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Disciplines reduced to clashing schools

On university campuses, inside their respective
buildings, the social science disciplines follow
internally validated effectiveness criteria. Often
these criteria are good for maintaining “discip-
line,” but they do not measure up very well on
the three dimensions of my typology. Space
prectudes detailed ratings of each discipline,
but compared with the “real” sciences they
fare quite poorly. In the territory occupied by
organization studies, disciplines-as-paradigms
are reduced to the status of clashing schools
in Kuhn’s framework. My analysis indicates
that organization studies will remain a presci-
ence until discipline-based quality controls
are subordinated to the three dimensions of
the typology. The elements of the several
disciplines that best measure up with respect
to these dimensions stand to fuse into the core
paradigm of a nascent organization science.

Kuhn (1977) collects many of his papers
into an anthology titled The Essential Tension
— between scientific legitimacy and novelty.
Most of the philosophical community (Lakatos,
Shapere, Scheffler, McMullin, Laudan, Fuller,
etc.) has joined him in exploring the dynamics
of science as one dominant paradigm seems to
be replaced by another in a continuing cycle of
tradition and change in the mature, successful
sciences. All of this discussion is in the context
of “What is scientific progress?” Since organ-
ization studies is a prescience, this discussion
is largely irrelevant. Instead of progress by so-
called paradigm revolution, we get novelty more
from the proliferation of schools, with older
schools ever more vigorously defending their
shrinking membership. The advantage of
attending to the dimensions of the typology
is that this provides a supraschool means of
evaluating the contribution of each.

The choice is not between paradigm closure
versus paradigm diversity. Rather, I see it as
drawing enough closure around some well
established models — as in model-centered
science — whatever school they come from, that
serve to offer (1) findings of scientific quality
about (2) organizational dynamics to the main
(3) external user constituencies of organization
studies. Whether the models come from dom-
inant schools or marginal schools is irrelevant.
Schools supplying the most models offering

value to the user constituencies will win out.
Right now we have lots of possibly “scientific”
findings seen as irrelevant by users and lots of
trade book and consulting bromides possibly
useful but of unreliable quality. No wonder
organization studies has low legitimacy in the
eyes of both users and the broader scientific
community. v

The several schools or underlying disciplines
do bring some strengths of strong theory and
method to organization studies. However, they
also bring parochial allegiances and discipline
ideologies that, for the most part, are not doing
well on any of the typological dimensions. It
is clear that organization studies will never
become a science in its own right as long as
it is held hostage by parochial discipline per-
spectives — for example, authors publishing in
economics or sociology journals just because it
looks good at tenure review time! For example,
genetic engineering benefits from many relevant
disciplines, but it also has become a scientific
discipline in its own right, and has a strong
user constituency — people benefiting from
cancer cures. The same thing needs to happen
in organization studies. We need the equivalent
of patients who get better as a result of using
our findings.

As organization studies moves toward be-
coming a science it needs to pick off construct-
ive elements from the underlying disciplines
but it needs to drop the dysfunctional ideologies
and other parochial perspectives. An author
producing a study and findings attractive to
an underlying discipline is not very likely to
produce scientific value useful to the more
relevant external user constituencies. This is
not to say such studies should not be done.
But eventually good value has to arrive at the
doorstep of the user constituencies.

Conclusion

There is more to my “counterpoint” than
simply reprising the myth of positivism — a
horse thirty years dead. I do begin by outlining
key failures leading to the abandonment of the
Received View (logical positivism and logical
empiricism) — for which Suppe (1977) writes
the epitaph. This is truly an academic exercise,
however, because organization studies never
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followed positivism anyway. Furthermore, the
more serious elements of postmodernism rest
on Kuhnian (1962) relativism, a perspective
also buried three decades ago by most respect-
able philosophers. Given these developments,
I highlight several “other” post-Kuhnian post-
positivisms: scientific realism, evolutionary epi-
stemology, Campbellian realism, the Semantic
Conception’s model-centered science, and
agent-based models. These can be reduced to
a Guttman scale of scientific quality. But this
is not enough for organization studies fields
to resolve into an effective science. 1 agree
with Pfeffer’s (1993) delineation of why organ-
ization studies is an ignored, low-status field.
But, eschewing a committee of elites, I suggest
a three-dimensional typology of research
objectives that, together — and defined as I do
so here — stand a good chance of sending
organizational studies on its way toward be-
coming a science: user value, scientific quality,
and dynawmics.

