by critiquing ‘mechanistic level’ for assuming the “nature of an organization are given by its name”, its “possessed of guilt-in goals” (p. 86) of its founders, leaders, and that organization is a “socially accepted stereotypes” that do not specify the “psychological nature, or their boundaries” (p. 87). Katz & Kahn argue that accepting stated purposes, goals, objectives, functioning “can be misleading” and result in “teleology” (p. 87), “key members do think in teleological terms about organizational objectives” in their “practical thinking” (p. 88) which we are told to reject in favor of Katz & Kahn’s scientific thinking.  They complain that the “machine” (p. 88) or in our terms “mechanistic” teleology of this sort bout structures, functions, objectives, presumes the “device for efficiency” (p. 88). In the mechanistic teleology, we are told that purposive system is presumed in the “design of its founder or the purpose of its leader” (p. 88). The teleology of purposive systemicity assumed in founders and leaders “may be lacking or so distorted in operational practice as to be meaningless” (p. 88). By presuming purposive system resides in leaders, we are told that the mechanistic approach “can lump all other outcomes together as a kind of error variance” (p. 88), an apropos observation of contemporary leadership studies. 

Open system is constructed with the language of organic signs. In Boulding (1956) the open system sign is that of the cell, and the organic is that of the plant.  “The theoretical concepts should being with the input, output, and functioning of the organization as a system and not with the rational purposes of its leaders” (p. 89).  The open system (cell) is “an energetic input-output system” and “transactions between the organization and its environment” (K&K, p. 89). Organization as open system (cell) is “The stability or recurrence of activities [that] can be examined in relation to the energetic input into the system, the transformation of energies within the system, and the resulting product or energetic output” (p. 89). 

Where do Katz & Kahn get their model? “Their model of an energic input-output system is taken from the open system theory as promulgated by von Bertalanffy (1956)” (p. 90). And where does von Bertalanffy get his model? From the ‘natural science’ of biology. Organizations are said to be general “living systems, whether biological organisms or social organizations” and “are acutely dependent upon their external environment and so must be conceived as open systems” (p. 91). 

Katz & Kahn observe that open system thinking rejects “closed systems” where “the laws of physics applied” and rejected as well purposiveness of “some vitalistic concept like entelechy” (p. 91). Katz & Kahn believe the “biological theorists… have rescued us” (p. 91) from the mechanistic framework of Newtonian physics. For the biologists, the cells “maintain themselves through constant commerce with their environment, i.e. a continuous inflow and outflow of energy through permeable boundaries” (p. 91). Levels 1, 2, 3 would be called ‘closed system’ thinking by K&K, where as levels 4 is open system, and level 5, more so. 

The First Cybernetic Revolution is the application of the Second Law of Thermodynamics, and the concept of entropy: “differentiated structures tend to move toward dissolution as the elements composing them become arranged in random disorder” (p. 91). Reader, please note that K&K’s examples are all from Newtonian physics, the blow torch heating the molecules of iron, the heat exchange between iron bar and its environment (p. 91). In short, my critique of K&K is that they have described the complexity property of a CONTROL LEVEL OF SYSTEMICITY, but have not ventured into OPEN or ORGANIC, except metaphorically, and by claiming Biology as the mentor of social science. 

Second, open system thinking (which is more accurately control system thinking) becomes an ideology: “In social systems… the rich may grow richer and the poor may grow poorer” which is their appropriation of the concept of “entropy” which they see as controllable by importation of more energy, the concept of “negative entropy” (p. 92).  This is still nothing more than Level 2, first cybernetics. A bit of reading in physics will convince you that Newton, and physicists since then, have a much more complicated theory of energic input, output, and conversion (See Wikepedia Conservation of Energy & Law of Thermodynamics):

· 1st Law of Thermodynamics of Open System states “The increase in the internal energy of a thermodynamic system is equal to the amount of heat energy added to the system minus the work done by the system on the surroundings.

· 2nd Law of Thermodynamics of Open System states “as an axiom of nature regarding the directional flow of heat in relation to work and which accounts for the phenomenon of irreversibility in thermodynamic systems.

· 3rd Law of Thermodynamics of Open System states “an axiom of nature regarding entropy and the impossibility of reaching absolute zero of temperature. 

