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Part One. The architecture ofthis study 

Part One. The architecture of this study 

Part One consists of three chapters and is dedicated to the architecture of this study. Chapter 

One discusses the background and goal of this study and the central questions. Chapter Two 

discusses the crucial methodological questions. Chapter Three provides some essential 

background information on peace operations To facilitate reading, only the male pronouns 

'he' and 'his' are used throughout this study. They do, however, refer equivalently to 'she' 

and 'her', respectively. 
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C'hapter One. The architecture of this study 

Chapter One: The architecture of this study 

Asserting that military organizations need to operate in complex environments is one of the 

least contraversial statements one can make in the realm of military studies. In fact, it is a 

truism that military organizations need to operate in difficult circumstances. During their 

deployment, armies are confronted with dangers, cunning enemies, unexpected changes, and a 

general level of uncertainty The obvious implication is that armies need to be able to deal 

with complexity, or dynamic complexity as it will be labeled in this study. 

Quotations from 'the greats' in this field of study can underline that the dynamically 

complex nature of the operational environment of military organizations has been recognized 

in military studies. The phrase 'dynamic complexity' is never used in military literature, but 

the general theme of the turbulence and chaos of war is certainly present. F or example, V on 

Clausewitz (1968, pl62) remarked: 'Great part of the information obtained in War is 

contradictory, a still greater part is false and by far the greatest part is of doubtful character'. 

V on Clausewitz ( 1968, p.l40) stated further that: 'From this uncertainty of all intelligence and 

suppositions, this continua! interposition of chance, the actor in War constantly finds things 

different from his expectations; and this cannot fail to have an influence on his plans, or at 

least on the presumptions connected with these plans. If this influence is so great as to render 

the predetermined plan completely nugatory, then, as a rule, a new one must be substituted in 

its place; but at the moment the necessary data are often wanting for this, because in the 

course of action circumstances press for immediate decision, and allow no time to look for 

fresh data, often not enough for mature consideration'. Van Creveld (1985, p.270) also 

recognized the problem dynamic complexity confronts military organizations with and 

pointed to an important implication: 'The fact that, historically speaking, those armies have 

been most successful which did notturntheir troops into automatons, did notcontrol anything 

from the top, and allowed subordinate cammanders considerable latitude has been abundantly 

demonstrated'. The great irony is that the organizations that are specifically designed for 

operating in these circumstances, i.e military organizations, have a unique reputation for, 

indeed, attempting to turn troops into automatons. The assertion that military organizations 

are rigid, overly orientated at hierarchy, rules, and procedures, and are close-minded is as 

equally non-contraversial as the insight that they need to be able to deal with dynamic 

complexity (see Dixon, 1976). 

The previous quotations all refer to the dynamic complexity of traditional batties or 

war operations. This study will use the concept of dynamic complexity to focus on a new type 

12 
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of mi!itaJy operations: MilitaJY Operations Other Than War, or peace operationl In recent 

years the Dutch Armed Forces, for example, have been involved in more than 25 

peacekeeping operations, peace-enforcing operations, humanitarian operations, or UN

monitor functions (Klep & Van GiJs, 1999). In fact, the last decade the Army has 

continuously been involved in such operations. Because of the sheer number of such 

operations and the number of units involved in those operations, peace operations constitute 

an important part of the daily business of the Dutch Armed F orces. In fact, in a recent policy 

document ('defensienota') for the Dutch Armed Forces it has been indicated that peace 

support operations are to be considered the core business of the Dutch Armed Forces 

(Ministerie van Defensie, 2000). One can imagine that all this constitutes a significant 

transformation for the Army. This study wil!, on the one hand, argue that also in peace 

operations the Army needs to be able to deal with a dynamically complex environment On 

the other hand, its ability to deal with a dynamically complex environment in peace operations 

wil! be analyzed. This study wil! proceed by first performing a theoretica! exploration in 

which useful ways of thinking about the topic of dealing with dynamic complexity are 

searched for. The theoretica! exploration carried out in this study wil! address theoretica! 

questions like: 

• What is dynamic complexity and what is dealing with dynamic complexity? 

• How can operators deal with dynamic complexity inthebest possible way'~ 

• How can an organization organize its ability to deal with dynamic complexity? 

Subsequently, recent experiences of the Army wil! be explored. Three cases wil! be analyzed 

that focus on operations in which Dutch units were engaged. Finally, on the basis of this 

analysis it wil! be attempted to develop insight into the ability ofthe Army to deploy units that 

are able to deal with dynamic complexity. 

1.1 The context of this study 

Before discussing the reasons why and the way how, an outline wil! be given ofthe context of 

this study. This context is split up into two constituent elements. This study is part of a 

research project in which specific issues are explored. Furthermore, it is located in the context 

of the MilitaJY Academy because the research project is part of a research program at the 

MilitaJY Academy. These two elements are described below. 

1 The phrases ·peace operations' and 'crisis operations' are used interchangeably in this study. 
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Research projects at the Military Academy 

In order to understand the nature of the research project, this study is part of, it is first 

important to become familiar with the position of the Royal Netherlands Military Academy 

(to be called Military Academy in the rest of this study) as a research institute. The Military 

Academy in Breda educates cadets for officer positions in the Army, the Air Force, and the 

Military Police. lt is the Academy's ambition to provide education at an academie level, and 

because of these academie ambitions, the Military Academy has a research program. The 

position of this program within the organization is different from the position of staff 

departments conducting 'policy research', i.e. research that is performed on the basis of 

explicit needs of policymakers. The scientific staff has the freedom to study a variety of topics 

with relevanee for the Dutch Armed Farces and has the freedom to publicize the results 

openly. The research program is not directed by policymakers, which implies that the research 

program at the Military Academy possesses a particular kind of independence. One can 

imagine that this independent position is essential for the Military Academy. On the one hand 

it is important because of the scientific preten si on of the research program; on the other hand 

it is important because it grants the scientific staff a position that is independent from 'office 

polities' at the Ministry of Defence in The Hague (in colloquia! speech referred to as 'The 

Hague'). This means that scientists can take up topics that are not 'popular' in 'The Hague' or 

that run against the personal interests of individuals within the organization. In other words, a 

scientist at the Military Academy is at the same time an insider and an outsider and one can 

imagine that this position is of particular importance to both the scientists and the 

organization. This last kind of independenee has been of particular importance for this study 

Befare this study was conducted it had al ready been clear that the style of thinking used in 

this study differs significantly from 'mainstream' thinking within the Dutch Armed Forces. 

An implicit goal of this study has been to confront the organization with such a different way 

of thinking, and to show what becomes visible if this way of thinking is applied to the central 

topics of this study. The results of this study are directly used in the cadets' educational 

program. Indirectly this study is used to confront the organization with this different way of 

thinking and to inspire new research. 

The research project 

In 1995 a research project was started at the Military Academy entitled Leiderschap in 

Crisisomstandigheden (Leadership in Circumstances of Crisis). The project started with the 

involvement ofthe Dutch Armed Farces in former Yugoslavia in operations before and after 

14 
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the Dayton Peace Agreements in 1995 as part of a UNPROFOR and NATO intervention. 

Involvement in such operations was, partly, the result of a change in military strategy in the 

Netherlands from a 'cold war military strategy' to 'modern military action' as a consequence 

of theEast-West détente in 1990. These operations will be referred toaspeace operations 

Peace operations involve the range of military operations under United Nations or NATO 

responsibilities in certain regions in the world like: conflict prevention, humanitarian actions, 

peace-keeping, peace-building, peace-restoring, and peace-enforcement Chapter three will 

discuss the category 'peace operations' in greater detail. The project was induced by the then 

relatively new phenomenon of peace operations and the fact that the Military Academy trains 

cadets who may become involved in such operations. The main goal of the research project 

was to develop insight into the experiences of Dutch units working in peace operations. The 

results of the research project were (and are) worked out in various publications and used in 

the officers' education. Furthermore, the results are more generally used to confront the 

military organization with without there being a worked out intervention strategy). The Social 

Science Department (vakgroep Sociale-, Gedragswetenschappen en Wijsbegeerte) of the 

Military Academy formed the core of the research group. In addition, the group consisted of a 

college professor from Leiden University and a social scientist working in a staff department 

within the Army. Furthermore, the research group was assisted by various university students 

and a number of cadets. I joined the research group, initially as a conscript, when it had been 

in existence for about I 0 months and after the first exploratory case study (the Dutchbat case) 

had been finished. Initially, 1 worked at developing the second case study (Logtbat). After my 

conscription period, I became a lecturer at the Academy and started the present study. 

This study has always been an official part of the research project However, it can 

clearly be distinguished from other projects within the research project lt is argued here that 

this study is located in a different methodological phase compared to the rest of the projects 

within the research project In genera!, the methodological approach used in the research 

project is an example of the 'grounded theory' approach (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). Wester 

(1993) argued that the 'grounded theory process' can be split up into four phases: the 

exploration phase, the specification phase, the reduction phase and the integration phase. It 

will be argued that the most important other activities in the research project are located in the 

first two steps: the exploration and the specification phase. This study focuses on the last two 

steps the reduction phase and the integration phase One can also say that this study works 

out specific issues that have emerged after the first steps of the research project. In the 
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following, the activities within the research project are described by placing them in the first 

two phases of a grounded theory approach. 

Exploration phase 

The exploration phase mms at becoming acquainted with the field of study, and at the 

development of an analytica! framework (Wester, 1993, p.56). The research project started 

with two exploratory case studies. The goal of these case studies was to develop insight into 

the nature of the experiences of the soldiers that had been deployed in peace support 

operations. During this phase the project group conducted the following activities: 

• Research questions for the first exploratory cases were formulated11
; 

• The cases were two Dutch units that had been engaged in peace operations. The 

criterion for selecting these cases was quite straightforward Logtbat and Dutchbat 

were the only two integral units that had been deployed in peace operations at that 

time. Dutchbat was an infantry battalion that had been was deployed in the Safe Area 

of Srebrenica. Logtbat was a transport battalion that had transported humanitarian 

goods in the first half of the 1990s. These two battalions will be discussed in greater 

detaillater in this study; 

• Members of the organizations were individually interviewed after their return to the 

Netherlands. ln the interviews, the respondents reflected upon their time in Bosnia on 

the basis of the leading questions of the research project All members of the project 

group conducted interviews ( one or two interviewers interviewed one respondent); 

• Data was gathered for both Dutchbat and Logtbatlil The interviews were open; the 

research questions were used as a guideline. The respondents were soldiers from 

various ranks (from private to lieutenant-colonel); 

• The material was transcri bed; 

• It was attempted to develop a framework for understanding the experiences. It was 

decided to first focus on the Dutchbat case and to attempt to interpret the events in 

termsof a theoretica! modeL This attempt was disregarded because the members ofthe 

project were of the opinion that the theoretica! categones did not do justice to the 

experiences as they emerged in the interviews; 

II 1. What are thc problem situations jtmior leaders in crisis situations are confronted with"' 2. How do thev handle these 
problems? 3. How effective was the wav in which they handled these situations? 4. What lessons can be dra\\on from 

the way in whichjtmior leaders handled problem situations? (see Vogelaar 1996a, p.2) 
m For the Dutchbat case a total of 18 people were inten·iewed and lor the Logtbat case a tolal of 28 people. 
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• A second attempt was made to develop an analytica! framework. In a group 

discussion, the researchers came to an analytica! framework that was in direct line 

with the experiences in the cases. The categones of the framework referred to specific 

'problem situations' of junior leaders and the way they dealt with these ('dealing with 

danger', 'dealing with shortages of supplies', etc). 

The specification phase 

The specification phase is more aimed at analysis of material than at gathering material 

(Wester, 1993, p 63). After the analytica! framework had been developed, the material was 

subsequently analyzed using this framework ('selective coding'). On the basis of this analysis 

and aftera member check, a first exploratory casestudy was published (Vogelaar c.s, 1996a). 

After this publication, the Logtbat case was worked out. Firstly, additional interviews were 

conducted, using the analytica! framework of Dutchbat as a topic list. On the basis of the 

interviews it was decided to drop certain categories of the Dutchbat framework (e.g. 'dealing 

with shortages in supplies') and to add a couple of categones with which the experience of 

Logtbat (e.g. probierus en route) could be covered. Using the Kwalon instrument (Wester & 

Richardson, 1989), the transcribed interview material was analyzed. Aftera member check, 

the second case study was published (Vogelaar c.s, 1996b ). After both exploratory case 

studies were finished, they were published together (Vogelaar c s, 1997a). This is relevant 

because in this pubheation the case descnptions were reflected upon in an epilogue. Tn this 

epilogue the topic of 'environmental uncertainty' was used to reflect on the expenences (using 

the classification of McCaskey, 1985 ). 

At a later stage a third case study was worked out. This case was orientated at a 

particular SFOR rotation. At the time more units were active in peace operations, but the 

reason for selecting SFOR was that (a) again, it involved a larger unit, (b) the operation was in 

a sense 'nskier' than, for example, a peace operation in Cyprus, which was also an option at 

that time. In other words, dynamic complexity was more likely to be a problem in Bosnia than 

in Cyprus. The methodological procedure used before was also used for the SFOR case. 

Interviews were conducted with members of different ranks in the organization~'i The 

interviews were topic-guided, using the topics that were used for Logtbat Subsequently, the 

interviews were analyzed using the existing system of categones (selective coding). Again, it 

appeared that the existing analytica! framework did not quite match the experiences of the 

1
'. For the SFOR case, a total of 26 rcspondents were interviewed. 
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SFOR battalion. After a group discussion, the analytica! framework was adjusted to fit the 

experiences of SFOR. The interviews were subsequently analyzed using the adjusted system 

of categories. Eventually, again after a member check, this resulted in the publication of the 

third case (Vogelaar, c.s. 2001). 

1.2 The starting point of this study 

The exploratory case studies have a value in themselves because of the general picture they 

drew of everyday life during a crisis operation. However, the case studies were inherently 

limited Although the experiences were categorized into groups oftypical problems that junior 

leaders experienced, and some attempts at theoretica! reflection were made, the emphasis of 

the case studies was on recording experiences. Since recording experiences was the main 

emphasis of the case studies, the researchers mainly 'listened' to the stories of 

interviewees, bnt did not 'react' (or 'talk back'). That is to say, the researchers described 

the experiences of the interviewees in cleverly constructed categories, but they did little more 

than superficially reflect on the experiences. They did not systematically use theoretica! 

knowledge to put the experiences into perspective This limitation of the case studies is 

inherentintheir being exploratory case studies and should notbeseen as criticism on the case 

studies. Nevertheless, the first motivation for this study was to do more than listening and 

recording experiences. In other words, this study progressed to the reduction and integration 

phase ofthe grounded theory approach. 

• In the reduction phase, the emphasis is on explicating the core of the grounded theory 

that is being developed (Wester, 1993, p.64). In the grounded theory approach, such 

theory is called 'substantive theory' because it is orientated at the field of study (i e 

theory on military units in crisis operations). Substantive theory should be 

distinguished from tormal theory, which is orientated at a general subject (tor 

example, theory on organizational structuring) (Strauss & Corbin, 1998). The core of 

the grounded theory is represented by what is called a core concept Identifying and 

developing such a core concept is the main activity in the reduction phase (Wester, 

1993, pp.63-69). The core concept is a concept that characterizes a central process in 

the field of study (Wester, 1993, p.64). Due to their exploratory nature, the case 

studies provided broad insight into the everyday affairs at the operational level. 

Therefore, the cases provided many possible topics tor reflection. The operational 

units were confronted with stress, different cultures, danger, international cooperation, 

a worried home front, accidents, etc. As such, the cases provided various possible 
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perspectives for further analysis. Therefore, this study started in the reduction phase. 

Dynamic complexity will be identified as a care concept that fits the experiences in the 

cases ('emergent fit'). This study was induced by the apparent relevanee ofthis topic. 

• In the inlegration phase, the care concept is used to develop a theory about the field of 

study (Wester, 1993, p.69). This study is orientated at developing such a substantive 

theory. The care concept will be used to develop a theory about the experiences of the 

Army in peace operations. The exact nature of the substantive theory to be developed 

will be sketched in this chapter, aftera discussion of the implications of using dynamic 

complexity as a care concept. 

The next section is initially orientated at arguing why 'dynamic complexity' is considered to 

be a relevant care concept. It will be discussed why this care concept has been chosen in the 

reduction phase. Subsequently, the implications ofusing this care concept in this study will be 

discussed. After these steps will have been taken, the design ofthis study will be explicated. 

1.3 The relevanee of the core concept 

Befare the relevanee of the care concept is defended, the problem of dealing with dynamic 

complexity will be roughly defined by delineating its abstract structure. This definition will be 

refined in Chapter Four. The problem of dealing with dynamic complexity refers to the 

probiemalie environment that organizations are generally confronted with. lts indeterminale 

nature is the environment's main probiernatie characteristic. The organization's environment 

is not an object with an underlying 'true' and 'fixed' structure that can be revealed by 

analysis. At the same time, however, the environment confronts the organization with a 

necessity to act. The environment is not a mere object for observation but the area in which 

the organization should accomplish its goals. The organization cannot postpone action and 

devote itself to abstract theorizing about the probiernatie environment until it is absolutely 

certain. As a matter of fact, the environment is exactly probiernatie because of the necessity to 

act. Subsequently, the 'problem of construction' arises. The organization need5 to find out 

'what is going on' in order to be able to deal with the probierus it is confronted with. In the 

rest of this study organizing activities and 'dealing with dynamic complexity' are considered 

to be synonymous. 

Quite deliberately the elementary problem for organizations is named 'dynamic' 

complexity. Senge (1992, p. 71) distinguished between detail complexity and dynamic 

complexity. Detail complexity is complexity constituted by many variables. Dynamic 

complexity refers to situations in which 'cause and effect are subtle, and where the effects 
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over time of interventions are not obvious'. In other words, mathematica! problems can be 

complex but these are problems for which there is only one correct solution. The complexity 

of mathematica! problems belongs therefore to the detail kind. When the salution is found, the 

problem is solved. The particular kind of complexity this study is interested in continues to 

exist aftera- for the moment- 'workable solution· has been found (Weick, 1979). Since the 

nature of the environment is indeterminate, it is difficult todetermine the best way to act when 

confronted with problems. 

The problems of operationalunits in the cases 

The relevanee of dynamic complexity is widely acknowledged in organizational theory (Reed, 

1999; Senge, 1992; Weick, 1979, 1995). For an organization as the Army it is wise to assume 

that it wil! encounter dynamic complexity. Therefore it is sensible for the Army to organize 

units they deploy in such a way that they can meet the challenges resulting from dynamic 

complexity in their operations. Notwithstanding the general acknowledgement of dynamic 

complexity as an important topic, it is important to see how it manifests itself during peace 

operations. ln this section, specific practical problems experienced by operational units wil! be 

interpreted as problems of dealing with dynamic complexity. The case studies discuss 

everyday practical problems of leaders and how they were dealt with. lt is argued here that the 

problem of dealing with dynamic complexity can be recognized in the case descriptions. For 

example, the convoys of Logtbat were confronted with dangerous situations such as 

shootings. Necessarily they were confronted with questions such as: 

• When wil! the shootings occur again'~ 

• W ere they really directed at us'~ 

• Why are the shootings taking place? 

• What must we do when we are confronted with shootings'~ 

When such everyday practical questions are asked, units are dealing with the indeterminate 

nature of the environment, the problem of (re)construction of this environment and the 

organizational issue of dealing with these problems. Furthermore, the answers to these 

questions are no eternal truths nor are they ultimately objective. Rather, they are based on 

everyday ideas and everyday structures that units recognize in the environments. It should be 

emphasized that not all practical problems involve dealing with dynamic complexity. Same 

practical problems can be dealt with on the basis of rul es. The life of operational units would 

- after all - become pretty difficult if every practical problem involved dealing with dynamic 

complexity, and reality would have to be re-invented in every step they would take. 

20 



Part One. The architecture ofthis study 

Nevertheless, it is argued here that the most important and the most difficult, and therefore the 

most interesting, practical problems involve dealing with dynamic complexity 

If one asks people about their experiences in these operations, they are not likely to 

answer that they experienced difficulties with the ambiguity of the environment and the 

subsequent problem of the construction of reality. Nor are they likely to answer that they 

experienced their neutral role as paradoxical or that they had trouble with questions regarding 

the objectivity of minefields. Besides, people can become annoyed if one claims that their 

ideas are mere constructions (' lf I step on a mine I will die, I did not imagine that! ') or in deed 

if one claims that the environment is the construction of the organization itself ('I did not 

plant the mines myself! '). People are, of course, quite right to become annoyed if their 

experiences are branded constructions in such a primitive way. They are certain!y not mere 

constructions because, as this example shows, the Jives of the members of the units may 

depend on it. Below, a number of practical problems of operational units and how they were 

dealt with will be discussed. lt is attempted to recognize the abstract behind the concrete v 

(Potential) danger 

Military units are aften deployed in dangerous areas. Actually, the reason that military units 

are deployed is precisely because the situations are dangerous and not very stabie or certain. If 

a situation is safe other types of organizations could also be deployed. In the exploratory case 

studies it was found that operational units aften had to deal with shootings, mines, and an 

aggressive local population What makes a situation even more uncertain is that dangerous 

incidents can potentially occur at any time. Potential danger is, therefore, a continuous 

stressor tor operational units. 

Unforeseen situations 

The situations military units are deployed in are mostly very unstable. As with (potential) 

danger: the reason why military units are deployed in certain areas is the instability in these 

areas. For operational units this means that they have difficulty to understand the complexity 

of a conflict and therefore the complexity of the situation they engage in. The convoys of 

Logtbat in the UNPROFOR period can be used as an example of the problem of 

unpredictability. It was their job to transport goods from one point to another. While doing 

this, they saw quite a large part of the Bosnian area. What they did not expect and at first did 

" The examp!es originate from the two earliest case studies that were conducted within the research project. 
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not understand was that in one part of the area the Muslim and Croatian population were at 

war against each other, while in another part the Muslim and Croatian population teamed up 

against the Serb population. There are further examples. Units in Bosnia, for example, had 

problems with roadblocks, shootings, mine incidents, everyday accidents like cars skidding of 

the road, sametimes witnessed atrocities, and saw the deplorable living conditions of the local 

population, but they also witnessed many people who did not seem to be in need at alL When 

a unit went on a convoy or on patrol, it did not know what situations it would encounter. The 

preparation of units is also a problem, because the complexity of the conflicts is often poorly 

understood beforehand. It is generally dit1icult to prepare units for a situation that is 

unpredictable and changes continuously. Sametimes units are even pioneers in an area, and 

thus the first witnessesof change. 

The problematic neutral position 

In some way, life in 'normal wars' is at least clear because there is an identitiable enemy. In 

peace-supporting operations, however, units are often deployed as a neutra!, third party. This 

neutral position is more straightforward on paper as it is in the everyday experience of units. 

Suppose the units of the crisis organization are shot at lt can be far from straightforward how 

units should deal with such situations. Rules of engagement teil them not to shoot back 

immediately, but instead to wait and see (Was the shooting 'really' aimed at us? Was it a 

'shooting' or a 'firing close''l) How they are supposed to act depends on the exact 

formulation ofthe Rules of Engagement (ROE) in a certain operation, but mostoften it means 

that they must act counterintuitively ('wait and see') when they are shot at Such rules make 

that saldiers havetothink 'politically', which is sarnething they havenotbeen extensively 

trained for. A further complication is that there are aften extensive ROEs, but there still 

remains quite a lot of room for interpretation (Kroon, Heesakkers, Jacobs, Van der Veer, 

1997). Another problem of neutrality is that the ditTerent parties in the conflict can potentially 

misuse the neutral position of units. Patrols of Dutchbat were sametimes shot at by the 

Muslim population who they were supposed to disarm and defend. The Muslim population, 

however, wanted to make it look like the Serbs were the ones that were doing the shooting. 

This game of' pretending to be the other' was also played by the Serbs. One can imagine the 

frustration of units that are shot at by both parties in a conflict without being able to respond 

(apparently due to restrictive ROE), and without being able to fully understand the politica! 

games behind the incidents. Fighting parties sametimes try to use the neutral element in the 
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environment as a cover to surprise the opposing force. There have been occasions in which 

military units used the passing ofthe Logtbat convoys to change positions. 

No consistelil effects of opera ti ons 

Dutch logistic units sametimes had to deal with a hostile local population at roadblocks. 

Sametimes it was helpful to approach them informally, starting with a light conversation 

about the weather or sarnething like that This could also have an adverse effect if it caused 

the locals to take the Dutch saldiers no langer seriously. Sametimes it was therefore helpful to 

approach them formally, asking for an equal in rank at the roadblock to negotiate on the 

situation. This, however, could have the effect of the locals finding the Dutch too arrogant 

(which was the theory ofthe Dutch units themselves) Contrastive lessans were leamed from 

this situation. On the one hand 'locals only have respect tor forma! authority', and on the 

other hand 'it is important to be able to communicate with locals on a fair and friendly level'. 

Surprisingly, the same respondent could sametimes defend bath rul es \I Th is is an example of 

the response uncertainty of operational units. One could believe that this is only a temporary 

discomfort after getting used to the specifics of their situation, units will learn how to deal 

with their problems. However, the nature of experiential knowledge is not that it provides 

simple rules to deal with every situation On the contrary, the importance of experiential 

knowledge is probably that it teaches that there are no simple rules to deal with every 

problem. 

A dispersed way of operating 

Characteristic of peace operations is that crisis organizations have a role as third party in a 

conflict For operational units in the cases, this meant that they needed to be present in the 

area, which implied that they had to operate relatively dispersed. This way of operating had 

many consequences for the way units had to deal with dynamic complexity. For example, the 

superior officers were aften notpresent at the scene of action when operational units went on 

patrol or on a convoy. This meant that on-scene cammanders had great responsibility bath for 

safety ofthe units as for the goods. In the Logtbat case on-scene cammanders had to deal with 

all kinds of problems themselves, without being able to ask a superior what to do. 

YJ This îs onc reason why an oricntation on dnnYing lcssons on the level of concrete behavior is not very useful for 
Anny research institutes. Studies that aim to draw gencrallcssons regarding "the approach .•f a roadblock" run the risk 
thal thcv bccomc too much entangled in the speci11cs of a given operation. The specillcs of opera ti ons dilTer "' mud1 
that lessom on that level are ditTicuil to gcneralize lo othcr operalions. Anothcr possibility is thallcssons bC'comc so 
general that thev become ralher too obvions ("stay alertl"). 

23 



Chapter One. The architecture of this study 

lnterestingly, and a point that will be worked out later in this study, superior officers did try to 

control the behavim of operational units when the situation in Bosnia had stabilized 

significantly. Due to the calmer circumstances and the improved means of communication 

they had better abilities to do so in this operation. 

The foregoing will have made it clear that dealing with dynamic complexity is a problem that 

can - quite easily - be observed in the everyday experiences in the cases. It was certainly 

recognizable that, on the one hand, units struggled todetermine the nature of the environment 

and the meaning of events, and on the other hand struggled to determine what to do. The 

practical problems reveal the abstract structure of dealing with dynamic complexity. 

'Dynamic complexity' manifests itself in various practical problems that operational units 

experience. On the basis of this observation it is assumed that peace operations are opera ti ons 

in which military unitscan be confronted with dynamic complexity. Therefore, 1 conclude that 

dynamic complexity is a relevant care concept It follows that these military units need to be 

able to deal with dynamic complexity vn 

1.4 The implications of choosing 'dynamic complexity' as a core concept 

The previous section has made it clear that 'dynamic complexity' can be recognized as a 

central theme in the experience of operational units and can therefore be used as a care 

concept in this study. This choice represents the reduction phase of the development of a 

grounded theory and it is the starting point for this study. However, befare the goal and 

central questions of this study can be presented, this section needs to address two crucial 

1ssues: 

• What are the implications of stating that dynamic complexity is a central theme? In 

other words, if one states that dynamic complexity is a central theme, what does that 

mean for the units that are (to be) engaged in this situation? This question implies a 

brief theoretica! exploration of dynamic complexity as a care concept 

• What are the implications for this study? After clarifying the consequences of taking 

dynamic complexity as a care concept, the central issues at stake in this study can be 

identified. 

VIl Tbc following nole shouki be added to this line ofreasoning: the imporlance oflhe problem ofdealing with 
dynamic complexity is not on!Y deduccd trom the case malerial, it is known from LheorY as weJJ. Ifthe problem of 
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The implications of choosing dynamic complexity as a care concept 

In order to pinpoint the implications of using dynamic complexity as a care concept, attention 

should be paid toa particular aspect ofthe presented abstract structure aftbis problem. Ifunits 

are confronted with dynamic complexity, they are confronted with probierus for which no 

clear-cut rules or procedures are available. That is to say, there are no rules available that 

make the problem of dealing with dynamic complexity a matter of mere rule-following. The 

essential nature of the problem of dynamic complexity is that such rul es and procedures are in 

principle nat available. In order to support this claim, one should take the rules that units use 

into account. One can con si der two types of rul es vm that operational units use. 

• Speciftc rules. Many aspectsof soldiers' jobs are written down in Standard Operating 

Procedures (SOPs) or are trained 'drills'. The difference between drills and SOPsis 

quite subtle. Drills are rules that prescribe actions relatively independent of the 

situations in which they are applied (the question of how to operate a weapon is 

independent of the situation). SOPs, on the other hand, are procedures for how to deal 

with a certain situation (who needs to contact who in a particular situation?). Drills 

help saldiers to perfarm some acts speedily and automatically without thinking, and 

this surely is important in many circumstances, including dynamically complex 

situations. If one needs to use a weapon, it is valuable to know exactly how it needs to 

be operated. Rules for coordination in certain situations are, of course, also valuable. 

As such, drills and SOPs help to provide a workable level of certainty. Although drills 

are important, it will be obvious that an operational unit needs more than drills. After 

all, one has to decide when to apply a drill. Ultimately there is no drill for applying a 

drill. It is furthermore obvious that the compilation of a comprehensive manual of 

SOPs is impossible. SOPs have the forma! structure of 'if A then B'. In the cases of 

this study, the nature of the 'ifs' was largely unknown befare the operations. As a 

matter of principle, there are so many 'ifs' that a book of rul es for different situations 

would become a sart of philosophers' stone. Furthermore, due to the inconsistent 

effect of operations, the deduction 'then B' is certainly nat that straightforward (see 

also Klein 2001, p.263). 

dealing with dynmnic complexity might nothave been visible in the case studies, this theoretica] knowledge would 
have been a sufficient rcason to justify the choice tor dynamic complexity as a care concept. 
VliJ This distinction is comparablc with the distinction in "skill-based'', ·'rule-based" and "knowledge-based" 
knowledge (Reason, 1990, p.56). Indeed, 1 distinguish two types while Reason distinguished three, but my category of 
specific rul es involves bolh skill-based (drills) and rule-hased knowledge (SOPs). 
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• General rules. Besides these specific rules, units are frequently equipped with rough 

guidelines. When, for example, units have to patrol a borderline between two disputant 

groups with frequent violent outbursts, a rule like 'avoid contact between the different 

groups' can be a tremendous help in determining what to do once a specific problem 

arises. Just as a rule like 'think about your own safety first' would also be of 

tremendous help in those situations. Contrary to SOPs, which have the forma! 

structure of 'if A then B ', rough guidelines are not limited to a specific situation 'if 

and are not limited to a specific response 'B'. This makes them applicable in many 

different, even unexpected situations. The nature of these rul es makes that responses to 

situations remain t1exible. Also, rough guidelines cannot perfectly prescribe the 

activities of operational units. At the operational level, people have to interpret 

situations. When does a situation qualify as being one in which 'if applies? 

Furthermore, the activity part of such rul es is not clear-cut. What is 'avoiding"J Also, 

when there is more than one rough guideline one inevitably reaches a point where 

trade-offs need to be made. Perhaps the units should 'avoid contact between both 

groups' as well as 'think about safety first'. But what does that mean when a unit is 

confronted with a specific problem? 

The foregoing shows that if units are confronted with problems, rules cannot provide 'the 

definitive answer'. Due to the nature of dynamic complexity, operational units cannot be told 

in advance how to deal with every single problem. Furthermore, a central cammander 

removed from the scene of action, Jacks the insight into the local circumstances in order to 

make direct supervision a likely option. He depends on the operational unit tor a description 

of the situation (which is inevitably colored by interpretation). Also, if such a central 

cammander does formulate an order, the implementation of this order is still sarnething that 

inevitably requires interpretation on the side of the operational unit. Different kinds of rules 

help to create a workable level of certainty (Weick, 1979) However, due to the elementary 

nature of dynamic complexity, rul es cmmot transfarm all uncertainties into certainties1x This 

implies that it is impossible to design a rule system that makes dealing with dynamic 

complexity a job of mere rule-following. If the activities of operational units could be totally 

submitted to a set of rules, then indeed there would be a perfect science of dealing with 

IX Shalit ( !988. p.l47) fonnulated this dilemma as follows: ·Thc more confusing the situation, thc greatcr our 
dependenee on predetermined pattcn1S of behavior. Howcver, the greater onr dependenee on prelcarned and 
unquestionablv accepted routines, the greater thc dangcr that \\e wil! be unable to adapt to unexpected conditions that 
do notlït our routines. What is gained in tenns of co herenee of perception mav be lost in tenns of ineongruenee of 
response. 
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dynamic complexity. The consequence of this is that dealing with dynamic complexity 

necessitates thinking instead of rule-following (see for a justification for this distinction, 

Billig, 1996). 

The consequences jór this sflldy: !he issue (if design 

Because of the nature of dynamic complexity, operational units possess a particular degree of 

'natura!' autonomy. Autonomy is defined here as 'freedom that exists to deal with 

problems'x This definition indicates that a system possesses a certain degree of freedom in 

reacting to the environmenea Consequently, both the crisis organization and the mother 

organization do not have absolute control over the operational units. This is a statement of 

logica! necessity: if the environment is dynamically complex, then the organizational context 

does not have absolute controlxn As a consequence, the Army as an actor in such 

environments is confronted with different problems: (I) the operators in the operational units 

are confronted with the need to act meaningfully (one certainly does not want them to act 

randomly). Meaningful action refers to the tàct that unitsneed to be able to react sensibly to 

the challenges of their environment without there being a set of prescriptive rules that can be 

applied straightforwardly; (2) the larger crisis organization is confronted with the problem that 

they need to design and control units that are confronted with such an environment; (3) the 

mother organization is presented with the problem that it needs to be able to design crisis 

organizations and operational units that can deal with such environments. lf the Army en gages 

in circumstances in which it cannot control its operational units in an absolute way, it should 

design units that can deal with this natura! autonomy in a sensible way. This is a normative 

stance ifthe environment necessitates thinking, then operators should be able to think. 

At this stage 1 want to introduce a concept that will become important in the rest of 

this study, namely the concept of self-organizationxm The sociotechnical approach uses this 

x It should bc added that in partienlar ways thc autonomy of opcrational units is limited. In important wavs, operaticmal 
units are dependent upon the organizatiemal context One could sav that operational units also posscss a · natmalJack of 
autonomv· because the1 are part of a larger organization and because this larger organization is perConning a complex 
operation. Although the autonomv of opcrational units is limitedit is inevitable, as a consequence ofthe nature of 
dynamic complexitv. lhis has important consequences for the position of operaticmal units and thcir neccssarY 
compctences. Thereforc De Sitter (2000) would cal! them ·semi-autonomous·. 
XI De Sitter (2000, p.72) staled that autonomy of a system rcfers to the issue that ·an extemal in11uence can eventually 
cause alocal change in the internal structure ofsvstem x, but that the nature ofthe resulting [change]( .. ) is also 
detennined by somcthing ·'rypical'' in the intemal structure ofthe system itself (mv translation). 
XII This argument shows how the organizational context can regain control o1·er operational units: it can turn do\vn its 
level of ambition. Howevcr, it is assumed here that this op ti on is in principle impossible loran organization as the 
Anny, since this organization is made for dilricult circumstances. 
xm This concept is also popular in the complexity research within the natura! scienees. It refers to thc phenomena of 
self-assembly Lhat many svstems display in order to adapt to complex environments. In this case, the phrase systems is 
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concept to describe the crucial qualities of self-managing work groups (Kuipers, 1989a; 

Kuipers & Van Amelsvoort, 1990; Morgan, 1997). Within sociotechnical literature, self

organization is often understood in a concrete sense. It refers, for example, to planning 

systems that workgmups can use in order to have a certain amount of grip on the proceedings 

in their jobs (Kuipers & Van Amelsvoort, 1990). This study is close to the sociotechnical 

approach; however, self-organization is understood in its abstract sense: because of the nature 

of dynamic complexity, operational units have to perfarm these organizing activities 

themselves. In a literal sense they are therefore self-organizing. This is why 'self-organizing' 

is preferred over phrases like 'self-regulation' or 'self-assembly'. The Army should be 

concerned with creating operational units that are able to deal with dynamic complexity in the 

best possible wayxrv In light of the previous discussion this claim means that the Army 

should be concerned with designing operational units with capabilities for self-organizationx\·. 

This is an issue of design: the Army should equip the units in a particular way in order to 

enhance their capabilities of self-organization. It is supposed that this design issue is located 

at the levels of the crisis organization (which directly designs operational units, fe. Logtbat) 

and the mother organization (which provides the prerequisites for the crisis organization, fe. 

the Army in the Netherlands). Later in this study this will be referred to as the direct and 

indirect design of operational units, respectively The capability of designing such units marks 

one of the most crucial qualities of the Army organization as an organization that is serious 

about performing a certain type of mission. This issue will be taken up in this study and the 

existing case studies form the basis of the analysis. Since the cases draw a picture of everyday 

life during peace operations, they also give a picture of the possibilities and limitations 

operational units experience in dealing with certain problems 

understood in a braader sense. This kind of self-organization refers toemergent order in computer programs (Holland, 
1995), biologica! systems (Kaulinann, 1995), natura! systems (Prigogine, 1996), and even piles of sand (Bak, 1999). 
XIV This seems to contradiet the earlier assumptions lhat were expresscd. Afler all, how can one judge whether a unit 
dealt with dynamic complexilv in the right way if al the same time one claims lhat il is a problem lor which no righl 
salution exists? How can onc speak of "the best possible way" if the defining characteristic of the environment is that 
certainty itself is unavailable" On the more practical sidc of doing research: how is it possiblc to crilicize the way 
operational units dealt v.ith practical problems from such a distance'l Furthennore, "constructionist" theory frequently 
is very cautious. if nat outright dismissive of normative questions as they appear lo import an "objectivist" way of 
thinking. Notwilhstanding the theoretica!, practicaland methodological prohibitions, it is ohvious that the question 
whether or nat units dealt with complexity in the best possible way is very important tor the Armv If one claims that 
''it is impossible to tel!", one condemns the organization to apathv regarding this crucial part ofits operations. 
Thereforc lhis question wil! nat be avoided in this study, but rather, the issue wil! belaken up. 
xv Generally speaking, the essence of the position in this studv is that no attempts wil! he made to criticize thc \acties 
that tmits used for dealing with practical prohlems. In other words, no attempts are made to take a normativc stance 
towards the content of this process as they are exhihited in the case studies. Instead, attention is foeused on the 
characteristics of tbc organizational system U1at is active in the dynamically complex environment It wil! be claimed 
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1.5 The goal of this study 

The various exploratory case studies not only show the practical probierus that units were 

confronted with, they also provide information on how these units were organized and show 

the insights of operational units, but also show what was lacking in that respect. . They show 

what units could decide tor themselves, but also when central cammanders intervened. To put 

this into a general statement: the cases provide clues about how the Army organization 

engages dynamically complex environments. At this point, this study is able to 'react' to the 

case studies. The goal ofthis study can therefore be formulated as follows: 

Developing insight into the ability of the Army to deptoy units that are able to deal with 

dynamic complexity in peace operations. This insight will be developed by: 

1) Analyzing the way in which the design of the operational units in the cases 

influenced their ability to deal with dynamic complexity; 

2) Reconstructing the influence of the mother organization on the design options of 

crisis organizations. 

The result of the reflection is a substantive theory, which is a theory that is specific to the field 

of study (Strauss & Corbin, 1998, p.23). In other words, the substantive theory that is being 

developed is orientated at (a) dealing with complexity at the operational level, and (b) the 

influence of the mother organization on the ability of the crisis organization to design self

organizing operational units. The first characteristic of the 'substantive theory in progress' 

implies that it is attempted to find 'deep structures' in the case descriptions, which means 

performing a meta-analysis of the case studies. The second characteristic means that the 

influence of the mother organization on the crisis organization needs to be reconstructed. This 

implies the gathering of extra data on the characteristics ofthe mother organization. 

The relevanee of the study 

As this study has an ambitious goal, it is necessary to address the scope of its ambition. There 

are certain limits inherent in the reflection. The case studies were never meant to provide 

insight into the self-organizing capabilities of operational units. The emphasis in this study is 

therefore on cxploring available case materiaL In other words, the emphasis is on finding 

clues in the cases about the influence of the design of the operational units on their ability to 

that although it is impossible to design a closed systcm of rules for dealing with dynamic complexitv, it is possible to 
develop rul es for the design of the organiz.ational system inYolYed. 
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deal with dynamic complexity, and on reconstructing how the mother organization influences 

crisis organization. One may state that this enterprise is limited by the fact that the cases were 

never intended to perform such analyses. This study is therefore, one could say, located in the 

context of Jiscove1y rather than in the context ofjustification (Kelle, 1995) In other words, 

this study is not focused on testing hypotheses, but on developing (discovering) useful 

hypotheses about the ability of the Army to deploy units that are able to deal with dynamic 

complexity The substantive theory is therefore made up of such hypotheses. The relevanee of 

developing such a substantive theory is that it should support the Army in developing itself. 

The final chapter of this study is therefore devoted to the identification of topics of further 

research and of topics for the development of the Army as an organization that is involved in 

peace operations. 

Central questions 

In order to develop a complicated substantive theory, forma! theory is needed. Forma! theory 

is theory that, compared to substantive theory, is less specific to a group and place and 

therefore more generally applicable (Strauss & Corbin, 1998, p 23). The concept of self

organization needs to be clarified. lt needs to be identified what is the nature of dealing with 

dynamic complexity and how it can be organized in the best possible way. Furthermore, 

theoretica] reflection should explicate how to observe this abstract ability in the case studies. 

The necessary forma] theory needs to be abstract enough to grasp complicated concepts as 

'dynamic complexity' and 'self-organization' and concrete enough to be able to apply it to the 

existing cases. Furthermore, the forma! theory needs to be normative because it is explicitly 

the object to study how the ability to deal with dynamic complexity is influenced by (l) the 

crisis organization in the cases and (2) the mother organization in general The forma! theory 

will be gathered by developing an analytica! framework. An analytica! framework is a 

construction of theoretica! ingredients to tackle specific questions. lt is not merely assembied 

to conduct interesting theoretica! explorations. Rather, it is explicitly the object to assembie it 

from elements that enable one to answer specific questions A consequence of this is also that 

such a framework will be built up of existing theoretica! insights. Generally speaking, the 

analytica! framework of this study will be built up of theoretica! ingredients that specify what 

the nature is of dynamic complexity, of dealing with dynamic complexity and of self

organization. Furthermore, the analytica! framework is orientated at how the capability of 

self-organization can be designed in operational units and how it can be observed in the cases 
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and the mother organization All in all, this goal of this study can be achieved by answering 

the following questions: 

Questions referring to the development of an analytica! framework: 

1. How can a system deal with dynamic complexity in the best possible way? 

2. How can this ability be organized within an organizational system? 

Questions referring to the analysis ofthe cases and the mother organization 

3. How was the problem of dealing with dynamic complexity intluenced by the design 

of the operational units? 

4. How is the possibility of designing self-organizing units in crisis organizations 

intluenced by characteristics of the mother organization? 

This study consists of six parts. In parts two, three, four, and five, a specific research question 

will beat center stage. 

Conceptual model 

The different analyses that are performed in this study can be represented in a conceptual 

model: 

Design of thc Choices made in Dealing with 
mother the crisis dvnamic 
organizatio11 organization complexity at thc 

rcgarding thc opcrationa!lcYcl 
design of the 
operaticmal units 

Modell.l 

The conceptual model describes the structure of the substantive theory that will be developed: 

it should provide insight into how the mother organization structural!y influences (all) crisis 

organizations Furthermore, it should provide insight into how the crisis organizations in the 

cases influenced the ability ofthe operational units to deal with dynamic complexity. As such, 

it provides insight into how characteristics ofthe general (the Army) influence proceedings in 

the local (the operational units). lt should be emphasized that this conceptual model reverses 

the logic of the various analyses, so to speak. After finding clues in the local (the experiences 
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of the operational units), this study explores how the design of the units influenced these 

experiences. Subsequently, it is explored how the proceedings in the crisis organizations were 

influenced by constraints in the mother organizations. In other words, the conceptual model 

suggests top-down logic, while this study perfarms a bottorn-up analysis. This is a deliberate 

'reversal'. For the substantive theory to be relevant beyond the local level, it should be 

orientated at 'genera!' mechanisms. Subsequently, the general is relevant so far as it can be 

defended that it has intluence on the locaL The extra value of such a bottorn-up approach is 

that it can reveal influences ofthe general beyond what everyone can logically think of 

Important de.finitions 

At this moment it is necessary to pin down the meaning of a couple of central phrases used in 

this study. I should emphasize that I formulated these definitions. They are not based upon 

distinctions made in the military doctrine. In this study, a distinction is made between the 

operational, the tactical, and the strategie level of an organization. This distinction is basedon 

De Sitter (2000). As such, one can say that I use a distinction in organizational levels that is 

based on distinctions that are made in organizational studies: 

• The operationallevel is the level where the actual workis done. 

• The tactical level is the level where the various operational units are designed and 

controlled. 

• The strategie level is the level where the general direction of the organization 1s 

established. 

It should be added that this 1s a conceptual distinction that does not refer to a specific 

idealized division in hierarchical levels. In an organization events can have operational, 

tactical, and strategie consequences and therefore operational experiences are extremely 

relevant for strategie discussions. These definitions differ from military definitions in 

important ways, which are discussed in more detail in the footnotexvi Following the 

distinction in organizationallevels, I will use a distinction between operational units, the crisis 

organization, and the mother organization. 

• An operational unit is considered to be a unit at the shop floor. This means that an 

operational unit is the one that does the actual work (going on patrols, transporting 

WI According to the military doctrine, the military strategie level is the level where the systematic deployment of 
militarv means of a state is discussed. The operationallevel is the level where the strategie goals are tnmslated into the 
design and control of campaigns. The tacticallevel refers to thc deployment of units in order to reach the operational 
goals. The technicallevel refers to the deployment of smal! units and somelimes even individual saldiers (Military 
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goods, etc). The operational unit is the part of the organization that is most directly 

confronted with operational complexity. Therefore, it is the center of attention here. 

What makes these units particularly interesting for the purpose of this study is that 

they are in direct contact with the environment. They are therefore most directly 

confronted with the dynamic complexity of that environment. The problem of dealing 

with dynamic complexity will be perceived from the perspective of the operational 

level. 

• A crisis organization is an organization that is designed for the purposes of a specific 

peace operation. As will be discussed in greater detail later in this study, crisis 

organizations are task forces. Task forces are organizations that are built up from the 

mother organization for the specific purpose of a particular operation. As such, task 

forces are temporary organizations. The operational units are part of this crisis 

organization and are in many ways the tentacles of the crisis organization in the 

environment. To clarify this distinction with an example Dutchbat was a crisis 

organization; the various platoons of Dutchbat were operational units. It is the crisis 

organization that designs and controls these units and divides tasks among them. 

Therefore the crisis organization is the immediate organizational context for the 

operational units. Obviously, the crisis organization and the operational units are 

linked. 

• The mother organization refers to the Army in the Netherlands. The Dutch Armed 

Porces consist of the Navy, the Air Force, the Army and the Military Police. The 

Army is the part of the organization l am interested in. lt is relevant for this study 

because the crisis organizations in the cases were assembied from the Army. They 

were designed for the purpose of a specific operation. The mother organization is the 

remote organizational context for units and supplies the basic building blocks for the 

crisis organization. 

1.6 The structure of this study 

The first part focuses on explicating the architecture of this study and on justifying the 

different methodological steps. The second and third part focus on the theoretica! issues of 

this study. In these parts, the analytica! framework will be explicated. The reflections upon the 

existing cases will be performed in part four. The reflections on the mother organization as a 

Doctrine, 1 '!96, pp.12-16 ). What is called ·'operational" and even ·'tactical" in this study is called 'technicar in the 
militaf) doctrine. 
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provider of means will be conducted in Part Five Part Six is not really a part as such because 

it consists ofjust one chapter, but it can be logically separated from the previous parts. ln this 

tinal part, there will be a reileetion on the results ofthe analyses in this study. 
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Chapter Two: Methodological Considerations 

This chapter consîsts oftwo dîstinctîve parts. In the first part, the methodological structure of 

this study is worked out The various methodological steps of this study are presented and 

clarified. This part explicates the various methodological choices and should clarify how they 

are connected. In the second part, the methodologîcal structure is positioned. In this part, more 

or less complicated issues about the methodological position ofthis study will bedealt with. 

2.1 Methodological Structure 

The methodological structure of this study is discussed by addressîng a number of topics. 

Subsequently, the ins and outs of the research strategy, the methad of data collection, the 

procedures for data analysis, and the analytica! framework are discussed 

Research strategy 

ln order to clarify the design of this study a- what Verschuren & Doorewaard (2000) called 

research model is presented here. This model consists of three basic ingredients. First, the 

goal of this study is presented at the right hand si de. The research activities should result in 

reaching the goal of the study. Secondly, the object of study is specitied. Thirdly, the research 

penpeelive is specified. This perspective refers to the way the object of study is perceived. 

Central to the research strategy of the approach in this study is what Verschuren & 

Doorewaard (2000, pp.S0-51) called 'a eonfrontation'. Th is confrontation should eventually 

result in insight into the ability of the Army to deptoy units that are able to deal with dynamic 

complexîty in peace operatîons. The case studies and the mother organization constîtute the 

research object This research object is 'perceived' from an analytica! framework. The 

ingredients of this analytica! framework are discussed below. Applied to this study, the 

research modellooks as follows: 
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Model2.1 

The cases 

Topics regarding the 
intlucnee of the mother 
organization to deploy 
units that can deal\\ ith 

Jynamic complexit' 

Analvtical framcwork 

lnsight into the abiJity of tbe 
Anm· to deph1y units that 

me able to deal with 
dYnamic complexity 

On the basis of an exploration of the cases, topics are identified regarding the influence of the 

mother organization on the ability of crisis organizations to design self-organizing operational 

units. These topics are explored in order to develop insight into the ability of the Army to 

deploy units that can deal with dynamic complexity. The various analyses in this study are 

deliberately called explorations because ofthe nature ofthe analyticallogic that is being used. 

This will be flirther discussed in both the first and second part ofthis chapter. 

Selection ofthe cases 

All the exploratory case studies that were performed by the research group are analyzed. One 

could therefore say that this study chooses a 'no selection' criterion of selection. Of course, 

the research group itself did select cases for exploratory study. The reasons for selecting cases 

for exploratory study were discussed in Chapter One. 

Data colleefion 

In order to develop the substantive theory, various types of data need to be collected These 

types of data can be deduced from the conceptual model displayed in Chapter One. This 

conceptual model displays the structure of the substantive theory that is being developed 
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Design ofthe Chniccs made in Dealing with 
1nother thc crisis dynmnic 
organization orgamzatwn cnmplexity at the 

regarding the operational level 
design of I he 
operationa l units 

The conceptual model indicates that three types of data need to be collected (1) data about 

dealing with dynamic complexity at the operational level, (2) data about the design of the 

operational units, and (3) data about the mother organization. This makes it clear that for the 

data types (I) and (2), the original case studies are the sourees of data. For data type (3), 

various types of data have to be collected. Here the various types of data are discussed in 

more detail: 

1) The original case studies described tbc problems leaders of operational units were 

confronted with and how they were dealt with As such, they provide insight into the 

daily affairs of the operational units, also (but not exclusively) about the problem of 

dealing with dynamic complexity. In order to collect data about dealing with dynamic 

complexity events should be selected. Theory is used toselect the relevantevents from 

the cases. As this theory has not yet been discussed, for the specific way in which this 

type of data is extracted from the casesplease refer to the discussion on this subject in 

section 9.4: 

2) Although the case studies were not orientated at analyzing the design of the various 

crisis organizations. there is information available about the organizational context that 

operational units operated in. With the use of theory, this information about the 

organizational context can be selected. This means that theory fuiftlis an important 

function (a) in developing an idea about what the crucial design characteristics of 

operational units are, and (b) in selecting information about the relevant characteristics 

of the design of the operational units. As this theory has not yet been discussed, for the 

specific way in which this type of data is extracted from the cases please refer to the 

discussion on this subjectinsection 9.4; 

3) The third type of data is of a different nature. Data about the nature of the mother 

organization calmot be derived from the cases. Again, theory is used to select the 

relevant characteristics for the mother organization. The selected characteristics are 

analyzed for their intlucnee on the design of operational units. Data will be gathered 
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fram different sourees (military doctrine, articles, intranet, etc.) in order to obtain the 

required picture lt is imp01tant to develop a non-contraversial characterization of the 

mother organization. The added value of the analysis of the mother organization 

should !ie in the confrantation of a non-contraversial characterization of the mother 

organization with the analytica! framework. The specific way in which information 

about characteristics ofthe mother organization is collectedis specifically discussed in 

the vari ous chapters of pa11 five. 

In the discussion of all three types of data, the importance of the analytica! framework as a 

tooi of selecting data is underlined. The impheation of this is that only after the development 

ofthe analytica! framework the data that wil! be collected can be specified in more detail. This 

wil! be the topic ofsection 9.4. 

J)ata analysis 

There are two different 'analytica! moments' in this study. ln the data analysis the influence of 

both the direct design and the indirect design on dealing with dynamic complexity at the 

operationallevel is explored. 

• Analysis ofthe it?fluence of the direct design. This analysis focus es on how the design 

of the operational units influences their ability to deal with dynamic complexity This 

adds up to an exploration of the possibilities and limitations of operational units to 

deal with dynamic complexity (that is to say, the possibilities and limitations relating 

totheir design). The hypotheses resulting from these explorations are considered to be 

:>pectfic for the cases; 

• Ana/ysi.1 r?fthe influence ofthe indirect design. This analysis tocuses on the constraints 

that crisis organizations experience when designing operational units. The 

characteristics of the mother organization that can function as a constraint wil! be 

detennined after the analysis of the case studies. The hypotheses resulting from these 

explorations are considered to be analytica! and genera/. They are analytica! because 

the claims arebasedon logica! implication ifthe Anny has characteristics X, then the 

effect on a crisis organization is Y They are general because they are considered to be 

relevant tor all crisis organizations deployed by the Army. 

Central to the data analysis of this study is the idea of exp/oration. The objects of study (the 

cases and the mother organization) are ex plored to find clues about the ability of the Army to 

deploy units that can deal with dynamic complexity This means that the data analysis goes 

beyond the technica] categorization and description of the data itself (Coffey & Atkinson, 
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1996) On this subject, Coffey & Atkinson (1996, p.J55) said 'Our important ideas are not 

'in' the data, and however hard we work, we will not find those ideas simply by scrutinizing 

our data ever more obsessively. We need to work at analysis and theorizing, and we need to 

do the intellectual, imaginative work of ideas in parallel to the other tasks of data 

management' Kelle ( 1995, p41) argued that although the general sentiment within the 

grounded theory approach is against using theoretica! concepts for analyzing the empirica! 

world, '( . ) an open mind does not mean an empty head'. Theoretica! insights tunetion as a 

heliristic in the processof developing hypotheses. 

This process functions by combining abstract theoretica! notions and observations 

made in the cases (Kelle, 1995). Data is collected about facts in the cases and about the 

mother organization. These facts are linked together using theory. In a way, data is gathered 

about a possible pattem (influence of design on dealing with dynamic complexity), and theory 

is u.sed to interpret the nature of the pattem that becomes visible. In this study, the analytica! 

process is called 'analytica! abduction', in order to capture that theory is used to explore the 

object of study. The finer details of analytica! abduction will bedealt with in the second part 

of thi s chapter. 

Mil es & Huberman ( 1984) emphasized that the hu man mind has an enormous ability 

to find pattems. For that reason they proposed that when pattems are recognized, researchers 

should (I) be able to recognize real added evidence of a pattem, and (2) be open tor 

disconfirmation (Miles & Huberman, 1984, p.216). This study takes this advice at heart by (1) 

selectively searching for specific pattems (not just any possible association is branded a 

pattem); (2) interpreting the pattems by using theory (a pattem should make sense); (3) 

formulating the conclusions in the torm of hypotheses (the study is located in the context of 

discovery); (4) studying more than one case before the step from the local to the global is 

made, and (5) supplying an extensive system of references to the events in the original case 

studies. Points 1, 2, 4, and 5 refer tothefact that the processof finding patterns is guided by 

procedure, and point 3 refers to the nature ofthe claims ofthis study 

Relations hetween the local and the glohal 

In the foregoing, the nature of the two 'analytica! moments' of this study was discussed. 