Notes

1 Philosophical terms can sometimes be in-
timidating to readers not well versed in the
subject, but space precludes offering as many
definitions here as one might like. However,
McKelvey (2002) offers a glossary of over
sixty relevant definitions.

2 As my discussion unfolds you will see that it
focuses on tension between justification and
discovery logic. This list of citations is headed
by the historical relativists. This literature
forms the base of postmodernism. Because
the latter is very diffuse in its subject matter
and often pointedly obscure in its use of
language (see Foucault, 1977, 1980, for ex-
ample), as Alvesson and Deetz (1996) admit,
I focus my critique on the relativist founda-
tion. The organization studies part of the
list is all postmodernism. In general, the
latter consists of a responsible core made
up of poststructuralists (Saussure to Lyotard
in the list) and a more antiscience element.
Drawing on Cilliers (1998), Henrickson and
McKelvey (2002) show that poststructuralist
ontology fits very well with complexity sci-
ence and agent-based modeling — the mod-
ern interpretations of normal science. The

antiscience group is prone to make accusa-
tions such as Burrell’s (1996: 656) assertion
that modernist science (epitomized by Ein-
stein the Zionist who was invited to be the
President of Israel) caused the holocaust of
6 million Jews, or Latour’s (1988) attack
against Pasteur’s modernism that ignores the
countless millions of lives Pasteur saved
as a result of his modernist scientific and
political organizing efforts. There is also
considerable evidence that postmodernism
was a convenient, self-indulgent philosophy
promulgated by godfathers who were closet
Nazis (Weiss, 2000).

Harré (1989) decomposes the world of obser-
vation into three “realms”: (1) entities that
are currently observable (directly accessible
to the human senses) (number of employees
in a firm); (2) entities currently unobservable
but potentially detectable (process event net-
works in a firm); (3) metaphysical entities
beyond any possibility of observation by any
conception of current science (psychological
need, environmental uncertainty, underlying
cause). Pols (1992) terms Realm 1 observa-
tions “direct knowing” and Realm 3 obser-
vations “indirect knowing.”

A reading of Suppe (1977) and Hunt (1991)
would confirm the centrality of these tenets
of logical positivism. Key publications ex-
plicating positivism are Carnap (1923, 1966),
Neurath et al. (1929), Schlick (1991), Ayer
(1959), Neurath and Cohen (1973), and
Hanfling (1981).