In short, entropy is worked out in the 3 laws of thermodynamics of open system in physics, and is not ‘closed’ at all. It would appear that the psychologists Katz & Kahn know little about physics of biology. They appropriate physic’s 2nd law, confusing it with the 3rd, while giving examples form the first, then attribute it all to biology.

Katz & Kahn’s ‘open system’ approach is a duality with ‘closed system.’ They attempt to convince the reader that nine ‘open system’ terms are hierarchically dominant over ‘closed system’ mechanistic (& control) physics. Reading the rest of their book, the reader will discover, K&K do not apply their open-closed system duality framework.  I have argued that is possible to deconstruct K&K by identifying the duality, reversing the stated hierarchies, and finding in the marginalized term (physics) the origins of the three laws of thermodynamics of open systems. Note that they have purged from their conception of ‘living system’ all the purposive seeking behaviors of human beings, everything about Nature that is ‘real’ such as air, water, fire, and earth. Return to their claim on the second page of K&K (p. 87), in their narrative of how an academic VP enables students to self-actualize, but beneath is training them by “inculcating the conservative values which will preserve the status who of outmoded capitalistic society.” Now here is what is interesting. K&K’s open system theory is more accurately control system for maintaining the conservative values and status quo of outmoded capitalistic society. In short, the K&K’s text deconstructs on its own, once we trace out the claims made against their own assertions that are doing the opposite. There own stated purpose can be misleading, covering a direr project.

Ask yourself ‘what is the natural environment’ in K&K (p. 100). We find a very strange slip of the tongue: “The reaction to changed inputs to mute their possible revolutionary implications also results in changes” (p. 100). The “natural environment” (p. 100) is nothing other than the market of economic transactions. Under equifinality, there is not “one best way to assemble a gun” (p. 101).  What are “environmental forces” (p. 102). They are ‘market forces.’ The “feedback mechanism” is customer sovereignty and “market research” (p. 102). 

At the end of their chapter, we find that K&K have appropriated their open versus closed system duality from Emery and Trist (1960). The field of organization studies, in the mainstream, moves away from Emery & Trist, and embraces K&K, carrying along several errors in theory that persist till this very day. 

CRITIQUE OF SCOTT
Scott’s (1998) book is the most widely used text to teach system theory in Ph.D. seminars in the U.S. It sets up a hierarchical ordering of rational, natural, and finally open systems. 

While citing Boulding (1956) its clear that it is Pondy and Mitroff’s (1979) version which Scott (1998: 83-84) presents. 

Scott creates quite a hodgepodge and items that don’t fit. Rational lumps together Taylor’s Scientific management, Simon’s Decision making, Weber’s Bureaucracy, and Fayol’s Administrative theory. Natural becomes equated with Human Relations (Whyte, Barnard, Mayo & Gouldner). Then, for no apparent reason, open systems is plit into a duality, rational models of open systems and natural models of open systems (See Table p. 107). Open systems has rational models (March & Simon’s Bounded Rationality, Lawrence & Lorsch’s contingency theory, Williamson’s Transaction Cost, and Comparative Structures (also a contingency theory) of Woodward, Pugh, and Blau.  Then there are the more recent Natural model versions of open system models by Weick, Miller & Rice, and everything from population ecology, resource dependence, to institutional theory.  

Rational system thinking appears to cover Boulding’s Level 1 Framework, bridges into Level 2, Mechanistic, with a bit of Level 3, Control. Rational system has as its defining characteristics language terms such as “information, efficiency, optimization, implementation, and design” (p. 34). “Rational system theorists stress goal specificity and formalization” (p. 34). “Vague goals do not provide a solid basis for formal organizations” (p. 35). Concepts such as “human liberation” are too vague (p. 35). “Formalization may also be viewed as an attempt to make more explicit and visible the structure of relationships among a set of roles and the principles that govern behavior in the system” (p. 35).  Gouldner is cited for liking efficiency to a ‘mechanistic’ conception of system (p. 36).  

Rational-Frameworks include MBO, PPBS, and PERT (p. 36). Leadership is routinized and regularized to the point is part of control structures of formalized relationships (p. 35). 