These analytica! moments are related. Based on analyses of the local (the cases), claims are 

made about the intluence of the mother organization on crisis organizations in general The 

analysis leaps, therefore, from the local to the global in order to make general claims about the 

loc al The leaps in levels of analyses are the following 
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• From the local to the global. From observations made in the cases (the relation 

between dealing with dynamic complexity and the design of the units), possible 

structural constraints are identified. I.e., on the basis of indications in the cases, the 

general etlèct of certain selected characteristics is explored. These 'selected' 

organizational characteristics have already been specified in the analytica] framework 

For example after an analysis of the organizational structure of the operational units, 

it is asked whether there is a reason to explore the eftèct of the organizational structure 

of the mother organization. The analysis of the global is therefore induced by local 

problems on certain topics that are specified in advance; 

• From the global to the local. On the basis of the analysis of general characteristics of 

the mother organization, it is deduced how these characteristics generally influence 

crisis organizations. This results in analytica! hypotheses. Thus, deeper insight into the 

background oflocal problems is developed. 

Chapter Thirteen will discuss the leap from the local to the global in detail. 

Analyticalframework 

The previous discussions on data collection and data analysis have made it clear that the 

analytica! framework takes a central role in this study. It has two main functions (comparable 

to the two functions oftheory that Wallace brought forward (Wallace, 1969, p.x)) it is used 

for selecting data and as a framework for interpreting patterns. Forma! theory is therefore 

used as a tooi to give meaning to experiences and to provide reference points for Jearning (see 

Gustavsen, 1996) In Chapter One it was stated that an analytica! frameworkis a construction 

of theoretica! ingredients to tackle specitic questions. As such, it is assembied from elements 

that enable one to answer specific questions. This characterization of an analytica! framework 

implies that its ingredients are collected because of their function. This means that theory is 

selected for its usefulness, which implicates that this study has a pragmatist orientation. The 

nature of this orientation will be explained in the second part of this chapter. The development 

of this framework has been a study in itself: a substantial part of the time that was devoted to 

this study was used to develop this framework. The main challenge in developing an 

analytica! framework is that the required elements need to be identified and the various 

elements need to be connected coherently. This means that the discussion has an exploratory 

tone. 
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First, the necessary ingredients of the analytica! framework will be discussed, which will 

be foliowed by a discussion of the analytica! framework. The analytica! framework consists of 

6 basic ingredients 

Theoretica/ exploration ol the concept ol dynamic complexity Chapter 1 provided a 

general characterization of dynamic complexity. As a tirst step of developing an 

analytica! framework, the concept of dynamic complexity is discussed against the 

background of the theoretica! context it originates from. The theoretica! exploration 

should also provide a forma! description of meaningful action, and thus a picture of 

'the thing to be organized'. Th is first ingredient will be worked out in Chapter F our; 

2. The characlerization c?l the problem of decding with dynamic complexity using an 

abstract model The discussion on meaningful action will be actvaneed in a systematic 

way using the organizing model of Weick. This description is necessary in order to 

identify the normative elements of self-organization This second ingredient will be 

worked out in Part Two, Chapter Five; 

3. lhe identification olthe 'normative element' in the abstract model The capability of 

self-organization was identified in Chapter One as being essential for operational units 

in order to be able to deal with dynamic complexity. However, this claim does not 

reveal anything about how to deal with dynamic complexity inthebest possible way. 

This normative element will be considered to be the cornerstone of self-organization. 

This third ingredient will also be worked out in Part Two, Chapter Five; 

4. A description olthe nonnalive element. The normative element that is identified is 

functionally defined, which means that it is detined by virtue of what it should 

accomplish. In such a detinition, the content of the process remains a black box. In 

Chapter Six it is attempted to provide a description of this black spot This fourth 

ingredient will be worked out in Part Two, Chapter Six; 

5. Ihe issue C?l 'organizing the normative element'. After the normative element of the 

forma! model of dealing with dynamic complexity has been identified, attention will 

be turned to ·organizing the normative element'. This discussion should make it 

concrete how an abstract normative ability can be organized. This fifth ingredient will 

be worked out in the various chapters of Part Three; 

6. Finding indicators that can be used to ana/yze the cases After an idea has been 

developed of how the normative element can be organized in a system, the issue of 

how to abserve it in the cases should bedealt with This point should follow logically 

from the previous point, but it is a distinct step in the development of the analytica! 
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framework. This sixth ingredient will also be worked out in the various chapters of 

Part Three; 

After the ingredients of the analytica] framework have been worked out, the way the 

analytica! frameworkis used to study the cases and the mother organization wil! be discussed. 

In other words, it wil! be discussed how the various ingredients are applied to study the object 

of study. This wil! be the topic of section 9.4. 

Research Process 

The previous sections focused on the tormal characteristics ofthe methods used in this study. 

Here, I want to briefly discuss the processof developing this study. There are two topics that 

are impo11ant in this respect. 

• The study started in 1996. About half of the period since has been devoted to the 

development of conceptual tools. So, in a sense this 'conceptual joumey' has been an 

important part of the research process. An important experience from this study is 

therefore that, 'developing a way of thinking' about the topic of dealing with dynamic 

complexity is not a straightforward process. That is why the 'journey to develop the 

analytica! framework' is also presented bere as a journey and not as a tight set of 

analytica! tools. 

• The analyses of the cases were worked out and reworked in several steps An essen ti al 

role in this process was 'peer debriefing' Two of the three supervisors of this study 

worked at the Military Academy at the time the study was developed They can 

therefore be seen as representatives of the Army, although their influence on the 

process was not limited to this role. The analyses in this study, however, were not 

presented to members of the original crisis organization (a procedure that is generally 

known as a 'member check')xvu One reason for this is that this study is orientated at 

the development of hypotheses, rather than at testing hypotheses. However, there is a 

second, perhaps more important reason for not performing member checks. In Chapter 

One it was indicated that one of the underlying reasons to conduct this study in the 

first place was to present the Army with a different way of thinking. A member check 

could have undermined this goal An example can show why this is a crucial point 

During the development of the original case studies, cammanders were used if they 

applied the doctrine. Most of them enthusiastically reported a bout the way they aimed 

"'
11 A member check was part of the JeyeJopment of the e"ploralory case-studies 
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to let people think for themselves. However, the analyses in this study result in the 

hypotheses that (a) the doctrine doesnotclaim what it appears to claim, which results 

in (b) misunderstanding about the doctrine. The fact that various 'members' claimed to 

have applied the doctrine is exactly one of the matters that are considered to be 

probiernatie in this study, i.e. it is aresult 

2.2 Methodological Position 

Section 2.1 outlined the methodological structure of this study. Some of the topics that were 

dealt with demand further discussion. This section is orientated at taking up these topics in 

order to clarify the methodological position ofthis study 

Pragmatism 

The claim that hypotheses are important in order to 'conquer' the unknown is not uncommon 

in science and, indeed, philosophy. This idea was central to the thinking of the 'founding 

father' ofPragmatism, C.S. Peirce. Abduction consistsin studying facts and devising a theory 

to explain them (Cunningham, 1998, p.833 ). Postmodem theorists emphasize, of course, that 

what counts as fact is also the result of a construction process. A fact is, in that sense, 

observed from a theory (indeed 'believing is seeing' (Weick, 1979, p 135)). That does not 

preclude, however, that there is an underlying reality consisting of raw material to which the 

edited 'facts' refer. This is an assumption of critica! realism. It is claimed here that this study 

shares assumptions with the philosophical traditions of pragmatism and critica! realism. 

Pragmatism is a philosophical school of thought in which the idea of usefulness of knowledge 

is at center stage. Rescher (2000, p.2): 'The characteristic tactic of the philosophical 

movement that has come to be designated as pragmatism was to pivot legitimization on 

success by adopting efficacy in application and implementation as the salient criterion of 

adequacy'. Not truth as such is considered to be crucial, but the question what one can do with 

the insights The functional aspect of knowledge is underlined (Van der Vlist 2003, p.l49). 

One can imagine that a concept such as usefulness is bound to be contraversiaL Based on an 

original paper of Lovejoy, Re se her (2000) made it clear that the field of pragmatism is rather 

diverse, sametimes based on rival contentions. In this study, pragmatism is interpreted 

according to Peirce's 'root idea'. Rescher (2000, pp.59, 60) 'The root idea was that ( l) the 

meaning of a term or conception is constituted by the use that we make of it in the course of 
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our communicative operations and other activities; and (2) it is appropriate and warranted to 

class a proposition invalving such conceptions as true insofar as and to the extent that such 

applications are successful and effective in enabling us to realize the correlative aims and 

purposes.' 

Claiming that this study endarses a pragmatist approach may lead to some confusion. 

This study is also interested in pragmatic affairs at the operationallevel. The operational units 

were not dealing with problems on the basis of superior abstraction or a closed system of 

rules. As such, one could say that the operational units used a 'pragmatic' approach. They 

attempted to find a way that worked and tried to learn from experience. As will be seen in the 

next chapter, meaningful action wil! be described using the logic of abduction. This means 

that this study uses a pragmatic approach in studying pragmatic problems 

Selectivity: heuristics and maps 

Theory is used in this study as a heuristic to select relevant data and interpret patterns in the 

selected data Dennett ( 1995, 0) emphasized that a beuristic search is a 'risk worth a try'. 

It is a risk because of the inevitable selectivity involved in such a search; it is worth a try 

because of the expected results. The selectivity of theory can be illustrated by the analogy of 

map-making. Essential in this analogy is that of the same area (ie. object of study) many 

differentmapscan be drawn (Christis. 1998, p.25). Depending on one's specific interest, one 

can draw maps about elirnatic characteristics, demograpbic characteristics, the roads, 

geological features, industrial development, ditTerences in height, historica! development etc. 

An area, therefore, is complex. All those different perspectives catmot be portrayed in the 

same map, because this map would become unreadable. Van Box se! ( 1999), also reasoning 

from a map-making example, stated that in order to be successful, every stmcture must 

anticipate its own shortcomings. After all, a map that looks like the terrain of which it is a 

map is hardly practical and indeed misses the point Similarly, a study that wants to explain, 

tor example, stress problems with an all-explaining model wil! become as complex as the 

phenomena it wants to explain and thus misses the point (Christis, 1998) The map-making 

analogy shows that a map is only useful when it leaves out certain elements, e.g. when it 

sensibly reduces complexity. Other maps can be made to observe the environment from 

another perspective. Just as it is impossible to portray all complexity of a geological area in 

one single picture, it is considered to be impossible to cover the complexity of a subject area 

in an all-explaining modeL One determines a way of looking, depending on one's specific 

interest A geologist has a different interest in a certain area than a tourist, and therefore their 
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maps of the same area wil! differ considerably ln this way a map, like a theory, is used as a 

tooi fora speciflc purpose. In this study the topic of dealing with dynamic complexity is at 

center stage. The analytica! framework can be seen as a map of this problem with which the 

cases can be observed. 

The metaphor of the map might give the impression that theory is interpreled here as a 

deductive tooi. A map-after all helps a traveler because it showshow reality looks like. A 

map shows 'the truth'. A traveler is, in that sense, not an explorer because reality is displayed 

on themapand is not discovered through exploring. The journey ofthe traveler does not teach 

anything new about reality. lf in this study theory is perceived as such a map, then the 

exploration will not lead to new insights. The conclusions are, after all, already available on 

the map. In that case, this study would use a deductive style of reasoning: specific cases are 

judged on the basis of general laws. I want to contradiet this possible criticism. The map

making metaphor was specifically used to clarify the issue of selectivity. The same area can 

be observed from different perspectives, depending on one's interest in the area. In that 

particular sense, theory is a map. The metaphor of the map should not be seen as a 

characterization of the logica! structure of this study The theoretica! ingredients that are being 

used constitute an abstract model of the process of dealing with dynamic complexity. These 

insîghts might be helpful to make sense of the complex and 'messy' reality in the cases. In 

tb at sen se it is a tooi to explore areas that have nut been explored before. 

Because of the dominant role of the analytica! framework, one could consider the 

methodologîcal of this study an example of a pro-theoretica! strategy as Chrislis 

(1998) described it A. pro-theoretica! strategy states that the explication of theory, i.e. the 

definition of essenrial concepts and how they are related, should come before empirica] study 

(Christis, 1998). This strategy is used as a way to make sense of the complex reality Sayer 

(2000, p.l9) about this 'The objects that social scientists study, be they wars, discourses, 

institutions, economie activities, identities, kinship or whatever, are concrete in the sense that 

tbey are the product of multiple components and forces. Social systems are always open and 

usually complex and messy. Unlike some of the natura! sciences, we cannot isolate out these 

components and examine them under controlled conditions. We therefore have to rely on 

abstraction and careful conceptualization, on attemptîng to abstract out the various 

components or influences in our heads, and only when we have done this and considered how 

they combine and interact can we expect to return to the concrete, man'.'-sided object and 

make sen se of it' The analytica! framework should inform where te : c•ok for available 

material and how to relate the information in the various box es. It therefor,. 's orientated at the 
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content of the various box es of this study's conceptual model: the characteristic of the mother 

organization, the choices regarding the design of operational units. and the dealing with 

dynamic complexity by the operational units. It should furthermore provide suftleient insight 

to enable the drawing of relations between these various box es. 

The question whether it is good to portray a process in a particular way can only be 

answered by asking whether it is useful to do so. Christis (1998) emphasized that a model 

provides a certain perspective on the problem in hand. This perspective can make certain 

problems clear and can provide insight into how to solve these problems lf this proves to be 

useful in everyday practice, one can consider the portrayal to be useful and therefore 

successful. This is evidently a pragmatic criterion. Also Sayer, who defended critica! realism, 

indicated that practical adequacy is an important criterion for truth (2000, p.43 ): '( . ) truth 

may be better understood as 'practical adequacy', that is in terms of the extent to which it 

generates expectations about the world and about results of our actions which are realized' 

This shows that pragmatism and a pro-theoretica! strategy are essentially on a par. 

Analytica! abd11ction 

Abduction is the type of logic that describes this process of exploration Abduction is 

orientated at tinding explanations for observed tàcts. These explanations are hypothetical 

(which is relevant for the nature of the substantive theory that will be developed). According 

to Peirce, a hypothesis is: 'Any proposition added to observed facts. tending to make them 

applicable in any way to other circumstances than those under which they are observed, may 

be called a hypothesis' (Peirce, 1955, p.l50). This is exactly what is done in this study. The 

tàcts that are observed hereare the cases. The observation ofthe cases (I prefer 'exploration') 

should lead to insights into the Army as a crisis organization ('making them applicable in any 

way to other circumstances'), i e the substantive theory. Coffey and Atkinson ( 1996, p.l55) 

stated that: 'abductive reasoning lies at the heart of 'grounded theorizing'.' In the second part 

of this chapter, the concept of abduction is worked out further. Abduction is therefore a logic 

that works bottorn-up individual tàcts are collected and linked tagether in order to develop 

hypotheses. The particular is the starting point (Coffey and Atkinson, 1996) It seems perhaps 

that theory has no place in such an approach, which would contradiet earlierclaims about the 

importance of the analytica! framework However, CotTey and Atkinson ( 1996, p.157) 

emphasize that tormal theory is not 'torbidden' in such an approach '( ) we can also 

recognize that theories usefully can be thought of as heuristic tools. In other words, we use 

concepts, theories and ideas constructively and creatively. ( ... ). Regularities in data- whether 
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of form or content- must be associated with ideas that go beyond those data themselves.' 

(italics in original) 

Abduction can be contrasted with both deduction and induction. The method of 

deduction is about applying general rules to specific cases. Formally, this style of reasoning 

looks as follows (Shank, 1998, p.847) 

'Rule. ~ [lt is true that] All the beans from this bag are white. 

Case.- [We know that] These beans are from this bag. 

Result.- [Certainly. it is truc that] These beans are white.' 

In deduction, cases are judged on the basis of rules. In a way, the logica! structure of this 

study might resembie deduction because theoretica] insights (rules) are applied to cases. This 

would mean that theory would occupy an anogant position. This is, for various reasons, not 

the case. 

• One can only answer the demands of deductive reasoning if one has at one' s disposal a 

system of perfect rul es and an objective account of the circumstances. Not incidentally 

theory is called an analytica! framework here. An analytica! frameworkis composed of 

various theoretica! ingredients that might be helpful to deal with the specific issues in 

this study This implies that there is no theory available that can serve as deductive 

tooi. Instead, searching intelligently tor usetul theory is one of the main parts of this 

study 

• Furthermore. 111 order to make deductive conclusions valid, a perfect and 

unquestionable account of the cases should be available. That is not the case, here. 

This has to do with the fact that the cases were not constructed with the core concept 

in mind Sametimes there might be little information available on the topics that are 

important according to the analytica! framework. Theory can be useful to reconstruct 

experiences with few clues in the case materiaL Theory can also be used to search for 

cl u es that, without theory, would have remained in significant 

• In deductive reasoning there is a one-way traffic between theory, cases and 

conclusions. ln deductive syllogisms this is possible because theory is unquestionable. 

Although such a one-way traffic is indeed recognizable in this study, the logica! 

structure is not deductive because the one-way traffic is not considered to be one way 

in principle. One can imagine that the results of this study can lead to theoretica! 

discussion. 

• Josephson & Josephson (1994, p.l7) claimed that deduction is not necessary for 

explanations. They claimed that there is a difference between explanations that are 
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causally sufticient and explanations that are logically sufficient Josephson & 

Josephson (1994, p.17) concluded that: 'Thus, we conclude that explanations are oot 

deductive proofs in any particularly interesting sense. Although they cao aften be 

presented in the farm of deductive proofs, doing so does oot succeed in capturing 

anything essential or especially useful and tends to confuse causation with logica! 

implication. An alternative view is that an explanation is an assignment of causa! 

responsibility; it tells a causa! story. Finding possible explanations is finding possible 

causes ofthe thing to be explained'. 

The traditional counterpart of deduction is induction. Formally this type of reasoning looks as 

follows (Shank, 1998, p.847) 

'Case.- [We know that] These beans are from this bag. 

Result- [We have observed that] These beans are white. 

Rule. - [Probably, then] All the beans from this bag are white.' 

Induction is the inferior counterpart of deduction, because it always leads to conclusions that 

are only probable (Shank, 1998, p.845). It might also be thought that the logica! structure of 

this study resembles induction because of the issues of probability and generalization 

( developing a substantive theory on the basis of observations in cases). Induction is orientated 

towards finding statistica! generalizations (a number of observations leads to conclusions 

about the way the world works) (Emery & Emery, 1997, p.l20). It is a methad for testing 

theories when these theories are already there. Shank put this matter as follows (1998, p.845): 

'( ) inductive methods are only useful in settling issues of empirica! truth when the meanings 

of these empirica! phenomena are first rendered non-problematic. That is, in order to use 

inductive methods, we first have to make sure that we know what all of our phenomena meao, 

and that there is general agreement on these meanings. In science, the question of prior 

meaning is most aften resolved by the use of theory.' There are various reasoos why the 

logica! structure of this study is oot inductive. 

• Since this study, indeed, uses theory, one might think that the logic of this study 

operates in the way Shank put it in the quotation above. However, this study does oot 

use theory in order to generalize this specific theory; it uses one kind of theory (i.e 

formal) to develop another kind of theory (i.e. substantive) Although finding suitable 

theory is an important part of this study, this study is fundamentally orientated at 

developing meaningful conclusions in a particular case (the substantive theory) 

• The nature ofinduction is aften misunderstood. The economist Brian McArthur is one 

of the researchers that advocated the importance of induction in contrast to deduction: 
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'Much more aften the players (chess players, ehk) operate in a world of induction. 

They try to fill the gaps on the fly by forming hypotheses, by making analogies, by 

drawing from past experience, by using heuristic rules of thumb. Whatever works, 

works - even if they do not understand why. And for that reason, induction cannot 

depend upon precise, deductive logic.' (quoted in Waldrop, 1992, p.253). This study 

agrees with McArthur with respect to the way everyday thinking works. However, 

what McArthur is talking about is not induction but abduction. 

Besides the traditional two formal ways of reasoning, there is a third way called abduction or 

retroduction. This type of logic was originally meant for capturing the nature of scientific 

progress (finding new explanations for phenomena). Formally this logic looks as follows 

(Shank, 1998, p.847): 

'Result.- [We have the experience that] The beans are white [but this experience lacks 

any real meaning for us]. 

Rule. - [The claim that] All the beans from this bag are white [is meaningful in this 

setting]. 

Case- [Therefore, it is bath plausible and meaningful to hypothesize that] These beans 

are from this bag.' 

One can see that a new idea or hypothesis (these beans are from this bag) is added to two 

'givens' (the rule and the result). According to Cunningham (1998, pp.833-834), abduction is 

the appropriate methad for making sense of new (or unknown) situations. According to 

Bateson (2002, p.l34), abduction is rather important because: '( ... ), all thought would be 

totally impossible in a universe in which abduction was not expectable'. It is claimed that 

abduction captures the logical structure ofthis study. 

The hypothetical explanations are developed using an analytica! framework. The 

explanations are developed using existing insight. For that reason I want to introduce the 

concept of analytica! abduction. Explanations are sought using analytica! materiaL Theory for 

observed facts is being developed (hypotheses about the cases) by using general insights 

theory (the analytica! framework). Figure 2.2 displays the structure of the analysis in this 

study: 
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Model 2.2: Analytical abduction 

The analytica! framework (left square) functions to make meaningful structures (right square) 

in the cases (middle square) visibleX\'III 

Normative claims 

Given the topic ofthis study, the analytica! frameworkis necessarily normative. Not only is it 

described how units dealt with dynamic complexity, it is also discussed how their ability to do 

so was influenced by design characteristics of both the crisis organization and the mother 

organization Furthermore, the analyses made in this study are supposed to be useful for the 

Armed Forcesas a crisis organization. I do not study reality justas an aquarium, that is to say, 

not just for the joy of observation. There appears to be a paradox in these normative ai ms. The 

apparent contradiction is that this study appears to ask what it claims to be unable to answer. 

This study claims that the nature of dynamic complexity operational units have to deal with is 

such that one cannot develop rules that specify the best possible way for dealing with specific 

problems. There is no ultimate manual available. Therefore, it seemsstrange to claim that one 

can determine that a unit dealt with dynamic complexity inthebest possible way. 

However, this study does not try to develop a perfect system of rules for every 

imaginable problem, in which the best way of dealing with that problem is specifiedxix This 

XVIII One could ask why this studv does not just use some sort of checklist to abserve self-organizing potential in the 
tmits. Such lists are available in existing theory. Why is such a complex analytica! framework constructcd'l Therc are 
two argwnenls for tbis. In Ute first place, it has to do with the pbrase "analytica! abduction" Tbe case studies were 
originally nol constructed to make an analysis of the self-organizing potential possible. The case studies should 
thercfore be explored in an intelligent way, in order to locale the relevant materiaL Tbe reilcelion is, in other words, 
more complex than merely applving a checklist. In the second place, a relationship is studied between dealing with 
practical problems and design charactcristics. lt is not merely attempted to assess the self-organizing potential of units, 
il is also attemptcd to draw a link between the design characteristics and the actual descriptions (tbe original case 
studies were oricntated at practical problems units were confronted with). 
XIX It wil! nol be staled that design characteristic X always and invariablv leads to dealing with complexity in a Y 
manner. The influence of design characteristics of operational units on tbeir ability to deal with dynamic complexity is 
of a ditTerent causa! nature. lnstead, tbis study adopts a realist view on causalion. Sayer (2000, p.l4) explained the 
realist view on causation as f(Jllows: 'Consequently, lor realists, causation is nol understood on the model of regular 
succession of evcnts and hence explanation need nol depend on tlnding thcm, or searching for putative sociallaws. 
The conventional impulse to prove causation bv collecting data on regularities, repeated occurrenccs, is therctore 
misguided~ at best these might suggest where to look tor candidates tor causa! mechanisms. What causes something to 
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would necessitate an absolutist idea of causality, comparable with what has been called 'a 

map that is as complex as the topic of study'. The analytica] framework of this study 

explicates causa! mechanisms that do not need to materialize in everyday reality. With the 

causa] mechanisms in mind, the cases are studiedinorder to meaning to the experiences. 

What the analytica! framework claims is that organizational systems with particular design 

characteristics are better at dealing with dynamic complexity than others. The impheation of 

this is that well-designed operational units not always operate successfully. Furtherrnore, 

when units do not operate on the basis ofthis philosophv, there is no guarantee that things will 

always turn out badly. The idea of the nonnative claims developed in this study is that the 

chances of dealing successfully with dynamic complexity are greater when one operales 

according to this philosophy. The analytica! framework reflects, in other words, on the 

potential of operatîonal units to deal with dynamic complexity. Because of these 

characteristics ît is possible to fonn an opinion regarding cases. It is, for example, possible to 

state that the Army might have been successful in a certain case but that this success came 

about in spite of their way of operating. lt is therefore possible to attribute success to luck, or 

faiture to bad luck. This is an essential characteristic ofthe reflection ifit wants to be able to 

do more than merely recording experiences. 

The substanfive themy and usefulness 

The resulting substantive theory consists of hypotheses about the nature of the vanous 

relations this study is interested in. The substantive theory that is developed is orientated at 

'insight into'. However, insight is not only sought tor the sake of insight. The insight into the 

various relations in the conceptual model should be usefuL Lsefulness is therefore the 

criterion to evaluate the substantive theory. Or, as Rescher (2000, p.60) claimed ·Practice 

(praxis) is to serve as the arbiter of theory (theoria)'. The hypotheses that are the re sult of thi s 

study should therefore be evaluated on the basis of their usefulness. The 'real world' 

evaluation of the reileetion is, of course, a matter tl1at lies outside the realm of this study; 

however, it is possible to reflect hereon the kind ofinsight this study is after Because ofthis 

pragmatist orientation, the usefulness of the substantive theory to be developed can be put as 

t'ollows 

!Jas nothing to do wilh the numbcr of times 1\e have observed ii Fxplanation Jcpends ins\<.'ad on 
causa] me.ohanisms ho\\ thc1 \\Ork, a:1J discnn•ring ifthev been aetivated anJ under what 

conditiOns. · In other words, the causa] claims of this stud1 are nol ·A ah\11\ necessarilv and invariably CaLLscs B', but 
A bas the polential of causing Ir 
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l) i he insights (d' the subsfantive theory are valuab/e (l the resulling insights were nol 

totul!y obvious beforehand For example, the insight that the Anny is rather a 

hierarchical organization is not very valuable. However, the insight that this 

hierarchical nature influences dealing with dynamic complexity in unexpected ways is 

valuable. 

2) The iusights of the substaflfive themy are vafuable if they provide clear indicationsjor 

.further research. As has constantly been emphasized. this study consists of an 

exploration and h}1Jotheses about the relations in the conceptual model The 

substanti ve theory is valuable if it hits upon certain possible relations that need to be 

studied more thoroughly. Therefore, the final chapter will discuss various directions 

tor further research. 

3) The insights of the substantive theory are valuable if they provide insight into how the 

Army can improve itself as an organization that is involved in peace operations. The 

substantive theory is therefore useful if, due to the speciflc nature of the analyses (a 

specific theoretica] perspective, an exploration of specitlc relations). particular 

strent,rths and weaknesses of the Army become visible. Therefore, the final chapter 

will discuss various directions for organizational 
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Chapter Three: Peace operations according to the Army. 

This chapter will provide some insight into how the Dutch Armed Farces have conceptualized 

peace operations. The following issues will be addressed: 

• It is attempted to delineate the concept of peace operation. This should provide insight 

into what the Army believes to be the kinds of operations it can become involved in. 

• It is discussed what challenges the Army expects from these operations. More 

particularly, the status of dynamic complexity in the doctrine is traced. 

• It will be discussed how the Army thinks it can deal with the challenges of peace 

opera ti ons. 

3.1 Peace operations according to the doctrine 

The Army has devoted a specific volume of the military doctrine to peace operations (part 

ADP UI). The descriptions in this section will largely be based on this volume (Koninklijke 

Landmacht, 1999). The doctrine defines peace operations as follows: 'In peace operations, 

military actions focus on what the parties in the conflict do to hamper or prevent the 

accomplishment ofthe operation's objective'. The prototypical peace operation that is implicit 

in this definition is probably of the IFOR or SFOR type. This is an operation in which a 

country needs to be built up afterei vil war. In such operations, military units are deployed to 

proteet a peace treaty, or in the case of IFOR and SFOR, protecting the various phases of the 

Dayton agreement. Furthermore it is emphasized that: 'A force deployed in a peace operation 

must strive for an independent position and must avoid involvement as one of the parties in 

the conflict' (p.59) and 'A peace force doesindeed have means offorce, but will, in principle, 

only u se them for the purpose of self-defense' As such, peace operations as the Army defines 

them are different from 'war-like' operations. Such operations are directed at a specific 

opponent (by definition partial in nature), in which the use of force ('military means') stands 

in the foreground (Koninklijke Landmacht, 1999, p.59). 

One could ask what different sorts of operations fall under the heading of 'peace 

operations'. Below, Figure 1-2 from the doctrine (p.l8) is displayed, showing the NATO 

categorization ofpeace operations 
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Figure 3.1: The various types of peace operations. (SAR refers to 'search and rescue 

operations') (figure 1.2, Koninklijke Landmacht (1999, p. 18) 

An important distinction is made between the operations that are peiforrned in a NATO 

context and those that are not. It is generally clear what the various operations shown here 

involve. 

The doctrine also attempts to describe the operational tasks that are part of these 

operations. To start with, the following assertion is made: 'In peace operations, military 

personnel must not only command the basic military skills, but is also expected to peiforrn 

tasks which go against the nature of the armed forces as an instrument of force. There may 

thus be situations in which even the controlled use of force could have an adverse effect. 

Social and communications skills are thus crucial at all levels in the peace force' (emphasis in 

original). Below, Figure 1-3 from the doctrine (p.21) displays various operational tasks in 

various sorts of peace operations. 
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Figure 3.2: Figure 1.3 of the doctrine (p.21) displaying peace operations and operational 

tasks (Koninklijke Landmacht, p. 21) 

Again the content of the tasks is not described in greater detail here. The finer distinctions are 

less relevant. In the doctrine it is emphasized that the precise operational tasks largely depend 

on the mandate of the operation. Although it is not explicitly stated in the doctrine it appears 

that a distinction is made in various degrees of violence. 

3.2 'Peace operations' as a fuzzy category 

If one takes a closer look at the two figures shown here, one can conclude that the category 

'peace operations' is a fuzzy category. It is difficult to say in advance what type of peace 

operation is appropriate in what type of operational context, and it is difficult to precisely 

indicate what operational tasks are to be expected in a given peace operation. Most types of 

peace operations are expected in the 'armed conflict/war vs. post-conflict' window (only 

'conflict prevention' and 'preventive deployment' are not, which goes without saying). 

Furthermore, in a given type of peace operation most operational tasks that are mentioned are 

imaginable. For example, peacekeeping extends over various operational contexts, while all 
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11 operational tasks are imaginable during peacekeeping operations. Moreover, the 

operational tasks are defined by their goal. As such, one can distinguish betï;veen 

'interpositioning' and 'preventive deployment'. However, it is far from imaginable that these 

different operational tasks require the same skilis and the same strategies from operational 

units. lt may be that 'interpositioning' and 'preventive deployment' are indistinguishable if 

one merely perceives the concrete actionsof operational units 

This shows that it is difticult to precisely define the category of 'peace operations'. 

The diftlculties of coming to grips with the category 'peace operations' has to do with the 

problem that all categorizations necessarily are based on previous experience, while the 

categorization is meant to get a grip on future operations. The exact conditions of future 

operations depend on many unpredictable factors. for instanee on the exact nature of the 

conflict, the precise assignment for a unit, local conditions and politica! cornmitrnent of an 

international force. Actually, the exact conditions of a future operation are so unpredictable 

that one cannot even identify all the different factors on which they may depend. 

For this reason one can consider the category of ·peace operations' to be a fuzzy 

category. It is nota category in which the various elements share a common set of properties 

(although this was perhaps the object of categorizing), but one in which the various elements 

have a family resemblancexx Future operations probably resembie past operations, but it is 

difficult to indicate the nature of future operations. It seems that the Army shares this 

conclusion. In the preface of the doctrine it is emphasized that 'peace operations have, in 

practice, become highly complex operations in which, besides military actions, many other 

factors play a role. And this development is not at a standstill every peace operation is 

ditTerent and. in each one, a peace force will face new challenges' (Koninklijke Landmacht, 

1999, p.9). 

This does not mean that the categorization ts not useful. On the contrary, the 

categorization gives însîght into the kind of operatîons the Army can expect to he confronted 

with. Furthermore, it gives insight into the necessary competencies of crisis organizations. 

However, the categorization should not be considered as a strict recipe for the future. One 

should he careful to consider the operational tasks that are displayed in figure 2 to be a strict 

definition of the tasks that units should he capable of performing. lt is a general definition of 

The ideo of categories consisring of elements with a family resernblance is originully introt!uccd bv Wittgenstein. 
LakalT i 1987, p.l6) e:>-plained this as follows: 'Memhers of a family resembic one another in \'arious ways: they may 
share the btlild or tbc samc tàcial features, thc same hair colour, cyc co!our, or temperamentand the like. But there 
need bc no single collection of properties shared bv evcryonc in a famil) . In my opinion this is a lso tlie case with 
peace operations. 
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the tasks units need to be able to perfom1. The most important Jesson to be drawn from the 

two tlgures is therefore that the Army should be prepared for a diversity of operations in 

which a diversity of possible operational tasks can be performed. This implies that crisis 

organizations should be broadly skilled, broad-minded and able to handle a diversity of 

operational tasks in a complex and changing environment 

3.3 Peace operations and complexity 

The issue of complexity is also worked out in the doctrine 'The complexity of the tasks to be 

performed in combination with the circumstances under which the operation takes place can 

also give rise to tension. There may, for example, be a large number of groups and factions 

(each with their own background and objectîve), which must be taken into account in the 

execution ofthe tasks. This is in actdition to the rul es that apply to friendly actions, whether or 

not they relate to the use of force. The degree of complexity may be increased even further by 

climatologic and geographical conditions, which can transfarm the execution of even the 

simplest oftasks into a farmidabie challenge' (emphasis in original; p 66i'"I 

The complex nature of peace operations can, according to the doctrine, provide 

problems for the Armyin generaL It is claimed that: 'The foregoing doesnotalter the tàct that 

the role that military personnel have to fill in most peace operations is at odds with the 

primary role for which the military apparatus was established. In this primary role, military 

means are deployed so that a decision can be forced in the short term with the use of force. 

The culture of the military apparatus is thus a consequence of that role. Therefore the 

deployment of the milita1y apparatus in a peace operation, in which nodecision can be forced 

immediately and which is conducted over a prolonged period, by definition gives rise to 

tension This intrinsic tension may increase under the pressure of circumstances, which can be 

highly diverse in nature' (emphasis in original; p.63). This quotatien is interesting for a 

number of reasons. The doctrine acknowledges that the Army was not designed for 

performing peace operations and perceives this mainly as a cultural problem. More recent 

developments within the Dutch Armed Porces have put this claim in an interesting light As 

has been said, in the Army's most recent policy document, peace opera ti ons are placed at a 

xxJ Pea~e operalions as thcy are JerineJ by this study are complex in yet a nother meaning of the "ord. Previously a 
distinction was made between operational units .. a erisis organization and a mother organization. This study is 
specitïcallv orientalcd at pcace operations in which this distinction is relevant This implies that the peace operations 
this study is interested in involve lhe deplo\lnent of lmndreds of soldiers a large munber of different jobs. 
1\s will bc cxtensively discussed in this st1rdv, this type of complcxity ereales a of coonlination between 
ditTerent organizalional parts Need!ess lo ~ay these diftèrent fom1s of compkxity constitut.: a serious organizational 
challcngc 
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more prominent position compared to wartime operations. The doctrine appears to sense 

problems of organizational change. 

The topic of dealing with complexity is alsodealt with in the doctrine. The importance 

of insight is underlined in the doctrine: 'It is, therefore, essential that all levels have insight 

into the context of the operation. The lack of such insight can lead to a feeling of 

hopelessness and doubt as to the sense of the peace operation and can undermine the 

involvement and effort of the memhers of the peace force' (Koninklijke Landmacht, 1999 

p.65 emphasis in original). This is a condusion that, as will be seen, is shared by this study 

However, this study does not consider insight to be merely important for motivational 

reasons, but necessary for insightful action at the lower levels. Insight at all levels is 

nevertheless considered to be important, according to the Army: 'It is clear that the 

environment is usually complex, while a large number of factors can pose a threat to the 

successful completion of the operation. It is important that all levels involved - from the 

political-strategie to the tactical level - are aware of their role in the decision-making and 

implementation of the peace operation and the way in which they can contribute to the success 

of the operation' (Koninklijke Landmacht; 1999, p.67). One should be aware that what the 

doctrine has defined as the tactical level also refers to what this study has defined as the 

operational level. The following quotation shows that the Army considers the - what this 

study calls - inevitable autonomy of operators also as a possible threat 'During a peace 

operation, the actions of an individual soldier, conducted with or without social skills, could 

have major repercussions in terms of the accomplishment of the operational objective. This 

has implications for such aspects as the specific (i.e. mission orientated) training of military 

personnel' (Koninklijke Landmacht, p. 60) 

Mission Cammand 

The Army has developed a philosophy of command in which autonomy at the operational 

level stands at the foreground. This is formulated in the Army doctrine that was published in 

1996 (after the experiences of Dutchbat and Logtbat, but before SFOR). In its 1996 doctrine 

publication, the Dutch Army explicitly chose a system of what is generally called Mission 

Command (MC) (Koninklijke Landmacht, 1996) In essence, MC is a system of 

decentralization. lt is a system that aims to enable initiative-taking and decision-making at the 

lower levels. This system of command has been inspired by the system of Auftragstaktik, 

which was developed and applied by the German armed forces during World War Il, although 

the first experiments had already been conducted in World War I, or even earlier (Wilson, 
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1989: Nel sen, 1992; Van Creveld. J 985) Autragstaktîk can be considered a system of 

decentralization mw11 la let/re This system of command proved to be very effective during 

the years ofthe World War 

According to the Dutch doctrine, one of the reasons for implementing MC is that in 

the post-Cold-War era, the Army has to operate in varied circumstances and operations. This 

makes it very diflicult to plan every operation in great detaif'·'drr and, therefore, much should 

be left to the initiatives of local cammanders (Egter van Wissekerke, 1996). For the 

implementation of MC in the Dutch Army, the same arguments were used that many authors 

use to explain the successes of Auftragstaktik. ln the chaos of war: 

• Crucial operational decisions can best be made by sub-cammanders directly involved 

in the operations; 

• Decentralization creates commitment and stimulates courage at every hierarchical 

level; 

• Decentralization prevents an information overload up and down the hierarchy: local 

cammanders are stimulated to act on the most recent and actual intormation; et cetera 

(t\elsen, 1989). 

MC can therefore be regarcled as a system of command specifically meant tor dealing with 

dynamic complexity According to the Dutch military doctrine, MC should be applied in all 

kinds of operations and in both operational and peacetime circurnstances. 

3.4 The Army and dealing with dynamic complexity 

The most important conclusions ofthis chapter are 

• The Army considers peace operations to be complex (although it remains to be seen 

whether their concept of cornplexity is cornparable with dynamîc complexity). 

• lt recognizes the inevitability and the need for autonomy of operational units. 

"~" Tlm svstem of command took the chaotic aml unpwdictable nature of situations during \\ar as a of departnre. 
Much !ikc in this studvit vvas rcasoneu that hccause ofthis kvel ofnnccrtaintv nol even action at opcrationallevel 
conld he prescribeu. Rather. units at the operatiemallevel werc considered to he the oncs that were most aware 0i all 
recent and conscqucntlv inthebest posilion to decide how to act. In this respect this svstem of cornmand 
implies lot freedom at thc opcrationallcveL Top-dovm there were only rough guidelines formulated. i.c objectives 
to he met. the deplov·:;:ent of a 1mit in 1\·ider ~ontc~t, m1d unit.> were supplied \\tlh adequate means to aceomplish 
thc rm c:-,.ample & Kramer. 1997, Kramer & Within this lramcwork of general rulcs, 
units wen: supp0scd to do The philosophy of can bc considcred tbc archctvpal fonn of a 

pf dccentralîLalion 
This hides a subtic due regarding !he Anny way of thinking. Thc !mpossib!lilv olplanning an operalwn into cv.:ry 

JHUl!Hltaurc Jeulil ], attributcd lo a Jack of tim<:. Appawntly, lhc Army bdi<.Ov·cs that '"" fect plannmg 1s principal~v 
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• lt has designed and implemented a philosophy of command in order to be able to deal 

with the particular nature of peace opera ti ons 

The Army acknowledges the problem of dealing with complexity. Furthermore, the Army 

tri es to find ways to deal with complexity by granting the idea of autonomy at the lower levels 

a central position. The Army therefore shares the essential claims of the previous chapter. 

However, one can state that current thinking in the Army has impot1ant shortcomings. lt 

should be noted that it offers no deeper insight into the nature of complexity. The analysis 

emphasizes matters like the 'chaos of the battlefield ·, but what thi s exactly means is not 

analyzed Also, the tormulation of the Army does not offer an analysis of what dealing with 

complexity involves. The doctrine emphasizes that autonomy is important, but the process of 

dealing with complexity remains a black box. Furthermore, one can state that the concept of 

autonomy is broadly defined. In the formulation ofTered here it is still unclear whether an 

autonomous soldier controls the way his coffee is served or if he has the means to deal with 

his problems at the operational level This criticism, however, comes at a too early stage in 

this study. The doctrine wil! be discussed and analyzed in greater detail in later pat1s of this 

study. 
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Part Two. Analytica! framework: dealing with dynamic complexity 

Both part two and three are dedicated to the development of the analytica! framework. The 

various chapters of part two and three all formulate a necessary ingredient of this analytica! 

framework. Parts two and three are focused on a qualitatively different part of the analytica! 

framework. Part two concerns the theoretica! foundation of the analytica! framework. Central 

in part two are discussions on systems, environments, and dynamic complexity. On the basis 

of these discussions a crucial quality in dealing with dynamic complexity is identified Part 

three is orientated at organizing this crucial quality within organizational systems. It is 

specitied how an organization should be designed in order to enlarge capability of self

organization. Based on this specitication, it is particularized how theevents in the cases will 

be analyzed in order to establish the self-organizing potential of operational units. As has been 

stated, the development of the analytica! framework has been a studyin itself Part two should 

result in an answer to the question: 

How can a system deal with dynamic complexity in the best possible way? 

This question is important because it is explicitly orientated at the normative issue of this 

study The following chapters discuss the first four ingredients of the analytica! framework 

l. The theoretica! exploration of the concept of dynamic complexity. 

2. The characterization of the problem of dealing with dynamic complexity using an 

abstract modeL 

3. The identification ofthe 'normative element' in the abstract modeL 

4. A description ofthe normative element 
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Chapter Four: The concept 'dynamic complexity' 

In Chapter One, dynamic compiexity has been introduced as the care concept of this study. 

Dynamic compiexity was roughiy defined as a probiem in which 'the nature of reality' in 

which an organizational system is involved is problematic. This probiernatie nature confronts 

the organizational system with a necessity to act, while at the sametime the best way to act is 

unclear. This chapter focuses on refining the concept ofdynamic complexity. The concept will 

be clarified by placing it against its theoretica! background (the first ingredient of the 

analytica! framework) 

After the first two exploratory case studies were completed, dynamic complexity was 

identified as a core concept. The phrase 'dynamic complexity' could account for an important 

part (arguably the most interesting part) ofthe experiences ofthe operational units This care 

concept needs 'theoretica!' clarification at several points. In the first pi ace, the concept of 

dynamic complexity needs to be placed against its theoretica! background. This theoretica! 

background is 'systems theory', which is quite an established tradition in organizational 

theory (see for example Reed, 1999) ln the second place, dynamic complexity is defined here 

in a specific way. This definition is neither exotic nor controversial, but it needs to be 

distinguished from other possible definitions of dynamic complexity. In the third place, the 

definition of dynamic complexity has not only implications for how the central problem of 

this study is perceived; it also influences the choice for the normative model that will be used 

in this study. In order to tackle these issues, this chapter will praeeed by taking the following 

steps (a) the history of systems theory in organizational studies will be briefly sketched. 

Actually, I should say 'a' history, because it involves a description that suits my purposes here 

(i e placing the concept of dynamic complexity against its theoretica! background). This 

involves a description of the development from early 'technica! approaches' to more recent 

insights, which emphasize the importance of 'chaos' and 'complexity'. (b) After this historica! 

sketch, the cun·ent status of systems theory as a tooi within organizational studies will be 

discussed. (c) Subsequently, the definition of dynamic complexity as it is used in this study 

will be elaborated. (d) Finally, the choice fora particular model to characterize the problem of 

dealing with dynamic complexity will be defended. 

4.1 A history of systems theory 

In order to pi ace the concept of dynamic complexity against its theoretica! background, I will 

briefly describe the history of systems theory. It should be noted that I refer here toReneraf 
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systems theory. Von Bertalanffy (1971, p.24) emphasized that systems thinking had emerged 

as an alternative to the paradigm of classica! science, which explained complex phenomena in 

terms of isolated elements and unidirectional causa! relations. Instead, systems theory 

proposed to focus on the organization of the elementsin order to explain complex phenomena 

(Von Bertalanffy, 1971, p.25; presumably on the basisofan Aristotelian dictum). Rapopart 

( 1968) identified the crucial elementsof systems thinking as: 

'something consisting of a set of entities 

among which a set of relations is specified, so that 

deductions are possible from such relations to others or from the relations among the 

entities to the behavior or the history ofthe system.' (see also, Van der Vlist, 1981) 

One can say that different paradigms in systems thinking differ in apinion about all of these 

points: the nature of the components of a system, the nature of the relation between the 

components, the nature of the relation between the system and the environment, etc. For the 

present description I will use a distinction between three different 'paradigms' in systems 

thinking used by Blom (1997) the paradigms of 'classica!' systems theory, open systems 

theory and self-referential systems theory Although Blom (1997, p.20) admitted that a 

distinction like this is arbitrary, it is at least useful to sketch the theoretica! background of the 

concept of 'dynamic complexity'. 

'Classica!' approaches were equaled by Blom (1997) with the structural functionalist 

approach of theorists like Talcott Parsons and Ratcliffe Brown, which approach originated 

from anthropological research. Societies were considered as a structured whole, with each part 

accomplishing a necessary function. The main criticism on this approach was that it was 

orientated at stability and at the issue of preserving existing structures. This approach relied, 

therefore, on the assumption of a uniform and generally accepted system of values (Blom, 

1997, p.l4). In other words, classica! approaches were considered to be too much orientated at 

the 'statie' properties of systems in order to be a bie to account for phenomena like variability 

and change. 

In response to the classica! approaches, theorists like Von Bertalanffy, Ackoff and 

Ashby developed the 'open systems paradigm'. In this approach, open systems are 

distinguished from closed systems ( or a system/environment distinction replaced a whoie/part 

distinction, Luhmann, 1995, p.6) Open systems are typically not just located in an 

environment; they entertain a dynamic relationship with this environment (Blom, 1997, p.18). 

A closed system, like a clock, is located in an environment but its internal processes praeeed 

relatively independent of external farces, or can be understood to praeeed like that. The 
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behavior of open systems, however, was understood to be the result of an interaction between 

a system and its environment. According toBlom ( 1997, p.18) this resulted in the 'primacy of 

the environment', and phenomena like 'change' and 'development' were understood to be 

adaptive reactions to the environment. This open systems approach has achieved an important 

status within organizational theory (for example the 'open sociotechnical systems approach'). 

One specific problem challenged the open systems paradigm. If systems adapt to the 

environment, the question was 'how do they adapfi' (Blom, 1997). In other words: adaptation 

presupposes a strategie selection of relevant information from the environment and a stratexic 

change of the internal composition of the system. In that case, adaptation depends on the 

existing structures within a system, which means that a system is not 'open', nor does it 

'adapt' in a simple way. Systems apparently can deal with change and the unknown ifthey are 

somehow equipped to recognize and therefore anticipate the unknown. However, how 

unknown is the unknown ifit is anticipated? 

One can recognize a problem of circularity in this line of reasoning: a system can only 

adapt to relevant new developments in the environment if it is somehow equipped to 

recognize these relevant new developments. This criticism of circularity was the stepping

stone for the paradigm of self-referential system theories. The paradigm of self-referential 

systems theories is orientated at the issue of how dynamica! systems organize this circularity 

(Blom, 1997, p.20). Luhmann ( 1995, p9) states 'The theory of self-referential systems 

maintains that systems can differentiate only by self-reference, which is to say, only insofar as 

systems refer to themsel ves (be this to elements of the same system, to operations of the same 

system, or to the unity of the same system) in constituting their elements and their elementary 

operations.' According toBlom (1997, p.21) all theories that orientate on circular models are 

counted among the self-referential theories. This includes the 'recent trend' in science: chaos 

and complexity theory. Complexity science, for example, studies how, and under what 

conditions, order (distinguishab1e integrated wholes; i.e. a system/environment distinction) 

can emerge out of chaos (Waldrop, 1992) Within the paradigm of self-referential systems 

theories, the concept of autopoiesis has become a central issue. Autopoiesis is a concept from 

biology that Maturana and Varela used to capture the essence of living systems, namely that 

living systems are able to produce and reproduce the elements they are constituted from 

(Blom, 1997) Autopoietic systems are systems that reproduce the elements that they are 

constituted from through the elements they are constituted from (Blom, 1997, p.24). lt should 

be emphasized that they not essentially reproduce the physical or chemica! reality of their 

elements but reproduce themselves as a !>)JStem or as an organization of selectively interacting 
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elements. The systems level cannot be red u eed to its material basis, i.e. the systems level has 

characteristics that are emergent. In complexity science, a frequently mentioned example of 

emergent characteristics that cannot be reduced to a material basis is water. The fluid 

character of water cannot be reduced to characteristics of individual water molecules. A 

swarm or system of water molecules possesses the characteristics that are emergent on the 

material basis. 

By postulating such an 'emergent identity', the paradigm of self-referential systems 

theories re-introduces an idea of 'closure'. Systems need a particular kind of' cl os ure' in order 

to be able to be open (Blom, 1997, p.27). However, according to the interpretation of Blom 

(1997, p.27), self-referential systems need to open themselves for information from the 

outside. If ciosure would imply a 'direct circularity' (a system can only see what it already 

knows) a system would be essentially closed. A salution to the 'total/y open but empty total/y 

c/osed hut blind· paradox lies hidden in the definition of the concept of autonomy. Autonomy 

in self-referential systems theory refers to the ability of a system to regulate its dependenee 

and independenee (Blom, 1997, p.26). That means that the environment can 'irritate' or 

'trigger', but the environment cannot determine change in the system (see the definition of 

autonomy given in chapter 1). If one would casually reflect on this line of reasoning, it might 

appear that a new farm of essentialism is proposed the 'true care' of the system (its ciosure) 

detem1ines its identity. This would take systems theory back to square 1: the classic idea of 

shared values. However, the order in systems that are studied by this paradigm is not one that 

is based on a design blueprint or the design actions of a central controller. For example, an 

issue that is frequently underlined in complexity theory is the issue of 'order for free' 

(Kauffman, 1995). 'Order tor tree' refers to order that emerges out of (selective) local 

interactions between elements without there being a central controller or blueprint A bi oiogist 

like Kauffman studies under what conditions such order can come into existence, i e 'the laws 

of self-organization' 

Comp/exity and the proh!em (!f openness 

The previous discussion will have made it clear that systems theory in its most recent 

formulation is neither fundamentally basedon an assumption of stability nor is it basedon a 

naive idea of adaptation My interpretation is that, as a consequence of the transition from the 

open systems paradigm to the self-referential paradigm, a ditTerenee in focus on a system's 

essential probierus has emerged. Instead of assuming the openness of the system (open 

systems theory ), the issue of openness of the system becomes the essen ti al problem for self-
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referential systems theory. The mere possibility of opennessis one of the main issues of this 

paradigm. 

This interpretation can be justified by discussing the nature and place of the concept of 

complexity in social systems theory (systems operating on the basis of communication, 

Knodt, 1995, p.xxiii). According to Luhmann (1995, p.27), the self-referential paradigm is 

based on a different conception of complexity compared to earl i er paradigms: '( .. ) one that 

must be fommlated entirely as a difference m complexity. One must distinguish the 

incomprehensible complexity in a system (or its environment) that would result if one 

connected everything with everything else, from deterrninately structured complexity, which 

can only be selected contingently. And one must distinguish environmental complexity (in 

bath farms) from system complexity (again in bath farms); the system complexity is always 

lesser and must compensate by exploiting its contingency, that is, by its pattemsof selection.' 

From this portray al it follows that both system and environment are considered to be complex. 

Systems are 'organized complexity' (complexity with selective relations among its elements 

(Luhmann, 1996, p.24)). Moreover, a system is complex because it is incapable of observing 

its own complexity (Luhmann, 1995, p.28). Furtherrnore, it follows that reduction of 

complexity is the basis of system formation, in other words, reduction of complexity is 

constitutive of a distinction between system and environment Knodt (1995, p.xvii) underlined 

that this difference is of crucial importance: 'Without it, there would be nothing, no world 

consisting of discrete entities, but only undifferentiated chaos.' Besides, Knodt underlined that 

the relation between system and environment is asymmetrical and simplifying. Luhmann 

(1995, p.25) stated further that 'Establishing and maintaining the ditTerenee between system 

and environment then becomes the problem, because for each system the environment is more 

complex than the system itself' From this I conclude that openness to the complexity in the 

environment is the essential problem in this paradigm of systems theory. 

The foregoing has consequences for the way in which the concept of dynamic 

complexity is perceived in this study (as stated in chapter 1, I use the phrase dynamic 

complexity insteadof complexity). Given the central issues of self-referential systems theory, 

dealing with dynamic complexity is nota matter of simple adaptation. In this study, dynamic 

complexity refers to an identified system (here a military unit) that experiences problematic 

environmental conditions. Given the main topics of self-referential systems theory, the 

essential problem of dealing with dynamic complexity becomes the way in which such units 

can be open to the prob1ematic environment in order to be able to adapt strategically tothese 
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conditions. This issue is therefore the cornerstone in modeling the problem of dealing with 

dynamic complexity. 

4.2 Systems theory as a tooi 

Elements of systems thinking can be found in a diversity of scientific approaches. As early as 

1971 Von Bertalanffy remarked that: 'System-theoretical approaches include general systems 

theory (in the narrower sense), cybernetics, theory of automata, control theory, information 

theory, set, graph, and network theory, relational mathematics, game and decision theory, 

computerization and simulation, and so on' ( 1971, p.30). Here, systems theory is applied as a 

tooi that can be used to think a bout or to 'model' organizational issues. In organizational 

studies, organizations or groups in organizations are portrayed as a system, or as a system 

consisting of systems (Van der Vlist, 1981). As such, systems theory provides researchers a 

tooi to focus on particular organizations or parts of an organization and, depending on how 

this focus is defined, particular problems become visible or remain out of focus (In 't Veld, 

1987) It is, in other words, a metaphor one can use to interpret reality (Van Eijnatten, 2002) 

One's exact understanding of the metaphor determines, of course, one's perception of reality. 

In organizational theory, all the different system theoretica! paradigms have been applied. 

Many are familiar with Katzand Kahn's (1978) account of what open systems theory means 

for organizational studies, but also the more recent insights on chaos and complexity have 

found their way into organizational studies Van Eijnatten (2004) has extensively documented 

how these recent insights (which, on a closer look, are not so recent, according to Van 

Eijnatten) are used within organizational studies. Within the contines of this study it is, 

obviously, impossible and unnecessary to present a complete account of how systems theory 

has found its way in organizational studies. 

Here, 1 want to argue that systems theory provides organizational studies a diversity of 

tools that can be used to tackle a diversity of problems Contrasting two approaches may 

illustrate this point. De Sitter (2000) and Christis (1998) attempted to supply the traditional 

open sociotechnical systems theory with a theoretica! foundation that is orientated on the 

recent self-referential paradigm in systems theory. The emphasis of the resulting 

Sociotechnical Systems Design theory is a theory that can be used to design organizations that 

are confronted with a 'problematic' environment. Thus, systems theory is used to create an 

order that is better suited to the kinds of problems this order encounters. However, insights 

from systems theory can also be used to 'break down' order. For example, Van Galen and 

Van Eijnatten (2002) discussed how insights from chaos theory had helped an organization to 
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become aware of and understand probierus they had previously been unaware of. Kramer & 

Kuipers (2002) argued that the successof the Tsraeli Army in the 1960s and 70s could partly 

be attributed to the ·out of control' character of their operational units. Because of this 'out of 

control' character and the resulting 'chaos', the Israeli Army was 'truly' able to learn. 

lf one considers systems theory to be a tool to model organizational problems, then the 

way the model is applied depends on one's specific interest, which, indeed, may be creating a 

new order or breaking down an existing one. This means that the definition of a core concept 

such as dynamic complexity should be tailored tosuit the study's specific interests. 