Geneticists and paleontologists have de-
bated the cause of evolution ever since R. A.
Fisher’s classic book in 1930. Is it ecology or
selfish genes (Eldredge, 1995)? These groups
each understand the others’ terms. Physicists
have debated whether physics was an exact
or probabilistic science ever since Brown dis-
covered Brownian motion in 1829. Regard-
ing quanta, this led to Einstein’s famous
phrase “God doesn’t play dice,” his intro-
duction of “hidden variables” to explain the
emergence of wave packets even though a
detector wasn’t present at the second slit
in the double-slit experiment, the Born—
Einstein debate (about whether quanta were
real, absent a detector) that went on for years
(Mermin, 1991), and Murray Gell-Mann’s
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(1994: 150) implied “The more exact the
measure the more probabilistic the law” (my
paraphrase) — they also all understood the
terms and eventually came up with relevant
experiments that satisfied most everyone
except Einstein (Omnés, 1999). The debate
between exact and probabilistic physics para-
digms continued some 100 years.
To pick an example, consider the most
famous so-called paradigm shift, that from
Newton to Einstein. In his 1905 paper Ein-
stein drew mainly on the work of Faraday
seventy years earlier. The reason he cited
Faraday was that he (Einstein) defined the
problem as how to specify a theory of relat-
ive motion for the electrodynamics of moving
bodies parallel to the already existing theory
of relative motion in Newtonian mechanics.
By 1895 both Poincaré and Lorentz had
announced principles of relativity but to
balance the equation governing the relative
motion of two inertial systems they retained
the concept, ether. In contrast, since the
speed of light was discovered to remain con-
stant (Einstein, unaware of the discovery,
assumed it as a principle), Einstein accom-
modated relativity by allowing time to
- change. Thus, in the Lorentz transforma-
tion equations, ¢’ = ¢ became ¢’ = (¢ — vx/ %)
/ (1 — 4*/c%'2. Note that none of the terms
on the right side of the equation changed
meaning, only the term 7 changed. What is
important to note is that there would have
been no reason for Einstein to do what he
did if the other terms had not remained
unchanged — a clear violation of incommensur-
ability. The fundamental significance of velat-
ity theory is in fact that none of the terms
changed meaning except time. In addition, the
new idea appeared as a journal article in an
unknown Einstein’s first year of publication
after his doctorate. How on earth could
referees in the old paradigm accept for pub-
lication an article by an unknown author in
a different, supposedly incommensurable
paradigm? This makes sense only if relativ-
ity was in fact not incommensurable with
existing “Newtonian” thinking. See Holton
(1988) for the full range of views on whether
or not relativity theory was incommensur-
able with Maxwell, Poincaré, and Lorentz.

7

10

11

12

13

One of the editors correctly points out
that “queries of why” (in the quotation
from Sutton and Staw, 1995) could focus on
explanations without having clear evidence
of transcendental causal processes. Thus we
can explain “the weather” perfectly, though
totally accurate prediction is still not possible.
In fact the editor is pointing to one of the
reasons why the Received View failed — there
are all sorts of logical problems in trying
to equate explanation with prediction (the
classic being that farmers predicted the sun
rising to great accuracy with the explanation
that the Sun goes around the Earth) — as
noted elsewhere in the chapter.

An early exception is a critique of phenomen-
ology and formal organization from a realist
perspective by Clegg (1983).

Chia (1996) centers much of his discussion
of epistemology on the reflexivity issue. I do
not disagree that reflexivity is present in or-
ganizations; [ am just not sure it counts for
very much. If our “science” is so reflexive —
meaning that scientific findings feed back
to managers to affect their behavior and
organizational functioning in ways that alter
the phenomena we study — why do we need
all those consultants to put academic ideas
into practice? Managers would read our jour-
nals, put the ideas into practice, and save
billions. OD would be history!

It is not unlike the conversational approach
to representation discussed by Clegg and
Hardy (1996). See note 13.

This line of reasoning is elaborated in
McKelvey (1999b).

More fully developed views on the Semantic
Conception are Suppe (1989), Thompson
(1989), Morgan and Morrison (2000), and
McKelvey (2002).

Clegg and Hardy (1996) also use a “map”
metaphor when writing about the “repre-
sentation” process. Their depiction helps us
understand how a conversational integration
of intersubjective meanings helps people see
what is nor in the map’s representation of
some reality. Their postmodernist perspect-
ive is clearly different from Azevedo’s but
serves to illustrate how, if the map maker
were also conversing, a social construction
of meanings could lead to a more accurate
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14