Simon, Fayol, Taylor and Weber are quite different.  Does lumping them together make sense? OK, I’ll buy that Taylor is mechanistic, but Fayol’s root metaphors are organic (even natural: organization as the tree, its branches the divisions, communication the nerve centers), whereas Weber’s bureaucracy is theorized in relation to feudal and charismatic forms of authority (which Scott lists p. 45). Scott repeats Blau’s old charge that Weber does not distinguish definitions from propositions (p. 48). As Scott points out Weber did not equate buracuratic rationality with efficiency, as did for example Taylor (p. 48). Finally, Scott admits that early writers have taken’s Weber’s ideal-types (bureaucracy, feudal & charismatic) out of historical and social context (p. 49).  Scott is able to lump Simon, Fayol, Taylor and Weber together by claiming each focuses on different types of rationality.  Simon like Weber, distinguishes formal and technical rationality. Taylor is just about technical. Fayol has dropped out of Scott’s discussion at this point (p. 52), but Fayol was about administrative rationality, rather than Taylor’s technical rationality. 

What kind of natural system thinking has no ties whatsoever to Nature? Nothing about ecosystem, nothing about the elements water, air, fire or earth. Natural systems once again return to a focus on goals and formalization. This time it’s goal complexity, and the framework known as functional analysis (p. 59). We learn that natural system is nothing more than the Human Relations School (Mayo, Barnard, etc.). Selznick is lumped into the HR school; this seems quite strange to me. Mayo is celebrated for adopting a “reactionary intellectual stances: he emphasized the evils of industrialism and nostalgically longed for the stability” of the preindustrial ways (p. 62). What Scott fails to read is history.  Ellen O’Connor’s (1999) “article on the relation of the Human Relations school and Elton Mayo is quite revealing.

HRM becomes nothing but the natural school. The non-philosophical stance to system theory by Scott (1999) profoundly misinterprets Mayo. Mayo wrote in his historical period. Before the Hawthorne Studies, Mayo wrote against union activism and political agitation worldwide; he criticized democracy as inappropriate to man’s fundamental rottenness (O’Connor, 1999: 226). The Rockefeller gave large sums of money to Mayo as an anecdote to labor organizing and unions. Besieged by unions after WWI, organizations turned to Mayo for ways to reinvent workers’ experience of work.  Human Relations is a “nonunion business strategy” (p. 227). Human Relations that grew up in the Harvard Business School is a “conservative reaction against Marxism, socialism, and bolshevism” (p. 227).  Mayo saw managers as the elite that would save civilization from worker activism.  “Mayo developed a moral and political philosophy of management which transformed Hobbes’s Leviathan, and Machiavelli’s Prince, into the modern-day manager” (p. 229). Mayo gave managerialism its moral legitimation as “the guardian of social order” (p. 229).  In the Hawthorne interview, Mayo established the manger as a “listener” who used the counseling interview to change worker attitudes (p. 232). “Specifically, ‘joint participation’ means to speak freely, to be listened to caringly --- but ultimately to ‘discharge … emotional and irrational elements’ and ‘improve attitudes’ – attitudes which need improving based on a manager’s or expert’s opinion that the employee is not cooperating or is not fully productive” (p. 236). Maslow, McGregor, and others in the Human Relations movement picked up on Mayo’s concern to reform the worker, to make their attitude of self-actualizing, and ‘Y’ synchronized to the goals of the organization, and its managers. Like Taylor, Maslow posited that an ideal work organization would reform workers to be less apt to drink, save their money, and the like (p. 238).  The basic plot of Human Relations school is to secure the trust, commitment, and loyalty of workers so they won’t join unions, and be well-adjusted to organizational life. Job enlargement, job enrichment, job rotation, team work, participation, etc. all ways to keep the worker in the fold, while increasing their productivity.  As Scott (1998: 65) puts it, the Human Relations movement “came under attack on the grounds that it represented simply a more subtle and refined form of exploitation.”  

Barnard does not slot well into the ‘natural’ system model. Barnard is too much about the “moral basis of cooperation” and workers with “the willingness to serve and the stability of objective authority” (Scott citing Barnard p. 122, p. 67-68). Scott aggress with Perrow, that Barnard is engaged in “moral imperialism” and is the “godfather of contemporary business gurus, such as Peters and Waterman” and their focus on “strong cultures” (p. 68). It would seem that more is going on here than rationality as a simple framework, it has become a force for ideological control, a way to institutionalize managerialism and the slave. As an aside, recent work in narrative theory, posits that ‘strong narratives’ with coherence of beginning, middle, and end, are particularly useful in this regard.