Makinx a system environment distinction 

In this study, dynamic complexity has been roughly defined by identifying an 'abstract 

structure'. The previous discussion will have made clear that this abstract structure is not 

'innocent' in the sense that it implies a choice for a particular system/ environment 

distinction. The abstract structure emphasizes an organizational system that is confronted with 

a probiernatie environment and a necessity to deal with this environment This description 

implies that the operational units deployed in crisis operations are considered to be 'the 

system'. The actors that operate in the operational environment of the system are considered 

to be 'the environment'. The 'organizational context' of the operational units occupies a 

special pi ace in this description. lt designs and controls 'the system' but is not considered to 

be part of 'the operational environment'. Operational units can be considered to be 

subsystems of the crisis organization. The relation between the system and its organizational 

context crucially influences the system' s ability to deal with dynamic complexity. It should be 

emphasized that this distinction is 'pragmatic', i.e. the system/environment distinction is 

drawn in this particular way because it logically follows from the central issues in this study 

(one can image that in other studies the system/environment distinctions may be drawn in a 

different way) In this description, dynamic complexity is sarnething that is perceived by the 

system as being located in the environment The system is consequently confronted with the 

necessity to deal with dynamic complexity 

The origin of the concept of' dynamic complexity' as it is used here can be found in 

the open systems paradigm. Here, I want to argue that although this study uses a traditional 

system/environment distinction and indeed certain ingredients from open systems theory, this 

choice is made on the basis of a modern interpretation of systems theory This interpretation 

implies that insights from earlier paradigms of systems theory are not considered useless, but 

are, however, not seen as capturing the essence of systems thinking. For example, classica! 
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systems theory is orientated at stability of structures. Of course, systems sametimes show 

interesting signs of stability, but that does not mean that they are essentially orientated at 

stability Equally, the phenomenon of adaptation to a dynamically complex environment is 

sarnething that is important and interesting, without necessarily claiming that it is a system's 

essential act 

4.3 The concept of dynamic complexity and the organizing problem 

In this section it is specified what is exactly meant by the phrases 'a probiernatie 

environment', · dealing with the probiernatie environment' and 'the organizing problem'. 

Given that the essence of dealing with dynamic complexity bas been defined as the possibility 

of openness, this section doses with a discussion on 'the possibility of openness' with which 

dynamic complexity confronts the organizational system. To underline the subtleness of the 

problem of dealing with dynamic complexity, the following example is presented, which 

originates from a discerning scientific experiment conducted by Alex Bavelas. The following 

account is paraphrased from a discussion by Jay Haley (1986, pp.l45-147) 

in his theory building experiment, lJr. Barelas would tel/ his subjects that he wished them to 

develop a theory in an area where they had na knowledge. He confronted his subjects with 

picturesof ce/Is·. The subjects' task was to guess whether a particu/ar cel/ was sickor healthy. 

Subsequently, they receiFedfeedback if their guess was right or wrong. Ajfer that, they li'C/'e 

presenred a second picture, made a guess, received feedback and H'ere presenred with the next 

picture, etc. However, none of the ce/Is in the pictures 1l'ere particularly healthy or sick. 

Furthermore, regardless of their choice, the experimental subject.\· were told 60% of the time 

that they were right and -10% of the time that their guess was wrong. The feedback they 

received was therejáre independent of the actual choices the ex perimental subjects made. In 

so doing the Sllhjects developed an implicit theory abmtt the characteristics of hea/thy and 

sick ce/Is. They wmt!d, jor example, theorize that a sick cel/ had a rmmd body lt'ith a thing 

hanging down, etc. After the experiment they were asked to write their theory down This 

theory was presenled to a next generation (?f experimenta/ subjects, which used the them}' to 

make guesses about the nature of ce/Is. The second generation also wrote its theory down and 

this \·econd-generation theory' was presented toa third generation 7he third generation used 

the theory to make guesses about the cells, they wrote down their theot)', and so on. The 

design of the experiment made it, qf course, impossible to del'elop a theory that 11·as pe1ject. 

!nstead, the typical pattem that emerged from the experime11f was a theory that became 
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increasingly complex over generatiom. Bal'e!as was intcrested in the developmcnt of theories. 

A typica/ pattem that emergedfrom the experiment was that ifsomeonefi·om about thefóurth 

generation looked at the extraordinarily complex the01y, he would say 'the hel! with it' and 

di:,TCgard the theOJ)'. He woufd startfrum scratch and develop a more simpte theory basedon 

his guesses; this the01y would he passed on toa next generation and so on. 

Bavelas was interested in the development of theories. His experiment showed that theories 

tend to grow more complex until a revolution throws them over (Haley, 1986). The 

experiment can also be used to illustrate the paradoxesof dealing with dynamic complexity. 

A problonatie environment 

In this section, the perspective of this study on the fundamental organizing problem will be 

explicated. This will be done by mainly drawing upon the thinking of Kar! Weickxxrv, and by 

using Bavelas experiment as an illustration. In Bavelas' experiment, the probiernatie nature of 

reality (ie the diagnosis of the cells) was the essential problem the subjects had to deal with. 

The fact that only 60% of the guesses were right ensured that this was a problem for which no 

objective salution existed. Applied to organizational theory, a quotation from Kar! Weick 

illustrates the nature of a probiernatie reality (1979, p.6): 'The basic raw material on which 

organizations operate are informational inputs that are ambiguous, uncertain, equivocal'. 

Weick ( 1995, p.95) emphasized three different types of uncertainty that organizations are 

confronted with. In the first place, a Jack of understanding of the way in which the context of 

the organization changes ('state uncertainty'). In other words, the environment hides 'the 

unknown'. Secondly, organizations are unaware of the precise impact of environmental 

changes on the organization ('effect uncertainty'). The third type refers to uncertainty with 

regard tothebest way to react towards changes ('response uncertainty'). Ambiguity refers to 

the problem that elements in the context of an organization can be understood in different, 

even opposing ways. Weick (1995, p.92): 'Ambiguity ( ... ) means that the assumptions 

necessary for rational decision-making are not met The problem in ambiguity is not that the 

real world is imperfectly understood and that more information will remedy that. The problem 

'"v Different approaches within organizational theon emphasize that "uncertainll ". ''ambignity" and "sensemaking" 
are crucial prohlems for organizations. One can even claim that lhcre is a dn·ersill' of approaches that cmphasizc 
themes like thc "uncertaintl' principle" and the suhscquent problcm of ''constructing realin·" tAlwsson & DeeLt, 1 ')96). 
Although scicntists interesteel in these general problems studl cumparabie phcnomena and de fine comparablc 
concepts, their concepts ha,·e dilTerent names aml slightll' ditTerent contents. emphasizing slightly ditTerent aspccts of 
the same prohlem. Alvesson & Deetz (1996) called these ·'postmodern approaches .. and emphasized that critica! theory 
can also he added to this general category. 
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is that inforrnation may not resolve misunderstandings'. In this respect, ambiguity ditfers from 

uncertainty. Equivocality is the phenomenon of multiple meaning. Weick (1979, p 174): 

'Things that are equivocal do not !end themselves to detinite classifications. They can always 

be classitied as indications of two or more different objects and meanings. Equivoques are 

indetem1inate, inscrutable, ambivalent, and questionable, and they permit multiple meanings'. 

Ambiguity, in other words, refers to 'confused meaning' and equivocality to 'multiple 

meaning'. 

The problems for Bavelas' experimental subjects only arose after they attempted to 

develop a theory The pictures of the cells were not problematic in themselves; they became 

probiernatie as aresult of attempts to develop a theory. 'The environment' became complex as 

aresult ofthe ambitions ofthe 'organizational system', i.e. the 'closure' (the ambitions) ofthe 

system was necessary to see problems at all. Equally, dynamic complexity is not a 

straightforward characteristic of the environment. The environment of an organization is- in 

a sense- the constmction of the organization. An environment gets constmcted as aresult of 

the organization' s ambitions and it gets shaped as a re sult of the actions of the organization 

(Weick, 1979). This, of course, does not imply that the environment is dependent on the 

organizational system. The environment has a causa! texlltre (Emery & Trist, 1969) 

independent of the organization, but the relevanee of this environment is dependent on the 

organization's involvement in that environmentXX\'. Dynamic complexity is therefore the 

result from the interaction of purposeful behavier of a system in an uncertain ambiguous, 

equivocal but reactive environment. 

There are two distinctive ways in which the nature of the organizatien's environment 

differs from the tasks ofthe subjectsin Bavelas' experiment. Bavelas' experiment may even 

be a little misleading. Throughout Bavelas' experiment the environment did not react to the 

actions ofthe subjects and neither did it change. Regardless ofthe choîces ofthe experimental 

subjects, the pictures of the cells stayed the same and the goodibad answer ratio stayed the 

same as wel] This is quite unlike the complexity organizations are confronted with. The 

organizational context is reactive (competitors alterstrategiesin reaction to the choices ofthe 

organizational system; Emery & Trist, 1969) and dynamic (the environment changes 

independently of the organizational system: 'the ground is in motion'; Emery & Trist, 1969, 

p.249). In the second place, the development of a workable theory was made impossible for 

""' Emerv & Trist (1969) distinguishcd four types of causa! te,;turing the 
clustered environment, the disturbed reactive envrromnent, and turbulent 
in tvpe 4, lhe turbulent field. 
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Bavelas' experimental subjects. That is quite unlike the picture of dealing with dynamic 

complexity that I would like to draw. lf reality is fundamentally chaotic or unstructured and 

no insight is useful to get a grip on things, then thinking is useless because it offers no extra 

value (Emery & Trist, 1969). In that case the environment is random. This is not characteristic 

of dynamically complex situations that are of interest to this study. They are problematic, but 

not necessarily fimdamental!y chaotic. As has been said, dynamically complex situations are 

not necessarily completely ordered as wel! Dynamic complexity probably refers, therefore, to 

a state on the edge of chaos (see Waldrop, 1992). 

The organizing prohlem 

Havelas · experimental subjects were confronted with a problem of construction (building a 

theory in order to make better guesses) given the problematic nature of their reality. The 

efforts of Bavelas' experimental subjects were in vain. A closer look, however, reveals an 

interesting function of the theories. In the experiment, the subjects used the theories in order 

to raise themselves beyond the stage of guesses. The theories helped to ob serve new cells in a 

more structured way by drawing attention to some characteristics, but at the cost of drawing 

attention away from other characteristics. They helped to make meaningful choices (not 

random) and acted as an ancharing point to add new insights. One can imagine situations in 

which an organizational system is right 80%, or even 90% or 100% of the time. These 

situations are less dynamically complex. A 100% situation is absolutely stable. Theories will 

never be disregarded in a 100% situation. Opposed to that, in a 0% or 10% situation, no 

theoretica! insight wil! be sustained for very long, perhaps only the cru de st rule of thumb. 

In a way, dealing vlith dynamic complexity involves making increasingly better 

guesses while absolute certainty is not available. Weick's definition of organizing implies this 

(1979, p.3): 'Organizing serves to narrow the range of possibilities, to reduce the number of 

'might occurs'. The activities of organizing are directed toward the establishment of a 

workable level of certainty.' Furthermore he claims that 'To is to assembie ongoing 

interdependent actions into sensible sequences that generate sensible outcomes'. One can 

therefore say that organizing activities help an organization to overcome the level of mere 

guessing and help an organization to act meaningfully. Weick's definition indicates that 

organizing is considered to be a process. Weick frequently emphasized that organizing is a 

verb rather than a noun. Tn line with Weick, this study considers the informational inputs in 

organizations to be elementarily ambiguous, uncertain and equivocal. With 'elementary' I 

mean that it is a problem that cannot be solved. The infom1ational input of organizations is 

74 



Part Two. Analytica! framework: dealing with dynamic complexity 

such that it cannot be transferred into certainty. That is to say, it is possible to transfarm it into 

a workable type, but not into an absolute type of certainti'xvi. As a consequence, 

organizations are never finished thinking. At the same time, however, 'thinking' has its 

limitations. An interesting point that follows from this is that in more complex situations only 

theories that are less complex are workable and sustainablexxvn. In absolutely chaotic (0%) 

situations no theory is workablexxvm. Note that this line of reasoning is the consequence of 

defining 'chaos' in a certain way. As has been said, other approaches in systems theory 

underline the importance of chaos in organizations (Van Eijnatten, 2004) on the basis of an 

orientation on different kinds of organizational problems (for example, issues of 

organizational change). 

Many understand organizing as invalving 'developing rules to deal with all possible 

situations'. This can be compared to the task of developing a perfect theory about the cells. In 

Bavelas' experiment developing such a theory was impossible in principle. A workable theory 

was the best the subjects could achieve. Inherent in the structure of Bavelas' experiment is 

that such a workable theory does not remain stable. It becomes more refined and parts are 

disregarded ('the heli with it'). One can set approaches that emphasize the importance of 

dynamic complexity apart from classic organizational theory. The latter aimed to establish the 

one best way of organizing (Perrow, 1985; Morgan, 1997). 

xxvi The cornerstanes of postmodern philosophy in particular remain under fierce discussion, especially eentering on 
the topic ofrelativism. If one wants to abolish the idea of "one objective truth", does one claim that nothing can be 
considered as certain (extreme relativism)? Or is such a position the re sult of conceptual confusion'' Such themes are 
central in the discussions between "social constructionists" and "critica! realists" (Shotter, 1993; Parker, !998; Sayer, 
2000, etc). 
xxvn In crisis organizations, 'scenario thinking' is particularly popular. lt refers to the practice of building different 
operational scenarios basedon "what ifs". This is, of course, a sensible practice, but the previous point makes it clear 
that in more complex situations scenarioscan only be less precise. In the most complicated dynamic situations, 
scenarios will probably involve some critica! procedures that should be applied if things gel terribly out of hand. In 
dynamically complex situations, scenarios built up of more complicated procedures can lead to an illusion of certainty. 
lf one aims to remain purely rational in circumstances in which the nature of reality is problematic, one can fall victim 
toa sart of endless rational regression (ever more complex theories). Apartfroman illusion of certainty, an orientation 
on pure rationality can lead to apathy (na ability to make choices between cells ). In an environment that is complex, 
striving for tata! control and absolute insight in order to find 'the one and only right salutionfora problem' leads to 
nothing. 
xxvm Kar! Weick, as can be understood from the following quotation, made the same point. 'The greater the perceived 
amount of equivocality present in the input, the fewer the number of rules used to campose the process. Conversely, 
the smaller the perceived amount of equivocality in the input, the greater number of rul es used to assembie a process. 
lf an input is judged to be highly equivocal, there is uncertainty as to exactly what it is and how it should be handled: 
this makes it more difficult to judge what the appropriate cycles would be or how many should be applied. As a result, 
only a small number of rather general rul es are used to assembie a process. However, if the input is judged to be less 
equivocal, there is more certainty as to what the item is and how it should be handled; hence a greater number of rul es 
can be applied in assembling a process to deal with this input' (i talies in original; Weick, 1979, p.ll4). 
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The possibility of opennessas the essence ofthe organizing problem 

In the previous sections, the nature of dynamic complexity has been characterized using 

Weick's theory and Bavelas' experiments. Here, the implications ofthis portrayal ofdynamic 

complexity are discussed by clarifying why the possibility of openness is the essence of the 

organizing problem. The theories ofBavelas' experimental subjects functioned by recognizing 

the camman (lessons from experiences with earlier cells) in the unique (the new cells) The 

experimental subjects were 'open' to new information by camparing it to existing abstract 

structures. Although this is a camman strategy in dealing with dynamic complexity, there is 

an obvious risk related to this procedure the illusion of certainty. Systems are nat truly open 

if they campare 'the new' on the basis of 'the existing'. The problem of this 'Jack of 

openness' is that new situations may be unlike the old, and focusing on the camman may lead 

to overlooking the unique. 

Sense-making is an essential processin dealing with complexity ('narrowing the range 

of possibilities'), but at the sametime it is a dangerous process. A sensible observer focuses 

therefore also on structures that disconfirm existing insights. One could say that sense

discrediting is a process that is as important as the processof sense-making (Weick, 1979), 

because it functions as a balancing force. Dealing with dynamic complexity demands 

therefore rather paradoxical qualities of operators systems confronted with a dynamically 

complex environment need to be able to develop intelligent ideas about that environment 

(sense-making) but at the same time need to be able to criticize their ideas (sense

discrediting). Since there is a tension between sense-making and sense-discrediting, an 

organization cannot overcome the organizing problem by optimizing one basic quality (for 

example, sense-making). In other words, more detailed information or more thorough analysis 

on the basis of ever more sophisticated analytica! rnadeis will nat result in solving the 

organizing problem in an absolute way (see Weick's description of ambiguity). That does nat, 

however, mean that more information and more thorough analyses will be useless in principle. 

Th .,, . 'd h ti I XXIX ey w1 JUSt nat prov1 et e ma answer · · . 

However, sense-making coupled with sense-discrediting as a balancing force does nat 

provide the system 'true openness'. Sense-discrediting without action, or without 'real world' 

experience, is little more than an isolated intellectual game. This is nat true openness because 

~XIX This can pcrhaps he compared to thc problem ofweather forecasts. No matter how sophisticated the means of 
analvscs, the weathcr can still surprise alll(>recasts (chaos theorists have shown that thc wcathcr is lU1prcdictahlc in 
principle (Lorcnz, I 996 )). Howe,·er, forecasts are still useful and most of thc time quite adequate. especiallv if the 
l(Jrecast is limited lo onc or two days. Weather l(Jrecasts prcwide a \\orkable level of certainty (e.g. f()f farmers) but no 
eterna/Jevel of ccrtainl) 
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isolated intellectual games praeeed from 'the known' and can therefore be blind to 'the 

unknown'. True openness implies that a system is open to information that it has never 

thought of before. For this reason, action is an important informer for systems. In fact, action 

provides the system with a stream of data that is necessary for the development of further 

insight. In Bavelas' experiment, acting and thinking were interwoven in a complex way. The 

experimental subjects had no choice but to build ideas upon previous actions, while these 

previous actions were based on (first less, then more educated) guesses. The theories result 

from actions: making choices and see what happens. Acting and thinking are therefore closely 

related if a system is dealing with dynamic complexity. Actions necessitate thinking 

(otherwise actions would be basedon blind guesses), and thinking necessitates action (given 

their hypothetical nature, the theories need experimentation). lf presented with the unknown, 

systems can be confronted with circumstances in which they need to act befare they can think. 

New experiences are therefore the souree for discrediting. 

Again, it is questionable whether action coupled with sense-making and sense

discrediting provides the system with 'true openness'. After all, if new experiences discredit 

existing insights the new experiences still have to be interpreted. ln a way, existing structures 

are used for interpretation, which implies that new information is processed on the basis of a 

certain 'closure'. This makes clear that a system cannot beopen in a fundamental way. In that 

sensethereis no perfect way of dealing with dynamic complexity. At the same time, however, 

it makes clear that systems that are prepared to act and are able to make sense of their 

experiences and are able to discredit their existing insights are better able to deal with 

dynamic complexity than others. After all, they are more orientated at 'being open'. Such a 

system may not be open in an absolute sense, but an orientation on openness can make a huge 

practical difference. In this sense these systems are 'dealing with complexity in the best 

possible way' while this does not provide a system with any guarantees that they are truly 

open and are able survive. This makes clear why the possibility of being open is the essence 

of the organizing problem. Systems are never ·open' in an absolute sen se, but they can try to 

be as open as they can possibly be. 

4.4 The choice for Weick's organizing model 

As has been said, the possibility of openness should be the essential issue in the rnadeling of 

the problem of dealing with dynamic complexity. In the next chapter, Weick's organizing 

model will be used to model the problem of dealing with dynamic complexity. Weick 

explicitly labeled this model as a systems theoretica! model Given the time when Weick 

77 



Chapter Four. The concept 'dynamic comp/exity' 

presented the model, one could assume that this model is based on open systems theory. 

However, I want to claim that Weick's organizing model differs from the assumptions of open 

systems theory in important aspects. In a way, therefore, one could argue that Weick's model 

is a self-referential model avant la lettre. There are various clues, more or less explicitly 

brought forward by Weick, that can support this claim: 

• Weick's model simultaneously emphasizes the importance of sense-making, sense

discrediting and acting, so it can be interpreted as a model that is orientated at the 

problem of openness. The organizational system is not portrayed by Weick as an entity 

that adapts to environmental dynamics in a simple and straightforward way (Weick 

explicitly mentioned a t1aw in open systems theory: organizations can remain unaware 

of changes in their environment, i.e. they can develop an internal focus which closes 

them off from the environment). As wil! be extensively discussed in the next chapter, 

the organizational system is portrayed as an entity that wrestles to understand (making 

sense of) its actions ('enactments') that are reactions to environmental contingencies; 

• The elements ofthe organizational system in Weick's organizing model are 'ideas', or 

'mental models' that provide the system a perspective on the environment (they are the 

contingency the system exploits). Furthermore, according to Weick, a system is 

necessarily orientated at reduction of complexity (finding a 'workable level of 

certainty'), while at the sametime this reduction of complexity becomes problematic. 

• The nonnative element in Weick's model points to the necessity for systems to break 

through the 'chains' of their existing ideas. In other words, in order to achieve 

'openness', a system needs to challenge or 'discredit' its existing world view. 

Furthermore, Weick's theoreticallogic suggests that the system's actions and reactions 

to environmental contingencies constitute an 'indispensable souree of data from 

outside'; 

• Consictering the previous points, Weick's model can be understood as a description of 

how order develops out of chaos. A system learns to act meaningfully first by acting 

(Bavelas' experiment making random guesses) and then by developing theories about 

the nature of a situation and the actions of a system (i.e meaning is retrospective). 

Furthermore, Weick's model gives indications about how inte/ligence should deal with 

order (the normative element) and emphasizes the importance of chaos to break 

through rigid world views ('chaotic action is preferabie to orderly inaction' Weick, 

1979, p.245). At the same time, as pointed out by Stacey (1992, p.l23), Weick 

underlined the internal complexity of organizations, which is - in its entirety -
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incomprehensible for the individual. lt is questionable whether Weick has deliberately 

developed his model to be on a par with recent trends in systems theory. lt can, 

however, be interpreted as a model that is. 

The next chapter will discuss Weick's model in order to locate 'the normative element'. 
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Chapter Five: A model of dealing with dynamic complexity 

This chapter focuses on the abstract part of the analytica! framework. The first part of this 

chapter aims to provide an abstract description of 'meaningful action' In the second part of 

this chapter, Weick's model will bedescribed (i.e. this description implies both the normative 

and descriptive element). The third part of this chapter will identify a distinction between the 

descriptive and the normative element of Weick's model. Subsequently, the nonnative 

element will be elaborated. 

5.1. A description of meaningful action 

Previously, the importance of meaningful action was underlined. The phrase 'meaningful 

action' refers to the issue that an organization that is confronted with dynamic complexity 

should advance beyond the level of mere guessing. However, it has not yet been discussed 

how the logic of 'not being absolutely sure and not totally guessing' should be more formally 

expressed. In order to deal with dynamic complexity, a system should neither act on the basis 

of a closed system of rules, nor should it act totally at random. Between the extremes of 

perfect rationality (a totalitarian system of rules) and perfect irrationality (no rules 

whatsoever) there exists a third option the level of hypotheses. To act neither on the basis of 

guesses nor on the basis of absolute certainty is to act on the basis of hypotheses. Meaningful 

action can therefore bedescribed 'as acting on the basis of hypotheses', which implies acting 

on the basis offallible, partial, and preliminary knowledge ofthe environment 

The same type of logic that can describe the structure of the methodology used here 

can, in other words, describe the specific character of everyday thinking. Both deduction and 

induction cannot characterize the typical character of everyday thinking. As has been said in 

Chapter Two, one can only answer the demands of deductive reasoning if one has a system of 

perfect rul es and an objective account of the circumstances at one' s disposal. Deduction, 

therefore, is an unsuited style of thinking in complex circumstances or, in other words, is 

typical of dynamically complex environments that deduction is not possible. For some 

scientists the 'probable character' of inductive conclusions is a point in its advantage because 

it reminds them ofthe way people think in everyday reality. However, tothink that induction 

resembles everyday thinking is a misunderstanding of the nature of everyday thinking or the 

nature of induction. 
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The logic of abduction is used out of necessity: because of the dynamic nature of the 

circumstances, an operator cannot rely on a closed system of rules, as this denies that 

circumstances are ever-ebanging and dynamically complex The logic of abduction does offer 

a description of meaningful action, but it does not provide a normative perspective on the 

issue. This chapter aims to present a model that can be used for this purpose. 

5.2 A model of organizing 

The model that will be used to describe the dynamic between system and environment is the 

so-called 'organizing model' that Kar! Weick explicated in The social psychology of 

organizing (1979) For the purposes of this study, one could also name it the 'self-organizing 

model'. The organizing model describes the organization process within a system, which is in 

this study an operational unit: 

• It assumes that a system deals with dynamic complexity by usmg hypotheses; it 

describes how a system engaged in a dynamically complex environment develops 

hypotheses. This implies that Weick' s model is presented here as a model that 

describes the processof abduction. To my knowledge, this is the first time this link is 

explicitly made, although Weick has hinted at the importance of hypothesesxxx 

• It explains how a system can deal with dynamic complexity in the best possible way. 

Therefore it adds a normative element to the idea of abduction. 

ln Weick's thinking, organizing is synonymous with 'dealing with dynamic complexity'. On 

this subject Weick stated ( 1979, p.6): 'The basic raw materials on which organizations operate 

are informational inputs that are ambiguous, uncertain, and equivocal. Whether the 

information is embedded in tangible raw materials, recalcitrant customers, assigned tasks, or 

union demands, there are many possibilities or sets of outcome that might occur. Organizing 

serves to narrow the range of possibilities, to reduce the number of 'might occurs'. In deed, 

hypotheses about the nature of a situation help to narrow the range of possibilities. The model 

is inspired by evolution theory (Weick, 1979, p. 122) and the elements are functional elements 

of natura! selection. 

xxx 'In e!Tect, interacting \Yith one another, employees generale hvpotheses a bout what is going on, what can be done, 
and what the long term, system-wide consequenees of proposed actions might be ( Weick & Suteliffe, 200 I, p.60).' 
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The simple variant ofWeick's modellooks as follows (1979, pp.132-133): 

Ecologlcal 
change + ., Enactment 

~ 
Selection + ... Retention 

t t ( + ,-) 

( + .~) 

Model 5.1 Organizing model 

The various elements in the model 

The various elements ofthe organizing modelandtheir connections will be explained (Weick, 

1979) pp.130-132). 

• Ecological change. This refers to raw change in the environment (that is, independent 

of the system's interpretationxxxi). Raw input, ecological change, necessitates action. 

Raw input from the environment is not meaningful; it will only become meaningful 

after the subsequent steps in the model. T o translate this into the experience of military 

units: their environments consist of uncertain elements and unexpected happenings. 

Suppose a unit experiences that it is being shot at. In itself an event such as this is not 

meaningful. It can be mere intimidation or it can be an outright assault. To be able to 

determine whether it is one or the other, however, one neects more than the raw input. 

• Enactment. Enactment refers to 'action'. Action is therefore a necessary part of the 

organizing process. Weick described enactment as an 'act of bracketing'. Through 

acting, attention becomes focused on a particular part of the environment. As a result 

of acting the environment can react and provide further raw material (the arrows 

between ecological change and enactment). There are a nurnber of implications that 

follow from this definition of enactment. A first implication is that a system by acting 

to some extent constrocts its own environment: the system's actionscan become an 

anchor for the environment to react to and an anchor for the organization for further 

acting and interpreting. The second implication is that, although by acting some 

equivocality is reduced (an interpretation inherent in the action) the result of an 

enactment is still equivocal and still needs interpretation. It is not meaningless as with 

ecological change, but has multiple meanings. When a military unit runs away from a 
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shooting is that an act of outright cowardliness? Is running away a sensible way to 

deal with a hostile environment? The fact that the number of shootings subsequently 

increases is that a sign that the competitors in the environment have found out that the 

units are cowards? Or is it further proof that the environment is dangerously 

aggressive, which necessitate a different kind of measure0 

• Seleclion. Enactment provides 'edited' raw material Selection involves the imposition 

of various structures on enacted equivocal displays in an attempt to reduce their 

equivocality Or, to use Weick's words: it generates answers to the question of 'what is 

going on there'P (1979, p.l The selection process makes the world more orderly, if 

not fully unequivocal (that in the mind ofthe organizing system). To recapture the 

previous example: the military unit that is being shot at can impose the interpretation 

that the 'loc al population is not to be trusted' and 'they shoot to kil!· so 'we should get 

away as fast as one can' In an equivocal environment it is not sensible to entertain an 

unequivocal scheme of interpretation. The process of selection is therefore Janus

faced: one needs a reasonable degree of unequivocality in order to be able to act 

meaningfully. Too much unequivocality can make one blind to the complexity of tbc 

environment 

• Retention. This ref'ers to the memory of an organization It is the relatively 

straightforward starage place of the products of successful sense-making ( 1979, 

pp.131-132). The input for the memory comes from the selection process (the arrow 

from selection to retention). On its part, retention int1uences subsequent selection (the 

arrow from retention to selection) and subsequent enactment (the arrow from retention 

to enactment). The content of the memory of organizations consistsof 'cause-maps' 

That means, an interpretation of the different elements in the environment and their 

relations. One could consider the memory to be the starage place of the various 

hypotheses Also memory is Janus-tàced: memory is necessary, but relying too much 

on memory can be very dysfunctional (signified by the plusses and minuses next to the 

arrows that leave retention) 

The basic philosophy ofthe model can be summarized as follows: 

• A system deals with the complexities otïts environment (ecological change) by acting 

to meet the demands of the environment ( enactment) and by developing insight into 

The acknowlcdgcmcnt of a rcalitv that c-:ists mdcpendenth ofthe svslcm 's inlcrpretation nwkcs it clear that 
Wekk's model is also basedon a realist's The that lhis realit' i' onh accessibJe 
through a svstcm-s inlerpretaliüns fnrlhcr 
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the nature of the environment on the basis of these actions (selection, retention). Note 

that the 'raw input' into the organizational system is 'equivocal', which makes the 

processes of enactment, selection andretention arbitrary in principle. 

• Insight influences the environment that is enacted (the arrow that runs from enactment 

to ecological change). This is useful because it helps a system to act meaningfully, at 

least to raise itself beyond random action. 'Insight' is equaled here with 'hypotheses'. 

For that reason, dynamic complexity is dealt with by using hypotheses (previous 

insight int1uences subsequent action) and it is therefore considered to be a model that 

describes how hypotheses are developed (results of actions int1uence the development 

of hypotheses). That means that Weick's model is interpreted here as a model that 

assumes abduction as the dominant logic in dealing with dynamic complexity. 

• There is an inherent danger that the system becomes 'closed off from the 

environment. This is the case when actions become increasingly int1uenced by existing 

insights. In order to prevent that a system can only see what it already knows, the 

system must be able to 'deny' or 'discredit' its insight. This is the trigger for 

identifying the normative element in this model ln other words, in an environment 

that is equivocal, ambiguous and uncertain, a system' s existing knowledge is not 

suilleient This means that it needs to possess a 'certain openness' towards the 

environment. The openness of a system is, in the first place, established by its actions 

and the resulting experiences. In the second place, the openness of a system is 

established by its ability to discredit what it already knows (doing sarnething 

intelligent with new information) 

• The kind of evolution this model describes is an evolution of hypotheses. This 

evolution is triggered by action. Further action is int1uenced by the hypotheses and 

subsequently new or revised hypotheses are developed. Action is therefore an 

important part of the dynamic of the model It is ultimately the supplier of new input 

to the system. As such, it is the basis for the development of new i de as. 

The conneetion between acting and thinking 

One crucial feature of the organizing model is that knowledge and action are interwoven. 

Knowledge does not come into existence by means of abstract reneetion on the nature of 

things, but is influenced by previous action. Both knowledge and action are necessary for self

organization. Below, important aspects of this interaction will be discussed. 
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• Building up knowledge starts when practical needs give reason to do so. Ecological 

changes are the starting point of the model. The 'thought elements' of the model, 

selection and retention, only become active after enactment, i.e., after the organization 

has acted towards the changes in the environment. Changes are the reason attention is 

triggered and the process oforganizing begins (Weick 1979, p.130). 

• Consequently, meaning is retrospective, or action precedes thought (Weick, 1979, 

p.l94). In later stages of the model, previous moments of sense-making influence 

subsequent action. This subsequent action provides the occasion fOT further sense

making. Knowledge and action then become interwoven. 

• In new situations (for example, when an operational unit arnves in its area of 

operation) there is no previous direct experience to base actions on. In such cases, 

enactments may be based on far-fetched analogies OT rules of thumb or perhaps 

primitive instincts such as lust and fear. Subsequently, self-organization makes more 

self-organization possible (the strong become, as chaos theorists would say). This, 

however, can be deceiving. As one gains experience, one becomes more orderly, but 

one can equally gain professional blinders to different interpretations as well. 

• An important implication of the particular relation between acting and thinking is that 

units are not considered to be rational decision-makers. Units do notact aftera finite 

analysis of the relevant cues in the environment. Rather, they are confronted with 

change that necessitates action. Previous training and knowledge will influence 

actionx~xn. indeed by thinking, but action is not dominated by thinking. Dynamically 

complex circumstances demand acting without too much scientific analysis. Weick 

(200 I) emphasized that this notwithstanding, organizations and operators frequently 

have the illusion that action indeed is dominated by thinking. In an environment in 

which a system cannot know everything in advance, the system should beopen to the 

environment. Action is an important constituent of this openness because it confronts 

an OTganization with the reality ofthe situation. 

• As has already been concluded from Bavelas' experiment, when dealing with dynamic 

complexity OT when engaging in organizing activities, acting and thinking are 

interdependent. This can be illustrated by a quotation. Weick (2001, p.225): 'If action 

is a means to get feedback, learn, and build an understanding of unknown 

XXXII According to Snook (2000), organizations can become incompetent as aresult oftoo much training. lf situations 
that organizations engage in elilier from the situations that have been trained, unitscan displav thoraughiv traincel but 
hugely inadequate responses. This is also called "trained incapacitv" 
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environments, then a reluctance to act could be associated with less understanding of 

unknown environments and more errors' Later in this study (in the discussion of the 

Dutchbat case) it will be seen that an organization can become alienated from the 

environment by not acting. 

5.3 Weick's model as a description of the processof developing hypotheses 

Weick's erganizing model can be understood as an 'abduction model' The model showshow 

a system develops and applies hypotheses, and refines or dismisses them after new 

experiences give reason to do so. The processof dealing with dynamic complexity is therefore 

very much depicted as an impertèct process. Weick's depietion shows a system that through 

a processof developing insight tri es to get a grip on an environment If a system would not 

attempt this, one could not say that it was acting sensibly. A system that would not attempt to 

develop insight in order to imprave its ability to deal with the challenges of the environment 

would act randomly. However, attempts to gel a grip on the environment have a simplifying 

effect (underestimating the complexity of the environment). Furthermore, present insights are 

always limited and are unaware of future developments This portrayal of an imperfect 

process is inherent in the concept of hypotheses. lf hypotheses were certain, they would not be 

hypotheses but perfect rul es. The opposite is true as wel! If hypotheses lacked any certainty, 

they would be merely random. 

The hypotheses represent the system's knowledge about the environment One can 

imagine that the knowledge of a system becomes încreasingly elaborate in a dynamically 

complex environment In order to appreciate the complex patterns in the theories, the concept 

of 'theories of action' is interesting. This is a concept that is introduced by Hedberg ( 1981, 7-

8) 'Theories of action (. . ) are for organizations what cognitive structures are tor individuals. 

They filter and interpret signals from the environment and tie stimuli to responses. They are 

metalevel systems that supervise the identification of stimuli and the assembling of 

responses.' The substance of these theories of action consists of cause maps. Hedberg (1981, 

p.7) ·To identify stimuli properly and toselect adequate responses, organizations map their 

environments and intèr what causa! relationships operate in their environment These maps 

constitute theories of action which organisations elaborate and refine as new situations are 

encountered'. 

As a system develops more insight, it has an increasingly sophisticated reservoir from 

which to develop hypotheses. The theories of action help the operational units to understand 

the unfamiliar from the perspeelive of the ±àmiliar. In other words, the theories help units to 
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develop a workable level of certainty, which is the object of organizing. In that way, theories 

of action can be cornpared to the theories about the cells frorn Bavelas. They help the 

operators to rise beyond the guessing stage and therefore beyond the stage of random action 

Thus they help units to act rneaningfully. The interesting characteristic of the theories of 

action is their pattern. They do not consist of unequivocal elernents that can be distinguished 

on the basis of clear definitions. Rather, one can say that these theories of action consist of an 

indeterrninate body of hypotheses that even displays Contradietory elernents, actually quite 

like the theories about the cells in Bavelas' experiment. To recapitulate Ashby' s law of 

requisite variety ( 1969), the contents of the system (the theories of action) mirror the 

complexity in the environment. So a Contradietory environment provides a Contradietory 

content of the theories. A Contradietory body of theories in a Contradietory environment 

provides units with better adaptability. One can object that at least a certain measure of 

systemization is necessary in the operations of units. After all, also rules can be helpful to 

create a workable level of certainty The interesting part of the theories of action is their Jack 

of systemization One could consider this to be a weakness of the theories. However, this 

study claims that the nature of dynamic complexity is such that one cannot deal with dynamic 

complexity using a closed system of rules. This inevitably means that theories will Jack 

systemization; the non-systematic ideas are considered helpful to make sense of a non

systematic environment. 

5.4 N ormative implications of the organizing model 

The description ofWeick's model provided some indications regarding its normative element. 

It was, for example, stated that the contrary nature ofthe system's knowledge is advantageous 

in a 'contrary' environment. Moreover, it was stated that a system should find a way to be 

open. lt was, furthermore, stated that if a system comes under the spell of its previous insights 

it becomes closed off from the environment. In that respect, the meaning of the plusses and 

minuses was underlined. Here, the normative element will be systematically identified, by 

first distinguishing between the descriptive and normative partsof the modeL 

The elements of the model describe how things work and not how they should work. lt 

does not indicate that organizations shou!J select or should possess a memory. Instead, the 

different functions of the model describe an organizing processin a situation that is assumed 

to be dynamically complexx;.::,:~u As aresult of the nature of dynamic complexity, operational 

~·:~ui Ifthe differentclementsof lhc model werc the ··cmcial qualities-- then, for e;;ample, thc fLmclion of retcntion 
should be optimized. H"retenlion" would becomc optimized, organizations 11mtlJ be hetter able lo rememher !heir 
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units are confronted with problems for which no standards exist, or at least to which no 

existing standards can be applied automatically without thinking. A process of organizing is 

started out of necessity. Within the logic of Weick's organizing model this means that the 

dealings of operational units necessarily incorporate the various functions of the organizing 

model I say 'necessarily' because Weick's model implies that organizations that are active in 

an equivocal environment necessarily display the various processes of the organizing model 

One could also say that these processes ofthe organizing model are Weick's tools to describe 

the organizing process. An organizational system inevitably 

• is in contact with ecological change; 

• enacts a certain environment (this IS also an assumption, the nature of dynamic 

complexity is thought to be such that there 1s a need to act without the ability to 

analyze every detail ofthe action in advance); 

• selects (it interprets what is going on); 

• remembers (it remembers its actions and its interpretations thereof); 

• applies experiences to new situations. 

The importance of douht 

The normative element of Weick's organizing model is located in its plusses and minuses. 

These indicate that previous schemata used for interpretation and the organization' s memory, 

on the one hand, help to understand new situations, or to see the common in the unique. On 

the other hand, focusing on the common in the unique might obscure the unique in the unique, 

which means that crucial information might get lost. Hence Weick's concept of doubt: one 

should simultaneously trust and distrust one' s previous insights. One could also say that 

distrusting one's existing insights overcomes the risks of a positive feedback loop: ever

stronger confirma ti on of what one already knows. 

A comerstone of Weick' s model is that organizations should be structurally critica! of 

their past experience. It is claimed here that this 'structural criticism' is the normative element 

in Weick' s theory. The concept of' doubt' is used by W eick in order to capture this structural 

criticism, or in Weick's words, to capture the processof discrediting. As the title of this study 

indicates, doubt is considered to be a crucial process that organizations need to organize in 

order to deal with dynamic complexity inthebest possible way. Organizing refers to the point 

experiences and !heir past kmm lcdgc. Ho\\ ever. \\ithin the dnmmie the model dcscribes, this is not an unequivocal 
advantage. A too dominant memory can close the system oiT from the realities it is involved in. A perfect memorv can 
be a disadvantage in a complex environment (Van der Vlist 1996). 

88 



PartTlvo. Analyticalji·amewurk: dealing with dynamic complexity 

that organizations should structurally see to it that the chance that existing insights are 

doubted is enlarged. With 'structurally', I here refer to the point that organizations should 

ensure that it is more than mere coincidence if existing knowledge is discredited. 

5.5 The concept of doubt and its intricacies 

'Doubt' is a central concept in this study. It is considered to be the foundation of the 

capability of self-organization. In this section I want to specify what is meant by 'doubt'. 

Also, the topic of 'organizing doubt' will be touched upon. Although organizing doubt is an 

issue of implementation (implementing a process within an organizational system) and 

therefore a topic that belongs topart three ofthis study, some general remarks are made on the 

topic here. 

Doubt as thefoundation ofself-organizatiun 

Doubt, as it is conceptualized in this study, is the essence of self-organization. Doubt is 

crucial for self-organization because it represents the ability of the system to deal with its 

knowied ge of the environment It captures the ability to develop meaningful ideas about the 

environment, while staying critica] of these ideas. Doubt prevents that the system becomes 

closed. It seems perhaps strange to underline that organizations engaged in difficult 

circumstances should doubt After all, doubt seems to be leading to passivity and apathy. 

Organizations can doubt too much, they can doubt about the wrong things, they can doubt 

about the right things, but Jeave it at that Also, the unequivocal importance of doubt does not 

seem to follow logically from Weick's organizing model. After all, a fundamental notion of 

the organizing model is that thought follows action. Rather than emphasizing doubt, it seems 

more sensible to claim that organizations engaged in a dynamically complex environment 

need the ability to act 

Underlining the subtie meaning of doubt in the orgamzmg model can solve this 

problem. Weick claims that doubt is 'symmetrical' 'It is not simply that an organization 

should doubt what it knows for certain. [t should also treat as certain the very things it doubts 

If to doubt is to discredit clear information, then to act decisively is to discredit ambiguous 

information. Therefore, if you want to act on the point that ambivalence is the optima] 

compromise, when things are clear, you should doubt those things; when they are unclear you 

should treat them as ifthey're clear. That's the meaning of discrediting (2001, p.415).' This 

may seem to be a rather mysterious quotation that perhaps even contradiets the things claimed 

above. As 1 understand it, however, neither is the case. Dynamic complexity confronts 
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operators with the necessity to act without being able to thoroughly analyze the situations 

from all possible angles. Acting on the basis of hypotheses implies that one acts intheface of 

doubt ('when they are unc!ear you shou/d treat !hem as tf they 're c/ear', i.e. one doubts one 's 

uncertainty ). However, if one wants to retain one' s adaptability, one should be able to 

discredit one's existing insights ('when things are c/ear, you should do11bt those things')::..::..::..I\· 

Weick (1993, p.641): 'Extreme confidence and extreme caution both can destray what 

organizations most need in changing times, namely, curiosity, openness and complex 

sensing.' 

Organizing doubt 

Because the concept of doubt consti tut es the normati ve element of Weick' s organizing model, 

it is the basis for the analytica] framework of this study. Meaningful action is beyond 

regulation and this is what makes self-organization essential for units. It is, however, the 

assumption of this study that the basis tor meaningful action is not beyond regulation. The 

assumption is that the process of building up knowledge and criticizing it can be 

structured in better and worse ways. This means that although meaningful action is a 

central concept of this study, the attention is not focused on meaningtul action itself but on the 

basis tor meaningful action. One could call this kind of rule a meta-mie Given this 

assumption, organizational systems should be orientated at organizing doubt. The 

implementation ofthis processof doubt will be the topic of part three of this study; bere, some 

general introductory remarks are made. 

• The fact that this study is interested in organizing doubt implies that- in part three -

the emphasis will be on organizational factors rather than individual factors. lt will not 

be attempted to find ways to develop individual skills of doubt. Instead, attention will 

be focused on the way the process of doubt is implemented in the organizational 

system. This is an issue of design. Surprisingly, Weick bimselfbas scarcely raised the 

issue of organizing doubt. His theoretica! efforts regarding this issue accumulate to 

diverse advice to individuals to become wiser. This approach is, for example, 

''''"'" This complicated nature of thc concept of douht follows from the cornplicated nature of hvpothcses 
(1vhich implies both certainty and Lmcertaint) ). Onc coukl pcrhaps sav that doubt represcnts thc "oppositc face"' or 
"minor image·· of hypotheses. Dvnamic comp!exity is ncccssarilv dealt with hy using hypotheses; doubt rcminds the 
svstcm of the inherent risks of hypotheses. One ean see \\hl' douht reprcsents the normative element in dealing with 
complcxit1. neccssarilv onc deals \\ith c!vnamic compluxitv bv using hypotheses, douht shoulcl deal \\ith thc esscntial 
nnccrtaintv of hypotheses. Onc can conclude that doubt has a subtie mcaning that follows li'om its place in the 
organizing model. Thc abilitv to doubt implies the abilitv to choose. If organiLational units hm·c a ehoice, thcv are nol 
forccd to act according to prcdetennincd mies or orders, but it also mean; that the enl'ironment lcavcs them more than 
one option. 
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recognizable in the following quotation (Weick, 2001, p.367): 'The idea that wisdom 

may be an attitude rather than a body of thought also has a certain appeal because it 

implies that people can imprave their capability for wise action. Furthermore, once 

wisdom is decoupled from specific knowledge, we expect it to find it expressed by 

more people, more often, in more diverse settings'. 

• The focus on organizational factors has consequences for the way organizational 

reality is percei ved The shouting drill-sergeant certainly can be said to influence the 

system's ability to doubt. He is not likely to tolerate contractietion and he is certainly 

not likely to evaluate the achievements of his saldiers openly on the basis of mutual 

reflection. This individual drill-sergeant is not of interest to this study as an individual 

There are organizational arrangements lying behind this shouting individual that are of 

interest to this study. The organization grants this sergeant his authority and it 

formulates a policy that dictates how reemits ought to be trained. Furthermore, it has 

designed the tasks of the reemits such that it is not necessary to take them very serious 

as a partner in debate. 

• To state that doubt is important for an organizational system means that one states that 

it is important at systems level A system should be able to doubt its existing 

knowledge. This implies, for example, that if an individual within that system can be 

said to tmly doubt his existing knowledge not necessarily 'the system' can be said to 

doubt. After all, individual deliberations can fail to influence the organizational 

system. This underlines the idea that doubt should be organized. Given the nature of 

the position of operational units in crisis organizations, doubt is a process that should 

be organized within the operational units. After all, operational units possess natura! 

autonomy. 

5.6 Consequences of the previous discussions 

The discussions in the previous sections on the identification of doubt as the normative 

element in Weick's theory have some loose ends, i.e. topics of discussion that were not 

elaborated. These loose ends are taken up in this section, in arbitrary order. 
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Human capahilities 

One condusion that can be drawn from the prevwus sections IS that human organizing 

activities are fallible, to say the least People have limited ability to analyze complex 

situations befarehand and they can be overly confident in their own ideas. Under certain 

conditions they can display destructive pattems in their co-operation. Nevertheless, an 

important assumption of this study is that doubt, on the one hand, is a crucial process in 

dealing with dynamic complexity and, on the other hand, is considered to be a function that 

can only be performed by human beings. Organizing doubt should be orientated at mobilizing 

human capabilities for dealing with dynamic complexity. As such, this study has as a 

camparabie orientation as De Sitter (2000), who claimed that organizations should be 

orientated at mobilizing human resourcesxxx\. 

This implies that only human beings can meet the two contrary demands of Weick's 

organizing model and only human beings can doubtn"Xvi This assumption is rather 

widespread in organizational studies. According to De Sitter (2000), the difference between 

machines and humans is that machines interact with their environment on the basis of fixed 

norms. Van der Vlist (2000) took a camparabie stance when evaluating the attempts of 

scientists to simulate intelligent behavior with the help of tricky computer designs. 

Characteristic of human beings is that they are capable of innovating on the norms they 

previously used to interact with their environment Human beings are not only rule-followers; 

they also sabotage and construct rul es (Billig, 1996). 

Because of such arguments, human resources are considered to be of central 

importance within organizational studies. Due to their capacity to deal with dynamic 

complexity, human resources are vita! for organizations dealing with turbulent environments. 

Literally De Sitter stated that 'The increasing complexity of the global social economical 

network makes the mobilization of our creative and knowiedge-intensive potential essential' 

(De Sitter, 2000, p.l; my translation). The classic school of organizational studies emphasized 

the marginalization of the role of human resources, especially at the operational level 

~xxY Th is is, according to De Sitter, even a basic assumption of sociotechnical theory An important ditTerenee 
between this assumption of De Sitter a nel the assumptions of this study is that De Sitter is speakmg generally of 
"human resources" whilc this study is spccificallv referring to '\loubt" 
xxxvrlt woulel seem U1at because Weick·s model is an evolutionary model it implies thal c.loubt is a process that is not 
exclusively human. After all, all creatures evolve, probablv even crococ.liles. Although Weick·s organizing model 
learns lhat an cvolutionary-process prcsupposes a memory and a selecti\-c function, and aliliough these functions can 
be fow1d in any evolving creature, he would not go so ürr as staling thatjnst any creaturc can achievc any pwpose in 
any enviromncnt Somc asswnptions rcgarding the nature ofthe system c.lealing wilh thal environment caru1ot be 
avoic.led. A troop of clogs woulel nol bc very successl'ul as peacekeepers in Bosnia, although they might bc able to 
survive intheir particular fashion. More abstraclly, one could say that lhe systems with the kind of purposes and the 
kind of complexities they engage are specifically human. Therefore, doubt will be consic.lered to be a human function. 
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(Morgan, 1997). Keywords in the classica! school of organization studies were stability, 

pre di ctabili ty, and con si stency (Morgan, 1997). Within thi s line of thinking, hu man bei ngs fall 

short in many areas; they cannot, for example, be 100% rational decision-makers (e.g. Janis, 

1989; Klein, 2001 ). Furthermore, if the organization's environment is stabie and predictabie 

the actlvities of operators can at least in theory - be perfectly prescribed by rules. In the 

view of this study it is admitted that human capabilities for dealing with dynamic complexity 

are limited. Yet, these limited capabilities are what organizations should work wi th 

The concept 'naturalist ie decision-making' 

Those whoare familiar with Gary Klein's concept of naturalistic decision-making will have 

noticed some agreements between this concept and Weick's approach. There is, however, 

quite a substantial difference between the approaches. Klein's approach shares an emphasis on 

the importance of hypotheses, but it differs in the normative implications it draws. As Klein's 

approach is becoming increasingly popular (perhaps some would consider it a logica! choice 

for this study), it is considered to be useful to contrast it with Weick's view. The concept of 

naturalistic decision-making offers a description of the way in which experienced decision

makers succeed in making good decisions in ditTicuit situations. This is what Klein meant by 

naturalistic it aims to understand and describe how things go. From his descriptive 

observations he drew some normative conclusions. Klein was particularly interested in 

decision-making in situations that have characteristics such as (200 1, pp.4-6) time pressure, 

high stakes, uncertainty due to inadequate information, unclear goals, poorly defined 

procedures, dynamic conditions, and team work. In other words, Klein was interested in the 

same kinds of situations that are of interest to this study. 

Klein emphasized that rational decision-making constitutes quite a poor model for 

decision-making under difficult conditions and he observed that it is not accidental that people 

do not use this procedure in everyday practice. In dynamic conditions, the boundary 

conditions, so to speak, arenotmet to apply rigarous analytica! methods (2001, p.269). Klein 

emphasized the importance of hypotheses. That is to say, he emphasized the importance of 

recognizing the common in the unique. More in particular he emphasized that experienced 

decision-makers recognize patterns in new crisis-like situations enabling them to come up 

'>Vith decisions quickly. In order to emphasize this point he describes his Recognition-Primed 

Decision-Model He summarized the key-points of this RPD-model (2001, p.30) as follows 

'The RPD-model claims that with experienced decision-makers 
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• The focus is on the way they assess the situation and judge it familiar, not on 

camparing options. 

• Courses of action can be quickly evaluated by imagining how they will be carried out, 

not by forma! analysis and comparison. 

• Decision makers usually look for the first workable option they can find, not the best 

option. 

• Since the first option they consider is usually workable, they do not have to generate a 

large set of options to besure they get a good one. 

• They generate and evaluate options one at a time and do not bother camparing the 

advantages and disadvantages of alternatives. 

• By imagining the option being carried out, they can spot weaknesses and find ways to 

avoid these, thereby making the option stronger. Conventional models just select the 

best, without how it can be improved. 

• The emphasis 1s on being poised to act rather than being paralyzed until all the 

evaluations have been completed.' 

Naturalistic decision-making emphasizes that diftèrent sourees of experiential knowledge are 

helpful to recognize patterns in new situations. Subsequently, one can baseone's actions upon 

that This is reminiscent ofthe assumptions of abduction and the function oftheories of action 

of Hedberg. One could say that Klein provided a detailed description of the process of 

abduction. The existing theories help to judge new situations in a more specific way. The kind 

of patterns helping experienced decision-makers that Klein mentioned were, for example, 

metaphors, analogies, and stories. Klein (200 l, p.l97): 'People use analogies and roetaphors 

to perfarm a variety of ditlicult tasks understanding situations, generating predictions, 

solving problems, anticipating events, designing equipment, and making plans (. ) Each 

experience we have, whether it is our own or we have heard about from someone else, can 

serve as an analogue or a metaphor. Each time we take on a task, we can draw on this vast 

knowledge base, this bank of experiences and stories and images. We may overlook an 

analogue, select a misleading one, or fail to interpret one correctly Usually our experience 

bank works smoothly, provîding us with structure and interpretation even for tasks we have 

not been tàced with before'. In the many interesting examples he descri bed, he showed the 

subtie workings of this experiential knowledge. From this descriptive part of his theory, Klein 

drew normative conclusions he wanted to cultivate these assets of experienced operators. 

Experiential knmvledge helps people to quickly recognize patterns in very ditlicult situations 
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and to make sometimes surprisingly good decisions. Not incidentally, Klein called this 

experiential knowied ge a souree of power that decision-makers need to cultivate. 

The ditTerenee with the model of Weick is that the idea of doubt is absent The idea 

that previous knowledge is both helpful and risky is nota structural part of Klein's theory. 

One particular problem he recognized with the use of mental simulations was that people tend 

to get too confident in their own constructions (exactly the criticism that one would formulate 

when using Weick's model) The reaction of Klein to this possible criticism was that: 'that 

particular shortcoming, however, does not call for any other approach. lf you want to deduce 

every interenee logically, you will still run înto time harriers' (2001, p.69). This reply shows 

that he was aware of a particular limitation of his model but he did not try to solve it in a 

structural \Vay There is another crucial difference. Weick seemed to use the concept of 

experiential knowledge in a ditierent manner compared to Klein. The attitude of wisdom, as 

W eick called it, refers to the awareness of experienced operators that they cannot know 

everything. This is a value of experience that was absent in Klein's thinkingxxxvn Experience 

is a souree of power to know in complex situations, rather than a reason to be modest about 

the things one can knowin such situations. 