15

16

mapping or, in Azevedo’s terms, a more
accurate theory. Clegg and Hardy say at one
point, “No objective grounds exist from
which to criticize any one genre of represen-
tation [a map; a theory] from another”
(p. 676). Here is where postmodernists
part company from realists. Realists such as
Azevedo would say that real-world phenom-
ena act as criterion variables against which a
representation may be tested for accuracy.
To continue the Clegg—Hardy story, as soon
as the people in the room viewing the map
walk out into the landscape they are in a
position to test and then improve the map’s
representation — over time and with lengthy
conversation, and perhaps even coupled with
epistemologically correct research findings.
This hierarchy rests on two ideas. First, the
phenomena studied increase in size, from
the invisible particles studied by physicists
to societies and economies. Second, the hier-
archy is implicitly reductionist. “Extreme”
reductionists believe, for example, that
chemical bonding processes are ultimately
best explained by resorting to the laws of
physics; or that the behavior of biomolecules
is best explained by chemical processes —
though now both physics and chemistry
are used to explain biomolecule functioning.
I say “extreme” because, for example, no
sensible physicist is going to try to explain
the behavior of a cat or a society by reaching
down to theories about how collapsing wave
functions lead to the creation of physical
particles — even Schrodinger didn’t try that.
Basic sources in agent-based modeling are:
Weisbuch (1991) and Gaylord and Nishidate
(1996) on cellular automata, Mitchell (1996)
on genetic algorithms, Wasserman (1989) on
neural networks, Prietula et al. (1998) on
agent modeling in organization studies, and
McKelvey (1999a) on Kauffman’s (1993) NK
model applied to organizations. For a broader
view of agent modeling in organization stud-
ies see the journal Computational and Mathe-
matical Organization Theory.

I elaborate on Mainzer’s (1997) view of the
order-creation side of complexity science
more fully in McKelvey (2001). And, build-
ing on Cilliers’s (1998) work, Henrickson
and McKelvey (2002) show how well the

17
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19

20

21

poststructuralist core of postmodernism
integrates with complexity science and agent-
based models.

Masterman (1970) distinguishes between
the “non-paradigm” stage and the “mul-
tiple paradigm” (field or school) stage. Kuhn
(1970: postscript) also came to view the para-
digm concept as applying to schools at about
the same time as Masterman’s identification
of the multiparadigm stage.

Kuhn’s view in No. 8 above appears at odds
with Pfeffer’s view of the role of external
legitimacy and my “user value” criterion
below, but I don’t think so. External legit-
imacy based on research findings offering
value to users is different from low-status
fields (not offering much value) at the mercy
of random, outside agenda setting. In the
former the causal arrow is discipline-supplied
value — external legitimacy; in the latter the
causal arrow is external agendas — discipline
agendas, with actual discipline-supplied value
not yet in the equation.

But in trying to solve CPSs it is also import-
ant to recognize that both Hassard- (1995)
and Azevedo (1997) observe that multiple
paradigms offer the advantage of multiple
lenses, just as optical, infrared, ultraviolet,
and x-ray instruments, or earth-based,
orbital, and space probes offer astronomers
different views of astronomical phenomena.
Golinski proposes “that the uncoupling
of historical and sociological inquiry from
issues of truth, or realism, or objectivity
opened the way to a remarkably productive
[novel] period in the understanding of
science. . ..” (1998: x). No doubt! Tmagine
how much creativity there could be in the
discovery of drugs if researchers didn’t have
to worry about whether patients’ health
improved! We see this every day in the
dietary supplement industry — no one wor-
ries about efficacy until people start dying.
“Medicine,” whether surgery or ethical
drugs, is not perfect but surely no one would
say that its track record is not one of steady
improvement as the troublesome practices
and drugs are selected out over time.

Thave developed the idea of rates in organiza-
tional function in McKelvey (1997). For
further development of the order-creation
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side of complexity science see McKelvey
(2001).
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2b Paradigm Plurality: Exploring Past, Present, and Future Trends

Mihaela Kelemen and Fohn Hassard

Chapter 2b maps out the development of para~
digm plurality in a number of organizational
disciplines such as organization theory, strategic
management, international business, operational
research, and technology studies. In so doing,
it argues that the benefits of paradigm plurality

outweigh its shortcomings and that it is im-
portant that researchers preserve and encourage
theories emerging from multiple paradigmatic
viewpoints. Not only is this scenario possible
from a substantive and theoretical point of view,
but it is also highly desirable in light of the