Selznick is quite a weak fit into Scott’s ‘natural system’ box. This become obvious when later in the book, Scott reclassifies Selznick as rational/open system theorist. Scott is forced to make light of Selznick’s commitment to environment’s role in influencing the make up of the dominant coalition, the kinds of leadership that fits a particular point in history, and a particular socioeconomic environment. Selznick theorizes how distinctive competence, institutional competence, co-optation, environment, and organization structure are related. Scott deconstructs his own classification scheme when he says, “Selznick views organizational structure as an adaptive organism shaped in reaction to the characteristics and commitments of participants as well as to influences from the external environment” (p. 69). Scott aggress with Perrow that Selznick is digging too deep in to “the seamy side of organization: and doing too much exposé (p. 72). 

Parsons work on structural functionalist system theory is included under ‘natural’ system.  I had to teach Parson’s AGIL schema in a sociotechnical systems Ph.D. seminar at UCLA, when Lou Davis was on sabbatical. AGIL is part of the triple system of technical, managerial, and institutional (p. 75). Habermas, by the way, is turning more towards Parsons and this sort of system theory orientation.  Fred and Merrelyn Emery are skeptical of Davis, and of his use of Parson’s AGIL to specify what is ‘social’ aspect of sociotechnical system. Parson privileges a managerialist ideology, something that contrasts with What Marx and Weber (even Bendix) were about. 

What is better than rationality and natural system, but the open system model. Scott begins by summarizing Boulding’s 9 levels, but is really presenting Pondy and Mitroff’s (1979) rewrite. There there is this ominous sentence (Scott, 1998: 84): “the most systematic and influential introduction of open system concepts and models into organiztion theory was provided by Katz and Kahn (1966).”  Surely he jests! Scott seems to follow K&K and give us another thermostat mechanistic physics lesson, but at least calls it level 3, control. Scott next segway is into open system. As if on a Star Trek series, the person is able to modify the system by reprogramming it (p. 86). And we are suddenly reading about Argyris and Schon’s double loop learning (p. 87), and Weick’s loose coupling, and March and Olsen’s garbage can concept (p. 87-88) as if these seamlessly translated into open system thinking. And like the cell model that Boulding says it is on p. 89 we are back itn open system as having boundaries, importing energy, transforming it, doing its throughput, and information feedback loops (just as K7K said all along). On p. 90 we are back to the duality of closed and open system, and somehow Scott has reduced Boulding’s nine levels to just two. Open system is morphostasis opposed by the process of morphogenesis.  And in a footnote at the bottom of p. 90 we find the reason for all this reductionism, it’s the Shannon and Weaver (1945/1963) information process communication model with its focus on entropy.  

In open system cell, we have not MBO, PERT, etc but system design, Weick’s model of enactment-sensemaking, contingency theory (this time Galbraith) and our neighbors to the north, the Santa Fe Institute of New Mexico. As the Emerys will tell you, the contingency theory school knows nothing of open system theory, its just 1st order cybernetic control. And Weickian “making sense” is noting more than narrative control, “developing a common interpretation or set of common meanings, but also developing one or more agreed-upon responses that are ‘selected’ from among the many possibilities” (p. 98). I can picture Fred Emery and Lou Pondy rolling in their grave.

CRITIQUE OF SENGE

Senge (1990) says there are a dozen systems archetypes that researchers have identified, but does not identify the researchers or the research. He chooses nine, which he reduces to simplified management principles. 

Each archetype is the opposition of a negative (deviation-counteracting) and a positive (deviation-amplifying) feedback loop (see work by Maryuama on interplay of 1st & 2nd cybernetic complexity properties). He relabels traditional deviation-amplification as “reinforcing” and deviation-counteracting, as “balancing” (p. 94).

For Senge, an archetype is a “simple story” its “plot” or “theme” and this story get retold again and again to recast “characters” and “settings” (p. 94).  In short, story is more accurately an Aristotelian coherence narrative that has the basic poetic elements (plot, characters, theme, setting (spectacle), with out the elements of rhythm and dialog. That is, unless rhythm is the interplay of the reinforcing and balancing forces of systemic recurrences. And dialog is the managerialist dialogue, which as I explain in my book is actually monologue pretending to be dialogue (Boje, 2006). Systems archetypes provided experienced managers a language to be explicit about “management judgment” (p. 95).  The aim of Senge’s managerialism is “to change the thinking that produced the problem in the first place” (p. 95). This creates what managerialists call the  “learning organization” (p. 95) an organization that is disciplined by managers to think in managerialist terms, to unify disciplines and to “recondition our perceptions” (p. 95). 