5. 7 Fin al remarks 

This chapter has established doubt as a crudal capability tor organizations to be able to deal 

with dynamic complexity. Doubt should lead to a system possessing an ambivalent attitude 

towards its present knowledge. Functional analyses are useful to îdentify the relevanee of 

processes given a certain aim of a system. They are, however, not orientated at the content of 

processes. This study considers insîght into the content ofthe process necessary as well. As it 

is the thing to be organized, insight into the nature of the process is an important souree of 

information when the issue of the organization of doubt is taken up. This will be the topic of 

the next chapter and it is considered to be the last of the abstract elements of the analytica! 

framework. 

xxxvil One could say that in this particular sense Weick's model is closer to Janis's thcory than to Klcin's. i\!ÜJOngh 
Jani5 chcrished anideal ofrational Jecision-making~ he en1phasiz~xl the îtnpl.)rtance of·c\"igilancl:" (Janis. 1990), Onc 
coulcl interpret lhis as an advice to dccision-nwkcrs to "be awarc'' of what is happening around thcm 
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Chapter Six: Doubt and argumentation 

The previous chapter has identified doubt as a crucial meta-process to be organized. Because 

Weick's model is a functional model it gives no insight into the content ofthe process. This 

chapter will explore the human capabilities that are essential for the process of doubt. The 

central question of this chapter is which specific human capabilities enable a system to be 

doubtfuJ? The crucial capabilities this chapter aims to find must describe the essential 

dynamic of doubt creating rules, breaking rules and changîng rul es. In this chapter it will be 

argued that rhetorica! psychology, as it was formulated by Michael Billig (1991, 1996, 1999), 

can give an account of the nature of doubt This chapter wil! explore rhetorica! psychology 

and will try to establish a link between rhetorica! psychology and Weick's erganizing modeL 

More specifically, it will be argued that rhetorica! psychology explicates the specific qualities 

ofhuman beings that are presupposed by the 'thinking part' ofWeîck's erganizing model 

6.1 The concept of 'argumentation' 

In the previous chapters meaningful action has been defined as lying between the extremes of 

perfect rules and no rules at alf'xxvm Only on this 'edge of chaos' is meaningful action 

essential In situations of absolute chaos any attempt is as good as the next Literally, in 

situations of chaos anything goes. In the opposite situation of absolute order, meaningful 

action is equally wmecessary. The best way to deal with situations can be prescribed by rules. 

In that case, thinking is unnecessary; one should just follow the rules. In the intermediate 

situation, on the edge of chaos, it is at the sametime important to construct rules (in order to 

develop a body of hypothetical knowledge) and to break rules (in order to deal with change 

and unknown situations). lt is exactly on this edge of chaos where thinking is necessary. 

Thinking is therefore portrayed as a dynamic process. The dynamic of human thinking is 

exactly what rhetorica! psychology tries to capture 

The central concept of rhetorica! psychology is argumentation. Jt will be argued that 

argumentation can serve as a description of the content of the function of doubt Billig 

underlined the importance of argumentation for human thinking by quoting a piece of wisdom 

ofthe Greek sophist Protagoras. Billig formulated this wisdom as follows 'In every question, 

there are two si des to the argument, exactly opposite to each other' ( 1991, p.46). According to 

xxx\cn Imleed, one can consider the total chaos and lotal order 
100% situations in BaYelas· experiment). This imphes that 
degree, al ways nccessary in practice. 
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Billig, the implication of this wisdom is that humans are capable of formulating contrary 

opinions about the same issue, both equally reasonable. This capability to argue is, according 

to Billig, the basic characteristic of the thinking of human beings; it is even the thing that 

gives human thinking its dynamic quality. Billig (1996) emphasized furthermore the 

importance ofthe 'argumentative context' for the processof argumentation. 

In Billig's opinion, the ability to formulate contrary opinions is basedon a reservoir of 

arguments. Common sense provides members of a community with a variety of arguments 

that can be used in different situations. According to him ( 1996), common sen se is not a 

neatly structured body of knowledge, but consists of contrary wisdoms. He illustrated this by 

referring to proverbsxxxrx ( 1988, p.16) In his view, the contrary nature of common sen se is 

not a weakness to be replaced by the unequivocal wisdoms of science. 1n tàct it provides 

thinking the necessary flexibilityxr. ( 1996, p.240). lt is argued here that the concept of 

argumentation as it is described by rhetorica! psychology can be used to describe the nature of 

the process of doubt. The capacity to argue contrary opinions is crucial in bending, 

sabotaging, and creating rul es. The next sections will deal with the following issues: 

• The first section aims to draw a clearer picture of some essential similarities between 

rhetorica! psychology and Weick's organizing model 

• The second section aims to draw a picture of the extra value of Billig's concept of 

argumentation. 

6.2 Similarities between Billig and Weick 

Although Weick and Billig have different perspectives (the nature of the organizing process 

vs. the nature of human thinking), it will be argued that rhetorica! psychology shares 

important theoretica! premises with Weick's organizing model There are further similarities 

beyond this level of fundamental premises. 1t will be claimed that Billig' s concept of 

argumentation describes what Weick would call discrediting. The similarities are considered 

to be important because they show that there is a basis for applying Billig's theoretica! 

concepts to clarify parts of W eick' s model 

x""-xix Billig mentioned. for examplè. the ContradietorY pro\·erbs ·out of sight, out of mind' and ·absence makes the 
heart gro\\' t(mder·. 
XL Billig (1996, p.240): 'Vi!Jredo Pareto had an intercsting argument to explain "hy societics possess multiplicities of 
,·a lues and "'h\ these Yalues should cantliet \\ith each othcr. He suggcsted that principlcs tend to bc exprcssed in 
simplc, unqualificd ways. llo\\'ever. these simplc t(mnulations are too extreme for guiding practical conduct, becausc. 
if the\' wcre follcm cd with consistent litcrality, they would fail to achicve the desired rcsult. t . ) Thcrefore therc need 
to be exceptions and qualifications to the simplc principle.( ... ) Bccausc eycrv absolute principle has thc character of 
o\'erstepping the bmmds ofreality, ca eh principle needs to he held in check b\ the countcrYailing !(>ree of contrary 
principles.' 
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Premises of rhetorica/ psychology 

Essential in Billig's characterization of thinking is that it has an open and social character. 

Billig (1996) described the thinker as someone whodoes notresembie Rodin's statue. silently 

pondering, but as someone who takes part in the arena of debate. Billig was critica! of 

approaches in psychology that characterize thinking as an isolated, intra-individual and 

mathematica! process. Such approaches appear to characterize thinking as perforrning logica! 

operations taking pi ace in the enclosed partsof the cognitive system (Billig, 1996 ). According 

to Billig, however. the everyday problems the human thinker is confronted with are of such a 

nature that they cannot be solved by merely using abstract logic. 1n order to describe the 

differences between rhetoric (i.e. everyday thinking) and logic Billig used an analogy of Zeno. 

According to Zeno. rhetoric is like an open palm and logic is like a closed fist The looseness 

of rhetoric (open palm) compared to the strictnessof logic (closed fist) must not be interpreted 

as a sign of superiority of logic over rhetoric. Billig remarked that (1996. p.126) 'The context 

of rhetoric and logic can be distinguished As has been suggested, the context of rhetoric is 

marked by justification and criticism lt is a social context in which the different points of 

view clash, or threaten to clash. and there is potential infinity tothese clashes'. Argumentation 

is therefore situated in a context in which the nature of reality is problematic. The maxim of 

Protagoras suggests that an 'unarguable rightness and wrongness' (Billig's words) cannot be 

established because critica! challenges are always possible. Logic demands a level of certainty 

that is not to be found in everyday affairs. Due to the Jack of certainty in everyday affairs 

there is difference of opinion. 

As has been argued at the beginning of this chapter, an important feature of Weick's 

organizing model is that it describes a dynamic between acting and thinking Important for 

this study is that Billig's rhetorica! psychology does notisolate the process of thinking from 

action (as is implied by Rodin's statue). The problematic nature of reality does not merely 

present an intellectual challenge Argumentation, as Billig described it, is rooted in practical 

involvement (Billig, 1991). Translated into the words used in previous chapters, a necessity to 

act is assumed. 

The above shows that rhetorica! psychology is also based upon an idea about the 

elementary nature of dynamic complexity. Billig refeiTed to this as the uncertainty principle. 

He described this principle in this particular way (1996, pp.92-93) 'We can call these 

arguments against the possibility of definite rules Quintilian's Principle of Uncertainty. The 

principle asserts that we can never capture the infinite variety of human affairs in a fmite 
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system of psychological laws. At any moment, the fini te laws are likely to be embarrassed by 

unforeseen and unforeseeable events. It is only because of the possibility of such 

embarrassment, that the rhetorician can learn from experience Experience gained from each 

navel situation contributes to this leaming, as the rhetorician builds up more sagacious 

hunches and guidelines. However, this process of learning can never be tinished. There is an 

intinity of possible situations, and therefore an intinity of things to be learnt'. This quotation 

illustrates an important point of agreement between the ideas of Billig and Weick mies are 

only provisionaL They are useful to develop a workable level of certainty, but an eternal type 

of certainty is considered to be unattainable in principle (that is the literal meaning of an 

uncertainty principle). 

lhe struc111ring and de-structuring effects oj'arg11mentation 

Billig ( 1996) characterized the argumentative momenturn by descrihing two dimensions 

criticism and justitication (p.ll7). If someone makes a claim or advocates a certain point of 

view, he is expected to tind arguments for his position. Protagoras' wisdom shows that 

contrary ways of arguing are always possible, so someone always puts himself in a vulnerable 

position when making claims. However, also criticism has to be justified, which means that 

the critic has to tind arguments. Criticism and justification are the dimensions that capture the 

argumentative momentum. 

One could consicter justification a structuring process. After all, by means of a process 

of justification particular arguments are sought to defend certain points of view regarding 

elementsin the environment of units. In the logic of Weick's model one could say that the 

process of justification discovers reasans behind enactments. Weick also noticed the 

structuring effect of justifications 'Justifications are socially acceptable reasans people give 

themselves for choosing sarnething in public that is irrevocable. As these reasans accuruulate 

into patterns of affirmation, restriction, and permission, they guide people and enable them to 

judge others and justify themselves to those others. Sets of justitications should form coherent 

and workable systems of interpretation that create a culture' (2001, p.78). However, as the 

discussion on the normative element in Weick's model revealed, structuring alone is not 

enough to deal with dynamic complexity in the best possible way. In Weick's model the 

importance of discrediting is emphasized. Billig's 'criticism' dimension describes the same 

opposite force. One could consicter the processof criticism a force of discrediting, or indeed, 

de-structuring. After all, existing structures/justifications are, for whatever reason, criticized. 

The processes of criticism and justification can be said to presuppose each other. Justifications 
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are formulated in order to deal with imagined criticisms. As such, they incorporate the 

criticism, so to speak. Justifications are usually sought when there is a real or imagined 

criticism on actions or thoughts (Billig 1996, p.ll7). This means that operational units argue 

about cantroversial elements in the environment or cantroversial actions. Again, this is in line 

with Weick's claim that organizing activities only start when practical circumstances give 

reason to do so. 

One can see that this dynamic of justification and criticism, considered as an 

organizing process, has traces of doubt A group or unit that argues is dealing with existing 

structures in opposite ways. The argumentative process is concerned \vith simultaneously 

believing and disregarding knowledge. Therefore, this study considers argumentation 

the content of the abstract function of doubt One can see that argumentation is especially 

important at points where previous thoughts or structures are confronted with new, dynamic, 

and complex situations. This is the main reason that this study considers operational units

being the ones that are most directly confronted with dynamic complexity to be the ones that 

need the ability to argue. 

6.3 Argumentation and its subtieties 

The previous sections have made clear that there are distinct similarities between Weick's 

model and that of Billig' s account on human thinking. Th ere would, however, be little u se in 

describing Billig' s ideas on rhetorica! psychology if they did not contain some extra value. 

This extra value is the description of the process of argumentation, which is interpreted here 

as a description of the abstract function of doubt. 

The process of argumentation can be ciarifled by descrihing the tension between two 

fundamental operations of human thinking: the processes of categorization and 

particularization. Many psychologists have accepted the fact that categorization is a basic 

operatien of the human information-processing apparatus. LakotT (1987. pp.S-6) put it as 

follows 'Categorization is not a matter taken lightly. There is nothing more basic than 

categorization to our thought, perception, action and speech. Every time we see something as 

a kind of thing, for example a tree, we are categorizing. Whenever we reason about kinds of 

things chairs, nations, illnesses, emotions, any kind of thing at all -- we are employing 

categories' (italics in original). The function of categorization, according to Billig, who 

referred to Eleanor Rosch, is that categorization helps to make sense out of the complex and 
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messy world outside. Categorization therefore helps with dealing with dynamic complexity; it 

is a process that helps to simplify the worldxu 

Billig pointed out two distortions of a simplistic portrayal of the process of 

categorization In the first place, a simplistic portrayal may display human beings as victims 

of their own system of categories, unable to perceive the world in its entire variety and 

complexity In such instances, a structural ability of criticizing one's own categoties is denied. 

Inevitably the world gets simplified by means of the system of categories, the mental models, 

that is applied by the cognitive system. There have been psychologists who argued that human 

beings are fundamentally prejudiced. In the second place, a simplistic portrayal of 

categorization may draw a bureaueratic picture of thinking The thinker is then portrayed as 

someone who is following the procedures of thought. Or, as Billig stated (1996, p.158): 'The 

bureaucrat cannot treat each in di vidual case as if it were unique, but each case must be placed 

into bureaucratically suitable pigeon-holes. Members of the public fill out the appropriate 

forms, which extract the information of interest to the bureaucracy. In this way the messy 

features of the general pub !ie' s Jives can become suitably regularized. Irrelevant information, 

for which there is no appropriate question on the official form, will be weeded out, and need 

never come to the attention of the bureaueratic system. Similarly, categoties or schemata, like 

official forms, serve to weed out the irrelevant stimuli and to organize the relevant features 

into ways which can be easily processed by the higher authorities of the system'. The thinker 

is therefore portrayed as a rule-follower. 'The thinker to emerge from this psychology, who, 

rather like a timid bureaucrat follows office procedures' (Billig, 1991, pp.3 7-38). Wh en a 

human being deals with complexity in ways that are described here, the goal seems to keep 

complexity, or features irrelevant according to present insight (system of official forms), out 

ofthe system. 

In order to counterbalance a simple process of categorization, Billig postulated a 

second fundamental process of thinking particularization This is, in the spirit of Protagoras, 

the opposite of the process of categorization. The process of particularization entails that one 

xu Categori~ation is, according to Gardner ( 1987), essential to the more classica! cognitive approach, "·hich views 
thinking as the disembodied manipulation of abstract svmbols (Lakoff, 1987. p.8). This portray al of thinking that is 
quite a hteral translation from computer to human cognitive apparatus. Aceording to Gardner (1987), howevcr, 
catcgori~ation is also important to more recent fonnulations "·ithin cognitive science. Gardner staled this as follows: 
"In one sense. th.is classica! view of categorization (mcmbers of a categorv share common properties, ehk) "·as 
consonant with thc aura of cogn.itivc scicncc- a sciencc built on the unambiguity of the computer. Butjustas tbc 
general view of the computer as a single all-purpose logica! machine cventuallv gave way toa plurahty of 
computational stances. this general vie"· of classification was also nol ab!c to withstand tbc force of arguments and 
empirica! data Jrom scvcral qttarters." (Gardncr, 1987. p.342). According to LakotT (1987). more recent cognitive 
psvcho1ogists such as Eleanor Rosch try to draw a more emhodied (as it is often retèrrcd to) picture of thinking. using a 
ditTerent characteri~ation of the processof categorization. 
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treats a stimulus not on the basis of its similarity to other stimuli (thereby putting it in a 

category), but on the basisofits uniqueness The ability to deal with stimuli from the outside 

world in opposing ways characterizes human thinking, according to Billig. The implication of 

this is that man is neither inevitably prejudiced nor is he a simple bureaucrat. The bureaucrat 

himself is not a simple bureaucrat. lt is a well-known fact that bureaucrats can be very 

inventive in sabotaging the official procedures, for example, by dealing with a friend' s case 

differently from usual. The most convincing argument for the contrary nature of the human 

cognitive system is perhaps that categorization and particularization depend on each other. An 

act of categorization depends upon an act of particularization. Billig affirmed that (1996, 

p.l63) 'If we have a choice of ways of categorizing the stimulus arrays with which we are 

tàced, then selection is involved in arriving at the appropriate categorization This sart of 

selection is akin to what we have called particularization. Out of all possible categories, one is 

treated as uniquely appropriate, and must be fished out of the general pool of categories. Thus 

in order to categorize sarnething by putting it in an appropriate category, we must have 

particularized that category. In this way, categorization depends upon the opposing processof 

particularization'. 

All in all, this implies that dealing with information is not a matter of simple rule 

following (putting it in the appropriate category) but a matter of potential controversy. Billig 

wentinto detail of descrihing the various ways in which a categorization or a particularization 

can become an object of controversy (BiJlig, 1996, pp.l48-185). The essential point is that 

human thinking is fundamentally a dynamic and infinite process (the final, good salution is 

not available in open palmed situations) because of the ever-present tension between 

categorization and particularizationx1.n 

'CLlJ Contradiction can he interpretcel in more or less fundamental 1mvs. Contradiction can he (I) interpreled as a 
phenomcnon that e.\Cists in thc overall networkof catcgories. Contrad ietion can be interpreled as macro-Icvel 
phcnomcna. In somc situations a militarv unit should fight insome situations it should flcc. A military unit shoulu 
thcreforc possess ho tb capahilities. Tbis represents a limitcel l(mn of contradie ti on. Contradiet ion exists in thc overaJI 
nct1mrk of catcgories of skilis (hghting and t1ceing), hut in single situations it mav he perfectlv clcar what one sboulcl 
do. Contradiction can (2) he inteqJreted as hcing a "surfacc phenomcnon". It may he granted that cmrcntlv 
contrauiction is the best a unit can come up with. But it can he sLlggesteu that contradiction onh· represcnts a cunenl 
state of affairs. One could believe thnt a unit shoulcl stri,·c for order bevond 1hc surface of things. Contradictwn can he 
interpretcel as being "fundamental .. Esscntial in tb.is interpretation of contradictionis that in all situations contrarv 
opinions can bc ucfendcd. i\ detailecl ana!YSis of the subtie nuances of thc knowleuge of units will nat reveal catcgorics 
in which all contran opinicms are neall)' uistinguishcd on the basis ofunequivocal criteria. There is noorder to bc 
found hehind thc appcarancc ofthings, nor is there order to he tonnd at the level ofthe different categories. In 
rl1ctorical psychologv, con tradietion is fundamentaL contran' opinions can he fornmlatccl in ever, situation. This is 
implied b\· Protagoras' maxim: in every situation conlrary opinions can be dcfendcd, hoth cquallv reasonahlv. This is 
in linc 1vith Weick's cmphasis on equi,·ocalitv and ambiguit' (an organiCéation should cstahlish workahle ccrtaint) 
inslead of eternal certainl\') Furthennore, the concept ofhvpothesis implies uncertaintv and thercfore the possihility of 
eliHerent lwpothcses. 
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6.4 Consequences of the previous discussions 

The goal of this chapter was to explicate the human capabilities essential for dealing with 

dynamic complexity lt was furthermore claimed that these capabilities are implicit in the 

organizing model of Weick. lt was claimed that argumentation offers a description of the 

dynamics of doubt. There are, however, still some looseendsin the discussion that are taken 

up in this section. 

In the previous chapter it was claimed that this study wil! concern itself with 'the 

organization of doubt'. This chapter has shown that this can be perceived as 'the organization 

of argumentation'. One can immediately sen se that this quality is not self-evident in a military 

organization. Military cammanders frequently claim that their organization is not a debating 

club. Furthermore, doubt is often considered a dangerous weakness when confronted with 

difficult circumstances. W eathers, c.s. ( 1995, p.l1 0) even conclude that open discussion is a 

worse threat to military units than Jack of co hesion 'Strong attachments to fellow saldiers 

provide a good butTer against fear, whereas a Jack of cohesion, or worse, open discussion, can 

be a significant souree of distress.' This signifies that Weathers, c.s have little appreciation 

for argumentation. The military organization is, according to many an organization in which 

action is at center stage. Systems of discipline and hierarchy support this action-orientated 

side of the organization. A crisis-organization should be able to act quickly, rather than to 

think endlessly. Furthermore, quick decision-making under stressfut conditions is considered 

to be an essential trait of commanders. It is often thought that officers should possess traits of 

character that match this action side. He should be obedient, disciplined, orderly, etc. The 

willingness to question orders or to support an argumentative process is certainly no part of 

these valued traits. 

This study appreciates matters a little differently. In the first place, one can question 

the value of above mentioned traits, or at least the kinds of persons that are often the bearers 

of these traits. Di x on ( 1976, p.280) states that: 'At first sight the traits of orderliness, tough 

mindedness, obedience to authority, punitiveness and the rest may wel! have been seemed the 

very embodiment of hard hitting masculinity - ideally suited to the job of being a soldier. 

Unfortunately, as represented in the authoritarian personality they are only skin deep - a 

brittie cru st of defenses against feelings of weakness and inadequacy. The authoritarian keeps 

up his spirits by whistling in the dark. He is a frightened child who wears the armour of a 

giant. His mind is a door locked and bolted against that which he fears most: himself' In 

other words, not every orderly or obedient person is pathological, but a distinct group, labeled 

the authoritarian personality, is. Much of Di x on' s study is devoted to underline the claim that 
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(a) military organizations are attractive for authoritarian personalities and (b) the military 

organizations provide contexts in which authoritarian personalities can thrive. According to 

Van der Vlist (2003) traits of authoritarianism are common, not merely in military 

organizations, but in bureaueratic organizations in genera!. 

In the second place, argumentation and doubt are considered important not to change 

an organization of action into an organization of abstract deliberation. lnstead, argumentation 

and doubt are considered important exactly hecause the military organization is an 

organization in which action is at center stage. A military organization that is confronted with 

dynamic complexity can be expected to act rather than to think endlessly about available 

altematives. Such enactments provide the organization with a stream of 'raw input' that is 

meaningless befare an organizing process weighs them against the background of existing 

structures. In other words, because the military organization is an organization of action, and 

because military units need to act meaningfully. doubt and argumentation are of crucial 

importance. The challenges that dynamic complexity poses on the military organization is that 

it needs to be action-orientated as well as argumentation orientated. They need to be self

confident and to be hesitant at the same time. 

6.5 Conclusions from part two. 

Part two was orientated at developing an abstract answer to the question of how to deal with 

dynamic complexity in the best possible way. The line of reasoning that has emerged from 

part two can be summarized as follows: 

• Organizational systems cannot deal with dynamic complexity using a closed system of 

rules. lnevitably an organizational system has toengage in organizing activities, i.e. m 

tinding a workable level of certainty. 

• Dealing with dynamic complexity can be characterized by the logic of abduction: 

actions are based on hypotheses. Hypotheses operate by recognizing the common in 

the unique and help the system to raise itselfbeyond the level of random action. 

• Weick's organizing model can be understood as an abduction-model with a normative 

element added. 

• This normative element is the capability of doubting. A system should have the ability 

to discredit its current insights. A system should therefore organize doubt. 

• Doubt is seen as a specific hu man capability. Billig' s concept of argumentation can be 

used to describe the content of the abstractprocessof doubt. 
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Part Three. Analytica) framework: Organizing doubt in an organizational system 

The first part of the analytica! framework has identified doubt as the essential process to be 

organized. The second part of the analytica! framework deals with the issue of organizing 

doubt. The central question of part three is therefore: 

How can doubt be organized within an organizational system? 

Eventually this should result in a tooi that enables one to discern whether the operational units 

in the cases had the ability to doubt, i.e. whether they had adequately organized their 

argumentative process. Such a normative tooi should be the yardstick to analyze experiences 

in the cases. lt should be mentioned that previously self-organization was perceived as being 

inevitable given the circumstances. In part three, self-organization is considered to be a 

normative ideal to be established through organizational design. The assumption is that 

organizations can deal with the inevitable nature of self-organization in better and worse 

ways. The better way is one in which the inevitable nature of self-organization is taken as a 

point of departure in the design of the units and in which a process of argumentation is 

organized in a particular way lt should be repeated that Weick's concept of self-organization 

is based on a conception of survival. Self-organizing potential as a normative ideal is 

established when the organizational context provides the units the means for doubt. lf self

organization, i.e. doubt, is promoted, it is claimed that an organizational system has a better 

chance of survival. This means that organizing doubt does not guarantee survival, but rather 

the chancesof survival become better. 

The history of military operations has shown that atrocities have frequently been 

justified as necessary for survival. Also, military history has shown that operational units 

survived by lying towards higher commanders. The convoys of Logtbat sametimes came 

across roads they judged as too dangerous to continue on. In order to turn back they needed 

permission of a higher cammander and they knew that one particular higher cammander was 

not easily persuacled of the danger of routes. Knowing this, units exaggerated the danger 

present in the situation. The troops of Dutchbat have been accused of sending little local boys 

through minefields because they were aware of the location of the mines. Although this is 

certainly more staggeringly wicked than clever, it certainly is a way to deal with practical 

problems This is a form of self-organization, but obviously not ofthe sart that this study aims 

to promote. When units display wicked farms of self-organization it can be a sign that 
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sarnething is wrong with the ambitions of the organizational system. If an operational unit lies 

towards a higher commander, it is probably unable to perform its job within normal standards. 

If things get really bad, units even can cross ethica} boundaries. Acting against the interest of 

the organizational system can be a sign that the organizational system is not designed 

correctly. The convoys of Logtbat needed permission of a higher cammander in ordertoturn 

back. This particular cammander could be hundreds of kilometers away from the situation, 

without a clue of what the situation was actually like. 

There is quite a lot of theory available on the design of self-organizing units, and the 

analytica! framework is built up of elements of existing theory. This part will start by 

selecting particular theoretica[ perspectives on organizing doubt (Chapter Seven). Given the 

content of Part Two, this choice will depend on the relation between this perspective and 

argumentation. Chapters Eight and Nine are orientated at the way in which the process of 

argumentation should be designed, given the theoretica! perspective. Furthermore, it wiJl be 

discussed how this can be observed in the case studies. 
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Chapter Seven: Organizing doubt 

This chapter is aimed at selecting theoretica! perspectives that can be used to organize the 

process of argumentation. These theoretica! perspectives are used to explicate the way the 

debate should be structured in an organization, given that perspective. Obviously different 

perspectives could be useful for clarifying this issue of design. One can imagine, for example, 

that certain critica! individuals within an organization are systematically kept out of the 

essential discussions. One can equally imagine that certain groups of employees are 

strategically misinformed, or that key decision-makers Jack any clear insight on the 

phenomena on which they should decide. The design of the debate can be influenced by 

various organizational factors. One could think of theory on organizational culture, 

organizational structure, leadership, decision-making procedures, quality management, and 

rules for communication between organizational parts. Since this area is too all-embracing, 

the theoretica! perspectives need to be selected thoughtfully. To use the language of Chapter 

Two, this study does not aim to make an atlas constituted of all thinkable maps of a particular 

area Such a topic should be tackled by a study that is specitically devoted to the topic of 

organizing argumentation in organizations. 

A particular strategy wil! be used in this chapter to discuss this matter. Tostart with, it 

wil! be attempted to draw a picture of good argumentation. Next, the selection of theoretica! 

perspectives wil! be explicated ln the subsequent section, the choice wil! be justitied by 

discussing the influence the chosen perspective has on the debate in the organization The 

choice for a theoretica! perspective depends on its explanatory power. The choice for 

perspectives is therefore theory-informed. 

7.1 What is good argumentation? 

The previous chapter should have made clear that Billig's concept of argumentation can be 

interpreted as a description of the content of the process of doubt. It is claimed that the 

organization of doubt can be compared with he organization of argumentation. lt is 

furthermore claimed here that all organizations organize their argumentative process. The 

design of organizations has inevitable consequences for argumentation. Organizations cannot 

avoid influencing their argumentative process, if only by making argumentation impossible. 

However, not all organizations organize their argumentative process in a way that this study 

would consicter fruitful. Therefore this section aims to establish what this study considers to 
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be a fruitful argumentative process. On the basis of this it wil! be discussed what this means 

for the organization of argumentation. 

It should be noted that the issue of organizing argumentation is absent from Billig' s 

thinking. Perhaps this issue ran against his theoretica! temperament. Perhaps he considered it 

humiliating towards the argumentative powers of people to claim that argumentation in 

certain organizational settings is in some way 'better' than in others. In fact, he discussed 

several examples that showed that the argumentative powers of common people can humbie 

those in powerful positions. The concept of argumentation is often used by Billig as a 

description of a messy world of communication that is too complex to be easily subjected toa 

system of communication rules. 'The image is one of chatter and discussion' is a typical 

portray al of Billig himself. This image of argumentation is used by Billig to criticize theorists, 

such as Habermass, Gadamer, but also Socrates who aim to regulate dialogue. Furthermore, 

Billig criticized a theorist like Foucault for exaggerating the way monologue can silence 

argumentation. No logoscan ever dominate anti-logos in an absolute way (Billig, 1996) It 

seems that an idea like organizing argumentation, which inevitably means a kind of 

regulation, is at odds with Billig's conception of argumentation. ln this conception, after all, 

regulation is perceived as being opposed to the essence of thinking. The only rule in Billig' s 

conception of argumentation seems to be the abolishment of all rules, so that contractietion 

and argumentation are not disturbed and can praeeed uninterrupted. The view I want to 

present in this study is that although it may be impossible in principle to make argumentation 

impossible, certain design characteristics can certainly have a significant influence on the 

argumentative process. In other words, I do not disagree with Billig in principle (no rules can 

humbie the argumentative process), but I do want to claim that design characteristics can 

make an important practical difference. 

It is claimed here that Billig's ideas regarding argumentation can be translated into a 

characterization of well-organized argumentation. Well-organized argumentation 1s 

argumentation that is structured in such a way that its messy and open character is preserved 

also in organizational settings (which are, by definition, structured and not open). In order to 

develop such a characterization, characteristics of the argumentative process are translated 

into characteristics of well-organized argumentation in organizational settings. The remainder 

of Part Three will be devoted to how organizational factors should be designed in order to 

create (or approach) this ideal ofwell-organized argumentation. 
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Well-organized argumentation 

In the following it will be explored what well-organized argumentation involves. This will be 

translated into demands on the organization of argumentation 

• To start with, notall talk is argument Small talk is hardly the thing that Billig had in 

mind when he aimed to characterize argumentation. Also polite conversation, which 

appears to really discuss an interesting topic while the truly sensitive sides of the 

matter are skillfully avoided (Bil lig 1996 ), is not truly argumentation: 

• Argumentation implies that in a given situation the force of arguments is of central 

importance, not difference in forma! status (Billig, 1996) 

• A last distinctive characteristic of argumentation is that it is the counterpart of 

practical action. Billig ( 1996) did not aim to characterize an airy process of abstract 

reasoning (i.e. Rodin's statue) but an everyday processof dealing with dilemmas of 

the real world. 

These characteristics have consequences for the design of the organizational setting in which 

argumentation is to take place. 

• If the force of arguments counts, well-organized argumentation presupposes equality. 

One can imagine that this is a difficult requirement in tormal organizations, especially 

in organizations that are focused on hierarchy; 

• lf argumentation is not smal! talk then well-organized argumentation is orientated at 

the crucial issues in hand. The crucial issues in hand can be sensitive topics because 

they involve questions regarding status, responsibilities, and individual talents. Janis & 

Mann (1977) have shown that decision-making groups can Iapse into polite 

conversation out of fear of actdressing sensitive topics. One can therefore imagine that 

the quality ofthe actual argumentative process matters in this respect; 

• ff argumentation should be relevant then well-organized argumentation should be 

in.fluential Even when the arguers are well-informed and are directly tocused on the 

most crucial developments in hand, their debates will still be pointless if they are in 

principle notallowed to act on the basis aftheir insights; 

• lf argumentation implies that the arguers should have practical involvement, then well

organized argumentation implies that the arguers are actors as wel!. Within 

organizational settings this requirement has two sides. Everyone is familiar with the 

stories of generals (eg. in World War I) who endlessly discussed complex issues of 

strategy without being a ware of the actual situation. The opposites of the 'thinkers that 
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do not act' are 'the doers who cannot think'. Everyone is equally a ware of the fate of 

many soldiers (again in World War I) who were required to follow orders without 

thinking. The 'thinkers that do not act' are alienated from reality, which has disastrous 

consequences for the relevanee of their arguments. The 'actors that cannot think' are 

deprived from behaviaral control, which implies that their arguments are not 

influential. The impheation of this issue is that because operational units are 

confronted with dynamic complexity they should be arguers as well as actors; 

• lf argumentation is different from small talk then well-organized argumentation Is 

relevant. This implies that the arguers should possess the ability to identify the 

relevant topics. lmagine a small group of soldiers whose sole job it is to observe a 

house that is being rebuilt. One can imagine that such a group, while observing, kills 

time by arguing about the important topics in the area as a whole. However, one can 

equally imagine that such a group has a rather limited view on the proceedings in the 

area. The ob servers of the house are in direct contact with the environment, so they are 

the first witnesses of certain important developments. However, they need insight into 

the nature of the organization's intentions in order to recognize the important 

developments. 

Note that these demands are not orientated at the abilities of individual arguers, but are instead 

orientated at the context in which argumentation should take place Together they draw quite a 

complicated picture of well-organized argumentation. This issue will be tackled in the next 

section. Based on the previous line of thinking, the following sec ti on will distinguish between 

two dimensions of doubt. The first dimension could be called the external structure of doubt 

(the prerequisites that the organizational context provides), the second one the internal 

stmcture of doubt (the debate itself} 

7.2 Perspectives on organizing argumentation 

Two theoretica! perspectives on organizing doubt and argumentation within an organizational 

system will be used to analyze the cases. These perspectives are introduced here. The internal 

structure of argumentation refers to the debate itself This is what probably most people 

imagine when thinking of argumentation. This dimension refers to an open spirit c~f 

contradiefion The nature of this open spirit of contradiction will be worked out in later 

chapters of this study. The external structure of argumentation refers to the prerequisites of 

meaningful debate provided by the organizational context. On the basis of the foregoing it can 

be inferred that this refers to insight and contro/, that is to say, insight into the relevant 
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matters in hand, and control to apply one's insights As will become clear later in this study, 

insight and control are the dimensions of control capacity as well (De Sitter, 2000). 

The intemal and external structures are linked. lf the prerequisites of a meaningful debate are 

not met, the debate itself cannot be meaningful Although the external structure of 

argumentation is not conspicuous when observing debates, it is of particular importance 

according to this study. This line of thinking can be represented in a matrix: 

C ontrol/Insight. Yes No 

Yes A. Meaningful argumentation C Desperate argumentation 

No B. Powerless argumentation. D. Meaningless argumentation. 

A. According to this study, this is the ideal situation. In this situation, arguers are well

informed. They have a good insight into the local conditions they are involved in, which 

enables them to implement their insights on the nature ofthe situation. As such the arguers 

are self-organizing. If they are confronted with surprises or change, they are able to 

discuss the nature ofthe situation and implement the fruits from their discussions. 

B. In this situation the arguers are well-informed, but are restricted in acting on the basis of 

their insights. This would be a situation in which the arguers have insight into the nature 

of a situation, but in which a central controller dictates their activities. They are literally 

made powerless by the organizational context. 

C In this situation the arguers are confronted with practical problems and Jack the insight. 

That is why it is called desperate argumentation. In a dynamically complex environment, 

operators are frequently confronted with situations that defy existing insights. The 

situations that I am referring to bere are situations in which operational units are 

structurally withdrawn from developing insight by the organizational context. 

D. In this situation the arguers Jack both insight and control To argue in such a situation is 

meaningless because the arguers are not able to ask the relevant questions and are not 

required to act on the basis aftheir (irrelevant) insights. 

With regard to the issue of organizing argumentation, the following note is crucial 

Organizing argumentation, as it is interpreted in this study, is not orientated at individual 

processes of argumentation. Instead, it is focused on creating the right circumstances for 

argumentation, by influencing both the external structure and the internal structure of 
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argumentation. Therefore, this study agrees with De Sitter (2000), who claimed that human 

resources cannot be managed, but should be mobilized 

Organizatiunal stmcture 

It wil! be argued that the organizational structure has a crucial inf1uence on argumentation, 

particularly on the external structure of argumentation. An organizational structure describes 

the way tasks ('iabor') are divided in an organization. When tasks are divided, subsystems are 

created ('grouping') as well as a networkof relations between those subsystems ('coupling'). 

The crisis organization di vides tasks between different operational units; it therefore 'groups 

and couples' the different operational units. Generally, the organizational structure influences 

the degree of dependenee of subsystems on their organizational context. In the first place, the 

designer of operational units determines to quite a large extent the environment of the 

operational unit. The designer inf1uences therefore the kinds of problems units will encounter 

and the tools (the guidelines but also the autonomy) they wiJl have to deal with these 

problems. In the second place, the designer intluences whether new insights can reach the 

higher hierarchicallevels in the organization and inf1uences the composition ofthe units. 

Lt will be argued that all these matters inf1uence argumentation and influence whether 

units are able to doubt. An organizational structure becomes relevant once a complete job is 

split up into smaller jobs. This leadstoa need for rules (standardization). lf a job is divided 

into smaller parts and if every part is attributed toa specific department (subsystem) within an 

organization, dependencies are created between parts of the organization. In that case, the 

more a job is divided into smaller parts, the more dependencies are created, the more rigid the 

organizational network becomes and the more subsystems are bound by rules. Therefore, it 

wiJl be argued that the degree to which an entire job is divided into smaller parts inf1uences 

the ability of subsystems to doubt As such it int1uences the ability of subsystems to deal with 

dynamic complexity. 

Leadership 

1t will be argued that leadership has an important intlucnee on argumentation as well, 

particularly on the internat structure of argumentation. Leadership as it is defined in this study 

refers to processes within operational units. Here, the attention is focused on the process of 

leadership within an operational unit The relation between the external and internal structure 

of argumentation implies that leadership is inf1uenced by the structural design of units. 
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• An important distinction that can be made is between theories of leadership that focus 

on the individual leader and theories that are focus on 'group functions' The latter 

theories emphasize that for a group to operate satisfactorily a number of functions 

need to be performed, not necessarily by the individual in the forma! leadership 

position. One can, for example. think of task which refer to behavior that is 

mainly orientated at the accomplishment of the group's tasks. A further leadership 

function that is frequently distinguished is the maintenance role, which refers to 

behavior that is orientated at keeping a group tagether as an effective instrument This 

study uses an individual perspective on leadership. In military organizations the 

leadership function is placed in the hands of an individual (an officer) However, the 

things a leader should do \vill be determined by using a functional approach. This will 

be discussed in detail in Chapter Ten. 

• Hemphill and Coons (1 p7), detined leadership as 'the behavior of an individual 

when he is directing the activities of a group toward a shared goal' This definition 

was also used by Van der Vlist (J 991 ). It was emphasized by Van der Vlist that it was 

his intention to refer to the behavior of an individual that is in the forma! leadership 

position ( 1991, p.l3). Van der Vlist furthermore emphasized that the definition implies 

that there are a number of group functions to be perfonned More particularly, Van der 

Vlist mentioned a 'goal achievement function', a 'group maintenance function' and a 

'future effectiveness function' (1991, p.l3). 

As has been said, the choice for leadership and organizational structure is theory-informed, 

that is to say, it is a choice basedon specific observations in the case studies. This means that 

in the existing Jiterature the influence of the above-mentioned organizational arrangements on 

the two dimensions of argumentation is well recognized. The next chapters will discuss this 

influence of organizational structure and leadership on argumentation as it is recognized in 

li terature. 

A1eaningful argumentation as a complicated concept 

Notwithstanding the straightforwardness of the idea of erganizing argumentation, a rather 

complicated picture of the idealized debate within organizations is drawn. A number of 

complications are discussed here. 

• Argumentation that, on the swface of things, appears to be true debate cannot be the 

opposite of what this study aims to capture. lt can be argumentation about irrelevant 
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matters and it can be argumentation about matters beyond the arguers' controL It can 

also be both; 

• The relation between the arguments and the organizational context is important. The 

relation between the arguers and the organizational context determines whether the 

arguers have insight and controL It should be emphasized that this relation between the 

arguers and the organizational context is in principle problematic. Operational units 

are defined here as a part of a larger organization, which means that they are semi

autonomous. lt also means that they are designed to perform a particular job, which 

means that they have only limited grip on their level of ambition, and have only 

limited insight into the intricacies of a larger operation. However, the nature of this 

link totherest ofthe organization does make a crucial difference, as wil! become clear 

in laterpartsof this chapter. Again, I like to stress the distinction between the practical 

and the principle. Organizations in principle limit the insights of arguers, but the way 

they design this limitscan make a significant, practical difference; 

• The concrete situation in which the debates take place can stimulate or prohibit open 

dialogue. It is conceivable that the arguers lack equality to address matters openly, it is 

also conceivable that the arguers avoid sensitive topics; 

• In important ways the crisis organization depends on the insights at the operational 

level because it is directly in touch with the dynamically complex environment. The 

experiences of the operational units are the basis for discrediting the existing insights 

within the crisis organization as a whole. One can imagine that argumentation is not 

only important within operational units. Operational units should also be involved in 

discussions at the strategie and tacticallevels ofthe organization. 

7.3 A conspiracy against argumentation 

This section wil! explore how organizational structure and leadership influence argumentation 

and therefore doubt within an organization. The discussion wil! take the opposite route it wil! 

be analyzed how organizational structure and leadership can be used to silence argumentation. 

The idea behind exploring the negative side of the matter is that if one knows how to 

intluence the debates negati vely (I) one can illustrate that there is a relation between 

argumentation and organizational structure, and argumentation and leadership; (2) one takes a 

first step to developing insight into how to guard the debates against interference. To capture 

the idea of repression of argumentation, the concept of monologue is introduced here. 

Monologue is a top-down voice that wants to prescribe what the organization's reality looks 
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like. For example, the organization can attempt to define the market, the strategy, the future, 

the product, the nature of probierus the organizational units are likely to encounter and the 

way they should deal with those problems. Monologue indoctrinates people with the top

down world view. Open discussion and critica! exploration are structurally repressed 

Protagoras' maxim was used to underline the two-sidedness of human thinking. Any thought 

or opinion can reasonably be challenged by the opposing opinion. In the following this 

concept of monologue will be explored. Tt will be claimed that it is a common phenomenon 

both in organizational theory and in everyday organizational realityxuu 

Monologue as it is portrayed hereis a voice of repression The topics of argumentation 

and repression of argumentation are linked because they are opposed. This is a point made by 

Billig: 'If we humans possess the rhetorica! skilis to open up matters for discussion, then so 

we are equipped with the abilities to close down matters discursively' (1999, p 51 fLI' Billig 

considered repression to be a rhetorica! phenomenon: 'The idea ofthe 'unsaid' provides a clue 

about the rhetorica! nature of repression. 'The said' and 'the unsaid' are intimately linked: to 

say one thing implies that other things are not being said' ( 1999, p.52). According to Billig 

the fact that 'the said' and 'the unsaid' are linked has a simple implication. 'Every utterance, 

which fills a moment of conversational space is occupying a moment which might have been 

tilled by an infinity of other utterances. These potential utterances will now never be said, at 

least in that specific context As Roland Barthes wrote, 'the said' must be torn from the 'not

.mid'. Barthes might then have gone on to say that 'the said', having been uttered, creates the 

'not-said" (1999, p.52; italics in original). Repression of ideas is, in other words, inevitable 

so, within this theoretica! logic, avoiding all repression is impossible in principle:\:!\. 

Actually, a similar line ofreasoning is part ofWeick's organizing model A phenomenon like 

organizational memory is Janus-faced: on the one hand it provides meaning which helps an 

organization to deal with its environment; on the other hand a memory has limiting 

consequences. 

xun Thc following nuance should be home in mind. This studv does nol criticize the phenomenon of monologue 
alwavs and in cverv situation. Rather, monologue is criticized when it fLmctions as a silencer of de bate at moments 
vvhen thc dernands of the environment make argumentation neccssaf\ 
xu\· Billig ( 1990) slressed an interesting link between rhetorica! psychology and psvchoanalysis. Repression is one of" 
the kev conccpts of psvchoanalysis in generaland the thinking of l'reud in particular. "'ssentialm psychoanalvtic 
theory is thc idea that people routinch repress troubling thmtghts Jrorn consciousness. 
XLV This was nol the goal ofpsvchoanalvsis either. Billig saicl a bout this 'Freud, clespitc what some critics during his 
life-tinw clairned, vvas not advocating a lifc of inslinctual pleasurc. in\\ hich thc repressed clcsircs of the iel would bc 
releascel from reprcssion' ( 1999, p.22). Evcry time one has a thought onc does nol have any othcr thought, other 
thoughts need to be repressed. Or to focus on organizationalmatters, each thought one has regarding the nature of the 
situation one is involved inrneans that one does notinterpret things in another wal'. 
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Although repression of thoughts is considered to be inevitable, it is not the answer to 

the question whether organizations are in the business of repression of argumentation The 

question is not whether they are victims to inevitable forms of repression but whether they 

willfully and consciously repress critique on existing ideas and theories about the 

environment. The crucial question is whether the intemal atfairs of organizations can be 

structured in order to prohibit argumentation. An environment that is not discussed is an 

environment that is considered to be certain. That is the kind of monologue this study 

criticizes 

The concept of mollologue w ithin organizatiunal studies 

lt is important to distinguish this concept of monologue from comparable concepts in 

intellectual histmy. Some theorists use comparable concepts to criticize current practices in 

society to make an ideological point. This criticism has also reached organizational studies. 

Alvesson and Deetz (1995, p.l98) said on this subject 'The central goal of critica! theol)' in 

organizational studies has been to create societies and workplaces which are free from 

domination where all members have an equal opportunity to contribute to the production 

systems which meet human needs and lead to progressive development of all.' One could 

believe that this study is part of the tradition that wants to free organizations of domination 

and exploitation However, this study does not focus on the topic of monologue in order to 

establish a politica! i deal. Organizing argumentation is considered to be a practical need. This 

study is focused on dealing with dynamic complexity and criticizes a monologue on these 

grounds. Critica! literature might be helpful, however, to identify the monologue with top

down certainties. 

It could be thought that this study, by underlining the necessity of argumentation and 

dialogue and by, furthermore criticizing monologue takes a critica! stance towards science. 

Designing seems, after all, to be a top-down process. So monologue seems to be inevitable 

and dialogue impossible once science gets its toot in the door. Therefore it appears that this 

study is, again, in line with critica! organization theol)' Alvesson & Deetz (1995, p.l94): 'In 

particular critica] theol)' showed how modernism itself was based on myths, had acquired an 

arbitral)' authority, subordinated social life to technica! rationality and protected a new 

dominant group's interest'. This study does not deny the specialist his specialist knowledge, 

nor does it accuse him ofbeingjust a pawn ofthe powerful. At least, it does not in principle 

accuse the specialist of these matters in principle. Nor is this study relativistic in the sen se that 

all knowledge is regarcled as nothing but opinion. Although pragmatism points to the 
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hypothetical character of scientific knowledge, it would go too far to claim that all opinions 

are equaL In that case, argumentation would become superl1uous (Billig, 1991). 

7.4 .\'lonologuc as a tooi of organizing 

One could ask why organizations want to repress argumentation and why they use 

monologue. There is an obvious and a less obvious answer to this question. The obvious 

answer is that this monologue believes to know the truth. In other words, organizations that 

believe to operate in a stabie and ultimately knowable or predictabie environment believe to 

be in the possession of the truth. In such situations there is no need for argumentation. The 

less obvious answer to the question why monologue is used is that the organization is 

afraid of the chaos in the environment Paradoxically, a monologue can also be thought 

necessary in an unstable and unpredictable environment In such circumstances monologue 

can be belîeved to be necessary to guide the organization through uncertainty. 

Based on an assumption of certainty the organization can structure its internal 

arrangements with mathematica! precision. Morgan {1997) described how mechanica! 

metaphors have traditionally been dominant in organizational studies. The classic 

organizational designer is perfectly rational and uses strict logic and perfect knowied ge of the 

phenomenon of organizing and will design blueprints tor organizations. This is also referred 

to as social engineering. Furthermore, mechanica! metaphors also detennine how many 

people, not necessarily familiar with organizational theory, think about organizing If one 

believes to know the truth, there is no need for critica] discussion of crudal assumptions and 

there is also no need tor dialogue with the rest of the organizationXL\ 1 The top-down voice 

considers the rest of the organization not wel! intormed enough, not familiar enough with the 

methods of top management, or not smart enough to be a serious opponent in debate. This 

could be considered the modernist side ofthe spectmm. Alvesson & Deetz (1995, p.l94) 'ln 

the organizational context, we use the term 'modemist' to draw attention to the 

instrumentalization of people and nature through the use of scientific-technical knowledge 

(modeled after positivism and other 'rational' ways of developing safe, robust knowledge) 

If one beli~vcs to know the tnlth, one mav bclie\·e argumentatton to be supcrtluous. On lhc othcr hand, if onc 
believes the <:m ironment is extremclv tmcertain, one mav fuar tb at argumentalion ma' lead to chaos At such moments 
one ctm try to reed the memhers of tbc o~ganization "ith perspeetiYes on tlris uncertain environment, 11hich thcy can 
cxplon: and discuss, onlv ifthcv witrun th<: border' ofthc Certain leadership 

leaders to provide workable soluilons for uncertainty. Some on the subject explkitly 
that a (charisnwtic) leader should guidc pcople thmugh tor example, & House, 1995). 

Th is sludy can counter this partlcular conc~.:plualization of --\·ision·· as pt>.:'session of an ruther than a 
proüuct of dialoguc. hv staling that the art of dealing wilh dvnamic complcxitv is partly constituted hy ahihty to a.ot 
and to deal with pwblems "ithout a vis1011 
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(. )' Both organizational stmcture and leadership have been used to establish such a 

monologue. 

Organizational structure and monologue 

Central to the classica! theory of organizing IS a principle of organizational stmcturing. 

Typical of the classica! organization theory is not only that it assumes a stabie environment; it 

stmctures an organization on the basis of the principle of 'maxima! division of labor' 

(Kuipers, 1989a; Kuipers & Van Amelsvoort, 1990; De Sitter, 2000; Kuipers & Kramer, 

2002, etc ). As a consequence of the di vision of labor a complex job is divided into parts, with 

(groups of) people working on a part of that job. When one cuts a process into pieces, one 

inevitably needs glue to put it tagether again. This glue can, for example, take the form of 

mies. Because the parts have to fit together, division of labor creates the need for 

standardization and thus mies for standardization. Furthermore, mies are needed to guide the 

interactions between the (groups of) people working on a part of a complex job An 

organization that is stmctured on the basis of the principle of 'maxima! di vision of labor' is 

therefore a creator of a maximal number of mies. Such an organization increasingly relies on 

the stability of the environment (Kuipers & Van Amelsvoort, 1990) When an organization 

that is built up in this particular way is confronted with non-routine events, the central part of 

the organization will suffer an information overlaad (Simon, 1998) De Sitter (2000) showed 

that, when the principle of maximal di vision of labor is applied, the structural complexity of 

an organization increases exponentially and its capability to meet the demands of a complex 

environment decreases accordingly. The philosophy of maximal di vision of labor results in a 

kind of organization that is built up of simple tasks (in order to make a task easier to 

standardize) and a complex stmcture (in order to link the different small tasks). Or, to put the 

essence ofthis strategy differently, it is an attempt to make thinking at the operationallevel as 

obsolete as possible (develop standard operating procedures) and to centralize the remaining 

thinking. Furthermore, these organizations do not 'mobilize human resources' (De Sitter, 

2000). Argumentati ve capabilities are considered to be part of thi s general category of human 

resources. Inherent in the design logic of classic organizations is that these human resources 

are not necessary. Critica! theory has also criticized this philosophy tor its emphasis on strict 

rule-following. For example, Foucault ( 1975) emphasized that organizational structure can be 

used as a tooi with which the powerful discipline the powerless Organizational structuring, 

according tothese classica! principles. inevitably seems to lead to organizations in which the 

truth is determined top-down. 
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The alternative for the philosophy of maximal di vision of laboris minimal di vision of 

labor (Kuipers, 1989a). The object of this philosophy of structuring is to create a minimal 

amount of rules. Hence the concept of minimal critica] specification: only matters that are 

essential for coordination between partsof the organization should be restricted to rul es. This 

means that tasks are not (or should not be) divided into the smallest possible subroutines. 

Performers of tasks should be well-informed and have a braad insight into the nature of the 

environment in order to be able to react in an intelligent way. This second philosophy is most 

suited for dealing with a complex environment because it is not orientated at the development 

of a totalitarian system of rul es. The second philosophy of organizational structuring implies 

that one should divide Jabor in an insightful way. In order to create units that are self

organizing, one should divide tasks in such a way that the resulting groups will be relatively 

independent of the rest of the system. They should be able to gain insight and to act according 

tothese insights. All in all, this would mean that one would split up a large and complex job 

in a number of smaller jobs that can bedealt with relatively independently. A prerequisite for 

independenee is that as many matters as possible can be solved within the boundaries of the 

resulting units. In such organizations, complexity is created within groups rather than in the 

networkof groups (Kuipers & Van Amelsvoort, 1990; De Sitter, 2000). 

Leadership 

The conceptions of leadership that are congruent with these classica! principles also 

emphasize monologue as a top-down voice that farces the truth on organizations. Hosking & 

Morely (1991) wrote on this subject 'Often it is ju st the chief executive who is spoken of as 

the architect of the organization' s characteristics - as the designer of strategy and structure 

(. . ). The argument that organization is designed recently has resurfaced in the newly 

fashionable treatment of leaders as creators of cultures and organizations. ( .. ). These 

literatures are characterized by a top-down view of organizations as designer goods-fashioned 

by chief executives. Similarly, the recent vogue for organization cultures that has ret1ected the 

view that enterprise-wide culturescan be designed by a few for many.' This quotation shows 

that the classica! view on leadership portrays an authoritarian picture ofleaders. 

An alternative to this view was presented by Van der Vlist, who argued the importance 

of a 'fundamental demoeratic attitude'. lf the classica! leader is portrayed as directive and 

authoritarian then dynamically complex situations demand a different attitude from leaders. 

According to him, a fundamental demoeratic attitude is important because it implies 

awareness on the si de of the leader that his insights are limited and that others might possess 
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important views as well (1991, p.216). In his view, this attitude is especially important 

because of today's challenges of organizations He emphasized the complex nature of 

leadership in organizations that are confronted with dynamic complexity. One could say that 

he argued for a fundamentally demoeratic attitude for the same reasons as this study argues 

the importance of argumentation, doubt and self-organization. Van der Vlist emphasized that 

thîs attitude is important if one aims to introduce forms of leadership in which participation 

occupies a central place. 

7.5 Unanswered issues from the previous discussions 

The foregoing has rise to a number of questions that need flirther discussion. This 

section wil! deal with these issues in random order. 

Organizing argumentafion: Rillig and Habermass 

Many researchers will probably claim that the idea of 'organizing a debate' is not original. 

The îdea that human intelligence can be mobilized through dialogue and that this can be used 

to the advance of a community bas been explored before. Thîs very îdea is central to the 

philosophy of Juergen Habermass. ln effect, Habermass intended to abolish constraints on 

open communication (that constraints of power) through the development of rules that 

should guide debate. The rules of Haberrnass should establish communities in which open 

dialogue is not undermined. 

Habem1ass is a sociologist who is interested in society at large. However, many 

researchers have been quick to recognize his ideas in the area of organizational studies. The 

parallels with the interpretations and intentions of Habermass and this study are strikingly 

obvious. This study claims that matters should be openly discussed to the advance of the 

organization. Therefore this study aims to organize the debate in the organization in such a 

way that the argumentative potentlal is indeed mobilized (this also has implications for status 

and power within organizations argumentation implies equality) Furthermore, as will be 

addressed later on, open discussion is frequently not common practice in organizations. 

Although the similarities between this study and the one from Habermass are obvious, 

there really is one crucial ditTerence. The focal point of this difference is the way in which 

argumentation is conceptualized in this study which uses Michael Billig's conceptualization 

of argumentation. Myerson (1994) and Billig ( 1996) bimself discussed the difference between 

the concept of dialogue of Habermass and the concept of argumentation of Billig. The essence 

of Myerson and Billig's argumentations will be outlined here. The essentials of Habermass' 
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philosophy will be discussed at greater detail using Rhetoric, Reason and Society. Rationality 

as Dialogue by George Myerson ( 1994) M.yerson portrayed Habermass as a thinker who is 

part of a larger stream of thinkers that he called 'dialogic rationalism' (p.7). According to 

Myerson, this is not a neatly defmed category of thinkers, but a category made up of a 

diversity afthinkers whohave camparabie orientations on one particular issue, i.e. concelving 

reason as dialogue. 'His conception develops through a complex ofterms; and the basic term, 

foundation of this enlightenment is argument, twinned with consensus. They appear to be 

incompatible, but for Habermass argument and consensus are united in the vision of 

rationality because people argue rationally only when they seek consensus' (p.23, italics in 

original). 

Myerson summarized the comerstones ofHabennass' philosophy (p 9): 

• Argumentative speech is central to rationality; 

• Argument is interactive, it has a dialogic structure; 

• The interaction leads to agreement when it is understood; 

• The achieved agreement is the foundation of a good society; 

• These requirements are compatible with science, but not reducible to the methods or 

conclusions of science 

Both Myerson and Billig were critica! of Habermass' portrayal of communicative rationality. 

The focal point of disagreement between Habermass and Billig is the issue of consensus and 

the rules of argumentation that should establish this. Habermass' dialob'Ues are subjected to 

rules in order to give rational dialogue a chance of deciding on a given matter. Billig's 

dialogues are fundamentally disorderly Infinity of argumentation and contradiction are two 

catchphrases that can be used to characterize Billig's approach. Billig (1996): 'Rhetorica! 

theorists, who have attempted to operationalize Habermass' idea of "unconstrained 

communication" into strategies for conversation have tended to produce beuristics for 

agreement' (p. 17). Myerson argued that Habermass' approach has a tendency of becoming 

monologic itself 'For Habermass, it seems that one thing that is not arguable is the definition 

of being rational To be ratio na! is to argue properly, according to his criteria, or to be ready to 

argue properly when challenged. But anyone who rejects this definition of rationality is 

automatically barred from arguing about it because we have to accept his principle in order 

"to participate properly", to enter the discussion. ( ... ). If anyone refuses to accept that 

argument is the proper test of rationality, Habermass can label them 'irrational' and disqualify 

their contributions to the subject' (p.43). 
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Why Billig 's account on atgumentation is preferred 

A critica! reader might agree that Habermass' and Billig's concepts of dialogue differ, but 

might not be convineed of the reason for this study to prefer Billig over Habermass on the 

contrary, intuitively an orderly dialogue seems more preferabie than a disorderly dialogue, 

especially if one aims to 'organize' argumentation. Also this critica! reader might point to the 

fact that, although Habermass' philosophy is orientated at consensus, the dialogue does not 

'forbid' contradiction. Furthermore, this study considers argumentation to be not a goal in 

itself, but sarnething that helps organizations to deal with dynamic complexity. As such it 

seems perhaps that because action is the goal of argumentation this study is implicitly 

orientated at consensus. The critica! reader might, furthermore, argue that agreement is of 

paramount importance in operational units because they need to act, and they generally need 

to act in a coordinated way. Moreover, this study aims to be normative, and Habermass is 

truly normative. These points seem to force us into the Habermass camp. 

The reason why this study prefers Billig' s concept over that of Habermass' has to do 

with the importance of contradiction in dynamically complex environments. Billig (1996) 

defended his position against orderly debate by discussing the Soeratic dialogue:.:Isii, which 

can be perceived as a model of i deal communication. The essence of this dialogue is a game 

of questions and answers. Billig (1996, p.S4) 'By questioning, hegets the debaters to agree to 

certain propositions, and then, by further questioning he examines the implications of this 

agreement The method aims to give the debate a fixed starting point there must be a 

proposition which is accepted, in order tor the implications to be discovered. (. ). The 

process will continue until the participants find a proposition which withstands the test of 

cross-examination'. Billig emphasized that this ideal is rarely achieved in everyday reality. 

The hope of giving debate a firm starting point is often not realized. Often disagreement 

already begins when trying to pin down the meaning of the propositions Billig (1996, p.SS) 

'What we see here is sarnething that occurs commonly in arguments: the point of 

disagreement shifts and points of agreement can quickly turn in into points of disagreement 

Therefore it is too simpte to say that it is a pre-condition that the participants must agree on 

the rules of language. Arguments frequently turn into disputes about language and the 

meaning of words'. 

XLVII Not incidcnta!lY Billig (1996) pointed to the similarities oflhe Soeratic dialogLte and I-Iabcnnass' concept of 
communicati\·c reason (pl6 ). 
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This essential ditTerenee between Billig and Habermass makes two points clear. First, 

the Soeratic dialogue showed that agreement can only be achieved by accepting certainties. In 

conditions that are dynamically complex it is dangerous to try to pin down the meaning of 

things. That is the reason Weick underlined the importance of doubt and contradiction. Here 

lies the crucial difference between Habermass and BiJlig. Habermass, in the end, remained an 

enlightenment philosopher and therefore remained focused on the concept of 'unity of truth', 

i.e. consensus. Billig, on the other hand, dismissed this idea of unity of truth and instead 

argued the reasonableness of contrary statements. Secondly, units that need to end 

argumentation in order to act, temporarily put discussions aside out of practical need. That 

does not imply that there is nothing left to discuss. After the actions will be finished, the same 

issues can be taken up again. Temparary agreements do not finish argumentation. It is a 

fundamental premise of the organizing model that the rational parts (selection, retention) 

cannot solve all problems before units are able to act 

'Organizing argumentation' from Habermass' perspective means 1mprovmg the 

argumentative ability by purifying it. Choosing Billig' s depietion of argumentation implies 

that 'organizing argumentation' means something differently in this study It means 

'preserving' the messy character of argumentation, which involves 'protecting the messy 

character ofargumentation from monologue'. In a way, therefare, 'organizing argumentation' 

in this study means 'protecting argumentation from organization'. 

Arguing and acling 

This study focuses on argumentation; one could say on the thinking parts of Weick's 

organizing modeL However, the thinking parts only constitute part of the phenomenon of 

dealing with dynamic complexity. The nature of dynamic complexity is such that units cannot 

discuss every problem they are confronted with befare they act It is a truism to claim that the 

organization of doubt, or organizing argumentation, is not the only worry for crisis 

organizations. Acting is at center stage. It is the difficulty of acting in a dynamica\ly complex 

environment that makes argumentation important (Van der Vlist, 1981 ). This problem has 

been addressed befare in different guises. However, it is essential enough to address it yet 

again. 

No analyses or superior abstractions can provide the final answers to the problems 

units are confronted with. The paradox is that units on the one hand should think about their 

problems. At the same time, however, the nature of dynamic complexity makes that arguing 

and thinking are inherently limited. Units should therefore be prepared to think, but they 
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should be prepared to be surprised as wel!. Acting in environments that are dynamically 

complex implies that units should be prepared to act while knowing that their knowledge of 

the environment is limited (Van der Vlist, 1981). This is a fundamental insight according to 

this study. This state cif mimi is perhaps the most difficult part of dealing with dynamically 

complex environments. 

Argumentation is not a goal in itself; argumentation should support dealing with 

dynamic complexity The fact that it is nota goal in itself means that it is nota sacred process 

within organizations that always unquestionably holds a prominent place. Instead, units 

should know when to argue. but also know when tostop arguing. That means that units should 

know when (temporary) agreement is necessary in order to act in a coordinated way. This will 

be an important aspect of 'organizing argumentation'. Notwithstanding the possibility of 

further argument, the reality of the situation the units are involved in makes that they need to 

act. Argumentation is, on the one hand, an infinite process because after new situations 

discusslons on strategies can be re-opened. On the other hand, if there was no end to 

argumentation and it would never have any effect on actions, it would become a senseless 

process. The limitations are crucial if one aims to organize argumentation by using 

organizational arrangements. This means that they continually return to the discusslons of the 

next chapters. 
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Chapter Eight: Doubt and the organizational structure. 

This chapter has the aim to describe the prerequisites in the design of the organizational 

structure for meaningful argumentation at the level of operational units. This is a normative 

aim, which will be constructed out of two basic ingredients. lt is the objective (1) to explicate 

how characteristics of the organizational structure influence argumentation at the level of the 

operational unit, and (2) to explicate how the organizational structure should be designed in 

order to positively intluence the debate. 

There is a lot of literature available on the topic of designing self-organizing units. 

Kuipers & Van Am elsvoort (1990) specifically connected the topic of self-organization to the 

topic of doubt. They furthermore discussed the topic of the design of self-organizing units, 

using the concept of 'control cycle' Doubt is important, according to Kuipers & Van 

Amelsvoort (1990, pp.157-158), in the various parts of the control cycle (perceiving, 

evaluating, intervening). lntegration of these parts of the control cycle is essential, according 

to them, because it enables doubt. One can see that these ideas are close to the ideas that are 

discussed in this study, but for one crucial difference. This study starts from the importance of 

doubt and asks how doubt can be organized Kuipers & Van Amelsvoort started from the 

topic of organizational structuring and asked themselves how a process of doubt could be 

facilitated within the design of an organizational structure. Kuipers & Van Amelsvoort 

reasoned the other way around, so to speak This chapter aims to show that this principal 

difference is not a practical difference, ie. ideas on sociotechnical design can be used to 

describe the organization of doubt 

After the discussion on the link between organizational structure and meaningful 

argumentation, it will be discussed how the intluence of organizational structuring will be 

observed in the cases. Before this chapter wiJl turn to this central line of reasoning, I will 

indulge in two si de steps. In the first place, the issue of the level of analysis wiJl be tackled. In 

the second place, a general case will be described in order to make the reader familiar with 

issues surrounding the design of operational units. 

8.1 Shifting the emphasis of the analysis 

The topic of the structural prerequisites of meaningful debate implies a shift in the level of 

analysis of this study. The problem of dealing with dynamic complexity has so tàr been 

discussed from the level of the operational unit It was assumed that the operational unit is 

engaged in a dynamically complex environment, i.e. it was the :,ystem that vvas the center of 

126 



Part Three. Analytical.fi·amework: Organizing doubt in an mxanizational.1ystem 

interest The environment confronts the operational unit with a problem of organizing: finding 

a workable level of certainty to deal with the environment's problems It was deduced from 

Weick' s organizing model that doubt is a crucial process for such units to deal with dynamic 

complexity inthebest possible ways. 

The operational unit that previously was the center of interest is considered to be part 

of a larger crisis organization. However, the problem of designing an organizational system 

with the ability to doubt exists at the level of the crisis organization It is confronted with the 

problem of grouping and coupling of activities and should therefore structure its activities in 

such a way (i.e. design operational units) that the chances of self-organization are increased. 

One particular subtlety should be underlined. The crisis organization has more design -

problems. For example, it should not only take care of the structural prerequisites of a 

meaningful debate within the operational units, but it should also take care of a meaningful 

debate in the crisis organization as a whole. After all, if a crisis organization is defined as the 

system that needs to deal with dynamic complexity (a non-contraversial definition), then the 

crisis organization too needs the ability to doubt This design problem is not the one this study 

is focusing on; bowever, one can state that if crisis organizations want to develop the ability to 

doubt, doubt at the level of operational units is of crucial importance. After all, the operational 

units are the tentacles of the organization in the environment If the crisis organization should 

remain in touch with the developments at the level of the various operationallevels, it should 

receive insightful bottorn-up comments of the operational units regarding the nature of the 

developments. In other words, a trail of debate should be organized within crisis 

organizations. This is an interesting and complicated issue, but not one this study is focusing 

on. 

8.2 An illustration: KFOR (1999) 

This section provides an illustration from a recent crisis operation of the Army. This case 

description is used to show that the abstract phenomena that are the center of interest in this 

study are recognizable in the plain experiences of operational units. In the following a rough 

description is given, which will subsequently be discussed. It is not attempted to discuss these 

matters into every imaginable detail because the nature of tbe case material does not !end 

itself to detailed analysis. Nevertheless, some interesting conclusions can be drawn. 

The example focuses on an artillery battalion that was sent to Kosovo, not very long 

after the NATO air strikes The task of this artillery unit was artillery support, their regular 

task. This artillery unit was sent to Kosovojustin case things would go seriously out of hand. 
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Should that happen, the NATO forces deployed in Kosovo would be sufficiently armed to be 

able to defend themselves. For this routine task an artillery battalion has a strict and precisely 

prescribed division of labor and hierarchy Such a battalion is a typical example of an 

organization that is built up on the basis of the machine metaphor (Morgan, 1997). Before a 

gunnery unit fires a shot, a complicated chain of procedures has to be strictly followed. In 

Kosovo artillery support was not needed during normal circumstances, so the units were used 

to perfarm other tasks. Consequently, their daily routine had little to do with the regular 

artillery support function. Instead, it could be characterized as a typical routine for a crisis 

operation, be it a crisis operation of a more complicated type. In this example, the focus wil! 

be on a particular platoon of artillery soldiers. During KFORI, the platoon level was the 

actual operationalleveL 

In the following, the range of duties of the platoon is describedxL\m Typical for the 

new routine of the platoon was its non-routine character. During their stay, the platoon had a 

number of unaccustomed tasks. Furthermore, their range of duties changedas time passed on. 

New tasks were added and others were ended. The most central task was guarding a smal! 

village that was partly Serbian and partly Albanian. This meant that the memhers of the 

platoon were peacekeepers in the village. They controlled who went in and out of the village, 

monitored war criminals, and tried to prevent clashes between the Serbian and Albanian 

population. They performed this task by being permanently (24h) deployed in the village, by 

building checkpoints at strategie positions, and by patrolling the village and a nearby village. 

Another taskof the unit was a 12-hour service in a nearby town, which meant that during that 

time the platoon was in charge of the city. They performed this task by manning ob servation 

posts, by building observation posts, and by patrolling the city. On top of all this, they 

guarded their own base-camp. Because of the chaotic situation in the area, the KFOR troops 

were also required to perform police and fire department tasks. In this situation the original 

platoon was split up into various sections and divided over the various tasks (a cammander of 

a gunnery unit with his soldiers wasthen patrolling the village). During its stayin Kosovo, the 

platoon had been restructured three times to fit the latest demands from the environment 

This simple description can be used to illustrate a number of topics that are important 

for this study. Below a number of salient features ofthe experiences will be discussed. 

~L\lll This de scription is basedon a desniption ofR.J. Spruijt (2000) ofhis personal experiences. The interpretations 
and conclusions are mine. 
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• Tostart with, the dynamic and complex nature of the environment is illustrated by the 

very fact that the range of duties of the platoon changed a number of times to tit the 

demands of the environment; 

• The case description gives an impression of the exchange between system and 

environment. A cru ei al characteristic of this exchange is the system's dispersed way of 

operating One single platoon operated dispersed over more than one village, so a 

crisis organization as a whole interacted with the environment at different places at the 

same time. On the same moment a patrol spotted a war crimina! in one place, a 

checkpoint at a different place might notice increasing tension between different parts 

of the population. This is in sharp contrast to, for example, the trench warfare of 

World War I, where there was a frontline that formed the firm distinction between 

system and environment. Gabriel & Savage ( 1978, p. 11) called this difference a 

·circular· opposed toa 'linear' deployment. One can imagine that this tàct complicates 

the development of insight at the various organizationallevels; 

• The dispersed nature of the opera ti ons illustrates the impossibility of a detailed central 

guidance of units. That will only be possible when there is a statT structure that follows 

every part of the organization in detail If this were possible, the coordination of the 

staff memhers would become a large problem Furthermore, developing rul es for every 

imaginable situation is equally impossible in an unknown and dynamic environment. 

Therefore, at every point of interaction between system and environment, meaningful 

action is required. The people at the lowest hierarchicallevels (those patrolling a city) 

are expected to be meaningful actors; 

• At the same time, however, the dispersed nature of the operations complicates the 

organization of argumentation. After all, it is ditTicuit to obtain insight if many things 

happen simultaneously One can imagine that a debate should be organized not at one 

particular location (a checkpoint), but at a level where varim1s a spects of the operation 

are insightful (for example a platoon) The insights at a particular location are by 

definitîon limited. The people at a location, if expected to act meaningfully, should be 

part of a debate involving wider issues than what is happening at the checkpoint. In 

other words, in order to act intelligently at a checkpoint one' s 'world' should be larger 

than this checkpoint. One can see that the design of the task of an operational unit is 

important. If the task is too narrowly defined, meaningful argumentation can, by 

definition, al most never develop; 
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• Dependencies between locations do not merely exist within a single platoon There are 

dependencies between the different parts of an entire battalion and even the entire 

international operation. Spatting a war crimina! in one part of the area can have a hu ge 

impact on the other parts of the environment Smal!, seemingly insignificant events at 

the lowest operational level (for example, at a checkpoint) can have consequences for 

the policy of the entire battal ion. Apart from the imp011ance of coordinated action (oot 

the focus of this study) these dependencies show the importance of the integral 

development of a body of knowledge. This implies that a debate should be organized 

between operational units, even at the level of the crisis organization. The significanee 

of this issue is that a large operation is always fragmented, i.e. structured, and that any 

system at every level is dependent upon developments in other systems. One can 

imagine that it is important to keep this degree of dependenee as low as possible If the 

dependency on other units becomes too large, the autonomy of units suffers 

tremendously. The degree of dependency is greatly int1uenced by the design of the 

organizational structure ofthe crisis organization (Kuipers & Van Amelsvoort, 1990; 

De Sitter, 2000; Kuipers & Kramer, 2002b); 

• With regard to leadership it is obvious that the dispersed way of operating and the 

various changes in structure have a great impact on the role of a leader. The traditional 

picture of a leader as the central point where authority rests is not approptiate forthese 

situations. On the contrary, it shows the importance of the ability of people in the 

lower hierarchicallevels to managetheir own affairs; 

• The units did use rules. The units manning a checkpoint, for example, used rules that 

specified how to build such a checkpoint effectively. The units patrolling a village 

used a eertaio role structure (which is part of basic military training) For example, 

every member of a patrol was situated at an exactly determined position; they used 

strict rules for relaying information, etc. Rules like this function, as Weick would say, 

as a structure that can be used to achieve a workable level of certainty. Life would 

become pretty impossible when in all situations even the simplest routine should be 

reinvented every time. The rules of craftsmanship help the craftsman to deal with a 

complex situation. A dangerous situation can be confronted with a workable level of 

certainty if one knows that building a checkpoint is a cunning way of getting a job 

done and if one knows a few basic rules of how to build such a checkpoint If 

situations become increasingly complex (remember Bavelas' experiments), the rules 

of craftsmanship must be less tixed and less detailed. Maybe a checkpoint has eertaio 
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disadvantages that one should be aware of, or maybe the situations in which one builds 

a checkpoint are so different that one cannot use a standard design A craftsman in a 

very complex situation must increasingly be able to doubt his ski11s, or in other words, 

should be increasingly ambivalent towards the tricks ofhis trade; 

• Since they were arti1lery units, it wil1 be obvious that the tasks the platoon had to 

perfarm were new to them. Patro11ing, building checkpoints, and making observations 

are a11 tasks the arti1lery specialists rarely practice. Taking over the role of the fire 

department is even not a military job at all. lhis illustrates the d(fficulty of heing 

prepared jor every possihle situalion, hut more importantly it shows the limited u se of 

single-minded specialisls. This is a simple observation with wide implications. 

Arti11erists are single-minded specialists. The Dutch contingent in KFOR was 

equipped with arti11erists. It is a matter that fa1ls outside the realm of intluence of the 

unit that is being deployed fora crisis operation. The tàct that arti11erists are specialists 

has to do with the way the Army is structured. They are typically organized on the 

basis of the principle of functional concentration (Kuipers & Kramer, 2002b). As a 

consequence, the organization is typica11y composed of departments of specialists 

(artillerists, intàntries, cavalries) lherefóre, the organization is typically not directed 

at educating broadly orientated soldiers, and neither at deployint; mixed units. One 

can therefore ask if the mother organization provides the prerequisites for organizing 

an ideal debate in those kinds of operations. This issue wi11 be dealt with in the tifth 

part ofthis study; 

• Argumentation is different from informing. In a stabie environment the higher 

cammand can prescribe what is to be observed and how that should be rated. Literally, 

in stable, predictabie and known environments patro11ing units can be the 'eyes' that 

merely relay in formation in an unbiased way. However, the nature of facts and events 

in such circumstances is not that straightforward. Developments in the area are first 

noticed at the lower hierarchical levels. They cannot be told in advance what to 

observe, let alone that they can be told how to interpret it 

The case description has touched upon a number of issues that wi11 be more elaborately 

discussed in this and the next chapters. lt shows that operational units are dependent and 

independent at the same time. Relations between people and parts of organizations are 

typically created by the organizational structure. lt is the organizational structure that designs 

these relations. Regarding the topic of leadership, circumstances such as in Kosovo 

necessitate meaningful action also at the lowest hierarchical level. This implies that also the 
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lowest hierarchical level should be involved in a debate and this is certainly not an easy affair 

in an organization that is traditionally orientated at central control. 

8.3 Sociotechnical Systems Design 

Existing literature will be used to describe how the organizational structure can establish the 

prerequisites for meaningful argumentation That means that it will be necessary to perceive 

theories on organizational structuring from the perspective of argumentation More 

specifically, it needs to be argued that certain structural characteristics influence 

argumentation. Designing these structural characteristics in a particular way should positively 

influence the debate. lt is claimed here that Sociotechnical Systems Design (STSD) is a theory 

of organizational structuring that can be interpreted as aiming for the establishment of the 

prerequisites for argumentation Therefore the design rules of STSD can be used. This section 

will describe why this is claimed. 

Over the years, sociotechnique has evolved to a broad approach in which different 

branches have different theoretica! emphases (Van Eijnatten, 1993; Van Bijnatten & Van der 

Zwaan, 1998). lt has therefore become increasingly difficult to speak of the sociotechnical 

tradition (Van Eijnatten, 1995) The approach that is used hereis the approach of De Sitter as 

it is worked out in Synergetisch Produceren (1994, 2000), which is widely recognized for 

being a worked out and all-involving approach from the perspective of the design of the 

organizational structure (Christis 1998; Kuipers 1999; Kuipers & Kramer 2002a). STSD, also 

referred to as 'Modern SocioTechnique' (MST), or the 'Dutch Sociotechnical School' or 

'Integrated Organizational Renewal' (IOR) (Van der Zwaan, 1999) is described in this 

sectionxux A distinctive feature of STSD, compared to other sociotechnical approaches, is 

that the organizational structure is the point of departure for analyzing and designing 

organizations. This is because the organizational structure is, according to De Sitter (2000, 

p. 2), the binding element in the organization. This emphasis on the organizational structure 

has been developed from 'classica! sociotechnique'. Classica! sociotechnique, which was 

developed after early experiments in the Durham mines (Trist c.s. 1963 ), aimed to create 

semi-autonomous workgroups at the operational level From the insights leamed in such 

experiments, STSD has developed a theory for the integral design of organizations (Kuipers & 

Van Amelsvoort, 1990) 

xux Most litcrature on STSD is in Dulch. Thc translations of central concepts are my 0\\11, but I have used Van 
Ei]natlen ( 1995), Van Fijnalten & Van der Zwaan (1998) and Van der Zwaan (1999) as an inspiration for the 
translation. 
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Control capacity and selj~organization 

According to De Sitter (2000), human resources are of central importance within complex 

circumstances. Because of these complex circumstances the actions of an organizational 

system cannot be preprogrammed in an absolutist way (which was the assumption of classica! 

organization theory) L lt is the human operator that needs to be able to anticipate and react to 

interferences, changes, and developments. Because operational life cannot be preprogrammed, 

operators should be given the capability to deal with the contingencies they are confronted 

with. The phrase De Sitter used to describe this opportunity is' control capacity'. To control is 

to be able to deal with change (De Sitter, 2000, p.l3). Control capacity is the capacity to deal 

with change. According to De Sitter, choice is essential for control capacity and, as such, 

control capacity is essential for meaningful work (De Sitter, 2000, p. 81 ). The organizational 

structure should be designed in such a way that operators possess control capacity. 

Establishing control capacity is therefore the design ideal of STSD. Kuipers & Van 

Amelsvoort ( 1990, p.l21) emphasized the same in a slightly different way. The goal of STSD 

is giving operational units the capability to deal with the problems they are confronted with at 

their own particular levelu 

This study has emphasized the importance of meaningful doubt (not all doubt is 

considered to be meaningful) and argumentation for self-organization Argumentation, as it 

was described in Chapter Seven, possesses both an intemal and an external structure. The 

internat structure of argumentation is not represented by the concept of 'control capacity' 

because, as has been said, the nature of human resources remains a black box for De Sitter 

(although De Sitter claimed that the process of sense-making is interactive). The external 

structure, however, is orientated at the establishment of the prerequisites of meaningful 

debate. Essential cornerstanes of this meaningfulness are 'insight' and 'control'. It can be 

L Therc is a similaritv in theoretica! sentiment hetween Billig·s concept of argumentalion and De Sitter's idcas 
regarding thc nature ofbuman resources. De Sitter cmphasizes tbat bis approach bas as a goal Human Resource 
Mobilization. Human Resource MohiliLalion is firmly distinguished from Human Resource Management. 1-Iuman 
Resources, according to De Sittcr, catmot be managed in the traditionalmeaning of the "ord because that wonld be 
against their essential nature. WithinDe Sitter ·s theoreticallogic. machines operate on the basis of fix cd nonns and 
thcy can thereforc be controlled. The unique nature ofhuman bcings is tbat tbcy are ablc to innovate upon tbc nonns 
tbc\' usc lor thcir operations in social interaction and cxactlv this qualitv is esscntial tor toda1 · s organizations. Also 
Billig' s aversion to subject the argumentative process to proeedmes can bc understood in this way. Argumentative 
potcntial can be mobilized but cannot be managcd because such an idea runs against the essence of thinking. 
u I t is claimed he re that argumentation is in deed a good description of thc hunum resource that is nccessmy for control 
capacity. Argmncnlation emphasizes mle-breaking:, which is essentiallor control capacity becausc norms should bc 
imwvatcd upon. Kuipers & Kramer (2002a) emphasized that in modem sociotechnique rule-breaking is one ofthe 
most important htunan capabilities that should be mobilized by an organization. Thcy furthem10re claimed that Billig's 
concept of argumentation indeed captures cmcial buman resources that are referred to by sociotechnique, although 
they emphasized thal this is nol the only human resource sociotechnique implies (Kuipers & Kramer 2002a) 
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interred from De Sitter that these are also the cornerstanes of control capacity. De Sitter 

(2000, p.Sl; my translationu1
) '( ) the quality of the work cannot relate to what is important 

and meaningful with respect to its content at any given moment, but to the worker's 

possibilities to repeatedly wonder about its usefulness and meaning, and act accordingly ' 

Furthermore, the parts ofthe control cycle (perceiving, evaluating, and intervening) add up to 

essentially the same dimensions. Designing control capacity or designing self-organizing units 

is therefore understood here as 'organizing the external structure of argumentation' The rules 

to design control capacity are therefore considered to relevantly establish the prerequisites for 

meaningful argumentation. 

8.4 Designing control capacity 

De Sitter defined two central concepts to describe an organizational structure. This is in the 

first place the 'production stmcture' and in the second place the 'control structure'. The 

production structure and control structure should be designed in a particular way in order to 

create control capacity at the operational levels. It is therefore claimed bere that these two 

dimensions of the organizational structure can be explained as influencing the external 

stmcture of argumentation. In this section it will be discussed why this claim is made. 

Furthermore, it will be discussed how the production structure and control structure should be 

designed in order to develop operational units with self-organizing potential 

The production-strucrure 

According to De Sitter (2000, p.97) the production stmcture refers to 'the architecture of 

grouping and coupling of performance activities to wo1kt1ows' One could say that Iabor gets 

divided through the design of the production structure. As has been explained before, an 

organizational structure is a rule creator. If a task (a process) is cut into pieces, it should 

inevitably be glued tagether again. One particular camman type of glue ( or coordinating 

mechanism) is a rule. Rules for coordination create the necessity tor certainties. The greater 

the structural complexity of an organization, the Iess it is able to deal with 'the unexpected'. 

Theret'ore rules can be a bother in dynamically complex environments. Furthermore, they 

restriet the control capacity of operators Division of labor, however, is necessary in large-

ut I should add that the Dutch scntencc is nearly impossihle totranslate litcrallv· '( ... )de kwaliteit van de arbeid kan 
geen betrekking hebhen op "al qua inhoud op een gegeven moment bclangrijl en betekenisvol zou ziJn, maar op de 
mogelijkheden v·an de arbeider de vraag naar zingeving en betekenis telkens opnieuw te stellen en daamaar te 
handelen.' lt could be thought that mv· translation fîts mv purposes almost too neatlv. llcm m·er, I believ·e that mv 
translation in no wav dislorls !he intention of the original texl. 
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scale and complex operations. The particular way in which labor is divided determines 

whether units possess suftleient control capacity to deal with the contingencies they are 

confronted with. The prerequisites for control lie in the design of the production structure. 

The aim of STSD is not to subject organizationallife to a detailed set of prescriptive 

rules. Instead, the object is to create as few rulesasis reasonably possible (Kuipers & Kramer, 

2002a). STSD takes the idea of minimal division of labor as a point of departure. Then 

operational units are equipped with tasks that possess 'task identity' (Hackman, Oldham, 

Janson & Purdy, 1975). This means that the task is designed as a meaningful whole of the 

workflow of the system. An example of a meaningful whole is the task of the platoon in 

Kosovo. This platoon was integrally responsible for an identifiable area and had to decide 

how to deal with its task (because the situation was new, no blueprints existed) If they 

decided to go on patrol they did so because carrying out this patrol was meaningful to them. 

Conversely one can imagine a situation in which a platoon is ordered to go on patrol without 

seeing the relevanee of doing so, or worse, while knowing that going on that particular patrol 

1s unnecessary. The cases that wil! be analyzed in Part Four contain examples of bath 

si tuations. 

The basic message from the discussion is that the less a processis 'cut' into pieces, the 

less 'glue' is necessary, and the better the conditions for autonomy and at the operationallevel 

wil! be. This is the reason that, according to the sociotechnical design logic, (1) the 

prerequisites for autonomy !ie in the design of the production structure, and (2) in order to 

create tasks that are sufficiently independent in order to create prerequisites for self

organization, the production structure should be designed from 'large to smal!' (Kuipers & 

Van Amelsvo011, 1990). 

The control structure 

The control structure refers to 'the architecture of the grouping and coupling of control 

activities (regulations)' (De Sitter 2000, p.l 00). In other words, the control structure di vides 

responsibilities and therefore has influence on the second dimension of the external structure 

of argumentation (having the capability to act according to one's insights). In the discussion 

of the production structure it was emphasized that the organizational structure is a rule

creator. One could say that, after labor bas been divided, the resulting elements should be 

linked tagether again. Therefore the design of the production structure and the design of the 

control structure are linked. 
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Kuipers & Van Amelsvoort (1990) emphasized that the control structure should be 

designed from the microlevel towards the macrolevel This means that the operational units 

that were detined in the design ofthe production structure should be equipped with the control 

capacity they can reasonably be equipped with. At the level of the operational unit there are 

always matters that cannot be dealt with in an insightful way. For example, the platoons in 

Kosovo were dependent upon developments in neighboring units Hierarchy is not abolished 

in STSD, but hierarchy is detined (and designed) functionally (Kuipers, Kramer & 

Richardson, 200 I). A hierarchical level is identified because it has a tunetion in the overall 

coordination of a system. The control structure literally determines the amount of control 

capacity operational units possess. 

The production structure influences the insight of operators. Once one's task domain becomes 

increasingly limited, one automatically has less insight into the nature of things. It therefore 

int1uences operators' abilities to di seem relevant issues. Furthermore, the nature of the web of 

dependencies is also determined by the design of the production structure. The design of the 

production structure determines whether one is able to act according to one's insightsLIII If 

one's taskis increasingly bound by rules, then one has, by detinition, less room to implement 

individual insights. It influences therefore whether the arguments can be int1uential One 

should bear in mind that the autonomy of operators is by definition limited, because an 

organizational structure inevitably creates rules. This is the impheation of the position of 

operational units: they are, on the one hand, independent (natura! autonomy) and on the other 

hand, dependent upon the crisis organization they are part of The next sectionis orientated at 

descrihing a tooi tor self-organizing potential 

8.5 Analyzing self-organizing potential in the cases 

The previously discussed sociotechnical concepts implicate that the prerequisites for control 

capacity at the operational level are located in the design of the production structure and the 

control structure ofthe crisis organization. For the purposes ofthis study this implicates that, 

in order to analyze the self-organizing potential of operational units, the production structure 

and control structure should be analyzed 

Llli I cannot re sist to report the following anecdote. 13ecansc it is an anccdote there is no wa; to vcrit\ whether it has 
actuallv happenecl, but it is a good illustration of the prohlem of ha,·ing insight but no control. ;\ ccrtain lieutcnant who 
was responsiblc lor a certain area in Bosnia decided to huilel a checkpoint at a ccrtain point. In order to do so, he 
needcd things like fncl, fond, etc. These matters are not SLtpplied hy the crisis organizalion. but bv a spccifïc · Suppmi 
Conunand .. He was told that thc required goods would not he de livered hecausc the Support Conunand \\<IS not active 
at weekends aml could thcrc!orc not Licliver at short notice. lhis made it impossihle to build the checkpoint. 
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It is argued here that the 'holographic rules' are a usetul tooi to analyze these 

dimensions of the design of the operational unitsuv The hologram is used as a metaphor to 

formulate the necessary qualities ofself-organizing units. Morgan (1997, pp.I00-101) 'The 

metaphor of the hologram invites us to think of systems where qualities of the whole are 

enfolded in all the parts so that the system has an ability to self-organize and regenerate itself 

on a continuous basis. ( .. ). They would, in short, be intelligent, self-organizing brains that 

reflect all the qualities of what we have described as a learning organization' Five principles 

of holographic design are crucial bere (Morgan 1997, pp.l02-106). This differs from the 

distinction used by Kuipers & Van Am elsvoort ( 1990), who only described four of the five 

discussed here. The first principle discussed here was not described by Kuipers & Van 

Amelsvoort. A peculiarity of the holographic rules that should be pointed out is that they 

themselves are in a sense holographic. The whole ofthe holographic way of thinking returns

more or less-in every principle. 

The principles are connected with indicators referring to characteristics of the 

organizational structure. They are connected to the insight and control of operational units and 

with matters that can be observed in the case studies. This conneetion is based on my own 

interpretation of the principles Because of the shortcomings of the case studies it will not 

always be possible to find information on the indicators in suftleient detail. Then the 

information has to be reconstructed from the case descriptions. This issue will be elaborated 

upon in the empirica! parts ofthis study. 

1. Create the whole in the parts 

This rule refers to the design of the production structure. The rule implies that the production 

structure is designed such that a meaningful whole is created. This meaningtul whole is a 

structural prerequisite for "insight'. Morgan (p.l 06): 'Under old mechanistic principles work 

processes were usually fragmented into narrow and highly specialized jobs, linked through 

some means of coordination. The whole was the sum of the parts thus design ed. ( .. ). The 

holographic approach to job design moves in exactly the opposite direction by detining jobs 

holistically. The basic unit of design is a work team that is made responsible tor a complete 

business process (. .. ). (. .. ). Within the team, rol es or jobs are then broadly defined with 

LIY The ho lograpbic rules originate from the classica! socioteclmicalliterature (e.g. llcrbst 1974 ). Kuipers (Kuipers 
1989a; Kuipers & Van Ame]s,·oort, 1990), as a representative of modem sociolechniquc. used !hem to describc thc 
principlcs of self-organization, i.e. the design principles for opcrational units. Morgan ( 1 <J97) described the 
ho lograpbie ntles as a means to describe the concept of sell~organization. Morgan' s basic dcscription will be used 
belo\\. 
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individuals being trained in multiple skilis so that they are interchangeable and can function in 

a flexible, organic way'. This does not imply, as is often thought, that everyone should be 

skilied at everything. It should furthermore be emphasized that the prerequisites for creating 

the whole in the parts are established at the level of macrodesign of the organization (the level 

of the crisis organization). 

With regard to the issue of indicators, this description of the 'whole in the parts' is 

camparabie to what Hackman, Oldham, Janson & Purdy (1975) called task identity They 

defined this as (1975, p.59): 'the degree to which the job requires completion of a "whole" 

and identifiable piece ofwork- doing a job from beginning to end with a visible outcome.' 

This is a rather general verdict on the nature of task design, and it can be elaborated with the

within sociotechnicalliterature, customary- distinction between preparation of activities (e.g. 

the planning of routes), performance in the strict sense (e.g. driving a truck), and supportive 

activities (e.g. maintenance of a truck) (Kuipers & Van Amelsvoort, 1990; De Sitter, 2000) In 

order to be optimally self-organizing, units should possess as much control as possible over 

these aspects 

2. Requisite variety 

The first holographic principle is orientated at the design of the production structure. The 

principle ofrequisite variety is orientated at the ability of the operational unit to deal with the 

varietyin its environment These issues are obviously related. This principle refers to Ashby's 

law of requisite variety (Ashby, 1969) Morgan ( 1997, p.112) '( .. ) the internal diversity of 

any self regulating system must match the variety and complexity of its environment if it is to 

deal with the challenges posed by that environment'. Morgan formulates implications tor the 

design of units. Morgan (1997, p.112): 'The principle of requisite variety thus gives clear 

guidelines as to how the ideas about getting the whole into the parts and redundant functions 

should be applied. It suggests that redundancy (variety) should always be builtinto a system 

where it is directly needed rather than at a distance' (italics in original). As one cammander 

literally told us 'The environment demands everything, so I should see to it that I take 

everything with me'. This holographic rule is therefore orientated at control, i.e. at ha ving 

sufficient behaviaral alternatives at one' s disposaL 

It is sametimes claimed that this rule actually is a strange rule for an approach that 

emphasizes the problem of dealing with dynamic complexity. After all, how can one know 

what is 'requisite' in an equivocal and changing environment? Only when one operates in a 
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closed system, one can exactly prescribe what is required. It: however, one interprets requisite 

variety in a looser sen se, it emphasizes the importance of variety within each unit. 

3. Redundancy 

Morgan (1997, p.l08): 'Any system with an ability to self-organize must have a degree of 

redundancy a kind of excess capacity that can create room for i nnovation and development to 

occur'. To a certain degree, this principle refers to the importance of multi-functionality 

(Kuipers & Van Amelsvoort, 1990). Morgan (1997, p.l08) 'Members acquire multiple skilis 

so that they are able toperfarm each other's jobs and substitute as the need arises. And the 

team as a whole absorbs an increasing range of functions as it develops more effective ways 

of approaching its work. At any one time, each member possesses skilis that are redundant in 

the sense that they are not being used for the job at hand.' One can interpret this rule also as 

an important prerequisite tor meaningful argumentation. It int1uences bath insight and control 

of the arguers. Argumentation is dependent on people being able to think outside the strict 

limitations of occupations. Furthermore, if one is multifunctional one bas more behaviaral 

alternatives at one's disposal More importantly perhaps, because specialists are confronted 

vrith issues that lie outside the realm of their specialty, they are confronted with issues that 

groups of specialists would take tor granted. As an indicator of this rule it will be studied how 

the operational units were composed. 

-1. lvfinimal critica/ ,<,peqjication 

This rule is clearly orientated at the design of the control structure The principle of minimal 

critica] specitication was described by Morgan (1997, p.ll4) as follows. 'The central idea 

here is that if a system is to have the freedom to evolve it must possess a certain degree of 

space or autonomy that allows appropriate innovation to occur. This seems to be staring the 

obvious. But the reality is that in many organizations the reverse occurs because management 

has a tendency to overdetine and overcontrol instead ofjust focusing on the crillcal variables 

that need to be specitied, leaving others to find their own form.' (ltalics in original/" In the 

analysis this general principle is worked out lt will be analyzed what parts of the job of the 

ft should bc cmphasized that principle of clcsign onlv be appliecl if ccr1ain conditions me in the 
design of thc production struclure. lf groups are not organizcd a munt! worktlows. but inslead are around 
funcl!onal parts \hen complex wcbs are createtl between Yarious partsof thc organizatwn. In \hal 
situation onc can certarnly aspire for critica! specifications' but the Jcpendencies that are a conscqncnce of 
the tlesign ueccssarilv lead to many critica! spccifi<:ations. The dcpendencies hetween the variolL' organizatiemal pa ris 
mutually prohibit each other's amonmuy 
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units are regulated and what partsnot Quite lîterally, this principle is orientated at the control 

the arguers possess. 

5. Double-loop learning ('leaming to team') 

This principle of self-organization was formulated by Morgan (1997. p. 115) as follows 'As 

has been emphasized, there is astrong tendency in most organizations to get trapped in 

loop systems that reinforce the status quo Continuous self-organization requires a capacity 

for double-loop learning that allows the operating norms and rules of a system to change 

along with transformations in the wider environment' Double-loop learning as Morgan 

described it is the essence of the phenomenon of self-organization as it is presented in this 

study, because it emphasizes the importance of discrediting. Nevertheless, double-loop 

learning requires that groups can discuss matters critically, which demands argumentation in 

the sen se that is presented here. 

In the analysis of the cases it will be discussed whether units had the opportunity for 

double-loop learning within their group (internal double-loop leaming) and whether they had 

the opportunity to contribute at the tactical and strategie level with their insights (external 

double-loop learning). Th is last point is cru ei al because (1) to be truly self-organizing, units 

should be able to inf1uence their own design (it influences the amount of control they 

possess), and (2) due to the challenges of dynamic complexity, developments at the level of 

the operational units are crucial for the crisis organization (see e.g. De Sitter, 2000). By 

definition, (double-loop) learning is aimed at developing insight. If units possess the ability 

for both intemal and external double-loop learning they have more control over their 

environment and more opportunity to experiment. The latter is a valuable souree for learning. 

The choice for the holographic rules to analyze how the design of the operational units 

influenced their ability to deal with dynamic complexity is arbitrary. One could argue that De 

Sitter's conceptual tools to analyze control capacity are much more refined. As such they are 

better suited to develop a refined picture of the self-organizing potential of workgroups. This 

is true; however, the case studies do not provide a sufficient level of detail to be able to 

analyze control capacity according to De Sitter's tight analytica! tools. This has to do with the 

construction of the original cases. The case studieswerenever created to establish insight into 

the self-organizing potential of operational units. Instead they provide insight into the 

everyday problems of operational units. For example, they do notprovide detailed insight into 

the 'domains of arrangement' of operational units, which is essential information if one aims 

140 



Part Th ree. A nalytical.fi"amework: OrRanizing doubt in an mganizational :,ystem 

to create a picture of the control capacity. The holographic rul es, on the other hand, constitute 

a tooi to generally reconstruct the self-organizing potential of operational units. As such they 

can still produce a rather good picture. 

8.6 Implications of the previous discussions 

On the basis of the discussion of the holographic rul es one may wonder whether the concept 

of argumentation is necessary. After all, if the establishment of self-organizing potential is 

thought to be essential in this study, the holographic rules provide a fine picture of the 

required campetences of the units without once referring to the concept of argumentation The 

holographic rules directly refer to meaningful action without the necessity of the concept of 

argument a ti on. 

There are two reasans why the concept of argumentation is thought necessary here. In 

the first place, the concept of argumentation is not only useful to think about the prerequisites 

for self-organizing units; it is also useful tothink about the process of self-organization itself. 

The intemal structure (the debate itself) of argumentation is discussed in the next chapter. In 

the second place, the importance of doubt and argumentation was deduced from an abstract 

model, whereas the holographic rules originate from problem-orientated theory. Therefore the 

concept of argumentation is useful to draw a link between abstract theory and more problem

orientated theory. Bath kinds of theory can benefit from this link, as it clarifies bath kinds of 

theory. In the third place, argumentation (and doubt, for that matter) was identified as the 

nonnative element in Weick's model Systems confronted with a dynamically complex 

environment need the ability to doubt in order to deal with the challenges of that environment 

in the best possible way. Kuipers & Van Amelsvoort (1990) emphasized that the goal of 

sociotechnical design is that acting and thinking, which were separated in classically designed 

organizations, are integrated again. Emphasizing argumentation means that one emphasizes 

this 'thinking' element without claiming that thinking is the only thing unitsneed to do. 

There is one particular way in which the topic of designing an organization seems to 

contradiet the assumptions of this study. Aft er all, operational units are supposed to deal with 

dynamic, uncertain, ambiguous, and equivocal environments. An organizational design is 

basedon existing knowledge (how can it be otherwise?). An organizational system confronted 

with dynamic complexity knows it can be surprised. It furthermore knows that it is very 

difficult to design an organization in advance. In other words, how can one claim to create 

enough structural room in situations that are largely unpredictable? One can imagine that there 

is a difference between organizations that operate in dynamically complex environments and 

141 



Chapter Eight: Doubt and the organizational stmcture 

organizations that operate in more stabie and predictabie environments. The latter should be 

able to design an organizational structure that lasts a while; the former probably not. This was 

also clear in the Kosovo case in which the platoon changed its internal structure three times. 

One can imagine that the ability to restmeture is important for organizations that are 

engaged in dynamically complex circumstances. lt is claimed here that particularly an 

organizational structure in which argumentation is cultivated possesses the ability to change 

its organizational structure. STSD aims to create organizations where the organizational 

structure itself can become object of argumentation (Kuipers & Kramer, 2002a). De Sitter 

(2000) claimed that in sociotechnical organizations the appropriate conditions are created to 

link the operationallevel, the tacticallevel, and the strategie level in the organization Because 

operators are not merely doers but also thinkers, they can provide insightful input at the 

tactical and strategie leveL In classica! organizations operators do not possess the insight and 

experience to give such input. At best they can provide the tacticallevel and strategie level the 

information that was demanded top-down. One could say that STSD aims to structure 

organizations in such a way that the structure itself can become object of debate, if 

circumstances give reason to do so (Kuipers & Kramer, 2002a). 

All this leads to a particularly important conclusion. lt has frequently been emphasized 

that for the external structure of argumentation it is important that operational units have both 

insight into and control over their actions. From this discussion one can conclude that for 

meaningful argumentation it is essential that arguers have the means to influence the 

organizational context they are part of They need to be able to influence the way they are 

restructured, so they need to be able to influence the developments at the strategie and tactical 

leveL Van der Zwaan (1999) would say that not only autonomy is important tor self

orgamzmg, but also participation In order to be independent, arguers should be able to 

influence their dependencies. 
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Chapter Nine: Leadership and the internat structure of argumentation. 

This chapter is orientated at establishing how leadership can influence the process of 

argumentation in order to stimulate meaningful argumentation within an operational unit. 

Since stimulating argumentation is not the sole aim of an organizational structure, leaders 

should not merely be orientated at this process. The importance of argumentation has to be 

understood against the background of the entire functioning of a unit. This means that the 

crucial process of argumentation is fitted in the reality of units. This chapter will proceed by 

(I) defining the role of leaders within a self-organizing unit, and (2) determining the role of 

leaders as stimulators of argumentation. At the end ofthis chapter it will be discussed how the 

role of leadership in the cases will be analyzed. 

Often it has been claimed that there is a kind of contradiction in the concepts of self

organization and leadership (e.g. Vogelaar 2002). Telling someone tothink for himself and 

telling someone to take initiative seems difficult to match with the essential nature of thinking 

and taking initiative. This paradox shows that leadership is a complicated concept and a view 

on leadership needs to take this complexity into account. Therefore in that this chapter I am 

susptctous - so to speak - of certain accounts that draw a one-dimensional picture of 

leadership. In this - picture, a one-way trafile is portrayed with blessings from the leader to 

the grateful, humble, and a somewhat simple but well-meaning mass. Some publications on 

leadership are written in an unbelievably patronizing and boy-scoutish language. The 

importance of leadership - both in theory and in everyday organizational reality - is often 

hailed because it appears to provide an easy solution to organizational problems. Is there a 

motivational problem? Is the environment challenging? Are the masses feeling stressful? Are 

the masses showing unethical tendencies? 'Leadership' is the required solutionl Certain parts 

of leadership research are orientated at finding the magie words and attitudes in different 

situations. Because I am rather suspicious of such one-dimensional tendencies, it seems 

perhaps that I am opposed to the concept of 'leadership' and leadership research altogether. 

This is not the case. I am not fundamentally opposed to concepts like 'vision' and 'intellectual 

stimulation', and I am not blaming every theorist in this field of one-sidedness. Being 

suspicious when someone underlines the importance of intellectual stimulation (it often means 

that a leader lays out the required lines of thinking) does not mean being fundamentally 

opposed to such concepts. In this chapter I want to underline the fundamental complexity of 

the concept of leadership. 
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9.1 A leadership perspective on organizing argumentation 

Organizing the internal structure of argumentation is understood here as a leadership problem. 

As has been made clear in the previous chapter, leadership is considered to be important in 

mganizing argumentation, if anything because the classica! view on leadership emphasized 

top-down influence and hierarchical difference, and therefme the disorganization of 

argumentation (see the discussions on 'monologue' in Chapter Seven) Emphasizing the 

importance of doubt and argumentation is emphasizing the opposite of top-down influence 

and hierarchy That is to say, challenging existing insights is something that follows from 

experiences at the operationallevel and is therefore a bottorn-up process. Furthermore, 'true' 

argumentation implies that the force of arguments is of central importance, not difference in 

status. Argumentation requires equality. One can therefore imagine that there will inevitably 

be tension between argumentation and leadership. This section will describe the role of 

leaders as the 'organizers of argumentation'. 

Leadership in a self-organizing unit 

To understand the importance of argumentation in an operational unit, one should understand 

it against the background ofthe entire functioning ofthat unit Equally, one should understand 

the importance of organizing argumentation against the background of the entire functioning 

of that leader. Therefore, it is attempted here to characterize the general role of leadership in a 

self-organizing unit 

Van der Vlist, following Hemphill and Coons defined leadership as the behavim of an 

individual when he aims to direct the activities of a group to the realization of a goal, or a 

number of goals. Van der Vlist' s definition emphasized the position of the individual, whereas 

the definition can, at the same time, be considered functional as wel! Justas hierarchy can be 

functional in certain circumstances because it is a coordinating mechanism of larger social 

systems, leadership is defined functionally as well. A functional definition of leadership 

should emphasize the control aspects of the functioning of a self-organizing unit without 

which it cannot function. Metsemakers, Van Amelsvoort & Van Jaarsveld (2002) indicated 

what this means for the behavim of a forma] leader in self-organizing units. They defined the 

role of forma] leaders as 'adding the deficiency' and I wanttoadopt this definition Adding 

the deficiency is adding that element in the control of a self-organizing unit without 

which it cannot function. A camparabie position was taken by Kuipers & Vogelaar (1995). 

Just as hierarchy only comes into existence because the nature of the organization' s job makes 

it necessary, leadership becomes important when there is no other way to deal with matters. 
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This indicates that the position of the tormal leader is camparabie to that of a guardian. He 

should guard whether all necessary functions are fulfilled in order to be able to tunction. This 

can range from relatively minor practical details in the everyday functioning of a unit (are the 

necessary budgets formally applied for?) to more important aspects of the functioning of units 

(indeed, are the difficulties of our unit discussed from all sides?) That is not to say that the 

leader should pertorm those functions bimself (e.g. applying for budgets), but he should guard 

that it is taken care ot'·\'I 

The question is, of course, what deficient is. This deficiency can refer to a wide array 

of aspects. It can be expert knowledge on organizing processes, it can be the coordinating 

activities with the organizational context, or it can be taking a decision if circumstances 

indicate that a process of argumentation is not leading to a decision Nol smprisingly, it catl 

also rejèr to organizing argumenta/ion within a unit. Defining leadership in self-organizing 

units as adding the deficiency has an interesting implication, namely that, if all goes well, a 

leader should notengage in leadership activities. Instead, a self-organizing unit is supposed to 

progress without the cantrolling int1uence of a leader. That is to say, a unit should be designed 

in such a way (both internally and externally) that it can progress without the necessity of 

leadership. The deficiency that leaders should add can originate from: 

• A shortcoming in the design of the organization, tor instanee - as will be seen -, a 

shortcoming in the design of the organizational structure (the design of the 

organization makes self-organization impossible), in the design of a group (some 

necessary function is not available within the group ), or in the education of operators, 

etc. It should be emphasized that a perfect group is probably a theoretica! concept and 

not an empirica! reality. This means that in everyday reality leaders are probably busy 

as educators or coordinators. Defining leadership behavior partly as the other si de of a 

shortcoming is nevertheless a point of departure to appreciate leadership behavior. 

• The nature of the situation in which a certain task needs to be pertotmed. Certain 

decisions are difficult to make group-wise. Officers frequently use this point to defend 

that the military organization is generally orientated at hierarchy. There are situations 

conceivable, certainly in momentsof acute crisis, in which decisions have to be made 

and argumentation would lead to passivity. This point refers tothefact that- although 

argumentation is in principleinfinite-it is necessarily fini te in the everyday reality of 

1
""

1 Quite delibcratdy the forcgoing discusscd leadership in a self-organizing unit. Only \\hen a group is designcel as a 
selt~organizing unit, are thc precondilions m·ailahle lor leaders to function as the oncs that adel the Jeficicnl. That is to 
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organizations. Organizing argumentation, therefore, also includes knowing when to 

stop arguing. 

Weick's model already indicated that equivocality presents systems with the need to act at 

moments when knowledge is hypothetical. Doubt and argumentation are important 

characteristics of systems to facilitate leaming tl-om experience and to discredit existing 

insights. As such, doubt and argumentation counterbalance the necessity of acting on the basis 

of hypothesis. This shows that a one-sided emphasis on the ability to act or a one-sided 

emphasis on argumentation both overstep the reality of the problem of dealing with dynamic 

complexity. As has been claimed before, crisis organizations need to possess paradoxical 

qualities: they need to be able to act without thinking and they need to be able to critically 

review their insights 

It is, of course, impossible to pinpoint the deficiency in a given situation. A leader that 

has a tendency to control and to be worried about the abilities of the members of a self

organizing group will notice more deficiencies than others of ditTerent dispositions. This 

implies that leadership wiJl never be perfect or uncontroversial in everyday reality. To a 

certain extent, it will therefore also remain intangible instead of a craft that can be learned 

from books. 

The internalfimctioning of a selj-organizing unit 

This section discusses the internal functioning of a self-organizing unit (the holographic rul es 

in action) and the place of leadership and argumentation in this context Weick (1993) studied 

the phenomenon of dealing with the unknown in extreme situations. Extreme situations are 

situations in which existing insights are overthrown Weick ( 1993, p.633) called this a 

cosmology episode 'A cosmology episode occurs when people suddenly and deeply fee! that 

the uni verse is no Jonger a ratio na!, orderly system. What makes such an episode so shattering 

is that both the sen se of what is occurring and the means to rebuild sense collapse together'. 

Weick (1993) wondered how organizations could be made more resilient to such occasions. 

According to Weick, in circumstances of chaos it is crucial that an organization continnes to 

exist. The phrase 'organization' means here 'structure/ relations between people' and is 

focused on group level. Th is organization can help people to make sense of the situation and 

tind solutions tor their problems. If the organization collapses, then people are on their own. 

Weick (1993, p.634): 'Contextual rationality is sensitive tothefact that social actorsneed to 

sm·. in other sorts of groups the leader shoulcl adel so much clef!cient that indecel the hehaYior ofthc leader can be 

interpretcel as tbc othcr sidc or a shortcoming. 
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create and maintain intersubjectively binding normative structures that sustain and enrich their 

relations. Thus, organizations become important because they can provide meaning and order 

in the tàce of environments that impose ill-defined, Contradietory demands'. However, with 

'an organization' Weick does not refer tothesart ofrelations between people that exist within 

a classic mechanistic organization. This is because an organization with a narrowly defined 

forma! structure is vulnerable when the situations in which this structure is supposed to work 

change. Furthermore, such organizations have not 'invested' enough in the relations between 

people. Weick (1993) interpreted an emphasis on forma! hierarchy a threat to 'respectful 

interaction'LVII Weick ( !993, p.643): '1f a role system collapses among people tor whom 

trust, honesty, and self-respect are underdeveloped, then they are on their own'. 

Subsequently, Weick aims to describe the kind of organization that is resilient to such 

'cosmolot,ry episodes'. Such an organization has, also according to Weick, holographic 

qualities (1993, p.640) '( . ) in the manner of a holograph, each person can reconstitute the 

group and assume whatever role is vacated, piek up the activities, and run a credible version 

of the role' Not only tormal rol es, but also the relations between people should be different 

compared toa classic mechanistic organization. Weick (1993, pp.642-643): 'Partnerships that 

endure are likely to be those that adhere to Cambell's three imperatives for social life, based 

on a reanalysis of Aseh's ( 1952) contormity experiment: ( 1) Respect the reports of others and 

be willing to base beliefs and action on them (trust); (2) Report honestly so that others may 

use your observations in coming to valid beliefs (honesty); and (3) Respect your own 

perceptions and beliefs and seek to integrate them with the reports of others without 

depreciating them or yourselves (self-respect)'. It is a widespread misunderstanding that 

uniformity is an essential and indispensable feature of organizations (Kuipers, Kramer & 

Richardson, 2002) These points, however, should not be interpreted as underlining the 

importance of cohesion. There are many studies that emphasize the risk of cohesion. Janis & 

Mann (1977, p.l32) mentioned high cohesiveness as a danger to vigilant information 

processing. In the view of Janis & Mann, people can become more motivated for maintaining 

the cohesion than for critically discussing sensitive matters. Instead, Campbell's points should 

be interpreted as underlining the importance of toleranee for contractietion and deviation. A 

toleranee for deviance is important for maintaining a spirit of contradiction. Diversity within 

groups contributes to balancinga propensity for uniformity (Cox, Lobel & McLeod, 1991). 