Rather than a management process that is polyphonic, Senge’s systems perspectives calls for “the unification of knowledge across all fields” showing how archetypes recur in many social science disciplines. In other words, Senge’s is a restatement of von Bertallanffy’s (1968) General System Theory and previous work on on 1st and 2nd cybernetics.

In each archetype, Senge takes a managerialist perspective. For example, these are “management problems” and “complexity of management issues”  (p. 94). Managers can apply the 9 simple management principles to free themselves from “previously unseen forces and ultimately mastering the ability to work with them and change them.”

For example the 1st archetype (limits to growth) is defined as “a reinforcing (amplifying) process is sent in motion to produce a desired result” (p. 95). But, who desires this result, since as Scott (1998) tells us, in the natural system perspective, there is goal multiplicity, from the arena of multiple stakeholders. Senge continues his definition, “it creates a spiral of success but also creates inadvertent secondary effects (manifested in a balancing process) which eventually slow down the success” (p. 95). Senge’s solution is exactly what he criticizes the drowning swimmer, in his opening story (p. 93) for doing. Managerial growth goal “bumps up against limits” (p. 96). 

For example, in discussing the reasons why quality circles declined in the U.S. Senge argues that QCs brought about “more open communication: but this upset “traditional distribution of political power” and “union leaders begin to rear that the new openness will break down traditional adversarial relations between workers and management, thereby undermining union leaders’ ability to influence workers” so the union leaders tell the workers that they are “being manipulated and ‘snowed’ by managers” and when you give those ideas to management “your job will be the first to go” (p. 99).  Notice this is not an empirical case, nor is it a vignette taken from experience, it is nothing other that managerialist discourse where managers wear the white cowboy hats, and unions the black hats. Indeed, actual empirical research on quality circle, JIT, and TQM movements in the U.S. reveals that deskilling in order to downsize were key results of managerialist implementations of these fads (Boje & Winsor, 1993). Senge turns to managers who are often “unprepared to share control with workds whom they have mistrusted in the past” (p. 99). Managers acknowledge, but do not implement the workers’ ideas (p. 100). 

How to Achieve Leverage? Senge argues it “lies in the balancing loop—not the reinforcing loop” (p. 101), which means dealing with the “management burden” by delegating to “redistribute control” (p. 102). The balancing loop is relabeled the “limiting processes” (p. 102), what is holding back managerialist initiatives or controls. 

Enter Storytelling (more accurately, Control Narrating) in its Relation to System Complexity. Senge advises diagramming the cycle of reinforcing and balancing loops, and come up with a story (pp. 102-104). In the story, identify the “limiting factor” and the “balancing process” loop it creates (p. 103). Then remove the limiting factor, and you as manager will have removed “your limits to growth” (p. 104). “For the best results, test your limits to growth story in real life” (p. 104). Senge’s relating of control narrative crafted by managers to overcome balancing cycles (i.e. limiting factors) and achieve reinforcing growth cycles, is imitated in the story consulting practices of Denning and Snowden (Boje, 2006b, c). 

The untested research hypothesis that Senge, Denning, and Snowden advance is that concocting a two-minute control narrative pointing to how to sustain growth by eliminating some limiting factor, will result in organization transformation. Could be, but research in antenarratives (Boje, 2001), and distributed nature of storytelling processes (Boje, 1995), and the heteroglossic force and counter-force of contextualized, embedded storytelling (Boje, 2006a) makes such a prediction unlikely.  It is a very tempting hypothesis, one that can be found in the organization culture theory: strong cultures are strong because they have strong coherence narratives. And it a tempting hypothesis in narrative theory. For example, Czarniawska (2004) argues that ‘petrified narratives’ with coherence of beginning, middle, and end, will make for strong corporate cultures. The hypothesis is deceptive. First, coherence narratives of control in managerialist circles are opposed by grounded, embedded, contextualized antenarratives that are fragmented, distributed, and like the proverbial butterfly effect, can unleash major, let’s say balancing forces (as Senge would call them).  In other wards, Senge is taking something that is dialectic (or debate in my 2006a work) and rendering it the monologue of control (which Senge calls dialogue). Second, coherence narratives (& antenarratives) are also opposed by more dialogic manner of story (Bakhtin, 1981; Boje, 200ba). The dialogic manner of story is the polyphonic, multi-stylistic, multi-chronotopic, and multi-architectonic multiplicity of those dialogisms. In simple terms, Senge proposes to resolve the loops of complexity by reducing complexity both in terns of generating control narrative and in focusing managerialist attention on control, while making out every force of resistance to managerialist initiative to be an impediment to change and transformation. 