1
'"

11 Janis & Mmm (1977, p.l31) indieated that directi,·c leadership is a threat to vigilant infonnation processing. '( .. ) 
directi,·e leadership increases the likelihond that the leader wil! usc his power, suhtlv or hlatantlv, to induce the 
memher to confom1 to his decision' 
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Weick implied that in organizations v.ith narrow definitions of forma! responsibilities these 

qualities are less developed (Weick 1993, p 643) 

Vision and argumenta/ion 

lt is frequently emphasized in literature on leadership, and not merely in classica] literature, 

that leaders should possess a vision, î.e. should be visionary. One can ask how an emphasis on 

VISton relates to an emphasis on argumentation. According to this study it depends on the way 

one perceives the concept of vision. It depends on how 'vision' is conceptualized and on how 

one perceives the rol e of vision in the organizing process. 

There is a distinct danger in emphasizing the importance of vision because it is 

frequently portrayed as a vision that is the possession of the leader that should be transformed 

to subordinates. In that case, vision and argumentation are opposites. Hosking & Morely 

(1991, p.252) underlined this point as well: 'Those who argue that leaders are, or should be, 

managers of meanings ( .. ) or 'interpreters' ( .. ) also would do we! I to pay serious attention to 

the processes through which this may occur. On reading the literature it is all too easy to form 

the impression that leaders manage meanings through relatively sirnple, one-directional, 

causa! processes in which they impose their (superior) vision and understanding' In that case 

'vision' is a top-down monologue that is forced upon the memhers of the organization. 

Hosking and ',;lorely (199t contrast this with an emphasis on argumentation: 'Active 

open-minded dialogue is a process that is essential to skillful leadership'. Emphasizing the 

importance of 'vision without argumentation' to challenge dynamic complexity can be 

portrayed as an all too convenient way to deal with problems. A defining characteristic of 

unknown situations is the general Jack of vision. If the situation is dynamically complex and 

the leader knows what to do, the situation is not really dynamically complex. Emphasizing 

that vision is important in uncertain conditions can therefore be a way of explaining away the 

uncertainty. Perhaps one could claim, as a way of reversing the classica! truism, that being 

able to act without a vision is also important in dynamically complex environments. 

Not incidentally, some theorists on transformational leadership emphasized the 

importance of rhetoric (Den Hartog & Verburg, 1997; Den Koopman, Van ~1uijen, 

1997, p.38). An objection can be raised against theory that is concerned with the technica! 

rules of transforrning a vision. Such an approach distinguishes between the content of a 

message and the form in which it is presented. The mies for transforming a vision focus on 
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the form of the message instead on what is being transformed1nn This is not incidentally 

because these theorists want to develop a theory that is generally applicable. So not only a 

manager of a computer firm or a military leader but every leader, regardless of the nature of 

his work, should be able to use the rules of a transformational leader. The paradox of such 

theories is that they emphasize the importance of content by emphasizing the irnportance of 

vision, but at sarne time they merely address technica! rules of transformation. The vision is 

considered to be essential, but at the sametime the vision remains out of focus. 

Opposed to the positions that perceive vision as the exclusive possession of a leader, 

there are positions that perceive vision as a result of an interactive-process, i.e. positions that 

ernphasize the necessary link between vision and argumentation. Such a vision should be 

developed within a self-organizing group. Participation is essential to develop such a vision 

(Metsemakers, Van Arnelsvoort, & Van Jaarsveld, 2002) ff vision is considered to be a 

general way of thinking about the environment that should pennanently be critically 

discussed, this study agrees with that position. In that case, argurnentation is an essential part 

of developing a vision. 

Argumentation in the eonlex I of se/f-organi::.in;; units 

The whole of the group's knowledge and awareness should be available in every member of 

the group in order to be able toenact the unthinkable in the best possible way. This has the 

following important consequences: Argumentation is fiOI merely useful to make decisions; it 

is a vehicle to develop holographic qualities within a group. It has also been mentioned in the 

previous chapter: in a debate, people are confronted with different points of view and a 

diversity of information, and are demanded to defend their points of view (requisite variety). 

Consequently, operators become better aware of their environment (whole in the parts), and 

more broadly skilied (redundancy of filnctions) Furthermore, these different matters prepare 

the preconditions for minimal critica! specification. The consequence of this line of reasoning 

is that toa certain degree argumentation is a goal in itself, regardless of the exact conclusions 

that result from the debates. 

According to Garver, onc cannol distinguish between a good and a bad rhctorician on thc le1·e] oftechnical mles. 
(GmYer, 1994. p Onc can imaginc why this is the case lf Lhcrc \\ere one partienlar technica] skill that was 

of a ·'goo,r· rhc·torician, thc ditlerences between .. good'' and would be dearlv visrble. ln that case !he 
rhctorician would have an exqmsitc opportunitv for misuse: fakinj2 to posscss lhat unique skill 
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9.2 Es tablishing a spirit of con tradietion 

After the general role of leaders within self-organizing units has been discussed, this section 

focuses on the topic of leadership and argumentation. Regarding the design of the internal 

structure of argumentation, one could state that leaders should stimulate a 'spirit of 

contradiction' if such a spirit is deficient in the organization. Billig described a spirit of 

con tradietion by contrasting it with a 'spirit of accord' ( 1996, pp.260-263) When involved in 

a spirit of accord, the arguers are motivated to present a favorable image of themselves. This 

can be achieved by 'impression management' or by drawing u pon existing 'commonplaces', 

which is a well-known strategy from ancient rhetoric. Another such strategy is using the 

tactics of 'polite conversation' in which the sensitive topics are deliberately avoided. Such a 

'spirit of accord' might help participants 'to identify warmly with each other' (Billig, 1996, 

p.262), but it is not the atmosphere in which existing truths are rigorously discussed without 

avoidanee of the more sensitive topics. When there is a spirit of contradiction, matters of 

controversy are deliberately sought and discussed. This image of the leader's role is on par 

with the suggestions of Hosking & Morely (1991, pp.254-255). They based their suggestions 

on a recognition of the importance of contractietion 'lf a group is to perfarm skillfully it is 

important that there is constructive competition between different points of view' (p.254). The 

assumption of this chapter is that leaders should aim for conditions in which the chance for 

productive debateis enlarged In other words, groups should be designed and led in a way that 

the potential tor productive argumentation is enlarged. Not incidentally this formulation 

speaks of conditions that can be interpreted as an indirect way of influencing debate. This is 

deliberate. It indicates that the actual thinking can only be influenced indirectly by leaders. 

This section will describe what stimulating a spirit of contractietion may involve. As 

will be seen, the essence of the points is that leaders should not conduct the activities in 

principle; they should only perfarm them when they are detlcient in a group. The most 

popular leadership literature provides comprehensive listsof 'how to do'. It could be thought 

that also this chapter provides sarnething of the sort. That would, however, seriously 

underestimate the complexity of the phenomenon of leadership. Therefore the following 

merely formulates points of attention, not a fini te set of technica! rul es of how to establish a 

spirit of contradiction. 

Se feeling topicsjor de bate 

One can ask what matters units should argue about, i.e. what should be the topics for debate. 

lt could be thought that selecting the topics for argumentation is one of the things the forma! 
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leader should add to a self-organizing group. Not surprisingly, this study does not consider 

this to be a part of the leadership in principle role. Topics for debate should originate from the 

everyday experience of operational units. One can imagine that not only the leader is able to 

raise these matters. As a matter of fact, other members of an operational unit may be in a 

better position to notice problems, to discem their underlying nature, or to come up with 

intelligent solutions. If a leader does raise a certain problem, he does not raise it astheleader 

but as a member of an operational unit who is perhaps more experienced than others or who 

simply gathered a useful insight Units should debate about the problems they experience in 

conducting their everyday tasks and should argue about how they should deal with them. Two 

main questions should therefore be central in the debates of operational units: 

• What are the problems that we are experiencing'J 

• How should we deal with these problems'J 

Some of the answers tothese questions will be quite straightforward. In dynamically complex 

circumstances, however, there will be questions to which there are no straightforward 

answers. It may be that there is constant confusion over what the nature of a certain problem 

is, and that different interpretations are equally reasonable. Perhaps it is the case that, 

notwithstanding the possibility of contradiction, unequivocal answers are needed. 

The topics for debate that are displayed here do not imply that operational units should 

always blindly follow the issues ofthe day It can be quite fruitful to question more generalor 

abstract problems of indirect relevanee to the issues ofthe day. Again, it is not in principle the 

role of the leader to address such matters, but one can imagine that these 'not everyday 

subjects' are a deficiency a leader could add. 

Providing expert knowledge 

I consider expert knowledge to be one of the main deficiencies leaders should add to the self

organizing group. I will discuss various forms of expert knowledge. 

• In important ways task design determines whether a spirit of contradiction can prosper 

or not As has been discussed earlier, if tasks are too narrowly defined people develop 

a limited orientation. It will be argued that the principles of organizational structuring 

that were discussed are not only useful to design the external structure of 

argumentation. They are also useful to provide the prerequisites of a spirit of 

contradiction. In other words, leaders should apply the principles of holographic 

structuring also within the boundaries of operational units; 
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• Leaders should be aware of signs of one-sidedness and should be willing to provide 

contradictory arguments. Perhaps the phenomenon of groupthink as it is described by 

Janis & Mann can best underline the importance of knowledge on argumentation 

(Janis & Mann, 1977). According to Weick (1979) a system, when displaying the 

symptoms of groupthink, comes to perceive the environment on the basis of a 

dominant schema. Billig (1996, p.l46) discussed the link between this phenomenon of 

groupthink and argumentation (on the basis of one of Janis & Mann's case 

descriptions) 'An atmosphere had been created in which everyone shared the same 

opinion and all defensively avoided any counter-views. Anyone within the decision

making group who voiced criticisms of the prevailing view was strongly discouraged 

In this way, full de bate was avoided, and all 'spirit of contradiction' was suppressed. 

Under such conditions, according to the arguments of Janis and Mann, the quality of 

decision-making suffers.' Or, more in general 'In a group which is avoiding all 

discussion, no-one takes the role of the other. Just as an individual lacking Cicero's 

mental discipline might be unable, or psychologically unwilling, to entertain opposing 

contradictions, so in 'groupthink' no anti-logoi are proposed to test the prevailing 

logoi.'u:''; 

• Previously, argumentation was displayed as a means to develop holographic qualities 

in operational units. During the debates it is not necessary to reach unequivocal 

conclusions. After all, cherishing contradictory ideas can sametimes be more 

functional than having equivocal ideas, as the discussion on Hedberg's theories of 

action indicated. Nevertheless, one can imagine that there are matters in the 

experiences of operational units that do ask for explicit decisions. More importantly, it 

is possible that there are questions for which no straightforward answer exists, but 

which still need quite unequivocal decisions. For example, units may experience huge 

difficulties in performing certain tasks. Discussions about this may lead to the 

condusion that tasks need to be divided in a different way. In the Kosovo case that has 

ux Nol accidcntally an cveryday wisdom within organizations stales that people thal agree are more like]y to make 
career than pcople that disagrcc. This is ccrtainly a well-known characteristic of many mi!itarv organizations (Dixon, 
1976). Whatever the case may bc, one can interpret Janis & Mmm as undcrlining the importance of contradiction .. Tanis 
mentioned a nurnber of stmctural faults in thc orgm1ization lhat can provide an ·antecedent condition · for groupthink. 
Two are of partiettlar interest here, namelv isolation of a group and homogencity of social backgrom1d (Janis, 1990). 
An isolated group is more likely to develop a single-mimled orientation on matters. This underlines the importanee of 
de bate between groups. This was already considered to be important for rcasons of infonnation sharingc no\\ it can 
a lso be considered important for reasons of capturing a spirit of contradiction. Furthcrrnore. a!so a group with 
homogcneitv in social backgronnd is more likdy to be single-mintled (Janis & Malll1. 1977). A group that consisls of 
people lhat are. one wav or lhe other, the sameare Ie" likely to discuss the fundaments and thc implications oflheir 
sameness. 
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been discussed before, the platoon changed its internat task structure three times. This 

different division of labor was necessary because of the changing circumstances. A 

particular way of dividing tasks asks for an unequivocal decision, whereas it is often 

difficult to determine in advance what will function best Furthermore, there may be 

occasions where an operational unit needs to operate in a planned and coherent way, 

but where the best way of operating is not so straightforward In other words, there 

may be situations where there is a potential of contractietion and discussion on the one 

hand, but on the other hand a need to come up with a decision. In other words, the 

probierus operational units face are frequently unstructured. Units need to act, 

although they do nothave perfect insight into the nature of things. ln other words, they 

need to act ( or, they need to have the willingness to act) although there remains the 

possibility of contradiction. So although argumentation is important for units to 

develop holographic qualities, they cannot wait until all contractietion is resolved; 

• lt is necessary to state that argumentation is not an end in itself in units. 

Argumentation is considered necessary in order to enable a process of self

organization. As has been stated before, argumentation may be infinite in principle; it 

is finite in the everyday reality of organizations. Therefore, postponing or ending 

argumentation is certainly an important tunetion in groups. The question is whether 

decision-making is sarnething deficient that a forma] leader should add. The literature 

on participation has shown that this all depends on the situation (Van der Vlist & Van 

Breukelen, 2002). Participation refers to the influence members of a group have in the 

processof decision-making. Participation is quite generally considered to be essential 

in self-organizing units (Metsemakers, Van Amelsvoort & Van Jaarsveld (2002). Van 

der Vlist stated that 'Participation in decision-making can influence the quality of 

decisions. This influence will be positive if the decision incorporates an element of 

problem-solving and when subordinates possess information for the problem in hand' 

(Van der Vlist 1991, p.l 08; my translation). Generally, theories on participation 

distinguish various styles of leadership that ditTer in the degree of participation they 

allow members of a group in the decision-making process. Generally speaking, 

contingency theories describe styles that range from autoeratic decision-making to 

pure delegation. Typically, contingency theories emphasize that the different situations 

suit different styles of leadershipL-" A leader has therefore different styles at his 

LX A mtm her of limitations of Vroom & Yetton · s model are discussed bi' Van der V list ( 1 991. p. 113, basecl on a 
critica] el' alllation of Yukl). and one limitation is of importance here. The model presupposes that leaders are able to 
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disposal The various styles are summarized in the well-known t1ow chart of Vroom & 

Yetton (see fora discussion ofthis theory: Van der Ylist, 1991). One can wonder how 

far participation should go. One can imagine that group discussion cannot achieve 

unequi vocal results. Given the nature of argumentation and dynamic complexity there 

is eve1y reason to believe that discussion cannot produce agreement necessary for a 

decision. On the other hand, given the nature of dynamic complexity one can imagine 

that situations necessitate action and an unequivocal decision. According to this study, 

this is indeed a true dilemma a situation in which there are two opposing alternatives. 

The implication of consictering this to be a true dilemma is that there is no neat 

theoretica! salution to this problem (see Billig c.s, 1988). In other words, no 

sophisticated procedure can evade this principal problem and no sophisticated 

procedure can pinpoint exactly how far participation should go. The consequence of 

this is that self-organizing groups in crisis operations can always encounter a situation 

in which leadersneed to make decisionsLXI A consequence of this dilemma is that the 

argumentative processes within groups are never guaranteed. Argumentation can 

become taken argumentation. Argumentation becomes a ritual if a leader makes a 

decision that he already anticipated befare anything was discussed. At such occasions 

argumentation is a game the results of which are settled in advance. One can imagine 

that there are numerous farces that put pressure on the argumentative process. 

AttendinJ.; the proces.\· ofdebate 

Another deficiency that many believe a forma! leader should add is that of attending the 

process of debate. Previously it was discussed that group maintenance roles are important for 

group functioning and one can imagine that they are important for the process of 

argumentation as well. The previously discussed topic of respectful interaction also points in 

that direction. Again, this is not considered to be a specific role for forma! leaders. Anyone in 

interpret a situation, can "clTortlcssly'. judge malters like the importance of acceptance and thc fa ct "hether a problem 
is stmctmed is not. On the basis of this stud\ onc can conclude that the model has monologic traits. The degree of 
participation functions within the boundaries of the leaders' interprelation of the \\orld. Another criticism that can be 
t(mnulated on the basis ofthe insights thal are Yoiced in this stud1· is the dilTerenee hetween "inl(mnation" and 
"dccision". Thc phmsc ''inümnation .. lias an objectivist cmmotation and secms to implv that dccision-making is a sort 
of mathematica! proccdure of studving all rele1<mt infonnation The problem of equi,·ocality of "infonnation" is 
e:-<plicith nol raised hl' the model. Ne1·erthcless. the model of Vroom & Yetton is considered uscful hecause it 
discusscs decision-making whcn a group is confronted \\ ith onc par1icular problem · dealmg \\ith situations in which a 
top-down interprclation of a leader is not possiblc. 
LXI Note that open discussion and argumentation can be a malicious tactic tOr a 1nmupulati' e auto~:ratic leader. Alter 
all, if groups meet cqnlvocalit~' and tbc need to make uncquivocal decisions, thc manipulative leader can ahvays dain1 
that "he \\'as tOreed to make a decision-', \Yithout even lislening to arguments. In other \\ords. group discLtssion is onl} 
conscquential if tirere is the possibilitv that it results in decisions that a leader 11·mücl never have made individually. 
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a group can perfarm these maintenance rol es. That does not mean, of course, that maintenance 

behavior is taboo tor leaders However, the tàct that tormal leaders do aim to influence the 

process of debate does not mean that this roleis a leaders' role in principle (although it may 

be a leadership role in a functional approach). 

lnj!uencing the external structure of dehate 

A crucial distinction in this study is that between the external and intemal structure of 

argumentation. This link is presentedas being determined by the organizational structure. The 

design of the organizational structure determines the tasks of an operational unit (a narrowly 

defined task limits the view of an operational unit on the environment and enlarges the unit's 

dependency on other units) and the level of autonomy it possesses for implementing its 

insights. Debates can be pointless if the external structure does not provide insight and 

controL The external structure therefore influences the validity of the discussions. This means 

that the external structure is conditional for the internal structure. This line of reasoning has 

some consequences for the position of the concept of leadership and the position of forma! 

leaders. In the first place, although a given leader may display all the required skilis of a 

creator of an internal spirit of contradiction, the debates may still be pointless. In the second 

place, the visihle discussions and therefore also the visihle efforts of leaders to stimulate a 

spirit of contractietion only teil part ofthe story. 

This means that a unit should possess the possibilities to influence the external 

structure or to discuss matters with a higher hierarchical level. This may be a job fora forma! 

leader. An organization that is not prepared to tolerate such discussionsis still evasive of self

organization. Note that in the previous chapter it was explained that at both the strategie and 

tactical level of the organization the insights at the operational level are essential. This refers 

to the trail of debate that has been mentioned before. Revealingly, within military 

organizations the operational level is often portrayed as an informer (which refers to the 

supply of data) rather than as a member of a discussion. 

9.3 Analyzing leadership in the cases 

In this study leadership is considered to be important because it directly influences 

argumentation and doubt in the operational units. lt directly influences whether the units focus 

on argumentation or a spirit of contradiction, or whether those in the forma! leadership 

position emphasize top-down control (guidance) and adherence to rules. ft could be thought 

that therefore the analysis of leadership will be confined to the individual operational unit. 
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This is not the case, as it is claimed that a culture of leadership, also in the context of 

operational units, can have an effect on the spirit of contradiction within operational units. 

The issue is, of course, how to determine whether leadership influence the spirit of 

contradiction within units. lt is claimed here that the crucial information that should be 

distilled from the cases is the way leaders detine their job. The detinition (or description) of 

their job ultimately determines if leaders see themselves as the ones that should capture a 

spirit of contradietien or just the opposite. One can imagine that leaders draw a desirabie 

picture of their role. As such, one can interpret their reports as not being representative. 

However, I believe that if leaders draw a more desirabie picture of their role, this picture is 

influenced by what they see as desirabie or see as socially accepted standards ofthe leadership 

role. lt is exactly this anticipation which reveals the leadership culture that I am looking for 

bere The way the leadership position is defined determines whether argumentation is 

supposed to be a part of that. The way the leaders det1ned their jobs is the mirror image of 

how they defined the role ofthe common soldiers. 

9.4 Engaging the object of study: The function of the analytica) framework 

Although the lengthy discussion of the ingredients of the analytica! framewerk might have 

given a different impression, the analytica} framewerk is not developed tor its own sake. The 

analytica! frameworkas it has been presented in the previous chapters gives the impression of 

being a quest tor adequate theoretica! ingredients. The discussion of the various theoretica! 

ingredients is far from a display of some sort of checklist of relevant ingredients. lnstead, the 

discussion swings back and forth working through the relevant issues in developing the 

analytica] framework. As has been discussed in Chapter Two, the analytica! framewerk is 

used for selecting data and interpreting patterns. Here it will be discussed which ingredients 

of the analytica! framewerk are used to select sets of data. Subsequently wil! be discussed 

how the framewerk is used to interpret patterns. 

As has been discussed in Chapter Two, three sets of data will be selected. These are 

the three basic building blocks of the conceptual model of this study: 

Design of the Choiees made in Dealingwith 
mother the crisis dynmnic 
orgamzatwn organization complexit) at thc 

rcgardmg the operal!onallevel 
design of the 
operational unit.> 
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The following elements ofthe analytica! framework will be used toselect these elements. 

A. Dealing with dynamic complexity at the operaticmal level. The leading questions that 

structured the case studies were: (1) What are the problem situations junior leaders in 

crisis situations are confronted with? (2) How do they deal with these problems? One 

can say that for this reason the cases provide specific information about dynamically 

complex problems (problems that cannot be solved by using a closed system of rules) 

The descriptions of how the units dealt with their problems provide information on 

their 'theories of action' (Hedberg' s concept). It is therefore defendable that important 

parts of the case descri ptions are essentially about dealing with dynamic complexity 

In the selection of events, practical problems are searched that can be explained 

according to the logic of Weick's organizing model. Weick's organizing model is a 

useful tooi to map the way units dealt with dynamic complexity The case material can 

therefore be scanned for enactments, for ways of interpreting environments (selection), 

for experiences that units built up (retention), for ways previous insights influenced 

subsequent behavior and for signs of developments in the units' body of knowledge. 

This involves a selection and a different interpretation ofthe original descriptions. The 

selection is that only problems that have to do with dynamic complexity will be briefly 

discussed (not problems with, for example, the atmosphere within groups) The 

difference in interpretation is that the problems are not interpreted as problems of 

junior leaders but as problems of operational units in genera]; 

R. Design of the operati(ma/ units hy the crisis organizatio11. The design of the 

operational units is analyzed, using information on the organizational structure and on 

leadership. As has been discussed in the sections on 'indicators', the organizational 

structure of the operational units is descri bed, using the holographic principles. These 

principles provide information on the self-organizing potential of units as a result of 

the design of their production and control structure. As such, these principles not 

merely select data; they already translate the raw information on the design in an 

interpretation of the self-organizing poten ti al of units. In other words, the holographic 

principles draw a specific normative pattern. lndications about leadership in the units 

are selected by searching tor information about how the role ofleaders was defined by 

various participantsin the crisis organization; 

C Design c~f the mother organization. This type of data cannot be specified at this stage 

because the specific information on the design of the mother organization that is of 

interest in this study will be based on the analyses of the cases. This will be the topic 
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of Chapter Thirteen. As a sort of preview it can be stated that information is selected 

on (I) the philosophy of dealing with dynamic complexity as adopted in the doctrine, 

(2) characteristics of the organizational structure of the mother organization, (3) 

leadership structures, i.e. the way the leadership function is implemented in the mother 

organization. 

Besides selecting data, the analytica! frameworkis used for interpreting patterns. As has been 

discussed in Chapter Two, the analytica! framework is used here as a hewistic tooi to 

reconstruct the relations in the conceptual model There are two relations: 

1 A re lation between the design (!l the operational units aud the way they dealt 

with dynamic complexity. As has been said, the holographic mies not merely 

describe the design of operational units but they allow specific normative 

conclusions regarding the self-organizing potential Regarding the definition of 

leadership it will be analyzed whether the topic of 'creating a spirit of 

contradiction' is available in the way the role ofleaders is defined. 

2 A re/ation hetween the design of the mother organization and the design 

choices made in crisis organizations. It will be analyzed whether design 

characteristics of the mother organization make the design of self-organizing 

operational units more or less likely. The specifics will be worked out in 

Chapter Thirteen. 

A schematic overview of both the ingredients and the function of the analytica! framework is 

presented in Appendix 1 
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Part Four. Analyzing the cases 

Part Four is devoted to the analysis of the cases. This part is orientated at a reileetion on the 

case studies. Chapter Ten, Eleven and Twelve will analyze the self-organizing potential ofthe 

operational units in the cases. The following central question is dealt with in this part: 

How was the problem of dealing with dynamic complexity influenced by the design of 

the operational units? 

Part Four is therefore orientated at studying the following relationship 

The design of Dealing with 
operational units dynamic 

complexity at 
the 
operational 
level 

The cases will be discussed in five distinctive steps: 

I. The cases are generally introduced by providing background information; 

TT. A description of dealing with dynamic complexity is provided, using Weick's 

organizing model Th is involves a description of the experiences of the operational 

units in the cases; 

IJ[ The structural design of the operational units is explicated, using the holographic 

rul es. 

IV. The way leaders defined their role is explicated; 

V. The relation between the design of the units and dealing with dynamic 

complexity is discussed. As was explained in Part One, due to the limitations of 

the case material, the analyses in these chapters have the ambition of providing 

hypotheses. 

This distinction in five different steps will return in the discussion of each ofthe cases. 
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Chapter Ten: The Logistic and Transport Battalion 

The first case that is discussed here is Logtbat The case will first be generally introduced. 

Subsequently, the experiences at the operational level will be discussed, foliowed by the 

design features of the operational units. Finally, the relation between the design of the 

operational units and the way they dealt with dynamic complexity will be discussed. The case 

descriptions are based on the original case studies. Every claim that refers to the content of the 

cases is backed by a reference to the original descriptions. The retèrences are placed behind 

the claims between brackets [x]. In Appendix I the various references to the original case 

studies are listed. 

10.1 General Description 

Logtbat operated in Bosnia in the period 1992-95. Because Logtbat operated in Bosnia in the 

same period as Dutchbat, the politica! backgrounds of these operations were comparable. One 

could say, however, that their perspectives on the situation in Bosnia were considerably 

different. Originally meant as a transport battalion of humanitarian goods (later also deployed 

as a general provider of logistic support, hence LOGistic and Transport BATtalion), Logtbat 

drove through the entire region in Bosnia and was witness to the civil war that was going on 

there. That colored its experience. 

7he operatirmal units 

A logistic battalion has totransport goods from A toB and this was in generally the task the 

operational units had to perform. They had to distribute goods from warehouse to warehouse, 

from a central warehouse in the city of Split in Croatia (not in war at the time) to various 

smaller warehouses in Bosnia (which was engaged in a civil war at the time) [ 1]. A standard 

battalion within the Army consists of 3 companies with three platoons of about 30 saldiers 

and each platoon is split up into two groups of 15 soldiers. Generally speaking, a sergeant 

leads a group, a lieutenant leads a platoon, a captain leads a company, and the entire battalion 

is led by a lieutenant-colonel. Normally, the platoons are designed to be the operational units. 

The standard design of a battalion, however, is often adapted to local circumstances [2].ln the 

case of Logtbat, a platoon formed a convoy of 15 trucks (2 drivers per truck) that actually 

drove its goods through the area (the lieutenant and his deputy drove in front of the convoy in 

order to scan the road). The platoons were the actual operational units. During the convoys 

outside the camp, the lieutenant took his orders directly from the battalion-commander. In the 

162 



Part Four. Analyzing the cases 

encampment the company-commander was the cammanding officer [3]. This ledtoa situation 

where the platoons were led by two bosses: the regular company-commander during the 

encampment and the occasional battalion-commander (that is to say, the Ops-room in his 

place) during the convoys. This double line of command ledtoa number of unclear divisions 

of responsibility and territoria! fights between the different cammanders [4]. As a general 

description, model 10.1 provides an overview ofthe organizational structure of Logtbat 

ModellO.l 

Com
pany NE 

Gattalion 

Com
pail\ NE 

Ops
room 

Com

pam BE 

Model lO.l provides a picture of the command structure of Logtbat [5]. The battalion 

consisted oftwo Dutch companies and one Belgian company. 

The rotation po!icy 

Of particular importance to understand the dynamics within the battalion is the rota ti on policy 

that was pursued. The rotation policy refers to the system that was used to replace soldiers 

who finished their (six-month) tour of duty. In principle, there are different ways in which this 

system can opera te. Logtbat used aso-called individual system of rotation. This meant that the 

sol di ers of Logtbat originated from different parts of the mother organization, which implied 

that they were not deployed as part of a team that existed as a whole in the mother 

organization in the Netherlands. Every two months, one third of the battalion was replaced. 

Consequently, at every moment the battalion consisted for one third of soldiers with 4-6 

months of experience, one third of soldiers with 2-4 months of experience and one third of 
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saldiers with 0-2 months of experience As the battalion was 'diagonally' rotated, the platoons 

consisred of 3 groups with differing levels of experience 

10.2 Dealing with dynamic complexity 

Before a picture of dealing with dynamic complexity at the operationallevel can be drawn. it 

should be discussed how such a picture is drawn in the first place. This is a potentially 

contraversial matter because such a description involves selection: not all experiences are 

discussed, as that would involve copying the original case description. The criterion for 

selecting experiences should, however, be explicated. As has been discussed in Chapter One, 

dynamic complexity manifests itself at the operational level as everyday practical problems 

with a certain abstract structure. Practical problems that have to do with the probiernatie 

nature of reality and the matter/issue of finding a way to deal with those problems constitute 

this abstract structure. ln the following sections the problems of the operational units will be 

discussed. foliowed by a discussion of the way the units dealt with these. As a final point it 

should be added that the analysis is not an event analysis in the sense that it analyses the 

different concrete events operational units experienced. lnstead, it wil! be discussed what 

general problems units were confronted with. 

Practical prohlems of operatiemalunits 

Although riding convoys over predetermined roads, from A toB, seems to be a simple job, it 

is not difficult to defend that the operational units of Logtbat were indeed confronted with 

dynamic complexity. During the performance of their routine, units were confronted with all 

kinds of unexpected incidents, changing circumstances, unclear situations, etc. Transporting 

goods through an area engaged in a civil war proved to be far from easy. The convoys were 

frequently held at roadblocks, sametimes for days. Snipers occasionally shot at them, which 

was difficult to understand because the convoys were supposed to be neutral (theîr trucks 

were colored white) [6]. Moreover, the trucks were not armored (soft skin) This could result 

in extremely dangerous situations. As a result of one particular incident nine Dutch soldiers 

were wounded [7]. In the larger UNHCR organization some soldiers even have been killed. 

On 'sniper alleys' the convoys could be accompanied by a British YPR (a type of smal! tank) 

[8], but this was not the rule. The convoys sometimes also ran into mobs that tried to plunder 

them [9], or people that threw bricks at them [ l 0]. Some convoys experienced attempts to 

bribery as they were in the possession ofprecious goods such as cigarettes and diesel oil (11]. 

Members of the battalion occasionally witnessed atrocities [12]. A major diftlculty for the 
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convoys was that confrontation lines could shift daily. A safe road one day could become a 

dangerous one the next day [ 13]. Often the convoys were the first witnesses of change, so they 

could only be guided centrally in a very limited way. These were problems that had to do with 

the more dangerous partsoftheir jobs. Of course they also had minor problems such as trucks 

breaking down, trucks skitting of the road because of icy conditions or the bad condition of 

the roads in general [ 14], and the dangers of mines. The convoys had to opera te in extremely 

difficult circumstances, knowing that most of the food they transported would probably end 

up in the mouths ofsoldiers instead ofcivilians [15]. 

Tackling the practical problems 

Logtbat platoons drove through Bosnia, far away from the compound. Units had to solve 

many practical probierus themselves. This meant, for example, that they had to be inventive in 

dealing with ditTicuit roadblocks. Due to the difficult circumstances units encountered, there 

are quite a number of examples of improvisation (ie. enactments). Confronted with mobs 

trying to plundertheir trucks [ 16] or confronted with a shooting, they simply had to act. When 

confronted with actual probierus in new situations, there was little timetothink about the pros 

and cons of various altematives. In those situations, units had to rely on experience or 

intuition [17]. There are also clear signs in the cases that units developed local knowledge 

(selection/retention). Especially in this case, respondents emphasized the importance of 

experience. Due to a specific system of rotation, new soldiers replaced one third of a platoon 

every two months. lt took the remaining part of the platoon a while to teach the newcomers 

the subtie tricks of the trade, or, in other words, to pass the local knowied ge on to them. This 

local knowledge was, unanimously, considered to be crucial [ 18]. The experience of units was 

used to deal with the probierus they were confronted with. Units developed a diversity of 

strategies (also opposite strategies). A standard example is that of the roadblock [19]. The 

operational units ran into various roadblocks and it appeared tothem that there were different 

strategies to beat the roadblock. One particular strategy that often worked was displaying a 

cooperative attitude, being friendly and patient. lnterestingly, also the opposite strategy 

worked, that is, being strict and tormaL The same convoy developed these different strategies 

and had both of them in the back of its mind. Aftera brief moment of testing the water, units, 

mostly their commanders, could pursue one of the opposite strategies. Another simpler 

strategy to deal with roadblocks was supplying the people at the roadblock with cigarettes 

[20]. A comparable pattem can be discerned in dealing withother practical problems. One can 

easily recognize traces of contrary wisdom in this procedure. Units confronted a roadblock 
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with a particular strategy, while keeping another strategy in mind. There arealso signs that the 

process of development of experience was structured in units. Concrete actions were 

discussed afterwards (debriefing) [21], but also in advance [22]. 

Apart from these signs of self-organization that units displayed, there are also signs 

that units were controlled by the organizational context. For convoys there were rules about 

the order of the trucks, about the routes to be taken, etc [23]. After this case, after some years 

of experience, an instruction book with SOPs had been compiled [24]. Furthermore, the 

convoys were foliowed via radio by their superior cammanders in the Ops-room In a number 

of cases these higher cammanders interfered in the decisions of their subordinate 

commanders, who were strongly frustrated by that [25]. Differences in insight could, for 

example, rise regarding what was to be called 'acceptable risk'. The operations room could 

interpret 'risk' differently than the convoys. The operations room was in some occasions more 

careful than the convoys that were present in the area; in other cases they were less careful 

than the convoys This difference of interpretation gave rise to conflicts between convoys and 

the operations room [26]. Sametimes this state of affairs led to an intelligent response of units. 

F or example, a convoy assessed a situation as being too dangerous to proceed They asked 

over the radio if they were allowed to turn back. The Ops-room, being many kilometers from 

the scene, ordered them to continue their route. Convoys tried to regain autonomy by 

pretending the radio broke down, or by drawing a far more dramatic picture than was actually 

realistic, so as to persuade the central command to order them toturn back [27]. 

Logtbat is a case in which the operational units operated on the edge of chaos. There is 

one example in which 9 Dutch soldiers were wounded as aresult of a shooting [28]. After this 

shooting, UNHCR decided to stop the convoys for a while. This example also shows the 

vulnerability of the convoys. Suddenly the environment could become so risky that the 

battalion could no Jonger function. The case descriptions have shown that the units were 

confronted with many practical probierus of a dynamically complex nature. 

10.3 The structure of the operational units 

The design of the operational units will be analyzed by consictering both the organizational 

stmcture and leadership. The operational units as they were described above will be analyzed 

by discussing the holographic principles. As has been discussed before, the case studies have 

particular limitations. Befare the design of the operational units is discussed, 1 will briefly 

ret1ect on the nature of these limitations. lt should be noted that these limitations are relevant 

for the other cases as well. Regarding the indicators one can state that: 
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• There is rather good information available on the central tasks of units and the 

composition of groups; 

• There is general rather than specific information available on double-loop learning and 

the critica! specifications that governed the behavior of groups. 

• There are indications available on the organization of the preparation and supportive 

tasks within the cri sis organization. lt is important to note that there is little 

information on these matters. The cases reported on what the operational units did 

controL rather than on what they did notcontroL 

The whole in the parts 

The operational units performed the central tasks of the battalion. Riding convoys is - one 

could say - a task with a natura! task identity: it is impossible to di vide the task of a driver 

into smaller subroutines. ln that sense 'the whole' necessarily returned in the parts. The orders 

for the transport of goods came from above, UNHCR, and the units were expected to take the 

official route for which they had clearances. The operations room planned the routes and 

gatheredas much information as possible about the difficulties that were to be expected [29]. 

In that sense the preparation tor the central tasks was performed at staff leveL The operations 

room gathered information beforehand, and debriefed afterwards, however, the operational 

responsibility was in the hands of the convoy-commander [30]. This can be seen by the fact 

that units sametimes decided differently than the operations room advised [31] For example, 

in one particular incident a lieutenant left the command of his convoy to his deputy in order to 

join the ambulance with the wounded [32]. With regard to the supportive tasks, the 

operational units performed basic maintenance jobs [33] and at scheduled intervals they 

guarded the compound of Logtbat [34] and performed construction and maintenance jobs on 

the compound. ln other words, at any given time only a number of the battalion's convoys 

were actually en route Others were busy with the tasks at the compound. The last supportive 

tasks are, of course, not directly related totheir central tasks. 

Requisite variety 

As has been discussed in the previous section, units developed skilis to beat roadblocks and 

plundering mobs. An experienced convoy can be said to control this type of variety, be it 

sametimes with illegal means (bribing with cigarettes). There was one particular, but rather 

important, instanee in which the units could not control the variety of the environment. They 

were unable to defend themselves against shootings. The short-range weapons they carried 
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were insufficient for the defense of the units against the long-range weapons that were used in 

assaults [35]. On top of that, they were riding in soft-skin vehicles. Occasionally, at the most 

dangerous routes, they were accompanied by English YPRs, but most often this was not the 

case [36] (this supportive task was therefore performed by an external unit). The importance 

of this particular Jack in requisite variety is underlined by the fact that an ambulance joined 

the convoy [3 7] (an extern al unit therefore performed this supportive task). The sol di ers often 

considered this to be arelief [38]. Interestingly, saldiers did nottindit a reliefwhen they were 

joined by YPRs, as many reported that these 'attracted fire', while the sol di ers were in soft

skin vehicles. Units were therefore not designed to control this variety in the environment. 

This is probably due tothefact that UNPROFOR as such had been unaware in advance of the 

difficulties convoys would meetriding through a war zone 

Redundancy offunctions 

On the surtàce of things, driving a truck seems to be a specialist job, soit seems odd to speak 

of broadly skilied workers. However, in the context of Bosnia at that time, one can discern a 

particular kind of redundancy. The distinction within a convoy between the inexperienced and 

experienced members was of particular importance. Experience in dealing with the 

circumstances in Bosnia can be considered an important extra quality of a truck driver that 

convoys aimed to use [39]. For example, experienced drivers and inexperienced drivers were 

put tagether on one truck so that the experienced one could teach the inexperienced one the 

tricks of the trade (difficult roads, dealing with locals, problems en route, etc} Also, tasks 

like negotiating at roadblocks could be performed by more than one person in the convoys, so 

that the inexperienced leader could be taught the tricks of that particular trade. It was certainly 

not only the leader that was able to do the difficultjobs [40].lt is defendable that this kind of 

redundancy was the consequence of intentional organizational design. After all, the mix of 

experience and inexperience was the consequence of using a particular rotation policy. One 

reason to choose this policy was indeed the building up of experience (Klep & Van Gils, 

2000). 

Minimal critica! .~pecifications 

Due to the turbulent and unpredictable nature of the environment, a development of detailed 

procedures was quite impossible. Nevertheless, there were various attempts at detailed 

regulation, but at the time Logtbat was studied, these attempts were quite unsuccessful 

because of the dynamic complexity of the environment. There were various indications in the 

168 



Part Four. Analyzing the cases 

case studies that the operations room did try to get a firmer grip on the convoys [41]. The 

attempts to formulate decisions for convoys by the Ops-room, as it was discussed in the 

previous section, are the best illustration ofthis. 1nterestingly, lateral communication between 

convoys following each other was possible [ 42]. This enabled convoys to communicate 

suspicious looking places to the other convoys and it enabled them to inform the others when 

they were being shot at 

Double-loop /eaming 

As has become clear in the previous discussions, there are different signs of internal double

loop learning (double-loop learning within operational units) in the Logtbat case developing 

tricks to beat roadblocks and plundering mobs. There are few signs that memhers of the 

operational units were involved in extern al double-loop learning (double-loop learning of the 

crisis organization as a whole), which may be the consequence of shortcomings in the case 

material (it was not orientated at this issue). At one particular time the convoys were stopped 

when 9 soldiers had been wounded aftera shooting This was, however, a decision that was 

made at the top ofthe crisis organization. One particular battalion cammander stimulated staff 

memhers to join convoys in order to makethemaware ofthe difficulties en route. 

10.4 Leadership 

One particularly interesting aspect of the way leaders of operational units defined their job 

was that, at their time of arrival, they were always less experienced than two thirds of the 

platoon [ 43]. This was due to the individual system of rota ti on of Logtbat It had important 

consequences tor the way they defined their job They simply were not the 'thinkers' and 

'directors' of the units The new cammanders were dependent on the existing knowledge 

within the units, so they had no choice than to use this knowledge. The units were aware of 

that and they occasionally let cammanders tàil who were too stubborn (in the eyes of the rest 

of the operational unit). One could therefore say that this particular definition of the job of 

leadership was forced by the circumstances. The best leaders were considered those who were 

able to adapt to the inevitability of these circumstances [44]. The natura! autonomy of units 

did give rise to certain tensions between the cammanders in the Operations Room and the 

operators en route [45]. One problem that was mentioned in the case is that leaders frequently 

found it difficult to retain authority in these circumstances [46]. In this case study, soldiers 

and their leaders explicitly claimed to discuss the nature of the environment Debriefing 

afterwards was a well-established routine in many platoons [ 4 7]. Furthermore, before convoys 
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went en route they frequently discussed 'what if scenanos [48]. Discussing 'what if 

scenarios can be seen as a clear sign that doubt was stimulated within units. If units have 

various scenariosin the back aftheir minds they are prepared for various situations. Also, the 

usefulness of the mission was a topic units discussed [ 49]. Wh en discussing the usefulness of 

the mission, some leaders indicated that they considered themselves to be a sart of 'manager 

of meaning'. They aimed at interpreting situations in such a way that they intluenced the 

perspectives of soldiers. For example, if a crude fact of the situation was that 90% of the 

transported humanitarian goods ended up in the possession of soldiers, leaders asked saldiers 

'suppose what would happen ifwe were not here?' Also leaders aimed to achieve smali-scale 

successes, like helping an individual hospita] on personal initiative [50]. Other platoon

commanders indicated that they considered it to be essen ti al that members of the platoon were 

a ware of the kind of dangers they were going to meet befarehand [51]. 

10.5 The resulting hypotheses 

As was explained in Part One, this study is located in the context of discovery. The 

consequence of this is that the results of the analyses in this study are considered to be 

hypotheses. The hypotheses resulting from the case studies are orientated at the self

organizing potential of operational units, i.e. at the nature ofthe relation between the design of 

the operational units and their ability to solve practical problems The arrow between the 

box es of model 10.1 represents this relation. Aft er ha ving selected the relevant data from the 

case studies, it seems reasanabie to propose that: 

I. A number ()fcharacteristics in the design of the units stimu!ated their ability to deal with 

dynamic complexity. Because convoys operated far away from the compound, the 

central cammand ( ops-room) had little ability to interfere in the actions of the convoys. 

lf they attempted to do so, the convoys could easily still follow their own line of 

working. As a re sult of the rotation-policy, the leaders of the convoys were, furthermore, 

not in the position of a central point of authority. They dependedon the insights and the 

initiatives at the operational level. The choice for the policy of rotation as a means to 

develop experience within the convoys had a positive etTect on self-organizing potential. 

This was probably an unintended si de-effect of the rota ti on policy because it put leaders 

in a vulnerable position. However, 

II. ft is questionab!e whether there was a conscious choicefor se!Forganization as an 

operaticmal concept. Being convoys, the units had a kind of natura! autonomy. The fact 

that, during some periods ofthe Logtbat operation, higher cammanders deliberately 
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joined the convoys in order to gain insight into the circumstances of Logtbat shows that 

the battalion as such needed bottorn-up information in order to adjust higher-level policy 

[52].1t is an understandable policy to overcome the problem of an uninformed staff. but 

it is nota policy that goes in the direction ofthe design of self-organizing units. lt is not 

a sign of argumentation, but a way to 'let the staff see for itself. The staff and others 

higher in the hierarchy did try to find ways torestriet the autonomy of operational units, 

although opposite tendencies were also discemable. Actually, one can conclude 

therefore that the organizational context tried to deal with the inevitability of the natura! 

autonomy of units with tendencies in the direction of more restrietion and in the 

direction of more autonomy. 
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Chapter Eleven: SFOR 

The SFOR case is discussed here in the same manner as the Logtbat case. 

11.1 General description 

The SFOR rotation that was studied in the original casestudy was operative in 1999. At the 

end of 1996, a Stabilization Force (SFOR) replaced IFOR, which had implemented the first 

steps of the Dayton agreement The former warring factions had withdrawn to their barracks, 

basic peace had returned to Bosnia-Herzegovina and daily life stmted to take a - relatively -

normal course. It was a meager peace because Bosnia was a highly segregated area with each 

ethnic group staying within the borders of its area, with occasional outbursts of violence 

between the different groups, and with rumors of small armies being built up secretly. 

Furthermore, the return of refugees to their homes had just started, which was a potential 

souree of escalation. Generally it was feit that if NATO were to leave Bosnia, the fighting 

would start again within months. Therefore, it was reasoned that a military force had to stay in 

Bosnia SFOR. The Dutch Army contributed and still contributes an armored battalion to 

SFOR [53]. 

Since the situation was stabilizing, the missiOn of SFOR changed from a purely 

military mission into a more or less police mission. Although the situation was mostly quite 

peaceful, sometimes the situation suddenly changed and became very tense, such as when war 

criminals were arrested by SFOR, when SFOR was involved in (traffic) accidents, or when 

SFOR noticed that one of the former warring parties did not keep to the agreement The 

situation also became tense when refugees, thinking they would be supported by SFOR 

soldiers, provoked the other party, or the other party provoked the refugees in provoking, etc. 

These changes made that SFOR soldiers had to be aware of the complexity of the situation 

they were involved in [54]. 

The operatiemalunits 

Model 11. I below gives an overview of the structure of the battal ion. The area for which the 

Dutch battalion was responsible had been divided into two parts, each covered by one team 

one in the Muslim-Croatian Pederation and one in the Republika Srpska. The 'team level' is 

comparable to the 'company level' of the standard battalion. That is, a team is a company with 

some changes in its organizational structure. Each team consisted of three platoons, which 

were the actual operational units [55]. 
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Since the picture is rather complex, I shall attempt to unravel it by splitting the discussion up 

into several points. 

• A first characteristic is that the battalion was split into two teams. These teams had 

their own specific area of responsibility. Within that area they had to perform all the 

tasks that were also the responsibility of the battalion (a kind of 'creating the whole in 

the parts'). Team A was located in a place called Novi Travnik, team B was located at 

Knesevo and at an outpost called Obodnik. The battalion staff was located at Sisava. A 

team was different from an original company because in a company the platoons are 

all the same (e.g. cavalry) In a team, one team exchanged a platoon (e.g. cavalry) with 

its neighboring team (e.g. infant1y). Teams were therefore mixed units [56]. 

• A second characteristic of this picture is that the teams were organized differently 

[57]. The choice for creating such a structure was made by the team-corumander rather 

than the team as a whole. The team-corumander of Team A took the original platoon 

structure apart and created 11 so-called elements (the nature of the elements will be 

clarified later), which he instructed directly. In other words, the normal hierarchical 

structure was not used. The team-corumander of Team B retained the original platoon 

structure, but the platoons were mixed (indicated with the diagonal line through the 
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platoons). The mix of teams was therefore continuedat platoon level (again a kind of 

'creating the whole in the parts'). An important feature of team B was that it had to 

man a platoon post called Obodnik. Every two months, the different platoons rotated 

to that post, which was special because it was located in a more or less isolated area 

(which was exactly the reasou a platoon post was set up there). As a result of this 

isolation, the platoon occupying the Obodnik post had a more or less autonomous 

position 

• A third characteristic of the picture is the existence of the different operations rooms 

(Ops-room), which functioned as a sort of staff They foliowed patrolling units over 

the radio and formulated the information need (the things the operational units had to 

look for) and the number of required patrols [58]. An exception was the post at 

Obodnik where the units were required to formulate their own 'information need' (for 

an explanation, see below) They were, however, notallowed to detennine the number 

ofpatrols that they conducted [59). 

• A fourth characteristic is that different supporting units were added to the battalion 

[60]. More specifically, a reconnaissance platoon, a platoon with mortars, a unit for 

clearing mines, one building up barracks, one for making repairs, one for medica! 

support, one for logistic support, one for internal care, etc. A specialized unit with 

marines was added to play the role of a Crowd and Riot (CRC) unit Especially the 

role of the reconnaissance unit will become of speciftc interest in the analysis A good 

observer may already have discerned that because reconnaissance units gathered 

information for the battalion, the teams were not 'integrally responsible' for their 

respective areas. In the everyday experiences of the units, this tàct surtàced when 'au 

information demand was formulated by the battalion'. This information demand was 

based on insights of the reconnaissance units. The logistic support for the battalion 

was performed by a specific battalion at an entirely different location (Support 

Command). 

The general police task of SFOR resulted in a diversity of tasks to be performed. The teams 

had to patrol the area, gather information about possible hostilities between the parties, 

monitor elections, and proteet the return of refugees to their homes. Furthermore, the 

operational units of the teams had to inspeet sites where weapons and ammunition of the 

former warring factions were stored, and monitor military moves in the area. Also, they had to 

support all kinds of activities to restare roads, public buildings, et cetera [61] A crucial 

difference between the teams was that in the area of team A two ethnic groups li ved together, 
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while in the area of team B there was only one ethnic group. This made the task of team A 

more difficult. Bath teams conducted patrols but there was a difference in the goals of the 

patrols. Within team A, the patrols were not only conducted to gather information but also to 

show the presence of SFOR. For that reasou the patrols were conducted more frequently and 

at unexpected moments. This was done to give the impression that SFOR could appear at any 

moment [62]. In the area of team B this was not considered necessary because the area was 

much quieter. 

The nature ofthe e/ements 

Of particular interest from a point of view of organizational structure is the nature of the 

elements of team A. As has been stated earlier, the 'standard structure' that is used almast 

entirely throughout the Army is the 'platoon structure'. Platoons consist roughly of 30 saldiers 

and every platoon is split up into two groups of 15 soldiers. Companies or teams consist of 

three platoons, and battalions of 3 campani es. Each part of this hierarchy has its own 'leader'. 

Groups are led by a sergeant, platoons by a lieutenant, companies by a captain or a major, and 

a battalion by a lieutenant-colonel. A team-cammander has therefore 3 platoons. The team

cammander of team A put this standard structure aside by creating 11 elements. He did this by 

putting aside the leaders of the 3 platoons. The remaining 'leaderless' groups were clustered 

into 11 groups that were under the direct cammand of the team-cammander himself 

( sametimes the farmer platoon-commanders had the role of ob servers) [63]. 

The team-cammander distinguished 3 types of tasks that he assigned to the elements. 

First, he distinguished 'long-term projects' (e.g. building a local sport facility) Such tasks 

were assigned to farmer platoon-commanders. In this type of task, the farmer plataan

cammander was relatively autonomous. In the secoud place, he distinguished the short-term 

operational tasks. In this type of tasks (the case study does not provide examples), the 

platoon-commander was tightly controlled by the team-cammander who acted as a 'spider in 

the web'. Thirdly, the team-cammander distinguished the routine tasks (e.g. conducting 

patmis to gather information, observation tasks, manning checkpoints, etc). These were 

conducted by the elements. During the performance of these tasks, the elements were tightly 

controlled by the team's operations room [64]. The operations room was manned by plataan

cammanders and their deputies whohad lost their platoon in the new structure [65]. lt should 

be emphasized that the farmer platoon-commanders and their deputies did retain their 

administrative role and were supposed to inform the operational level of the developments 

taking place inside the area (in aso-called six o'clock show) 
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The fact that the routine tasks were called such might be slightly misleading The 

elements could not decide for themselves when to conduct a patrol, in what area, what they 

were supposed to observe, and which soldiers should perform the patrol This was prescribed 

top-down, based on an information need voiced by the battalion. So although performing a 

patrol was a routine task, one could call the elements 'the pawns' of the team-commander. 

One could therefore say that they were not on a fixed task and were deployed for the various 

'chores' that came along. It should furthermore be mentioned that the battalion based its 

information needon reports ofthe reconnaissance units mentioned earlier. 

The rotation policy 

Again, the rotation policy of the battalion is of particular interest here. Every six months the 

SFOR-battalions rotated as a whole. That meant that every rotation was new in the area and 

was inexperienced with respect to the nature of the local circumstances. This was 

fundamentally different from the rotation policy observed by Logtbat Moreover, the SFOR 

soldiers did not rotate individually but unit-wise. Units from the mother organization were 

deployed as a whole to Bosnia. That does not mean that the SFOR battalion existed as a whole 

in the mother organization. The backbone of the battalion was formed by a cavalry battalion. 

However, infantry and supporting units were added to form a functioning crisis organization. 

The entire SFOR battalion consisted of 57 units in the mother organization [66]. This implied 

that the assembly processof the SFOR rotation was particularly complex. The project group 

studied one particular SFOR rotation, so every time I will mention SFOR, I will be referring 

to this particular SFOR rotation. 

11.2 Dealing with dynamic complexity 

As in the previous case, it is attempted to draw a picture of the problems that the operational 

units experienced in the performance oftheir routine tasks and the way they dealt with it. This 

will provide an idea of how difficult the operation was tor the units. Again, the elements of 

Weick's organizing model can helptotrace subtieties in the way units dealt with the problems 

they experienced. 

Practical problenJS jor operati(malunits 

Compared to Logtbat, SFOR encountered a much safer environment A telltale sign of the 

much quieter circumstances was the use of the 'escalation ladder'. The battalion as a whole 

developed a philosophy of dealing with threatening incidents. The 'escalation ladder' 
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distinguished ditierent levels of escalation and actions by SFOR to deal with those different 

levels [67]. The operational unit that would encounter the escalations was first required to try 

to avoid things getting out of hand. If matters did get out of hand, the battalion took 

operational control over the situation. At the worst level of escalation, the area of the incident 

would be closed off from the environment by creating roadblocks at crucial points At that 

stage on the ladder, the Crowd and Riot Control (Quick Reaction Force) that was available to 

the battalion would be deployed. The philosophy behind the escalation ladder was that it was 

attempted to avoid incidents from escalating and spreading [68]. The worst escalation levels 

did nat occur during the stay of the battalion that was studied [69]. This indicates that there 

were no situations in which the battalion experienced a serious Jack of control over the 

si tuati on1:-:n 

Although the situation was less dangerous compared to Logtbat, the operational units 

did experience dynamic complexity. One can, however, state that the dynamic complexity was 

quite limited for operational units. It has already been explained that the operational units of 

SFOR had to perfarm a diversity of tasks. Due to this diversity, units experienced ditTerent 

problems. During the counting at the weapon depots they ran into the problem that the amount 

of weaponry counted did nat tally with the amount that was supposed to be present at the site. 

Units that were active in helping to rebuild public buildings had to negotiate with the local 

authorities about how to tackle this project [70]. During patrolsin their area ofresponsibility, 

the units occasionally had to deal with locals that were unfriendly towards SFOR, but this 

was, in fact, nothing special [71]. During the return of refugees totheir farmer homes, the 

units experienced situations that were most explicitly dangerous [72]. They had to stand 

between aggressive mobs of different ethnic backgrounds. Furthermore, they had to deal with 

the danger of mines and with a number of traffic incidents [73]. 

Jackling the practical problems 

Th ere are indications of bath improvisations and strategies to deal with the practical problems 

described above. During one particular threatening situation aftera traftlc incident one soldier 

reported that he scanned the environment in line with the guidelines he was trained for. These 

guidelines provided a workable level of certainty and could have been the basis for enactment. 

Units reported that they developed skilis in negotiating with local authorities. During their 

LXJJ Actmlly, the cscalalion ladder revcals an important assumption of SFOR. Thc assumption is that, allhough an 
individmJ! plaloon might have been quitc vu!nerahle, the haltalion as a "hole could l(,rce its vYill on the cnvironment 
becausc of U1c superior weaponrv thev \\·ere equipped 1vith (e.g. tanks). 
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stay in Bosnia, the units got more and more experienced in understanding the nature of the 

situation they were involved in and in approaching the local population. 

Although units certainly had to deal with dynamic complexity and therefore had to 

self-organize, the opposite of self-organization is much more obvious from the case 

descriptions. This opposite story is that operational units were tightly controlled bath by rules 

and by the higher hierarchical levels. In the SFOR case, the team-cammanders had the 

autonomy to divide the tasks within their teams. The autonomy that existed at the team level 

resulted in teams that were organized differently, which is an interesting finding in its own 

right. The team cammanders within bath teams, however, restricted their operational units 

quite substantially in their autonomy. The work within the teams was mostly routine and 

bound by rules and regulations [74]. Each patrol was planned by the higher levels through the 

so-called 'intell-section' that existed at the battalion level that formulated an information need 

[75] tagether with the team. The saldiers at the operational level sametimes referred to these 

listsas 'imbecile lists' [76]: the questions that were formulated on the list were specified in 

such detail and were orientated at matters that were so obvious as if staff-level assumed that 

the members ofthe patrol were imbeciles. 

There was a difference between the team-cammanders with respect to the degree in 

which they restricted their operational units. In one particular team, patrol cammanders 

received detailed lists specifying the required information. This team level issued the order tor 

the patrol, and determined who should be part of the patrol as well as the route of the patrol 

[77]. The other team, which was located in the quieter of the two areas, transferred the 

information need from the Ops-room to the operational units and prescribed the frequency of 

the patrols to the operational level. Within these out! i nes the leaders of the operational units 

were free to organize their patrols [78]. In that sense, the saldiers in the operational units of 

bath teams did nothave autonomy. A telling sign ofthe Jack of autonomy of operational units 

was the 'need-to-know' policy that was pursued by those in a leadership position [79]. 

Originally, this policy was introduced in order to keep certain dangerous missions secret for 

as long as possible. More particularly, it was used duringa mission to arrest criminals of war, 

as it was thought that if this would become too widely known the mission could fail. 

However, some cammanders also introduced this policy as a more general policy during the 

normal proceedings. The most striking example that came out of the interviews was a 

cammander who was interested in area A. He ordered a group to abserve area B, meanwhile 

hoping that they, unconsciously, would gather information about A. After their mission, the 

cammander debriefed the group about B, while implicitly asking information about A. ln 
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other words, the units were literally used as 'eyes' in the area, without even being given the 

opportunity to understand the things they were seeing [80]. The idea behind this scheme to 

fooi the operational level was that the irresponsibility of operational units in handling 

dangerous situations would endanger them. This study considers meaningful action at the 

operational level to be essential in order to enable the operational units to be meaningful 

actors. The line of reasoning that this study follows is therefore that if crucial information is 

denied to operational units this could endanger them as well. 

The team level, on the other hand, was also limited in its autonomy. At the team level, 

an operations room (Ops-room) monitored the activities of a patroL Jf sarnething happened 

duringa patrol, it was the team's Ops-room that told the patrol how to deal with the situation. 

As such, the team level was the first to formulate a decision ('stay put') and decided on 

deploying a Quick Reaction Force when things were getting out of hand. However, the work 

at the operational level was bound by so many SOPs (resulting from Rules of Engagement) 

that a second Ops-room existed at the battalion level. This second Ops-room looked up the 

various SOPs for handling with a problem and already formulated decisions in case things 

were developing a certain way [81]. This di vision of tasks occasionally led to frictions 

between the different hierarchical levels [82]. One could therefore say that the complexity of 

the existing rul es in the area limited the autonomy at the team leveL The consequence of this 

complexity was that not one, but two Operations Rooms were looking over the shoulder ofthe 

patrols At the battalion level and at the team level it was acknowledged that the operations 

were very restricted by various rules. They pointed to the fact that these mies were forced 

upon them by yet another higher hierarchicallevel [83]. 

Apart from rules tor conducting patrols, other activities at the operational level were 

also restricted by mies. There were many rules about how to perfarm site inspections and 

what should be done in a situation where shortages or surpluses of weapons and ammunition 

would be found, i.e. Rules of Engagement that prescribed how units ought to behave. The 

essence of these rules was that the operators, when counting a surplus or a shortage of 

weaponry should contact 'above' (the higher hierarchical levels). 'Above' would then 

tormulate a decision within a few hours (1) [84]. Many restrictions were fom1ulated regarding 

the safety ofthe soldiers. Team cammanders feit a huge responsibility fora safe homecoming 

of their men. Therefore, they tried to control the behavior of their men during the patrols and 

other activities as much as possible. They did not want the men to become involved m 

situations they considered to be unnecessary risky [85]. So, they tried ~ for example - to 

prevent the patrols from taking roads that had not officially been cleared from mines [86]. An 
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example contradicting these findings comes from the 'forward platoon base' (an observation 

post placed forward in an isolated area) at Obodnik. Because of its isolated nature, operational 

units there had more autonomy than in the rest of the team's area. Units were required to 

gather the information they found relevant (which meant that they had to think about the 

nature of their environment, which is a requirement of meaningful doubt), only they were not 

allowed to determine the number of patrols they found necessary for this task. Soldiers 

reported that they found the atmosphere at this post very refreshing indeed [87]. 

One can claim that the higher hierarchical levels did everything to prevent units to act 

on the basis of their own insights However, again, this case showed evidence of operational 

units self-organizing to deal with the restrictive organizational context. At some occasions, 

patrols faked that the radio was breaking down so they could not report back to the central 

controller (mind you, the higher command suspected that the operationallevel was faking this 

[88]. More specific evidence of self-organizing against a restrictive central controller was the 

experience at the 'forward base' at Obodnik. At particular periods, units judged that there 

were no interesting developments in their area (which was part of their job) [89]. 

Nevertheless, they still had to conduct the required number of patrols (which was top-down 

demanded). Units were expected to perfarm a fixed number of patrols, regardless whether 

they saw any use for doing so. Also, some soldiers reported that they had simply disregarded 

rules with respect to the use of uncleared roads [90]. Furthermore, soldiers occasionally 

complained that they had performed very boring jobs (depri ved of basic regulatory activities) 

like ob serving a house being rebuilt [91]; they occasionally complained about the nature of 

the patrol forms because these specifically prescribed what units ought to ask when they were 

on patrol ('Is electricity working in your home?'). The men referred to these lists as the 

'imbecile lists' [92]. They furthermore complained that they had performed jobs without 

knowing why (writing down number plates of cars [93]) and that their patrol reports had 

remained unread [94]. In this case the environment had been relatively stable, compared to the 

other cases. 

11.3 The structure of the operational units 

The first question to be addressed is whether the operational units were designed on the basis 

of the holographic rul es. Interestingly, there is a substantial ditTerenee between the ways in 

which TeamAand Team B were structured. 

The whole in the parts 
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The teams were each assigned a specific area of responsibility. In a way this resembles 

'parallelization' as it is used in sociotechnical design (Kuipers & Van Amelsvoort, 1990). 

There is, however, one crucial difference. The battalion still formulated an information need, 

partly based on reports of specific reconnaissance units that had been added to the battalion as 

a supporting unit. Therefore, the teams were not integrally responsible (i.e. the whole in the 

parts) for the area to which they were assigned. One could also say that the differentpartsof 

the control cycle (perceiving, evaluating, and intervening) were performed by different parts 

of the organizational system. The reconnaissance units perceived, the battalion evaluated, and 

the operational units intervened This is a classica! way to divide the parts ofthe control cycle 

(De Sitter, 2000). In this description the team-cammander is the cammander of the 

interven ers. 

The various teams dealt differently with the issue oftask design The elementsof team 

A have been described in detail. One could perhaps believe that the distinction between 

routine and non-routine tasks is a kind of segmentation as it is used in sociotechnical design 

(Kuipers & Van Amelsvoort, 1990). However, the distinction in ditTerent kinds oftasks was 

not made to give the elements control, quite the opposite actually. Team B operated 

differently. The team formulated assignments to the platoons (with a top-down formulated 

information need [95]). lt was left to the operational units (a platoon-commander) to divide 

tasks between the members of the operational units (a more exact picture of the different tasks 

in team B is not available). At Obodnik the platoons operated even more autonomously, the 

patrol frequency was prescribed but not the information need because that required local 

knowledge [96]. Furthermore, the platoons of team B were mixed; they were built up of 

soldiers with different backgrounds (infantry, cavalry). In a literal sense, the platoons were 

therefore broadly skilied [97]. 

With regard to the distinction in preparation, performance, and supporting, one can 

state that particularly the routine elements of team A were occupied with performance in the 

strictest sense. They had little influence on the preparation of patrols an information need was 

determined top-down and units did not determine which group members performed the 

patrols. The team cammander did indicate that 'within reason' the patrols could depart from 

their assignment [98], which can be considered as a way to stay open to variety in the 

environment. However, one can question this claim by pointing to the status of the 'need-to

know' policy Furthermore, there is no indication that they influenced supportive tasks. 

Because they hadnocontrol over the way they were deployed, the team-cammander used his 

elements as a sort of pawns [99]. The platoons of team B were also confronted with an 
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information need, but were allowed to prepare the intern al matters of the patrols. At Obodnik, 

they even decided their own information need. 

Requisite variety 

A basic ability of military units during crisis operations is that they can deal with different 

operational scenarios. They are, on the one hand, active in the reconstmction of the country. 

On the other hand, they need to be able to defend themselves and others when things get out 

of hand A single operational unit is vulnerable (not able to deal with a massive attack), but 

the battalion as a whole is less vulnerable. The fact that an escalation ladder was developed 

shows that the battalion did prepare for various states of the environment In other words, the 

requisite variety regarding this issue existed at battalion level, not at the operational level. 

This is quite understandable because the serious escalations were not likely to happen and 

because the consequences of serious escalation would exceed the realm of influence of the 

operational unit 

Team B was mixed in order to gainakind of requisite variety. According to the team

commander, because all 'types of soldiers' were present in all platoons, the platoons were 

always present with a diversity of means [I 00]. Team A had a different philosophy. The 

operational units were designed as small units that needed to perfarm a task that was top

down specified. Perhaps the team-cammander of team A believed the environment to be 

variable. However, he apparently believed that he could judge the nature of this variability 

and instructand equip units in such a way as to tailor them for this variability [I 0 I]. Althougil 

this also seems a way to design a kind of 'requisite variety', it is fundamentally different from 

the kind of requisite variety that is meant by the halograpbic principles, as it is supposed that 

there is a sart of top-down control over the variability. 

Redundancy offunctions 

Being multi-functional is important in an environment that demands so many different roles 

On the one hand SFOR was a military force that enforced particular demands of the Dayton 

agreement (return of refugees), on the other hand it was helping with the reconstmction of the 

country [102]. In actdition to traditional soldier skills, operational units should have 

negotiating skilis and social skilis in order to gain information, and they should be alert to 

eventualities in the environment [ 1 03). Frequently, saldiers and lower-level cammanders have 

claimed that peace operations demand a different attitude from them. A soldier in a peace 
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operation should possess a far braader range of skills than a soldier in a traditional Anny. This 

held true for the sol di ers of both teams. 

Minimal critica/ specijications 

One could say that SFOR did not strive for minimal critica! specitications, but instead, for 

maximal critica! specification. Various arguments tor this hypothesis have been discussed. 

The staff level formulated an information demand; platoons had to perform scheduled patrols 

to meet these demands and had to report in a standardized format Furthermore, the 

operational units were closely monitored during their operations. The general philosophy was 

that if a platoon would run into an unexpected situation, the staff level would look up the 

appropriate Standard Operating Procedure in the available manuals. An exception formed the 

platoon post at Obodnik (team B), where units were allowed to formulate their own 

in tormation demand, but were not allowed to determine the number of patrols they conducted. 

All in all, one could say that SFOR aimed to organize a perfect machine (perfectly prescribed 

actions) and aimed tor perfect top-down control rather than the opposite (decentralization). As 

was concluded in the case study itself, the battalion did not strive for decentralization. They 

primarily tried to control top-down, unless the reality of the situation no Jonger made this 

possible [104]. 

Douhle- loop learning 

The previous discussions have drawn a picture of a crisis organization that aimed to run the 

operation on the basis of top-down controL As such, operational units were perhaps allowed 

to improve existing routines (lower-level cammanders were allowed to fill in the details of 

assignments). They were certainly not expected to challenge the basis of their routines (the 

operational units were not allowed to challenge an assignment as such), let alone that 

operational units contributed to issues at the tactical and strategie leveL This was especially 

the case for team A, in which the operational units had little insight into the reasons behind 

their tasks ('why am I checking the plates of vehicles?'). The need-to-know policy that was 

pursued in the battalion is especially revealing in that respect Cammanders sametimes gave 

units certain tasks without informing them about the true nature, let alone the true intentions 

behind their assignments [l 05]. A particular conception of complexity emerges from the 

previous discussion. This is a conception of an environment that is perhaps uncertain 

(therefore information is needed, therefore units are restricted, therefore there is an escalation 

ladder) but is ultimately knowable and top-down controllable on the basis of top-down rul es 

183 



Chapter E/even: SFOR 

and orders. This conception appears to be a more limited conception of complexity than the 

military doctrine describes, but the analysis in Chapter Fomteen will reveal that this is not the 

case, because the doctrine is not what it appears. The SFOR design logic was certainly based 

on a different conception of complexity compared to the analytica! framework ofthis study, if 

not an essentially Contradietory conception. Double-loop learning was therefore not intended 

by the design of operational units. 

11.4 Leadership 

There are a number of salient topics that retumed in the way leaders defined their jobs. These 

topics wil! be described below. Most interviewees considered leadership to be a crucial factor 

in crisis operations. Most leaders that were interviewed were particularly keen to explicate 

their philosophy of leadership and the way in which they approached different kinds of 

matters. For that reason there is relatively much information available regarding this topic, 

compared to the Logtbat case. 

Leaders as spiders in the information web 

This role specifically refers to the team-commanders. They were very keen to monitor 

developments in their area of responsibility For that reason they sent out patmis to collect 

specif1c information that was relevant in their minds, not necessarily in the minds of the 

operational units. This information could, tor example, be used to keep the local groups 

within the limits of the agreement That leaders defined their roles as spiders in the 

information web had the by-product that they defined their role as the thinkers of units. As 

justification of the tàct that they did the thinking, some cammanders emphasized they had to 

deal with an intelligent opponent 

readers as managers ofinformation 

One particular role leaders emphasized was that of provider of information. The most salient 

example of this role was the 'six o'clock show', which was held everyday. During this 

meeting the most recent developments were conveyed to the cammanders of operational units, 

who were required to transfer the news to their units [ l 06]. However, there are also 

indications regarding the opposite: the need-to-know policy implied that only certain people 

were intormed regarding the actual nature of a situation. One could therefore say that leaders 

saw the management ofwho should be informed about what as an important part aftheir job. 
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Leaders as clarifiers of the :framework of meaning' surrounding the operations 

This roleis different from the previous one because it does not refer to operational details but 

to the more general matter of 'usefulness of the mission'. Actually, the battalion-commander 

mentioned this role as a crucial one for the officers in his battalion [ 1 07]. Because of the 

relatively stabie circumstances during SFOR, people occasionally questioned the usefulness 

of tasks. Leaders saw a role for themselves in explaining the framework of meaning to the 

wavering souls within the operational units [1 08]. 

Leaders as proteefors of those af the operatiemallevel 

Generally, leaders indicated that they feit responsible for the 'safe homecoming' of their men. 

Same claimed that this responsibility was truly a burden [109]. This was why individual 

leaders went quite far in their protective attitude. As has been explained, saldiers were not 

allowed to take routes that were not checked for mines, although it may have been abundantly 

clear that there were no mines on a certain route (e.g. the local population took the raad). As 

has been explained a number of times before, units were closely monitored on the radio, 

which was partly done for protective reasans Also the need-to-know policy that was 

described in the previous chapter was defended with protective reasons, although this might 

be interpreted as a fine-sounding excuse. One particular cammander claimed that if saldiers 

wou1d know too much about the true reasans behind certain assignments, they would take too 

many risks (e.g. provoking dangerous locals). 

Most salient about these different roles is that doubt and argumentation m genera!, or 

promoting a spirit of contradiction in particular, is nopart of it. More specifically, the rol es of 

the leader all point to a philosophy of centralization. 

11.5 The resulting hypotheses 

Again, the discussion of the case is finished by proposing a number of hypotheses about the 

self-organizing potential of units. After having selecting relevant data from the case studies, it 

seems reasanabie to propose that: 

I. SFOR encountered a relatively stabie and predictabie environment and it therefore 

was reasonably able to guide and control operationalunits. The operational units did 

experience dynamic complexity but several times it was claimed that these experiences 

were not very important Instead, they were confronted with straightforward tasks 

(counting weapons; patrolling with standardized questionnaires, observing houses, etc) 
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and were expected to report any anomaly. In a way, therefore, their task structure 

prevented them from encountering certain difficulties. The important questions 

regarding the way to deal with the environment (questions that belong to the 

preparation: what tasks need to be done?, what are crucial developments in the area?, 

where are the dangers?, etc) were dealt with at the higher hierarchical levels. 

Therefore one can question whether, ifthey had encountered important information (1) 

they would have recognized the importance of the information, and (2) whether their 

insights would have been taken seriously at the higher leveL An illustrative example is 

the story that some of the lower-level 'pawns' told. They told that locals kept large 

amounts of weapons hidden from SFOR They also told that locals were able to 

invalidate SFOR with mines [110] Of course, there is no means to judge whether this 

is a realistic story or not. It shows, however, that many stories about the local 

circumstances existed at the lower levels, without the higher levels being aware of 

them (which was the reason they were told to the interviewer) Either the lower level 

was so badly informed that they developed stupid ideas, or the higher levels were 

unaware of crucial information. lt is well known from theory that a tightly controlled 

system is extremely vulnerable when the environment puts pressure on it. But 

apparently it did not, which appears to underline the claim of some respondents that 

not the tasks SFOR performed were crucial, but the mere presence of SFOR. 

II. lhere is a substantial difference between team A and B. The elements of team A were 

used as the unthinking pawns of the team-commander. Because they were split up into 

a large number of elements, they were given particular tasks and were foliowed 

closely on the radio in case sarnething out of the ordinary would occur. Units could 

not doubt and argue constructively because they were mere pawns in the unknown 

schemes of the team-commander. Team B did allow the operational unit more 

autonomy (the platoon-commander was allowed to divide tasks between the members 

of the team). However, both the tasks themselves (the number of patrols) and the 

things to be done (the kind of information necessary) were prescribed by the team 

leveL An exception was the platoon post at Obodnik. There, operational units were 

required to find relevant information themselves, but, on the other hand, were not 

allowed to determine the necessary number of patmis 

liL lhe case studies convey an image of team-commanders that were overloaded with 

regulatmy task.1· (what one would expect) and were afi'clid ofmaking even the slightest 

mistakes (what one - given the Army culture - al.m would expect). Various team-
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cammanders indicated that they found SFOR a complex and difficult operation One 

particular team-cammander admitted that he made the mistake of being overly afraid 

of catastrophe. He claimed that he was afraid that behind every tree a Serb would be 

hiding with a knife between his teeth [ 111 ], resulting in what he in hindsight 

considered as erratic control behavior. This is an interesting (and for an officer 

exceptionally honest) claim because it reveals sarnething about the pressures on team

commanders. Apparently these pressures can give rise to irrational fears and erratic 

behavior. Some appear to react to a fundamental uncertainty (it is never completely 

unthinkable that a Serb hides behind a tree with a knife between his teeth) by aiming 

to exclude all possible doubt. An organization that emphasizes the importance 'no 

mistakes' when it is confronted with fundamental uncertainty can stimulate such fears 

and such behavior 
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Chapter Twelve: Dutchbat 

Dutchbat is also discussed in a way camparabie to the previous cases. The reflections made in 

this case description are occasionally supported by a reflection written by the battalion

commander of Dutchbat II: Command and Control in stressfut conditions (Everts, 1998). The 

Dutchbat case is contraversial because in the end the Srebrenica enclave feil into the hands of 

the Serbian farces. It is estimated that about 8,000 memhers of the Muslim population were 

massacred as a result of that fa!L After the publication of the Nederlands Instituut voor 

Oorlogsdocumentatie (NIOD)Lxm research in the spring of 2002 ( .. ) the Dutch cab i net 

resigned because it had been severely criticized for its role surrounding the Dutchbat mission. 

There is a general consensus, confirmed by the NIOD, that Dutchbat was on a mission 

impossible. This judgment is based on the unclarity of the essential 'safehaven' concept, the 

unclear, unrealistic, and restricting mandate for Dutchbat, and the light weapons with which 

Dutchbat had been equipped (Blom, 2002). 

Given this cantroversial background, I want to make two preliminary remarks. In the 

first place, this case study is orientated at Dutchbat IJ, which was active in the area six months 

befare Dutchbat lil. Dutchbat Ill was the battalion that experienced the actual fall of the 

enclave. The fall of the enclave is therefore no part of this reflection. In the second place, 

although I share the general consensus that Dutchbat was on a mission impossible, I believe 

that it is still interesting to reflect on the functioning of Dutchbat as a crisis organization 

Although 'polities' might be to blame for the eventual tragedy, there still might be valuable 

lessans for the Army in the Dutchbat operation. Not studying the functioning of Dutchbat as a 

crisis organization because of the general consensus that 'polities' made the crucial mistakes 

is hiding behind the mistakes of the politica! leveL Apart from this, the case is interesting 

from a theoretica! perspective. 

12.1 General description 

The politica! background of the UNPROFOR operation in Bosnia was an internal conflict 

between the Serbian community, on the one hand, and the Muslim and Croatian communities, 

on the other. This evolved in an overall civil war. As this conflict caused a large number of 

victims and a stream of refugees, in 1992 it was decided by the United Nations that an 

international military proteetion force (UNPROFOR) should intervene. After the 

u.au Netherlands Jnstitute tor War Documen!ation. 
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establishment of so-called Safe Areas, particular areas in which the Muslim population was 

supposed to be safe, UN troops were needed to guard these Safe Areas. Subsequently these 

areas were protected by light-armed neutral (blue helm et) sol di ers, whose job it was to disarm 

the people within the Safe Area and to monitor and patrol its borders. The Dutch Armed 

Forces contributed an infantry battalion that was called Dutchbat to be deployed in the safe

haven of Srebrenica as a peacekeeping unit Dutchbat rotated 'as a whole'. That is to say, the 

infantry battalion that was the core of Dutchbat existed as a whole in the Netherlands in the 

then newly established Air Maneuver Brigade 

The operatirma/units 

What is obvious from the various case studies is that the standard design of a battalion is often 

adapted to local circumstances. In Dutchbat, the groups ('Gr') operated as the smallest 

operational units. This meant that the direct supervisor of the groups was not the platoon

commander but the group-commander [112]. 

Ops-

Supporting 
units 

Model 12.1 

Com
pany A 

13at. Com 

Com
pany B 

The following characteristics are of particular interest: 

Com
pam C 

• The organizational chart only shows company A to its full extent The other 

companies are structured in the same way. The tasks of the different companies were 

divided geographically. Each of the companies had its own Area Of Responsibility 
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(AOR), in which they were responsible for the whole of the battalion's activities 

[113]. Company A was responsible for the southern part of the enclave of Srebrenica, 

company C was responsible for the northern part of the enclave. Company B was 

somewhat of an exception as it was located in an area outside the enclave of 

Srebrenica. This area was called the Sapna Finger, because the form of this particular 

area resembied a finger. Each of the companies had its particular compound and its 

own Operations-room (Ops-room). Company C was located in Potocari, together with 

the Battalion staff Company A was located within the city of Srebrenica and company 

B was located in the village ofSimin Han [114]. 

• The geographical division of labor was continued within the companies A and C 

Platoon-commanders were responsible for a sector with a number of Observation 

Posts (OPs). A so-called group (Gr) manned the observation posts and a group

commander was the actual cammander at the OP [115]. They were in direct contact 

with the so-called patrol coordinator at the Ops-room. Within company B, a somewhat 

different di vision of labor was used. This company used a kind of rotation schedule in 

which in some period of time each of the platoons was busy with one of the tasks that 

were distinguished, namely manning the stationary OPs, guarding the compound, 

patrolling the area, and performing the role ofthe Quick Reaction Force [116]. 

• Generally, one can say that there was a difference in experience between the 

companies of Srebrenica (A and C) and the company in the Sapna Finger (B), because 

of the differences in tasks. Srebrenica was a total exclusion zone, which meant that 

ofticially there were no weapons inside the enclave [ 11 7]. Also, one can say that the 

companies in Srebrenica had to deal with a much more difficult situation. Most of the 

experiences described below were, for example, part of the experiences of the 

companies A and C A limitation of the case studies is that the distinction between 

AIC and B is sametimes difficult to draw, because the relevanee of this distinction is 

sarnething that dawned on the researchers only after the case studies had been 

completed. 

• For the duration of the deployment in Bosnia, some supportive units had been added. 

There were units for different kinds of construction tasks (e.g. local roads), medica! 

units, and units tor internal care-taking At a different location (Lukavac) a so-called 

Support Command took care ofthe logistic needs ofDutchbat [118]. 

The Dutchbat battalion concerned itself with a number of central tasks: gatbering of 

information about the warring parties, guarding of confrontation lines to prevent infiltration 
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and arms smuggling, providing humanitarian support, supporting humanitarian aid provided 

by UNHCR, and generally demonstrating the presence of the UN. Information gathering and 

reporting was the primary job of the infantry platoons, tagether with more internal jobs like 

improving the compound and Observations Posts (OPs). The operational units conducted 

these tasks mainly by patrolling the area. They distinguished different categones of patrols 

• Border patrols. These were patrols over the confrontation !i nes. 

• Social patrols. These were patrolsin which contact was made with the local population 

within the Safe Area to assess the local problems and needs. 

• Area patrols. These were patrolsin which the area was assessed with vehicles. 

12.2 Dealing with dynamic complexity 

As with the previous cases, it is attempted to draw a picture of the problems that the 

operationallevel experienced and the way these were dealt with. This will give an impression 

ofthe difficulty ofthe operation. Again, the elements ofWeick's organizing model can help 

totrace subtieties in the way units dealt with the problems they experienced. 

Practical prohlemsfor operatiemalunits 

The difficulties of Dutchbat proved to be so senous that the original intentions were 

unreachable. As mentioned before, it was generally felt that Dutchbat was confronted with a 

mission impossible [119]. The saldiers had to operate in a hostile environment without the 

adequate means and possibilities to perfarm their tasles and to defend themselves 

Peacekeeping proved to be impossible because the warring parties were unwilling to abserve 

the official terms of UNPROFOR and they far outnumbered Dutchbat both in quantities of 

personnel and in equipment [120]. The situation developed in such a way that units could do 

little more than keeping up appearances ('protecting the Safe Area from infiltration' while 

patrolling the borderline only once every day) [121]. Attempts to actually take the original 

mission seriously resulted in heavy intimidation by both the Serbian and the Muslim side 

(shootings, mines, etc ) [ 122]. A particular problem for Dutchbat was that the Serbs controlled 

the logistic supplies into the enclave. Towards the end of the mission of Dutchbat II this 

meant that units were confronted with shortages of petrol (which restricted mobility) and 

food According to the battalion-commander, Dutchbat was even the 'hostage' of the Serbs 

(Everts, 1998, p.21 ). For operational units the restrictions in mobility meant that they 

increasingly became isolated (because of a Jack of diesel oil they could not be reached) and 

had to be creative in dealing with a shortage of supplies. lt is obvious that this further impeded 
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Dutchbafs ability to fulfill the original m1ssron. Apart from the sheer danger and the 

shortages, events intheenclave could be equivocal. Shootings could be 'mere intimidations' 

or 'true shootings'. 'Shootings from the si de of the Muslim population' could be 'Muslims 

impersonating Serbs in an attempt to provide the Serbs with difficulties at the politieallevel', 

etc. One can imagine that defining one's role in such circumstances demands a lot of toleranee 

for ambiguity and paradox. 

Tackling the practical problems 

The higher command wanted to avoid great risks after the early experiences showed that the 

local parties were prepared to go quite far. One could say that Dutchbat as a whole learnt from 

the early enactments (which inevitably meant taking risks) that they should nottake too many 

risks. Also, when units did observe something they had to deal with according to the original 

mission, they were prohibited from acting by 'above' (e.g. the Ops-room). For example, a 

patrol unit spotted a group of people dealing with weapons. While the patrol was passing, the 

group acted as if nothing was going on. When they had passed, the patrol unit silently 

observed the group for a while and the weapons reappeared. When the unit wanted to act and 

disarm the people, as they were supposed to, they were called back by 'above' [123]. There 

are many of such examples. Patrolling the confrontation line was essential, according to the 

higher command, because it showed to both sides that the UN was present [124]. However, at 

the sametime the policy of Dutchbat was to 'avoid great risks' [125], which implied that if 

the various sides in Srebrenica really wanted to they could intimidate Dutchbat in such a way 

that they were quite powerless. For example, aftera mine incident it was decided that a certain 

area was not to be patrolled again [126 ]. The locals from both si des appeared to be prepared to 

p1ay along with the official game as long as Dutchbat was prepared not to take the original 

mission too seriously. Consequently, Dutchbat found itself in a schizophrenic situation: 

performing a mission in such a way that the mission was actually denied (patrolling borders in 

such a way that they disturbed the local parties as little as possible)1xrv 

One can hypothesize from the case descriptions that the higher command had an 

explicit policy of keeping operational units out of trouble. Actually, this hypothesis is 

supported by the reflection that was written by the battalion-commander (Everts, 1998, p.l8): 

'( ) both parties in the conflict could arbitrarily strike the battalion wherever they wanted, 

and therefore for the fulfillment of its mission, the battalion was fully dependent on the 

J.XJ\' As such, Dutchbat is a g.ood e>.ample ofthe point that onc can deal \\ith dYnamic complexity bv eng.aging in 
organizing activitics or by reducing one·s le,·el of ambition. Dutchbat is an example ofthe last. 
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approval of the Serbs for its logistical and leave convoys, and promises of support from the 

UN would not quickly result in an impravement of the situation in which the battalion found 

itself. As for the battalion's own personnel, this situation reinforeed my opinion that 

unnecessary risks were to be avoided: they served no purpose. From August onwards the 

battalion had to tread more carefully on the fine line between fulfilling the mission and the 

interests of all parties'. Patrols had fixed routes (although the actual situation was dynamic 

and demanded the opposite of fixed patrols) and had to be executed when ordered by higher 

cammanders in the operations room (Ops-room), even if the group-commander (the patrol

commander) did not see the point ofit [127]. Actually, it is not far-fetched to hypothesize that 

the soldiers were ordered not to take certain routes because that would produce more 

information. As has been made clear, the patrols of Dutchbat were closely foliowed by radio, 

and central cammanders interfered in the proceedings. For instance, a group-commander. a 

sergeant. whohad just decided to disarm a Muslim fighter was ordered by one of his superiors 

not to do so and to leave the place immediately [128). The reason for this order could have 

been a politica! issue, not known to the local commander. One can also interpret the 

restrictions as a kind of fear that units would act out of con trol. The platoon-commanders and 

group-commanders were autonomous with respect to intemal functioning in their respective 

units, such as how tasks were divided among their soldiers, how their soldiers' problems were 

dealt with, et cetera. 

They simply had no choice. At the higher command there was awareness that a 

platoon is on patrol is very autonomous indeed [129). Unitsindeed developed strategies tor 

approaching locals and found out ways to work together at observation posts. The most 

interesting cases of self-organization are those in which units overstepped moral boundaries. lt 

should be added that this kind of self-organization is quite unlike the self-organization this 

study wants to establish as a design ideal. As has been said, the soldiers of Dutchbat had 

trouble with mines on their paths so they were very eager to know were exactly the mines 

were bidden. What they did. according to a particular rumor, was to force little local boys, of 

the population they were supposed to protect, into the minefields. Their reason for doing so 

was because these little boys were thought to be a ware of the location of the mines, probably 

(according to the reasoning of the soldiers) because they themselves or their family or 

acquaintances had putthem there1x'·. 

LW This claim is hased upon a descnption of the N!OD. who suhsequentll haseel it on a ne\\ spaper report of Haerkens 
( 1995 ): 'The soleliers \\ere said to hm·e heen guilty ofwpe anel thc misuse of alcohol aml \\ capons Thcv \\ere evu1 
sa iel to hm·e vv illfulh en ticcel children into mmefrelds hv thnming camlies into !he Cields Thus. the soleliers could 
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There is sarnething paradoxical about an organization that denies the dynamic 

complexity of the environment ln order to be able to deny this complexity one should be very 

a ware of what is going on The fake patrol is the perfect example of this Dutchbat needed to 

know where nol to look. This is, after all, implied by Everts when he stated that he did not 

want to put his men at risk. This can also be interpreted as a form of self-organization, but a 

sad fmm to say the least These examples notwithstanding, one can generally conclude from 

the accounts that the operational units were mainly intemally focused. Their attention was 

focused on internal matters, such as intemal conflicts, work schedules, etc. (fora camparabie 

condusion regarding Dutchbat lil, see Blom, 2002) 

12.3 The structure of the operational units 

This issue is dealt with in the same manner as in the previous cases. 

The whole in the parts 

The companies were assigned a certain area of responsibility in which the whole of the 

battalion's tasks returned. Such a division of labor can stimulate task identity because the 

whole of a battalion's tasks returns in a given area. It is questionable, however, whether this 

structure was deliberately chosen as a way to create self-organizing units or whether it was 

chosen because the situation madenoother way of dividing tasks very likely. Regarding the 

issue of the distinction in preparation, performance and supportive tasks, one can state that 

units were merely focused on the performance of tasks. A unit's leader made the personal 

planning of the patrots but he had little control over other prepara ti on tasks. As has been said, 

patrols had fixed routes that had to be executed when ordered by higher cammanders in the 

operations room, even if the patrol-commander did not see the point of it [130] Units were, 

however, responsible for one particular supportive task: they had to do the 'housekeeping' at 

the OPs. 

Requisite variety 

This demand specitles that the variety within the group must be enough to match the variety 

in the environment One of the most salient features of the experience of Dutchbat was that 

this demand was not met by far. Dutchbat was simply unable to perfarm its original mission. 

This is a condusion that is widely supported by other researchers. The NIOD, for example, 

check whether or nol thc area was safe for thcm. Experts reganlthe last-mentioned exeesses as 'very close to \Yar 
crimes" 
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reached comparable conclusionsLX\'I The local military units of both sides (although the 

forces on the inside were unofficial) far outnumbered Dutchbat both in quantity of material 

and quantity of soldiers. On top of that, the local parties were much more heavily armed. For 

whatever reason, these parties were unwilling to take the existing treaties seriousl/:-:\ JI and 

they did not accept Dutchbat and its role in the situation. Subsequently, both parties were 

powerful enough to force their will on Dutchbat Dutchbat was eventually forced into a 

symbolic role in which keeping up appearances was perhaps the only reasonable line of action 

(e.g. Vogelaar & Kramer, 2004). Dutchbat was an organization confronted with an 

environment that necessitated - if it wanted to take the original mission seriously - dramatic 

change (more soldiers, different mandates, more weaponry, etc). This issue was never 

seriously addressed both by the politica! level and the higher milita1y command [ 131]. The 

battalion-commander also raised this issue in his reflection (Everts, 1998, p.20) 'I indicated 

earlier that only a limited number of officials in the chain of command were aware of the 

precise situation in the enclave. I also indicated that the perception of the situation in the 

enclave ditfered from reality. This made communication regarding the situation extremely 

difficult l feit that there was often a case of being at cross purposes as far a communication 

was concerned, particularly because the messages coming from my battalion in the enclave 

were not always hopefuL For me, this meant that the possibilities I had for explaining the 

situation were severely limited by the false conceptions that existed at other levels. (. ) A 

special lesson I have learned from this is that the local cammander (also within the battalion) 

has the best knowied ge of the situation, and that it sametimes takes a great deal of personal 

courage to trust him to take the right decision.' This last sentence is particularly interesting 

because earlier it was shown that the battalion-commanders restricted the lower levels because 

of their freedom. Apparently he bimself did not possess this personal courage as well 

According to my interpretation, Dutchbat was aware that change was necessary. This 

awareness was crucial; the local paiiies did not accept that Dutchbat would take its original 

mission seriously. Being aware ofthis part of everyday reality was therefore crucial to survive 

in the environment Dutchbat needs therefore be understood as a crisis organization that was 

no Jonger truly a crisis organization. 

LW! NIOU, 2002. Thc condusion of the NIOD refened lo lhe experiences ofDutchbal liL which \las acliYe in 
Srebrcnica si" mlmlhs aller Dulchbal IL 
L';VII This has heen !he topic of quite a lol of politica! specula ti on. The nature of llw dillerent inlervretalions does not 
matter for lhis analysis, so 1 wanl lo stick lo !he ohYious facl lhal lhc parlies did nol altend to the treat> 
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Redundancy of fimctions 

In everyday practice, the operational units of campani es A and C were expected toperfarm all 

the various tasks that had to be performed by Dutchbat. They were expected to patrol the 

borders ofthe enclave, to patrol the villages ('social patrols'), and to abserve the proceedings 

from the operation posts. ln other words, the battalion did attempt to create 'multi-skilled 

crisis sol di ers' (although, they originally had been trained as infantry, which is a specialist job 

indeed in the context of the regular operations) An interesting detail regarding the issue of 

requisite variety was that after earl i er incidents 'an assault engineer' (a specialist on 

explosives) and a medica! orderly joined the patrols (Everts, 1998, p.17). This increased the 

multi-functionality ofthe patrol as a group (but not as individuals as this was a case of adding 

specialists: i.e. redundancy ofparts). 

Minimal critica/ specification 

Also, this principle of design was not practiced when forming the operational units. The 

operations-room interfered in the proceedings of the patrols at crucial moments. It can be 

claimed that central control tried to avoid that units were confronted with risky situations. One 

could therefore say that they expected that units 'did not see', rather than that they explored 

the environment and gathered important new information. Interestingly, the decision to stay 

unaware was in that situation based on a keen analysis of the situation: the environment 

provided Dutchbat the luxury of that option. This contributed to the interpretation of Dutchbat 

as a crisis organization that was no Jonger really occupied with its central task. Same will 

perhaps argue that the large number of Rul es of Engagement also contributed to the critica! 

specifications This was, according to the present analysis, not the case. The Rules of 

Engagement (ROE) were part of the demands that came from outside the organization They 

were not created by the organization itself Perhaps these ROE were overly restrictive or 

perhaps it was just impossible to apply them in everyday practice. This is, however, not a 

discussion that belongs to this analysis In his reflection on this issue the battalion-commander 

clearly voiced his tendency to restriet the operational level (Everts, 1998, p.20): 'Actions by 

individuals were regarded as the responsibility of the battalion as a whole, which meant that 

decisions at the low levels had tobetaken into account within the battalion. With the passage 

of time, and the increasing complexity of the circumstances in the farmer Yugoslavia, the 

involvement of politica! and senior military authorities increased. The impact of decisions 

taken at the lower levels on higher levels therefore grew at the same rate. Obviously, this 

limited the possibilities of the local cammander to exercise freedom in his decision-making. 
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.. ). In my apinion it was therefore necessary to issue stringent guidelines with regard to the 

action of the various elements of the battalion, and to restriet the freedom of the sub

commanders.' The basic message of Everts is that - in the context in which Dutchbat was 

operating- the natmal autonomy of operational units 'obviously' led to attempts torestriet this 

autonomy. 

Double-loop /earning 

The question is whether the operational units were allowed to innovate internally and 

externally As regards the issue of external double-loop leaming, one of the most interesting 

aspects of the Dutchbat experience was that throughout the organization it was feit that 

change was inevitable. The saldiers were very aware of their limited possibilities and the 

higher cammand indicated that they also knew about the reality of the situation. However, the 

organization was not allowed to change. The operational units learned to survive by keeping 

up appearances. One could consicter this a particular kind of double-loop learning. However, 

this learning to avoid trouble can hardly be considered to be a kind of double-loop learning 

that is in line with the spirit of the concept The ability to learn in line with the original 

mission was not consciously designed into the groups. One could even say that the higher 

cammand did its utmost to avoid that groups learned (not letting them patrol certain 

dangerous areas). Regarding the issue of internal double-loop learning one can state that this 

was also very restricted The battalion-commander indicated that patrol schedules were 

adapted to the circumstances (Everts, 1998, p.22), but this is not internal double-loop learning 

because the adaptation was issued top-down. There are indications that units learnt to deal 

with a life of shortages (food, diesel oil), which certainly can be interpreted as a form of 

internal double-loop learning. 

12.4 Leadership 

This topic is discussed the same way as in the previous cases. 

readers m managers ofthe in/erna/ affáirs of units 

In the interviews especially qualities of leaders that had to do with internal group functioning 

were stressed. A good leader was considered to be someone who knew how to deal with 

internal conflicts, with sol di ers with symptoms of stress, etc. Most particularly, a good leader 

was considered to be someone who knew how to make work schedules a week in advance 

[132]. Also a good leader knew when to get his hands dirty and when to stick to his position 
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of authority. It was also emphasized that a good leader is a guard of discipline. One could 

interpret this as a sign of an in tema! focus of Dutchbat [ 133], because these are all matters that 

relate to the intemal functioning of units. This intemal focus can be explained as being the 

consequence of the nature of the circumstances Dutchbat was involved in. A means of 

survival of Dutchbat was not looking outside aftheir unit but only inside [ 134] 

Leaders as arguers a hout the usefit!ness of the mission 

Th is point refers to a partietdar conflict the leaders experienced in the definition of their role. 

Dutchbat started with intentions that gradually appeared to be less realistic. The conflict 

leaders had in defining their role was should they stick to the original intentions and try to 

motivate soleliers in line with these original intentions or should they accept the nature of 

reality and make the best of a bad situation'7 Generally, leaders made few attempts to 

transfarm the vision of the mission and focused on making the best of the situation [ 135]. 

12.5 The resulting hypotheses 

After having selecting the relevant data from the case studies, it seems reasanabie to propose 

that 

L /)utchbat dealt wilh dynamic complexity by tuming down its level of ambition. As bas 

been stated a number of times before, dealing with dynamic complexity inevitably 

means taking risks. One of the most obvious elementsof the experience of Dutchbat is 

that they avoided taking risks, which ditTers from 'being careful'. Furthermore, the 

leaders of the operational units did not cultivate a spirit of contradiction but chose to 

make the best of a bad situation and told sol di ers to do likewise. Making the best of a 

bad situation can be interpreteel as 'do not think, do your job'L.\:\lll In a way, this 

turning down of the level of ambitions is an escape from an impossible reality. One 

can add to this that Dutchbat had the luxury that it could escape reality 

II. The crisis organization /ried lo restriet the operaticmal level. The case descriptions 

allow quite an unequivocal conclusion. The intention ofthe crisis organization (see the 

claims of the battalion-commander) was to create the opposite of self.-organizing units. 

lt is interesting to note that the rationale bebind this intention was the extreme 

turbulence of the environment In other words, central command did nottry to control 

1
"'

111 l3ootsma (2002, p.I78). a mcmbcr ofthe NIOD research group conc!udccl that: ·The infonnal goal of Dutchbat 
liL a nel alrcad\' o!'l )utchbat 11, incrcasingly shi!lecl in tbc direction of getting tbc cntirc batlalion home saJe]y · (my 
translation). 
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the behavior of operational units because it did not believe the environment to be 

dynamically complex and self-organization to be unnecessary; it did instead exactly so 

because it believed the environment to be extremely turbulent Centralization 

prevented units from becoming too smart. Patrols were sent out to gather information, 

but in the case of Dutchbat, the higher cammand aimed to limit the amount of 

information that was gathered. Central cammand was very a ware that the nature of the 

environment increased the risk of units acting out of control. Not only were units 

supposed to perfarm a complex job in a difticult environment, the units also operated 

widely dispersed and the shortages within the battalion led to their increasing 

isolation. Central cammand indicated that it was afraid of this autonomy. Throughout 

this study it has been emphasized that dealing with dynamic complexity necessitates 

self-organization. Dutchbat is an example of an organization that dealt with its 

environment by avoiding self-organization. 

liL Dutchbat developed an internat fóc!tS. It was observed that Dutchbat developed an 

internal focus ('a good leader is someone who provides good planningf-'1-'. They 

developed a culture of passivity, of not being vigilant and not questioning the nature of 

the circumstancesLXX Many people ask themselves why Dutchbat lli did not do more 

to prevent the eventual massacre. One explanation is that already Dutchbat li 

developed a routine of focusing internally rather than being focused extemally. lt is 

well known that groups under certain conditions can display very dangerous patterns 

of decision-making. They can deny certain crucial information; they can avoid to 

discuss obvious questions, etc. One can ask to what degree Dutchbat feil victim to the 

conditions of groupthink or learned helplessness. I believe that these conditions were 

certainly observable: they were (more and more) isolated and their groups were of a 

uniform background 

IV. Dutchbat diJ not do a goodjob hecause it rt•as conji·onted with a mission impossible. 

In the Netherlands there has been an extensive discussion on whether Dutchbat failed 

or whether they were confronted with a mission impossible. This discussion is related 

to the experiences of Dutchbat III, which is no part of the present analysis (which 

focuses on Dutchbat Tl) However, on the basis of the present analysis it is possible to 

contribute to this discussion. The original case description gives every reason to 

L~Ix Gronp processcs witbin Dutchbat have, fór cxample, been anah zeel b\ Roemers (2U02). 
LXX Blom (201J2. p.315), the chairperson of the NIOD research team. about this: 'The situation \\CIS altogelher 
frustrating anti tlcmoti;-ating t'or Dutchbal. Especialh the last lwo ballalions (Dutchbat !I anti liL ehk) became 
physicalh anti mentally exhaLrstetl' tluring their deplovmenL (m' translation). 
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believe that Dutchbat was indeed engaged in a mission impossible. The pressure from 

the environment was far too great to accomplish the mission with the available means. 

This condusion is shared by the NIOD (2002). From the contention of a mission 

impossible it is frequently concluded that Dutchbat did a good job in bad 

circumstances. This is, however, not a condusion that follows from the analysis in this 

study. As has been stated, Dutchbat sacrificed its ambition to be a crisis organization 

for reasans of safety. This cannot possibly be called 'doing a good job in bad 

circumstances', although it may be understandable that Dutchbat was not able to 

accomplish its original mission. One could say that from this analysis one can 

conclude that Dutchbat did not a good job because it was confronted with a mission 

impossible. 

12.6 Concluding remarks 

A possible counterargument against the value of the concept of 'self-organization' can be 

formulated as a result of the reflections in the cases. The battalion-commander of Dutchbat 

made it clear that he was confronted with such Rules of Engagement that made initiative at 

the lower levels impossible. A camparabie claim was made by SFOR representatives who 

claimed that the ROE were so restricting that it seriously undermined possibilities of granting 

autonomy. This seems a reasanabie point. What if the formal demands placed on the 

organizational system are such that self-organization becomes impossible because every 

action of units is prescribed? One can imagine that it is possible to aim at formulating Rules 

of Engagement in such a way as to provide the appropriate salution for every imaginable 

situation. One can imagine that such Rules of Engagement can be very restricting indeed. In 

that case the organization appears to be left with little choice than designing a system of 

extreme controL An aften heard 'off the record' criticism of Mission Cammand within the 

military organization itself is that it is impossible to implement with today's politicians. 

Th ere is quite a clear sociotechnical answer to this issue. De Sitter (2000, p.91) made a 

distinction between specific task demands and non-specific task demands on an organizational 

system. Specific demands are demands ofthe organizational system's environment (flexibility, 

etc.); non-specific demands refer to matters such as Rules of Engagement, laws, etc. De Sitter 

makes clear that it is an essen ti al part of sociotechnical theory that first a design is made based 

on specific demands befare it will be evaluated what parts of this design can be realized in 

light of the non-specific demands. This is essential because otherwise an 'ideal' design is 

disregarded on practical grounds befare it is even seriously considered. 
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Suppose that the non-specific demands are such that one cannot implement an 

organizational system designed tor meeting the specific demands. In that case one is simply 

stating that it is impossible to accomplish a mission. After all, if specific demands make 

flexibility necessary and non-specific demands make tlexibility impossible, one is confronted 

with impossible demands. If that is the case, the designer of the organization should return to 

his superiors with the conclusion that he is confronted with an impossibility Note that this is 

exactly what should have happened in the Dutchbat caseL\XI It should be mentioned that 

Rules of Engagement provide a rather good excuse for designing a system of top-down 

contra!: 'we have no choice'. 

LX'Cl Also note that this is e,.;actlv the reason why one should be careful to generalize "practicallessons·· Crom Dutchbat 
toother operations. If initialive is impossiblc in an impossible situation it 1villnot always bc impossible. 
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Part Five. The influence of the mother organization 

In this part, the influence of the mother organization on the crisis organizations is explored. 

More specifically, this pa11 focuses on the influence of the mother organization on the 

possibility of designing self-organizing units. This exploration is orientated on the constraints 

the mother organization generally confronts crisis organizations with. One can imagine that, 

apa11 from the operational context or other reasons, difficulties in designing self-organizing 

units are influenced by structural characteristics of the mother organization. A reason to study 

the int1uences of the mother organization is the issue of generalization If one aims to build a 

substantive theory that has relevanee beyond the explorative case studies, one should look for 

factors that all crisis organizations potentially share, i.e. structural influences of the mother 

organization. The following research question is central toPart Five: 

How is the possibility of designing self-organizing units in crisis organizations influenced 

by characteristics of the mother organization? 

The following conceptual model can represent the relation that is central in this question lt is 

part ofthe conceptual model that was introduced in Part One. 

Characteristics of tbe 
.. mother 

t)rganizati()n·· 

Choices reganling 
thc design or 

operational units 
made al tbe leYel 

0 r the crisis 
organization 

Chapter Thirteen will focus on the identitication of the relevant characteristics of the mother 

organization. Chapters Fourteen, Fifteen and Sixteen will each analyze a relevant 

characteristic. 
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Chapter Thirteen: The influence of the mother organization 

That the mother organization influences crisis organizations is a statement that can hardly be 

denied in this general sense. Therefore the central question of Part Five needs some 

specification. The relation that is indicated by the conceptual model is much too general to 

study in its entirety; it is even too general to explore in its entirety. There are countless 

characteristics that may influence crisis organizations in many different ways. A choice needs 

to be made of characteristics that are considered to be the most relevant in this study 

Furthermore, one can ask what is specifically meant by the statement that characteristics of 

the mother organization influence all crisis organizations. This chapter is meant to make the 

required preparations to study the influence of the mother organization In the following 

sections, the ambitions of the ref1ections will be discussed and the choice for certain 

characteristics wil\ be made. First, however, it is defended that there are similarities between 

the cases. 

13.1 Indications of the influences of the mother organization 

To state that the mother organization has an inf1uence on crisis organizations is to state that 

there are similarities between the various operations. More specitically, it is to state that there 

are similarities notwithstanding certain differences. The most eye-catching differences 

between the cases will be discussed. Subsequently, the most essential similarity is identified. 

The ditTerences and similarities discussed here, are, of course, all related to the topic of self

organi za ti on. 

Diffèrences between the cases 

• The environments of the crisis organizations in the cases differed significantly. It 

seems that they differed on a continuurn ranging from 'order' (SFOR) to 'chaos' 

(Dutchbat) and an environment on 'the edge of chaos' (Logtbat). Circumstances in the 

Dutchbat case could be called chaotic because Dutchbat's mission was impossible No 

clever insights and solutions (in other words, meaningful doubt) at any level seemed to 

matter. On the other hand, SFOR was organized in a way that attempted to make 

clever insights and solutions at the operational level superfluous. Tndeed, it was 

attempted to let operational units know what they needed to know (interestingly, 

baredom was a major problem these units had to deal with). Logtbat is an example of 
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a battalion in which clever insights and solutions made a tremenclous difference in the 

performance of the battalion' s central tasks. 

• The solutiom that the different crisis organizatim1s deve!oped to deal with the 

environment were quite different. The Logtbat case provided examples of convoys 

with considerable elbowroom for self-organization. This can be explained as being the 

consequence of the kinds of tasks that had to be performed in that particular 

environment SFOR provided an example of higher cammanders that went pretty far 

in restricting such elbowroom. The 'need-to-know' policy, as it was put in practice by 

some, is significant in that respect One is tempted to conclude that the limits of 

restrietion were the limits of the creativity to find restrictions. Dutchbat also restricted 

elbowroom, but for a different reason. Where in the SFOR- case higher cammanders 

appeared to restriet it because they believed to be able to centrally control the 

operation. higher command of Dutchbat restricted it because it knew the operational 

units had considerable natura! autonomy. 

• Different cammanders that were part (if the same crisis organization developed 

different organizational solutions. This meant that two neighboring teams operated 

quite differently The SFOR case provided evidence of this. An important condusion 

following this observation is that, apparently, at the team level (company level) 

cammanders have a particular autonomy to organize their teams according to their 

liking, although this autonomy should not be overstated (consider the role of the 

reconnaissance units). Although one can appreciate the autonomy the team 

cammanders had in designing the operational units, one should also note that this 

autonomy is a sort of 'unguided freedom'. They appeared to possess. in other words, 

the autonomy to develop rather strange solutions. The implementation of the 'need-to

know' policy - in some instances - is witness to that claim. Another interesting 

finding in that regard is that the team-corumanders occupied themselves with probierus 

of the division of labor. While the military doctrine emphasizes the importance of 

autonomy at the operationallevel, some team-corumanders designed structures that ran 

diametrically against such ambitions 

• The 11nits from the cases were assembied from the mother organization in different 

ways. Logtbat used an individual system of rotation and provided examples of 

operational units being built up of soldiers and leaders with different levels of 

expenence. SFOR and Dutchbat rotated unit-wise. Particularly SFOR showed that -

205 



Chapter fl1irteen. The it?fluence ofthe mother arKaniza/ion 

notwithstanding such a system of rotation - the assembly process can still be 

considerably complex. 

• There were indiridual dtf(erences heMeen commanders in decilinK with the issues of 

'natura/ au/Onomy of operatirma/units' Some cammanders were quite generous with 

granting 'elbowroom'. The Logtbat case provided evidence for this claim. There are 

two tentative hypotheses that one can formulate from this observation. In complex 

environments, units have a kind of natura! autonomy. Some cammanders find it hard 

to deal with this natura! autonomy and desperately try to entangle the operational units 

in a web of regulations Other individual cammanders are more inclined to accept this 

autonomy as afait accomp!i and adjust their entire policy to this. 

Similarily 

• !'he crisis orKanizations H'ere simi/ar in the sense that self-organization proved /o be a 

probietnatie concepl With 'problematic' I refer to the point that none of the crisis 

organizations that were stuclied straightforwardly designed units according to the 

holographic principles. Of course, the concept of self-organization was probiernatie in 

various ways. In circumstances of relatively little turbulence and equivocality (SFOR), 

the operational units had a limited amount of autonomy compared to circumstances of 

significant turbulence and equivocality (Logtbat). On the one hand, this is quite 

understandable. In the circumstances of Logtbat, the units had a kind of 'natura! 

autonomy': no matter how badly the central command may have wanted to control 

units, circumstances were not suited for controL In the far more stabie circumstances 

of SFOR, central command had far more possibilities tor prescription and control, 

which it subsequently used. As Weick ( 1979) noted, in circumstances of little 

equivocality one is able to use tàr more rules to assembie a process, e.g. one has a 

better opportunity for detailed controL However, circumstances with a lot of 

equivocality are far more challenging than circumstances with little equivocality. The 

Contradietory element in this is that the easy jobs are centrally steered and controlled 

while the difficult jobs are not. If an organization grants units autonomy in performing 

difficultjobs, why should they control the easy jobs? 

The logic underlying the problem stated above could be that the Army is an organization that 

as a rule aims for 'maxima! critica! specification' except in the cases where this is completely 
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impossible (e.g. not 'decentralization unless' but 'centralization unless')TXXIT This would 

imply that this is a general influence ofthe mother organization 

13.2 The influence of structural characteristics of the mother organization 

lf the Army wants to develop itself as a crisis organization, a crucial question is whether 

structural characteristics (in the sense of' stabie characteristics') of the mother organization 

influence the ability of crisis organizations to design self-organizing operational units. As was 

stated above, the cases provided some indications regarding such an intluence of the mother 

organization. These indications are a point of departure for exploring the influence of specific 

characteristics of the mother organization. Here, a choice tor three such structural 

characteristics is defended. Of course there may be influences from numerous other 

characteristics As such, a choice is always a limitation. However, if the general intluence of a 

particular structural characteristic can be defended, this can be tremendously intonnative for 

the Army, without denying that there are other influences. Here, the choice for three 

characteristics that fit this study are defended. 

• As was discussed in Chapter Three, the Army has developed a philosophy of 

command that is particularly meant for complex situations. Autonomy tor the 

operationallevel occupies a central place in this doctrine. However, the cases provided 

little evidence that this doctrine is wholeheartedly used. On the contrary even, 

partiCltlarly in the SFOR case (the only case that was stuclied after the implementation 

of Mission Command) centralization of command was the philosophy of command as 

it was actually put into practice Particularly in the SFOR case, however, cammanders 

did claim that the doctrine was applied. This indicates that there might be 

misunderstandings regarding the doctrine. In Chapter Fourteen the doctrine will be 

analyzed by makinga comparison with the analytica! framework ofthis study. 