Morphogenesis Theory Further, if we look more deeply into the morphogenesis (deviation-amplifying) loop, in its relation to morphostasis (deviation-counteracting), the two concepts which are masked by Senge’s labels (reinforcing and balancing), we see that system theory as far back as von Bertalanffy (1956, 1968), and continuing into more contemporary open system theory does not pose the same management principles that Senge advances. 

For example in Karl Weick’s (1969/1979: 75), The Social Psychology of Organizing, we find an answer to Senge’s managerialist reductionism of complexity to simplistic control, and dialogic story to control narrative. We find the work of Maruyama (1963) which Weick summaries and illustrates. There are not just two causal loops that play with the fate of the system, as Senge keeps theorizing. In morphogenesis, there is a multiplicity of deviation-counteracting and deviation-amplifying loops. Instead of analyzing two loops, the analysis that Maruyama (1963) proposes is to look at the interconnectivity of the loops to see if the system is more about deviation-counteracting or more about deviation-amplifying. 

Causal loop processes can have a ‘+’ effect indicating the changes in one variable are in same direction as another variable. For example an increase in one causes an increase in the other; or a decrease in one causes a decrease in the other. On the other hand, a ‘-‘ sign indicates changes occur in the opposite directions 0Maruyama, 2003: 613). A causal loop can link across multiple variable relationships. “A causal loop in which there are an odd number of minus signs is change-counteracting, while a causal loop in which there are an even number of minus signs is change-amplifying” (Maruyama, 2003: 613).

Weick (1969/1979) pinpoints the problem I am describing in Senge’s formulation, “The difficulty with this method [of Senge] of predicting is that the judgment of a loop’s importance may often be purely arbitrary” (Weick, p. 75, bracketed additions, mine). Loops with an even number of negative signs are deviation-amplifying. “By a negative loop we mean a closed loop that contains an odd number of negative causal relationships” (p. 76), and is deviation-amplifying. A positive loop contains an even number of negative causal relationships, and its combined effect is deviation-counteracting. 

Maruyama (2003: 609) might classify Senge as an H-type individual.  Senge understands “the quantitative side of change-amplifying causal loops” but ignores the “more important qualitative side: the necessity, desirability and increase of interactive heterogeneity” (2003: 609). Senge (1998), simplifies and reduces the complexity of causal loop heterogeneity, by breaking them down into a series of one-way causal relations, set in pairs. Senge thereby loses the thing he seeks, to understand the patter of causal loops. Senge fails to understand morphogenetic processes, where no one factor is a prime mover (para, Maruyama, 2003: 611). 

What Senge fails to theorize is that change processes are not a matter of increasing change-amplification by overcoming change-counteracting obstacles and resistance. Rather change is a combination of both change-amplifying and change-counteracting forces that are in dialectic or dialogic relationship. 

Like Katz and Kahn (1966), Senge (1998), is focused on equifinality (similar conditions produce similar recurring results), not on multifinalaity (similar starting conditions produce dissimilar results). Senge purports to want change-amplifying results, but instead gives us a series of bivariate causal relations. Multifinality may result in “dissimilar results due to change-amplifying causal loops, and on the other side of the coin, dissimilar conditions may result in similar results due to change-counteracting causal loops” (Maruyama, 2003: 611). 

I am reminded here of David Tobey’s ‘thinklets,’ their similarity to what Maruyama calls mindscape cognitive types. Mindscapes summarizing Maruyama (1980: 592-593, 1996: 33-34, 2001: 64-6, 2002: 157-164, 2003a: 609-610) come in four cognitive types (H, I, S, & G). See main mindscape website at http://www.peaceaware.com/mindscape

· H-mindscape (homogenist, hierarchical, classifying, one truth): H-types try to standardize everything, seek universal principles, and put things in neat cagories, look for opposites, in win-lose frameworks. Newtonian physics in H-type. There is a best way for all individuals. Universal principles apply to all. Ethics is strong should dominate the weak. Aesthetics is focus on repetition of patterns. 

· I-mindscape (heterogenist, isolationist, randomizing): I-types rebel against homogeneity, look for freedom from interference, seek self-sufficiency, uniqueness and subjectivity.  If everyone did their own thing, there would be no problems. 19th century thermodynamics based on random movements of molecules is an I-type. Ethics is everybody should be self sufficient. Being poor is one’s own fault. Aesthetics is focus on randomness, capriciousness, and the unexpected. 
· S-mindscape (heterogenist, interactive, stabilizing, poly-objective): S types look at how effects come back to cause directly or indirectly through other elements. Heterogeneous elements interact to maintain a pattern. Value different points of view among many people. 1940s and 1950s concepts of automated error correction cybernetics are s-type. Interactions maintain a harmonious pattern of heterogeneity or go in cycles. Interactions are non-hierarchical. Ethics is individuals help one another by virtue of being different and all parties can gain from interaction (positive sum). Aesthetics is to avoid reptitions and similariets, and and aim is to create self-contained miniature universe.
· G-mindscape (heterogenist, interactive, change-generating, poly-objective): G types are similar to S-types, except for their belief that interaction generates new patterns. Cybernetics of the 1960s (which Maruyama initiated) uses patter-generating causal loops and is a G-type. Non-hierarchical interactions generate new diversity, patterns, and ‘new harmony’ and seek new relations for mutual benefit. Ethics is different individuals should help one another. Mutually beneficial relations among new elements and new patterns of harmony should be generated. G aesthetics is like S to avid repetitions and similarities, to design for multiple and changing interpretations, with deliberate incompleteness. 
The implication is Senge is more H-type and less able to see I or S or G-type relationships. For example, an antenarrative can be a rather small initial jolt, which can develop into a change, which for Senge’s narrative control would have low probability in his bivariate (H-type) causality thinking.

Change-amplification would increase heterogeneity, not decrease it by eliminating all forces (as in Field theory) that are change-counteracting. The morphogenesis focus is on creating new patterns, increasing heterogeneity, polyphonic, and other dialogisms, in social systemicity. Dialogism increases interactive heterogeneity. 

We will come back to Maruyama at a later date. Just one more aside. Maruyama (2003b) argues that Habermas, influenced by Luhmann’s version of system theory has some blind spots. Like Senge, Scott, and K&K, “Habermas and Luhmann are unaware of the existence of the heterogeneity of individual perceptual/cognitive/cogitative/behavioral types” (Maruyama, 2003b: 21). Instead they collapse everything in the H-type (homogenistic) monolanguaged, monologic, and in the case of Senge, managerialist mindscape. “Communication problems occur, especially when one metnal sturcutre reduces others into the mental space coordinates of the former, even if the reduction produces an internally consistent interpretation, and consequently the former is convinced that it has the correct interpretation” (Maruyama, 200b3: 22). 

CRITICAL THEORY AS FORM OF SYSTEM THEORY CRITIQUE

Adorno’s 1963 lecture series is my starting point (Adorno, 2000). I owe you an explanation. In this series of lectures, I am trying to interrelate System Theory (ST) and Critical Theory (CT). Do not expect to become critical theorists. I know you come to the lectures with the hope of getting something useful that will improve systemicity (as I call it). I made the assertion that K&K, Scott, and Senge represent naïve ST. K&K hint morphogenetic processes, but end up only with equifinality, not multifinality. Scott goes down this same path, with much better literature review. He dumps too many different theorists into the same triple category cells. Senge promises causal loop understanding but reduces the world to two variables at a time, one of which he wants to annihilate so that managerialism can succeed. 

What is the point of CT?  As Scott (1998) and Adorno (2000) remark, in the tragedy of Nazi holocaust we have to pay attention to the complexity of organization systemicity, to the way it can turn fascist. K&K do not pay any attention to power, conflict, or to how in the division of labor and in hierarchy managerialist forces can turn individualists into participants in the holocaust. Scott sees the problem but tries to reduce all to just open system theory being victorious over natural (organic) and rationalistic (mechanistic & control) frameworks. Senge just champions the cause of greater managerialist control.

Early on CT thought that some kind of revolution in managerialism was possible, even inevitable. Only Marcuse continued in thinking that liberation was at hand. Adorno and Horkheimer turned towards a critique of systemicity, and in particular the aesthetics and ethics of the culture industry (advertising, TV, etc.) that is the spectacle of late modern capitalism. Marcuse (1964, 1969) saw the one-dimensional thinking was a disease that the spectacle spread. He thought learning to decode its messages would change things, set the stage for the revolution. He underestimated the power of the spectacle in inculcate one-dimensional thinking.

Ladies and gentlemen, you cannot bring about change by asserting a correct practice would follow from a correct theory (Adorno, 2000: 6).  Adorno (2000: 6) makes the point that theory and practice do not slot that easily into one another. There is a tension between theory and practice.  The reason K&K is naïve is that the theory bears no conceivable relation to practice; it is either irrelevant, too abstract, or degenerates into emptiness. Senge, claims to have theory that will liberate practice, but his theory degenerates into managerialist ideology. Senge is seductive, promising simple answers to complex problems, always from the manager’s privileged point of view. Scott is not nearly as naïve, and in places seems to appreciate the ongoing struggle of CT and managerialism.  

Adorno (2000) asks ‘how can the disciplines of theory and practice be so inseparable’ and yet have this gap between them?  Everyone aggress something should be done about  Can we refuse to be part of bureaucracy, refuse managerialism? Can we exercise resistance, by retreating from theory into some kind of practical activity, or by retreating from practice into theory? Yet, there are situations so horrendous that they call for our answerability to challenge theory and to challenge practice. Retreat is not an option, not a form of resistance that allows us to maintain conviction ethics, when answerability ethics of action and change are called forth. As Adorno (2000: 8) puts it “I believe that this act of resistance – the fact that things may be so intolerable that you feel compelled to make the attempt to change them, regardless of the consequences for yourself, and in circumstances in which you may also predict the possible consequences for other people 00 is the precise point at which the irrationality, or better, the irrational aspect of moral action is to be sought, the point at which it may be located.”

Adorno (2000: 10) argues that what we passes for business ethics is not at all the same as moral philosophy: “Ladies and Gentlemen, as a consequence of this there has long been a tendency to smuggle in the notion of ethics as a substitute for the concept of morality….” Since its inception in the 1960s, business ethics has been all about increasing awareness of social responsibility, making practical choices among stakeholder preferences, not just stockholder pressures.  The result is that either this business ethics of social responsibility was a defense of managerialist (means/ends) practicality, or a reduction of Kantian categorical imperative not to lie or steal, into just a conviction ethics to be good, well-behaved subordinates. In short, social responsibility ethics was not at all an answerability to make changes in the social, economic, and political systemicity, that would change the nature of exploitation.  “In other words, to reduce the problem of morality to ethics is to perform a sort of conjuring trick by means of which the decisive problem of moral philosophy, namely the relation of the individual to the general, is made to disappear” (Adorno, 2000: 10). It is made to disappear in system thinking by means of individualistic ideology.

Managerialism is pure illusion and it is an ideology. It is the illusion that adaptation, self-organizing processes are being unleashed. It is an ideology that there is only one logic, one point of view that matters, that of managers/owners/agents. It is the illusion that thinking about stakeholders is the same thing as convening them to engage in direct democracy. There is in business ethics a belief that the mores of the good are anchored in managerialist corporate culture, that there is a harmony between stakeholder interests and managerialist claims.  “Ethics contains the idea that people should live in accordance with their own nature” and morality should not be forced upon business from the outside, except for market forces (Adorno, 2000: 13). How do we bring individual and organization answers to the question of life, liberty, and pursuit of happiness --- into harmony for the society and world as a whole?  Business ethics undercuts the question may deferring to a network of organizations, to the market, to individualistic personalities doing their best to be good.

When Scott deals with natural systems (which are not at all natured systems) he does not address and transcendent element, any attempt by humans to go beyond purely organic, natural being (there is now natural being in natural system theory). There is no recognition that humans are one of the creatures of nature, part of biodiversity of species. 

Horkheimer (1933/1999) points out how ethics is a late historical phenomenon. I am claiming that business ethics, as well as CT, and ST have undergone genealogical changes. The connection of moral philosophy of CT to business ethics, and to ST is rather late development.

I will resume this line of inquiry in lecture 3.
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