• A second indication that is interesting to explore is that partiCltlarly in the Logtbat and 

the SFOR case people had to work together who did not know each other on a 

personal level, or were even unfamiliar with each other' s way of working. In the 

LXXII Regarding self-organizalion thcre is onc intcrcsting topic that was nol described in the original case descriptions, 
hut IYhich retumed time and time again in thc interviews. The men onl\· stm·ed in Bosnia tor si:-; months. Aftcr such a 
period, they wcre replaced bv anothcr battalion (Uutchbat. IFOR, SFOR) or hy another individual (Logtbat). Some 
times 'ëhc old'' cooperated with ·'the rlCw·· for a week or so to tea eh !hem the details of the local situation. This \Yas 
somcthing "the old" generally fow1d an cxtremelv ditTicuit job. The1 simp!Y could not bear the sight of a succcssor 
organizing things differentlv Within si:-; months the ne\\ had become the old and thcy reported the samc e:-;pcrience 
vYith "!heir new·· One can interpret this as a clear sign of the importancc of sclf-organizalion. Over time the old built a 
v·erv persemal waY oforganizing \heir allairs This cumuialed in a stvlc of\\orking in which insignifïcant details tor 
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Logtbat case this was due to the system of individual rotation. In the SFOR case it was 

due to the fact that the battalion was assembied from a number of different units from 

the mother organization and units were mixed by team-commanders. In both teams in 

the SFOR case these units from different parts ofthe organization were mixed in order 

to form operational units. This shows that the mother organization is not structured in 

such a way that it can deploy units as a whole. A process of assembly appears to be 

necessary, and one can imagine that this process of assembly influences self

organization In Chapter Fifteen the influence of the organizational structure of the 

mother organization will be analyzed. 

• When one considers the way in which leaders defined their role, it is interesting to 

note that ideas that are related to argumentation, doubt, and self-organization are never 

mentioned. Instead, leaders appear to define their role in rather classica! way. This was 

not the case in the Logtbat case, but there circumstances (the rotation policy) made it 

very difficult for leaders to adopt a classica! role. Chapter Sixteen will explore the way 

the leadership tunetion is implemented in the mother organization. In this study the 

different ways in which the leadership-function is implemented are called leadership 

structures. 

13.3 The ambitions of the reflection 

With respect to the ambition of the reflection, three issues are of particular importance. These 

are issues that are related to the nature ofthe claims being made 

• The cases provided examples of units that originated from ditTerent parts of the 

organization Logtbat was composed of different parts of the Army's logistic 

organization, which is a supporting unit in the mother organization Dutchbat 

originated from the (at that time) newly established Air Maneuver Brigade. SFOR 

originated from the First Division which consists of various brigades composed of 

Cavalry, lnfantry, and Artillery. In other words, the organizational context ofthe crisis 

organizations in the cases differed significantly. This seems to complicate the drawing 

of general conclusions, that is to say, the establishment of links between characteristics 

of 'the' mother organization and choices made at the level ofthe crisis organization. It 

is, however, intended to draw links between a general description of the mother 

organization and the crisis organization. The crucial step to make such an analysis 

outsiders \\·ere significant tór insiders. lhe insiders almost unanimously rcportcd that thc\ found it ditTicuit that thcir 
careti.Illv llllilt-up stvle of \\orking \\as disregarded. 
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possible is to establish a 'loose coupling' between the characteristics of the mother 

organization and the crisis organizations that were deployed. I am therefore interested 

in 'principles' that characterize the mother organization, rather than a precise account 

of a particular unit. There are two advantages in using such an analysis The first 

advantage is that although the crisis organizations in the cases originated from 

different parts ofthe organization, it is quite defendable that they were built up on the 

basis of comparable principles, although there might always be ditterences between 

organizational parts. The second advantage is that the basic principles remain 

relatively stable. An implication of this is that the analysis is not limited to the 

particulars of a concrete case. 

• The foregoing claimed that the exploration focuses on characteristics of the mother 

organization that structurally influence crisis organizations. This formulation might 

give the impression that it is pretended that each and every crisis organization, 

regardless its individual circumstances, is the victim of the proposed mechanisms and 

is influenced in exactly the same way. This would imply a classic view on causation. 

Everyday reality is much too complex for the identification of such mechanisms. As 

has been discussed in Chapter Two, this study has a different view on causation, one 

in which factors are considered to possess causa! potential, i.e. the capability of 

influence. The different relations between mother organization and crisis organization 

that will be identified in the next chapters are considered to be general mechanisms 

that might influence crisis organizations, and which can influence crisis organizations 

in different ways. 

• Because the principles behind the organizational arrangements are explicated it is 

actually studied what general influence the mother organization has on the proceedings 

in the crisis organization. Therefore it is attempted to make the pressures on the crisis 

organization insightfuL Insightful means that choices can be made understandable, 

while at the same time it is not claimed that they are inevitable. The unique 

circumstances of every opera ti on determine whether the causa! potential is effectuated 

and in which particular way. lf the mother organization aims to develop itself as a 

crisis organization, it is important that it is aware of such mechanisms, although it is 

perhaps tempting forthem to conclude that 'potential' means 'not necessarily' 
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Chapter Fourteen: The Army doctrine and dealing with dynamic complexity 

Decentralization may have been the dominant 'espoused' philosophy of command; the 

reflection on the cases made it clear that it was certainly not the dominant philosophy of 

command in use1xxm Given this finding, one can pursue different !i nes of research. One can 

ask why cammanders did not aim to apply a philosophy of decentralization. The next chapter 

will argue that because of the structure of the mother organization, crisis organizations consist 

of a mix of people, making it more difficult for cammanders to decentralize The analysis of 

the cases, furthermore, showed that the context in which the cases were performed also made 

a tremendous difference. Dutchbat was deployed in chaotic circumstances in which they gave 

up their ambitions as a crisis organization. SFOR, on the other hand, was deployed m 

circumstances in which the cammanders had the possibility for centralized command. 

The present chapter follows a different clue. Particularly in the SFOR case, 

cammanders claimed that they had applied military doctrine while the analysis of the cases 

showed that units had little self-organizing potentiaL There is, in other words, apparently a 

difference between what people say and what people do. This difference is interesting in its 

own right, because it indicates that people perhaps understand the doctrine differently. In this 

chapter, the content of the doctrine will be analyzed and compared to the analytica! 

framework. Furthermore, three issues will be discussed. ln the first pi ace, a description of the 

doctrine will be given and it will be attempted to expand on the description given in Chapter 

Three. ln the second place, it will be discussed how the philosophy int1uences choices at the 

level of the crisis organization. In the third place, it is discussed whether the assumptions of 

the doctrine were recognizable in the cases. 

14.1 A description of the doctrine 

The Army doctrine (part LDP I) was published in 1996 (aft er the experiences of Logtbat and 

Dutchbat, but before SFOR). In Chapter Three it has been explicated that in its recent doctrine 

publication the Dutch Army has chosen for a system of what is generally called Mission 

Command (MC). In its essence, MC is a system of command specifically meant for 

dynamically complex operations. lt is a system of decentralization that aims to enable 

initiative and decision-making at the lower levels. This system of command has been inspired 

LXXlil Argyris ( 1996. p216 ): ·Espoused theories are those that an indiYidual claims to follow. Theorics-in-usc are those 
that can be inferred from action. · 
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by the system of Auftragstaktik. MC, as it is formulated in the Army doctrine, consists of five 

so-called elements (Koninklijke Landmacht, 1996, pp.l 09-11 0) 

a. A cammander gives his orders in a way that ensures that his subordinates 

understand his view, their own mission, the objectives to be met, and the braader 

context ofthat mission in the operation ofthe entire unit; 

b. A cammander indicates to his subordinates what objectives they should meet and 

the reason why meeting them is necessary; 

c. A cammander allocates the appropriate means to his subordinate cammanders to 

fulfill their mission; 

d. A cammander leaves his subordinates free in the way in which they want to 

accomplish the mission, except for strictly necessary preconditions. for instanee 

because ofthe missionsof higher or subsidiary units; 

e. During the operation, a cammander only gives his subordinates instructions when 

the success ofthe operation is at stake. 

The Dutch doctrine of MC presumes that cammanders at all hierarchical levels are able and 

willing to take responsibility for their decisions and actions. Therefore, cammanders at each 

and every level should be trained and stimulated to take initiatives and risks insteadof merely 

following orders. Furthermore, it is mentioned that ~ besides taking responsibility ~ the 

desired accompanying leadership behavior for MC consistsof a number of aspects: 

• Cammanders at every hierarchicallevel should be prepared to set the example fortheir 

men; 

• They should beself-confident and courageous; 

• They should show decisiveness and not be risk-aversive; 

The system of MC is not considered to be solely dependent u pon the qualities of commanders; 

it is also considered to be dependent on the qualities of the interrelationships between 

commanders. In a system of decentralized command, cammanders at ditTerent hierarchical 

levels depend on each other's initiatives. Therefore, the system should be built on a high level 

of 'implicit coordination' between commanders. The doctrine mentions team spirit, unity of 

view, cohesion, and mutual trust as impm1ant preconditions for MC to be viable. Therefore, 

the recent Dutch Army's leadership policy (Beleidsvisie Leidinggeven, 1998a) describes 

mutual trust and mutual respect together with autonomy of action as essential aspects of 

leadership. When mutual trust and mutual respect are absent, a system of decentralized 

cammand is thought to fail. According to the Dutch military doctrine, MC should be applied 

in all kinds of operations and in both operational and peacetime circumstances. The choice for 
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a system of decentralization implies that the Army explicitly aims for autonomy at the 

operationalleveL 

14.2 The military doctrine and the analytica! framework ofthis study 

Superficially the text of the doctrine bears a close resemblance to the analytica! framework of 

this study. Both emphasize the complexity of operations and the importance of decision

making at the lower levels ofthe organization. More specifically 

• Both the analytica! framework developed in this study and the military doctrine are 

based on the assumption of the complexity of crisis operations. Decentralization is 

thought to be important because of the turbulence of crisis-situations. 

• The consequence of this outlook on crisis operations is that both this study and the 

military doctrine consicter it to be essential that in 'crisis operations' units cannot be 

guided on the basis of a closed set of perfect rul es, nor can they be perfectly guided on 

the basis of direct supervision. In order to achieve tlexibility, lower-level initiative is 

essentiaL The operationallevel is supposed to be given enough space, autonomy, to be 

able to do so. 

A closer reading, however, will reveal major differences. 

The de.finition of complexity 

A crucial sign that the doctrine is based on a limited conception of dynamic complexity is the 

fact that the concepts of doubt and double-loop learning are absent In the view of this study 

both concepts are essential because the environment can surprise the organization Sense

discrediting and double-loop leaming both represent a way in which the organizational system 

can be open to the environment In the account of Mission Command in the military doctrine 

there is no indication that bottorn-up experiences or insights are tobetaken seriously. Perhaps 

the doctrine considers bottorn-up information to be important However, one gathers 

information on certain specif'ied objects that are known in advance (perhaps the doctrine 

assumes that crucial information is gathered by specialized reconnaissance units). Dynamic 

complexity makes it impossible to specify in advance the kind of information one needs 

because the environment is largely unknown. Furthermore, because of the equivocality of the 

environment more information will not resolve dynamic complexity. Merely gatbering 

in formation is a form of single-loop learning. 

If such a single-loop leaming perspective is used to interpret the doctrine, a different 

light is shed on the formulation of the elements of the doctrine. Orders are top-down 
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formulated (element a). Initiative and freedom at the operational level are meant for dealing 

with the top-down assignments (elements b toe) Autonomy and initiative should safely stay 

between the limits that are determined top-down, which are - apparently - unquestionable. 

Prerequisites are fonnulated to ensure this there should be unity of view (while this study 

underlines the importance of contradiction) and cohesion (this study underlines that cohesion 

can threaten a spirit of contradiction). The idea that the experiences at the operational level 

can lead to really new insights is simply absent. 

This observation could already have become clear in Chapter Three, which 

emphasized that, according to the doctrine, peace operations can be complex because 'a lot of 

groups and fractions are involved', because of 'climatic and geographical conditions' and 

because of 'complex Rul es of Engagement'. The problems of uncertain meaning, confusing 

meaning, and multiple meaning were never explicitly mentioned. Furthermore, the 

observation in the SFOR case that specialized reconnaissance units were active in order to 

determine the 'information-need' shows that the 'evaluating' part of the control cycle is 

performed by a different functional component ofthe organization. 

The concept ofself-organization 

Because of the limited concept of dynamic complexity, MC emphasizes a limited kind of self

organization. Although the importance of operational initiative is emphasized, a firm, top

down formulated fence is placed around the self-organizing activities that are considered to be 

acceptablerxxl\· Within the definition of this study it cannot even be called self-organization, 

as the operationallevel is not concemed with tinding 'workable levels of certainty'. Certainty 

is supposed to be provided by the higher levels. 

The matters that are decentralized have to do with 'working out the details' of an 

operation. In that sense it can be perceived as a system that is meant as an attempt to reduce 

the workload of higher cammanders rather than as a concept that is meant for dealing with 

dynamic complexity This study, on the other hand, emphasizes that the nature of dynamic 

complexity is such that the possibilities for centralized control of an operation are limited. 

Experiences and insights on the operational level will have to be taken seriously at the other 

levels as well. The nature of dynamic complexity is therefore such that dialogue and 

argumentation are necessary on the operational, the tactical, and the strategie level. This is a 

LXXI\']( is for this reason qucstionable i!' Mission CommanJ is a gooJ translation ofAujiragstaktik as it was uscJ b\ thc 
Oerman and later thc Isracli Anm Van Crcvc!J (1985) cmphasvcJ that bottam-up initiativcs of the Israeli Anm 
changeJ thc nature ofthc 1956 campaign, probabh one ofthc c"<planations lor its succcss. Revealing is the conuncnt 
ofthe highest lsraeli military commander in those days. Davan: "Our capacitv for misaJ,-entnre is limitless" 
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fundamental difference between the analytica! framewerk of this study and MC as it IS 

formulated by the military doctrine. 

Situations.f(Jr lvfission ( 'ommand 

MC was originally interpreled as quite a Jiberal concept, which is understandable because 

originally the Army emphasized centralized controL That the doctrine is a strategically 

phrased document can be read from the 'factors that intluence MC' as they are formulated in 

the comtnander 's guideline (leidraad commandovoering) (Koninklijke Landmacht, 2000, 

I) lt appears that the doctrine these ·factors of intluence' forward as situations that 

complicate the granting of autonomy by the higher levels. The 'factors' are actually 

'situations' in which 

• Cnits do not operateintheir regular composition; 

• Politica! sensitîvity surround operations; 

• Cnits have to cooperate with international organîzations wîth different cultures; 

• Differences between units in the way tasks are conducted are unwanted. 

The Dutch text ofthe doctrine is surprisingly unclear here, ifnot semantically incorrect ·With 

peace operations, a number of factors intluence the decentralized execution · (my 

translation{:\X\. The exact nature and consequences of this influence is difficult todetermine 

on the basis of the text. I suspect that the passage is not incidentally unclear. The Jack of 

clarity hides the crucial point whether or not MC should be put aside in certaîn situations. 

This would imply that if a situatîon becomes more complex than the top-down defined 

borders have anticipated, the central cammander takes absolute control again 

One should appreciate the deeper cantliet of the Anny regarding this particular point 

There is not a single operation in which these factors are absent. Every military eperation is 

politically sensitive. Every peace operation involves the deployment of mixed units (crisis 

organizations are by definition 'task forces', see Chapter Fifteen). Every peace operation by 

definition involves cooperation with other cultures. In every peace eperation too much 

between units in the way tasks are conducted is by definition unwanted. After all, 

all the units of a crisis organization are bound by the same Rules of Engagement One can 

imagine why the commander' s is not saying that these factors mean the abolishment 

of MC, because that would effectively mean that it is claimed that MC cannot be used in 

peace operations. lf it is claimed that these complications make MC impossible, it is actually 
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stated that a system of command particularly meant for complex situations is abolished 

because of complexity This would imply that MC could only be applied in the safest of 

circumstances. By remaining unclear about this crucial issue, the doctrine provides every 

cammander in every situation the arguments to abolish MC. At the same time, however, the 

casual observer is led to believe that the Army is implementing modern concepts of 

decentral izati on. 

I should emphasize that I do not want to claim that the factors that are mentioned are 

unimportant One can easily imagine that all the different factors generally complicate 

operations in crisis areas. They are very likely to be matters that should betaken into account 

when a crisis organization is designed. Because this is not the topic ofthis study, I will devote 

no flirther attention to that. However, there is one remark I should make. The doctrine 

suggests that the factors are arguments against decentralization. That is, in my opinion, a 

wrong suggestion. In my interpretation the factors generally complicate the issue (~f control 

over an operation. The same factors would also complicate operations for organizations with 

a centralized system of controL As a matter of fa ct, military history has shown that centralized 

systems of command are less able to maintain control over complicated operations than 

decentralized systems of command (Van Creveld, 1985, Kramer & Kuipers, 2002) The fact 

that the doctrine interprets the factors as an argument against decentralization (according to 

my interpretation) to my mind indicates that the Army is still primarily focused on a 

philosophy of centralization. 

lmplementation (}[ initialive 

MC is phrased in the language ofleadership. It is phrased in termsof what leaders should and 

should not do. All in all, it means that officers are believed to be able to apply MC more or 

less regardless of the nature of the organizational context they operate in. This study 

emphasizes, however, that especially structural characteristics of an organization create the 

possibilities and limitations (control capacity, elbowroom) for self-organization. As a matter 

of fact, it is emphasized that an external structure of argumentation creates the prerequisites 

for meaningful argumentation at the operational level. The idea that leaders operate in an 

organizational context that can restriet the possibilities of meaningful action is nopart of MC. 

Because MC is predominantly a leadership concept, other organizational prerequisites 

receive little or no attention. When other organizational prerequisites are mentioned, they are 

LXX\. "EU vredesoperaties is een aantalfactoren van invloed op de decenrrale uitvoering'' (Koninklijke Landnwcht, 
2000, p.51) 
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of the soft and intangible sort, such as the emphasis on 'mutual trust'. 1 certainly do notwant 

to claim that something like 'mutual trust' is unimportant, but I do want to claim that it is an 

attractive concept for an organization because of its non-committal nature. lt does not commit 

the organization to fundamental - or true - change. One can easily claim the importance of 

'trust' without being committed to 'hard' consequences, such as a change in structural design. 

In this sense, resistance to change can hide behind the emphasis on the importance of 'soft' 

factors. 

The fact that MC is phrased in the language of leadership has one further consequence. 

MC seems to be meant as a game that is played between otlicersLXX\I Also operational units 

are supposed to be led by officers (whereas the cases show that also NCOscan betheleaders 

of such units) Because leaders are emphasized in the doctrine, little or no attention is paid to 

subordinates. There is no sign that operators are structurally taken serious as arguers or that 

they are supposed to think One can infer that MC is a system of decentralization between 

officers and therefore between leaders. lnitiative is emphasized as an important character 

trait of leaders. A higher commander is not to interfere in the proceedings at the lower level 

because another leader is supposed to be present at this lower level Reference to the 

importance of delegation to the non-officer levels is nowhere to be found, neither in the 

doctrine nor in the philosophy of leadership supporting the doctrine. This is a further 

indication that the doctrine appears modern (thinking at the operational level) while on a 

closer look it is not so modern (the common soldier is not expected to think). 

Operatiemalunits that are 'out of control' 

One can imagine why control is important for a crisis organization A crisis organization is 

deployed for certain purposes and if the organization loses control it cannot achieve those 

purposes. Dutchbat was a very interesting case in that respect Furthennore, it is obvious that 

no one is in favor of soldiers that cross ethica! boundaries or units that chase their own goal 

Some might misunderstand an emphasis on self-organization to be an argument against the 

importance of controL This is a fundamental misunderstanding Instead, one should 

r.xwi I had a rc\Taling expericncc in a discussion \\i tb ·'student ol1Jcers" (students with a tèw vears of\\orking: 
experienceJ at tbc Military Acmlemy. The idca lhat common solthers should he a part ofthe philosophy ofMC and 
should be g:iven rcsponsibilities appeared compielek hilarious lo lhcm. These studcnls \\ere all con,·inced lhal a 
svstem of dcccntrali?ation is crucial in crisis opcrations and wcrc convineed thal lhe traditional vnrvs of the Annv were 
loo centra]i?cd. They can. in olhcr words, he sccn as "modern ol'ficers". Supporliv·e ofthis gem:ral conYiction thal il is 
impossihlc for soluiers to he part of a systcm of dccentmliL.alion is the idea (or mvth'') that comnron saldiers are simplv 
loo slupid and morally inmlcquatc to he givcn that kind ofrcsponsibilitv Impheil in this idca is lhat leaders are a 
superior breed of people (this is understandable i!' one takes the education of leaders into account see later in this 
studYJ 
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understand 'self-organization' as a way to control a difficult environment According to the 

analysis in this chapter, the fear for units to act 'out of contra!' is the reason the Army is 

hesitant of (truly) choosing fora decentralized style of command. This is an important issue, 

but it is mystified by the discussions in the doctrine. When reading the Army doctrine one 

sees on the one hand an organization that recognizes that 'initiative' and 'not being risk 

aversive' is important in crisis operations; on the other hand one sees an organization that 

formulates hesitations regarding these issues. 

The reply of this study is quite simple. Units are not in danger of getting 'out of 

control' because of a Jack of discipline as a result of a liberal philosophy of command. They 

are in danger of getting out of control because of the nature of the environment The real 

problem for the Army is therefore the acceptance that they are confronted with dynamically 

complex environments. According to the definitions of dynamic complexity that has been 

used in this study, an organization that is active in such an environment is in principle at risk 

of losing contra!. One does not avoid these risks by tightening control on units. Quite the 

opposite, it is well established in organizational studies that classica! organizations have 

overwhelming difficulties when it comes to cantrolling their essential processes in difficult 

circumstances (Kuipers & Van Amelsvoort, 1990; De Sitter, 2000; Kuipers, Kramer & 

Richardson 2002) The inconsequence in the doctrine regarding these issues has been 

interpreted as rhetorical. If one uses a more understanding line of interpretation, one can see 

the inconsequence as the manifestation of a latent fear of dynamically complex environments. 

In other words, the Army should accept that in such circumstances total control is impossible. 

Actually, I believe that bath interpretations are true at the same time: a 'nothing is wrong, we 

are very modern' image is conveyed in order to ward off difficult questions regarding the 

nature ofthe operations ofthe Army. 

14.3 The military doctrine and the SFOR case 

It would be interesting to see whether the claim that the doctrine has a rhetorica! function can 

explain what is actually happening in crisis operations An inconsequent application of 

principles of decentralization can perhaps be made insightful when the unclarity of the 

doctrine is taken in mind. I only focus on SFOR because this is the only operation studied 

here that was perlormed after the introduetion ofthe doctrine. I will discuss several interesting 

points. 

• Within SFOR, an 'information demand' was top-down formulated; operational units 

were deployed as pawns to collect this information. Furthermore, they had to report 
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unusual situations. The information that the units gathered was transferred to staff 

level where it was used for reasons unclear to the operational units. Thus, operational 

units were perceived as 'the eyes' that transruit objective information preferably in an 

unbiased way, without the necessity to know why information is needed and why 

some things are more interesting than others. The environment was seen as partly 

unknown (otherwise the information was not needed) with an occasional surprise 

However, the organization was under the impression that the location of the unknown 

could be exactly specifled. This is a way of working that is in line with the doctrine 

(bottom-up insights are unnecessary) but not with the ideal of self-organization that is 

promoted in this study; 

• Crucial elements in the doctrine like 'not interfering in the operational proceedings' 

were simply not applied in the SFOR case. Vogelaar c.s. (2001) remarked that the 

SFOR contingent used the philosophy of 'centralization, unless .. ' rather than the 

philosophy of 'decentralization, unless ... ' as it is prescribed by the doctrine. But this 

practice is in line with the doctrine because SFOR consisted of mixed units, in an 

international context; 

• An interesting aspect of the SFOR case was that the team-cammanders adapted the 

structure of their platoons to the situation which they were confronted with. Thus it 

shows the importance of knowledge of theory about organizational structuring 

Splitting up a team in 11 elements and deploy them as pawns is in contradiction with 

the concept of self-organization in this study. However, according to the letter of the 

doctrine, the team-cammanders were not at fault, as principles of organizational 

structuri ng are considered to be no part of this; 

• An interesting feature of the SFOR case was that cammanders claimed that they did 

actually apply the doctrine. As Vogelaar c.s. (2001) argued, it seems that cammanders 

interpreted Mission Command in a (yet more) limited way. The problem ofMC is that 

it can lead to a reductio ad ahsurd11m. Cammanders can claim to use the doctrine 

when they teil people to stir their coffee but do notteil them how to do that. This is a 

consequence of the fact that there is no theory of task-structuring supporting the 

doctrine. This is what makes 'teil people what to do, instead ofhow' open for multiple 

interpretations. 
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14.4 Hypotheses a bout the intlucnee of the doctrine 

The central issue of this chapter was to explore the influence of the doctrine on the design of 

operational units in crisis organizations. On the basis of the discussions in this chapter, it 

seems reasanabie to suggest the following hypotheses: 

I. Jhe doctrine is meant for re/atively emy (not dynamically complex) circumstances 

even though it is meant as a doctrine .fór crisis operations. The different elements of 

the doctrine add up to a system to facilitate single-loop learning. Insights resembling 

double-loop learning, which is an essential faculty for dealing with dynamic 

complexity, are nowhere to be found; 

TI. The present .fórmulation of the doctrine provides commanders in evet)J operation the 

argument.\ nol to apply the doctrine.ln its current form, the doctrine formulates so 

many 'factors that influence MC' (should be read as situations in which MC should 

not be applied) that it provides cammanders in every conceivable operation the 

arguments not to apply the doctrine; 

lil. The doctrinefit!fllls a rhetorica! role. The doctrine gives a strong appearance of being 

a system of command especially developed for dynamically complex environments. 

As the doctrine provides (I) a limited view of dynamic complexity and (2) the 

arguments for centralized control in situations that are complex, one can hypothesize 

that the modern appearance it makes to the outside world is its true 'rationale'. 
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Chapter Fifteen: The influence of the organizational structure 

The crisis organizations in the cases were not deployed as a whole, but were assembied from 

the mother organization ln quite a literal sense the mother organization supplies the building 

blocks (the basic constituent parts of a crisis organization) from which the crisis organization 

is assembled. One can therefore suggest that the organizational structure of the mother 

organization influences the crisis organization. Therefore one can also suggest that the 

organizational structure of the mother organization influenced self-organization in the cases. 

The present chapter wiJl explore this intluence The following conceptual model represents 

the 'traces' that are being explored in this chapter: 

Organizational rhe comple;;itv of The intention to 
structure of mother the asscmblv design self-

organization proccss organizing units 

I i 
Modell5.1 

The model suggests that the organizational structure of the mother organization has two types 

of influence on self-organization 

• There is a direct effect of the organizational structure of the mother organization on 

the intention of crisis organizations to design self-organizing operational units. It will 

be argued that this effect is negative in the present-day Army. 

• There is an indirect effect of the organizational structure on the intention of crisis 

organizations to design self-organizing operational units. This indirect effect is 

effectuated through the complexity of the assembly process. It will be argued that in 

the present-day Army, the relation between the complexity of the assembly process 

and the intention displayed in the conceptual model here is negative A more complex 

assembly process has a negative effect on the intention to design self-organizing units. 
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This chapter will proceed by taking the following steps. Firstly, the organizational structure of 

the mother organization will be characterized. It \Vill be attempted to identify the principles on 

which the organizational structure is built. Furthermore, the nature of crisis organizations 

according to the Army will be discussed Secondly, it vvill be discussed what is particularly 

meant by 'the process of assembly' and what the hypothetical influence of the assembly 

process is on the preconditions of designing self-organizing units in crisis organizations. The 

direct effect of the organizational structure of the mother organization will subsequently be 

discussed. 

15.1 The organizational structure of the mother organization 

In this sec ti on the principles on which the organizational structure of the Army is built will be 

descri bed. One can say that, although the actual organizational structure of the Army changes 

all the time, the principles on which it is based remain relatively stable. This means that the 

principles can be regarcled as a general context for the different crisis organizations in the 

cases. Furthermore, this structural context is not limited to the cases described in this study, 

but can be considered to be largely relevant for crisis organizations that are assembied by the 

Army. A more detailed description is not considered to be necessary because the general 

description can provide the necessary inforrnation that is needed here. 

As a general description of the organizational structure of the Army, two 

organizational charts are displayed (model 15.2 and 15.3). These chaiis are 'edited' pictures 

of the larger organizational charts which are displayed in Appendix lil. They are edited to 

display the most relevant information for our purposes here and they display the situation in 

January 2003 This situation may have changed, but its underlying principles will not have 

changed. The first picture (l (GE/NL) C) shows the organizational chart ofthe mixed Gern1an 

and Dutch Army corps. The picture displays the 'll Air Man Bde' (air maneuver brigade; the 

mother organization of Dutchbat) What is furthermore relevant tor our purposes is the box '1 

DIV', which refers to a division. It can be seen that a di vision is built up of three 

'MECHBRlGS' (mechanized brigades) In these brigades 'the Army's operational capacity' 

comes together. The second picture focuses on one particular brigade, '13 MECHBRlG'. 

Important is that this brigade is composed of functional parts (see the discussion below). The 

brigade consistsof two infantry battal i ons (PATNFBAT), a cavalry-battalion (TKBAT) and an 

artille1y battalion (AFDRA). Furthermore, the different battalions are built up of three or four 

companies. 
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0106 ST IGNC 
0107 ST IGNC 

Model15.2Lxxvn 

LXXVrJ 

13 Mechbrig 

DLC: Divisie Logistiek Commando (logistic units) 
AirManBde: Air Manoevre Brigade 
CmdSptBde: Cammand Support Brigade 

222 

0136 ST IGNC) 
0138 ST 1GNC 
0139 NLCIE (VE) 



Part Five. The influence of the mother organi::ation 

Modell5.3 

It is important to establish that the organizational structure of the Army is predominantly 

designed for the so-called 'regular operations' (ie war) This is not the case for the Air 

Maneuver Brigade, which is built up from bath Army and Air Force units. The discussion 

below is nevertheless relevant for this brigade as wel!, because Dutchbat was structured as a 

classica! infantry battalion Below, the organizational structure of the Army will be described 

on the basis of a number of defining characteristics. This means that, rather than providing a 

detailed organizational chart, the principles underlying the design of the organizational 

structure of the Army will be discussed. The reason for this is that the principles pro vide, what 

one could call, the 'logic of the organizational structure'. The following description is based 

on facts trom the doctrine, part LDP Il (Koninklijke Landmacht, 1998b) The doctrine is 

considered to be a suitable souree because it specifies the principles of different kinds of 

military opera ti on. Therefore the basic principles of the organizational structure are explicated 

as well. 

• The contiguration of the Army is divisional The Army is split up into a number of 

'smaller armies' that can, more or function as autonomous wholes because they 

integrate the different 'weapon departments' (Koninklijke Landmacht, 1998b, 

p.IOS('xvm The Army calls the divisionallevel 'brigade'rxxrx A brigade consistsof 

about 2,000-2,500 soldiersL\xx Different supportive functions are centralized at the 

level of the division (ie DLC logistic command) or even at the level of the Army 

corps (Command Support Brigade) and not decentralized at the level of the brigade. 

This limits the autonomy of brigades. 

• An important distinction within the organizational structure of the Army is between 

'weapon departments' (the departments that are meant for the performance of the 

prima1y process) and 'service departments' (the departments meant tor the supportive 

processes). This distinction inevitably means that saldiers originating from weapon 

departments are not considered to have control over supportive processes. 

• The third important characteristic of the Army's organizational structure is that the 

brigades are built up on the basis of the principle offunctional concentra ti on (see also 

I hcsitmc to usc the .. autononwus whole'' bccausc thc autonomy of the brigades is limitcd. ll 
autonomous becausc it integrates thc Jit1ercnt '·weapon deparhncnts"· it is limited becaus~: tbc statr level has a firm 

onmanv ofthe proceedings vnthin the brigades. 
Confusingly, the level hierardücallv aboYe the brigades is called 'l DIV' (first division) 

L:-:xx ll is impürtanlto reali:ée that within organizational studies L50\J süldiers is considered to bc ·quite large·, but for 
an Annv it is considereJ to bc 'relatively smal!'. 
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Kuipers & Kramer, 2002). The weapon departments are split up into groups of 

specialists. Th ere are three major 'weapon components' · the infantry, the cavalry and 

the artillery (Koninklijke Landmacht, 1998b, p.l 09) Each of these weapon 

departments has its own specialistroleon the battlefield. These departments are called 

'battalions' and consist of about 600 sol di ers. The consequence of this is that groups 

of soldiers with comparable specialties are clustered in the same department (this is the 

so-called functional concentration). Another consequence of this functional design is 

that there are fundamental dependencies between the various weapon departments in 

their regular operations The actions of the artillery depend on the actions of the 

cavalry and the infantry These dependencies are only clear on brigade level, so the 

brigade level has both an initializing and a coordinating t'unction. 

• A fourth characteristic is that a battalion is split up into a number of equal 

components, the companies (see also model 15.3). The companies are again built up of 

a number of equal components, the so-called platoons. One can therefore say that a 

battalion largely consists of groups performing comparable tasks. This task - for 

example, the task of the cavahy on the battlefield - is specified in detail in war 

doctrines. 

• A fifth characteristic of the organizational structure is the distinction between 

performance and control activities at the level of the operational units. In military 

organizations this distinction is classica! because of the distinction between officers 

and soldiers. The officer with the lowest rank is the lowest controller. The military 

doctrine that was discussed in the previous chapter implied this ditTerenee when it was 

stated that autonomy may be granted to the lower levels, but only to oftlcers at these 

lower levels. 

• A sixth characteristic of the organizational structure of the Army is that individual 

tasks are defined and precisely descri bed. The tasks of a platoon are analyzed and split 

up into a number of constituent components. There is a definition of a standard 

platoon with each individual operating in a specific role. This specific role has to be 

trained extensively (see, for example, the KFOR case that was discussed earlier). 

This is a rather superficial analysis of the characteristics of the organizational structure of the 

mother organization, but the general message is quite unequivocal Functional concentration, 

a distinction between performance and control activities, a distinction between performance 

and supportive units (also called: specialization in performance activities), detailed task 

descriptions for individual soldiers (also called: division of performance activities) are all 
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typical characteristics of a classica! organizational structure aimed at a maximal division of 

labor (De Sitter, 2000). All in all, this results in an organization that can be characterized 

using Morgan's machine metaphor ( 1997, p.18): 'lf we implement these principles, we arrive 

at the kind of organization represented in the familiar organization chart ( .. ) a pattem of 

precisely defined jobs organized in a hierarchical manner through precisely defined lines of 

command or communication. lf we examine these principles closely, we find that the classica! 

theorists were in fact designing the organization exactly as ifthey were designinga machine'. 

In sociotechnicalliterature it is considered a truism that in such organizations the prerequisites 

for self-organization are extremely bad. 

Crisis organizations according to the Army 

The Army is, of course, aware that crisis organizations are not designed for 'regular' 

operations and that such organizations need to be put together. This section focuses on what 

the Army itself says about putting units together. Crisis organizations are temporary 

configurations. This means that they exist only for the duration of the crisis operation. The 

temporary nature of their configuration makes that crisis organizations fall in the doctrine 

under the heading of task forcesJX.\:XI Snook (2000, p.33) remarked: 'Task forces are 

designed by taking basic unit building blocks and assembling them along hierarchical lines 

consistent with the demands of the mission and time-honored military traditions of command 

and control'. Th ere are different ways in which task forces can be assem bied, depending on 

the nature of the 'basic building blocks' that are used. The LDP 11 (Koninklijke Landmacht, 

1998b, p.l 06) distinguished between 

• Reinforeed units. A unit of a regular part of the organization with some additional 

units (e.g. logistic support) to make the organization suitable as a task force for 

specific purposes forms the basis ofthis task force; 

• Mixed units The basis is a regular part of the organization with one of the units 

subtracted and one unit from another organizational souree added (e.g. a cavalry unit 

with one company subtracted and one infantry company added). The sum of units 

remains the same; 

• Unit-' minus'. At least two parts of a regular part of an organization are subtracted to 

forma crisis organization. 

LXXXI Thc LDP 11 (Koninklijke Landmacht. I 998b, p.l 04) distinguishes bctwcen: 
"Organi~k~ eenheden .. (rcgular) units: units that are deploYcd intheir usual contlguration; 
''Taakgroepen" (task forces)- Lmits that are ot·a ten1porary conf.iguration 
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The uses the first two options as a way to build crisis organizations. Dutchbat is an 

example of a reinforeed unit with an infantry battalion as basis (also KFOR, which has not 

been studied systematically, is another example of a reinforeed unit with an artillery battalion 

as a basis) SFOR is an example of a mixed unit with a cavalry unit as a basis with an in fantry 

unit added. Logtbat falls out of these categories. It appears to be a reinforeed logistic unit 

However, it is quite exceptional because one logistic company was subtracted and a Belgjan 

company was added (the added unit, being, strictly speaking, not of a different nature) and 

because ofthe individual system rotation policy, units were not deployed as a whole. 

An important question is how the mix is established within units. The doctrine 

some insight into how this mix should be accomplished in practice This falls under the 

heading of' reamoptreden' (team operations). A team is a mix of infantry and cavalry platoons 

at company level. Suppose that a taskforce is built up of a cavalty company (three platoons) 

and an intàntry company. ln the team concept both companies swap one platoon The result is 

one team with two cavalry platoons and one infantry platoon and one team with two infantry 

platoons and one cavalry platoon (Koninklijke Landmacht, 1998b, p.l 09). SFOR and IFOR 

are both examples of team operations. The mix is - officially nol continued beyond the 

company level. That means that ofticially platoons are not to be mixed and therefore the 

actual operators are not to be confronted with other 'types' of soldiers. The cases provided 

examples of team-commanders that had the freedom to form unitstotheir liking.Team B, for 

example, in the SFOR operation was mixed beyor1d the platoon level The JFOR case, which 

was not worked out in this study, provided probably the best example of two neighboring 

teams that mixed their platoons differently. One team mixed cavalry and infantry at platoon 

leveL another team kept cavalry and infantry strictly apart (Vogelaar, c.s., l997b). 

15.2 The influence of the assembly process 

The fact that crisis organizations are considered to be task torces indicates that assembly is 

necessary. Depending on the specifics of an opera ti on, the nature of the assembly processcan 

differ. It 1s suggested here that the process of assembly negatively influences self

organization: the more complicated the process of assembly is, the less crisis organizations 

wiJl intend to design self-organizing units. After all, the more complicated the assembly 

process, the more the crisis organization consists of fragmented groups from different origins 

• "Formaties" (tormuli<ms). A configuratwn of large troop;,. 
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in the mother organization. In that case the crisis organization consists of units that do not 

normally opera te together. Th ere are two sourees for the complexity of the assembly process: 

• Huilding block complexity. In the first pi ace the complexity of the assembly processis 

determined by the number of different building blocks that are necessary to form a 

crisis organization. lf the crisis organization exists as a whole in the mother 

organization, no assembly wil! be necessary. In that case, an integral part of the mother 

organization can be 'picked up' and put in the crisis operation and it can function 'as 

usual'. ln this instanee of an extremely simple assembly process, the preconditions for 

self-organization are particularly good. After all, the crisis organization is designed to 

function as a whole. Nevertheless, this instanee is not realistic in the present day 

Army. The Army should be changed fundamentally to make this possible. Opposed to 

the no-assembly option, one can imagine a situation of absolute assembly In that case 

a crisis organization consisting of 600 sol di ers could originate from 600 different units 

in the mother organization. In that particular case one can imagine that the 

preconditions of designing self-organizing units would be extremely bad. In the reality 

of the present-day Army, the complexity of the assembly process is likely to fall in 

between the extremes of no assembly and absolute assembly. 

• ( 'omplexity of the in tema/ constmction. In the second pi ace, the complexity of the 

assembly process is determined by 'the nature of the intern al construction' that is 

necessary to create a functioning crisis organization out of raw building blocks. One 

can imagine that two teams that exist as a whole within the mother organization are 

assembied to form a crisis organization In that case, the effects of assembly would be 

less negative compared to a situation in which two units from the mother organization 

are mixed to form two teams (e.g. cavalry and infantry) In other words, ifthe different 

building blocks can operate as self-organizing units, the effects of assembly on self

organization are less serious. lf the nature of the units that are assembied is such that 

they make a 'modul ar' construction within crisis organizations, the prerequisites for 

self-organization are better compared to a situation in which units have to be mixed 

extensively. Given this assumption there are two sourees that complicate the internal 

construction (I) if the original building b!ocks are mixed at the operational level, and 

(2) if operational units are structurally dependent on other units (for supportive 

processes, etc ). 

The organizational stmcture of the mother organization influences both sourees of 

complexity. An organizati on al structure 'groups' and 'coup! es', therefore the organizational 
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structure determines the nature of departments and groups within the mother organization 

The nature of the departments and groups determines whether they are suited to be deployed 

integrally into a crisis area and whether building blocks can handle a job integrally if they are 

dependent upon planners, supportive units, etc. 

The proces.\· (}fassembly and the organizationa/ stmct11re 

In this section it is discussed how the organizational structure of the mother organization 

influences the complexity of the assembly process. In a number of distinctive ways the 

existing structure of the mother organization complicates the process of assembly. With 

respect to the two sourees of complexity one can remark the following about the present 

organizational structure ofthe mother organization. 

• B11ilding b/ock complexity. Given the nature ofthe mother organization the chance that 

'whole' units can integrally handle a certain task is not that substantial/great. The 

mother organization is not designed for crisis operations. Consequently 'whole crisis

units' are not available in the Army, which means that some assembly will always be 

necessary (that is the implication of the definition of 'task forces') Within the existing 

structure one can only achieve 'broadly skilied units' by mixing various units. As the 

mother organization is built up of specialists and the crisis organization, as a whole, 

needs enough variety to deal with its environment (the principle of requisite variety 

applied to a crisis organization as a whole) a complex process of assembly is an 

inevitable consequence of functional concentration. The assemblers need to 'shop' in 

the various functional groups and departments in order to find enough variety 

for an organization to be able to operate in crisis operations. This has far-reaching 

consequences. For example, the SFOR rotation we studied was built up of saldiers that 

originated from 5 7 different departments in the mother organization. Th is 

fragmentation of a crisis organization shows why the intention to design self

organizing units is limited. It should be added that this fragmentation is not only due to 

functional concentration but also to the fact that ~ at the time we studied SFOR ~ 

different battalions in the Army were not up to their required strength and needed to 

'borrow' saldiers from other battalions in the Army. The prerequisites for self

organization in reinfórced units should be better than in mixed units. The backbone of 

reinforeed units is formed by a part of the regular organization, with units added for 

the purpose of the operation. In mixed 11nits, such as SFOR, even the operational units 
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are composed from units of different origin, which implies that more building blocks 

are necessary. 

• Complexity of the internal construction lf specialized units (units that need to clear 

mines. or need to build barracks) are deployed to perform a specialized job, 

construction complexity will be less because these units can indeed be deployed in a 

'modular way' Opposed to that, if units from the traditional brigades in the Army 

need to perform tasks such as displayed in Figure 3.2 in Chapter Three, the internal 

construction becomes more difficult. Tf units are mixed on operational level (i.e. in 

mixed units) the prerequisites for self-organization are obviously not very good. In that 

case it is possible that people have to cooperate who are unacquainted on a personal 

level, unfamiliar with each other's routines and in a totally new hierarchy (e.g. the ll 

elements of SFOR) However, also in reir!forced units the prerequisites are not very 

good. Functional con centration of the mother organization complicates the process of 

internal construction of the crisis organization As a result of the principle of 

functional concentration, the weapon departments of the mother organization are not 

designed to have control over supportive processes. lf supportive units are added, the 

structural complexity of the crisis organization increases and autonomy of operational 

units decreases. 

One can conclude that different characteristics of the organizational structure of the mother 

organization complicate the assembly process. Both types of task force need a complicated 

process of assembly to become functioning crisis organizations. Mixed units need to be built 

up from different building blocks and there is a good chance that these blocks need to be 

mixed as well. Reinforeed units are constructed out of fewer building blocks, but internally 

these task forcescan be structurally complex. In later sections it will be argued that reinforeed 

units suffer a second disadvantage: because the Army is not designed for crisis operations, 

these unitsneed to perform tasks that are unfamiliar' to them. 

The 'di reetion' ofassembly 

The mother organization is designed for large-scale operations. Within the large-scale brigade 

operation, a platoon is built to perforrn its specialist job. Crisis operations have, so far, not 

been that large-scaled. In operations such as IFOR, SFOR, and KFOR, the Dutch units that 

were deployed were not larger than a battalion (+/- 600). Crisis operations are therefore 

relatively smali-scale operations This inevitably means that a contingent of about 600 

sol di ers is taken out of a brigade. A brigade is, however, designed to operate as a whole. The 
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different parts of the brigade have tasks that fit into the logic of an operational brigade. The 

identity of the parts, in other words, is determined by the larger whole they are part of The 

consequence ofthis is that soldiers are taken out ofthe organization in which the definition of 

their task makes sense. 

Because of the nature of the organizational structure of the mother organization, the 

processof assembly has an inevitable logic. Within the current logic of assembly ofthe Army, 

assembling a crisis organization is a process that runs in the direction from 'large' to 'small'. 

From a large organization parts are taken out and put together. These parts have a specialist 

background. Their job makessensein a large-scale operation of a different kind. Units are cut 

from the context in which their tasks and routines make sense to become rather unfitting 

blocks for the purposes of a certain mission. One can also imagine a 'logic of assembly' that 

runs from small to large. ln that case, small 'holographic' units are put together to form a 

crisis organizationL\Xxn A large unit is in that case a collection of smali-scale 'holographic' 

unitsLxxxm The process of assembly is an inevitable consequence of the organizational 

structure of the Army. If one aims to change 'the logic of assembly' that is being used, it is 

necessary to structurally change the mother organization 

15.3 The direct effect of the organizational structure 

The disadvantages of the type of structural design of the mother organization are extensively 

analyzed and discussed in sociotechnical literature. This section discusses general 

disadvantages of the organizational structure of the Arrny without a direct link to crisis 

operations. Disadvantages of the principle of functional concentration are that it creates 

'structural complexity' because of the ditlicult coordination between organizational columns, 

which makes an organization less efficient, less flexible, and less controllable (eg. Kuipers & 

Van Amelsvomt, 1990; De Sitter, 2000; Kuipers & Kramer, 2002b ). The acts of one platoon 

of specialists are structurally dependent on other parts of the organization: the artillery, the 

infantry and cavalry can only act when they are aware of each other's location and 

L~xxH The tenninolog\ that is heing used here ean lead to some confusion. According to thc socioteclmical design 
logic. organi?ations shorlld be designed hom "large" to ·'small'·. First, lasbare dividcd al macro-level. Suhsequently, 
tasbare di,·ided at mcso-levd. According to Kuipers & Van Amelsvoort ( J 000), this design logic is ncccssary if one 
aims to implcment a philosophy of minimal di\ision oflabor. lhis is a design logic thal is oricnlated at the design of 
individual organizations. The "smal!'' to "large" direction that I propose hcrc rcfcrs to the asscmbly of complete 
organizalional components. \\hich is actualh a ditl'ercnt topic. Organizations thal are assembied lrom small to large 
consist ot· units that can opcratc relati,·ely independentand lhcrcl(lfe the prcrcquisites t(Jr sclt~organization are hetter. 
LXX\:!!! Onc ::;houlcl he a\vare or a partienlar confusion: thc soL:iotcdmical J.es1gn logic prescribes that organizatîons are 
to he designcel trom ''large lo smal!" According to Kuipers & Van AmelsYoort ( 1990) this dcsrgn logic is neccssarv if 
onc aims at control capacity at the Jo \Ver lcYcls. That is the reason I should emphasize that in a dcsignlogic from smal! 
to largeil is a prerequisile lhat the huilding blocks are ·holographic· (i.e. originallv designed lrom ·]arge' lo 'smal!'). 
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movements. This awareness is created by means of complex mechanisms of coordination. The 

difficult dependencies between parts of the organization are not insightful at the operational 

level, which means that they become entangled in den se webs of regulations and orders. Such 

organizations need a large technostructure in order to establish the necessary coordination. 

Furthermore, the emphasis on rules and procedures does not positively intluence the quality of 

working life (De Sitter, 2000; Kuipers & Kramer 2002b) A frequently mentioned advantage 

is that groups of specialists are weli-skilied intheir respective specialist areas and up to date 

regarding, for example, state of the art technology. This advantage is challenged by De Sitter 

(2000) who argued that true i nnovation necessitates synergy of different specialists, which is 

not stimulated by putting them in different columns of organizations. 

These are, however, disadvantages of this particular type of organizational structure 

related totheir regular operations. This is not the topic ofthis study. The Army is designed for 

a specific type of operation: all-out war, more specifically, on a concept ofwhat 'all-out war' 

entails. A consequence of this is that crisis operations are, in the logic of the design, 

exceptional operations. This is represented in model 15.2 by the box DTV UITZEND EHDN 

(which could be translated as 'diverse crisis organizations'). The paradox in this state of 

afTairs is that the operations that are performed on a regular basis are, in the logic of the 

design, exceptions and not the real work. One can neve1iheless hypothesize that in an 

organization that is built upon the principle of functional concentration and that is dependent 

upon the precise following of orders and routines, concepts like self-organization, doubt, and 

argumentation remain rather underdeveloped. One can therefore reasonably hypothesize that 

crisis organizations inherit characteristics of 'the original'. 

Nol made for crisis opera ti ons 

Perhaps the most eye-catching characteristic of the organizational structure of the mother 

organization is that it is not designed toperfarm crisis operations. The organizational structure 

of the Army is made for traditional warfare on battlefields. Not incidentally these traditional 

batties are called 're gul ar missions'. A basic brigade is essentially built up of the 'weapon 

departments' (infantry, cavalry, and artillery), departments that are built up of specialists that 

have a particular role on the battlefield. In fantry is the department with the 'ground farces', 

cavalry is the department with 'the tanks' and artillery is the department with 'the heavy 

guns'. It is expected that on a battlefield all three are needed. After the Army adopted crisis 

operations as one of its central jobs, it did not change the orientation of their organizational 

structure. 
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There is a particular consequence for crisis organizations that is relevant. During crisis 

operations, units are confronted with tasks, roles, and problems they are not familiar with. 

Units have, for the most part, a neutral role during crisis operations, they have to perform 

tasks like social patrols, helping to build up local resources, and accompanying refugees to 

their former homes, taking over the role of the fire brigade, etc. Furthermore, they are 

confronted with situations in which they are provoked but not allowed to act. Also, compared 

to war, performing crisis operations can be considered a 'boring' occupationLxxxiv. Most 

importantly perhaps, operational units can be confronted with a diversity of tasks that are 

unpredictable in advance and with a whole range of problems that are equally unpredictable. 

The best example of this is perhaps KFOR, where operational units took over the role of the 

fire-brigade. The nature of crisis operations demands that operational units are broadly 

orientated rather than specialized. 

This results in units that are not suited to the demands of the task environment. In the 

present-day Army it is rather likely that units are deployed whose original task has nothing to 

do with complexities in the environment. After all, if an environment demands that units are 

able to patrol, to build checkpoints at strategie locations and take over the role of the fire 

brigade, a mix of infantry and cavalry does not contribute to the establishment of units that are 

able to conduct these different tasks. lt is as if one aims to create a unit of car mechanics by 

mixing painters and carpenters. Furthermore, a broadly skilled unit is different from a unit 

consisting of 'a mix of specialists'. Essential in a 'broadly skilled unit' is that memhers are 

not single-mindedly focused on one task, but individually have a broad orientation on the 

demands in the task environment. One does not create such ability by putting together two 

types of specialist. Such a strategy would be called 'redundancy of parts' by Morgan, which 

can be translated as 'ad ding spare parts'. Th is strategy is fundamentally different from the 

sociotechnical philosophy of 'redundancy of functions' (Morgan, 1997). Not only is a 

specialist's mind not very suited for crisis operations, it certainly is not very suited if the 

specialty is largely irrelevant for the operation in hand. 

15.4 Hypotheses about the influence of the organizational structure 

On the basis of this analysis, one can propose the following hypotheses about the influence of 

the organizational structure on the ability to design self-organizing units. 

Lxxxrv See also Avant & Lebovic (2000); Milier (1997); Segal & Tiggle (1997). 
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I. There are differelll ways in which the currellt organizational structure rif' the Army can 

potentia!ly hinder the i11tention to design seJf:organizing units. The Army is not made 

for crisis operations; it is built up of specialists, and is made for large-scale opera ti ons. 

The organization furthermore. not made for assembly. Al ready in the simplest form 

of assembly (assembling a task force) the Army's ability to design self-organizing 

units is seriously undemlÏned. When put together, these reasons reinforce one another. 
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Chapter Sixteen: The influence or leadership structures 

The analysis of the case studies showed that the leaders in the crisis organization defined their 

role in a classica! way. There was little indication that argumentation and doubt were 

considered important by leaders. Perhaps it occurred only in the Logtbat case, but as a 

consequence of Logtbat's rotation policy the circumstances gave leaders no other choice. If 

they had a choice, for example in the SFOR case, leaders defined their role in a classica! way. 

One can suggest that the way leadership is defined in the mother organization influences the 

way leaders defined their role. The hypothesis on which the analysis in this chapter is based 

is the way the leadership role was defined in the cases is intluenced by the way the leadership 

tunetion is implemenred in the mother organization. In the earlier parts ofthis study this has 

been called 'leadership structures' These leadership structures refer to the way the leadership 

function is implemenred in the Army organization. Leadership structures are considered to 

have both a conscious and unconscious intluence on the way leaders deflne their role1xx:-.:v 

The analysis of the characteristics of the leadership structures will not claim that ce1tain 

leadership structures inevitably have a bad influence on the intention to design self-organizing 

units. Rather, leadership structures are considered to influence the defînition of leadership in 

the cases. Therefore it is important tor the mother organization to ereale leadership structures 

that stimulate arf,'Ulllentatîon Below, a number of characteristic leadership structures \:vill be 

discussed that can provide insight into the way the role of leaders is implemented in the 

Army. 

16.1 The nature of the leadership structures 

The leadership structures that are discussed in this chapter are not selected on the basis of an 

analytica! model lnstead, the discussionsin this chapter can be regarcled as an exploration of 

the leadership structures in the Army. One could consider this to be an arbitraJ)' procedure of 

selection A likely criticism would be that I have selected those structures that support the 

general argument in this study. In my apinion there are two arguments to contradiet such a 

claim 

A crucial note is that the mother organi~alion is nol the on!Y t<m:c that intluences the deiluition of leadership. 
Thc di:;-:;ussion of the cases in Part Four showcd that this de!lnilion depend cd on the circumstances and on personet 
characteristics of a leader. In the panicular circumstanccs of LogthaL leaders wcrc nol abk lo lhltlll a "centmlistic" 
role and some charaderistics of a elimate in which argumenlation \Uts stinmlatcd \\ere recognizahle. Again, this has to 
tlo wllh the issue of causality. 
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• Although one can question whether the present discussion presents a complete picture 

of the leadership structures in the Army, one can state that the leadership structures 

that are discussed are particularly important For example, De Sitter (2000) stated that 

characteristics of the organizational structure are the most important predietors of the 

behavior of leaders. 

• The discussionsof the various structures present an unequivocal picture. There is little 

evidence that the leadership structures within the Army support leaders to stimulate 

argumentation and aim to create a spirit of contradiction. On the contrary, within the 

present leadership elimate it would not be surprising that leaders do not even develop 

the thought that argumentation is important 

16.2 The leadership structures 

In the following, various leadership structures will be explored. Their assumed effects on 

leadership in crisis organizations will subsequently be discussed. The picture that is drawn of 

the various leadership structures hides an interesting contradiction. On the one hand, leaders 

are not supportive of argumentation with those they lead because their ofticer-status elevates 

them to a position that makes them 'too superior to argue'. On the other hand, leaders in the 

Army are part of a restrictive hierarchy that makes an individual leader rather powerless. 

Although there is little room available bere to work out an explanation for this contradiction, I 

tend towards a psychoanalytica! account: Images of nobility and superiority serve to push a 

reality of powerlessness away from consciousness. 

The organizational struc/11re 

Within sociotechnical theory it has been well-established, both empirically and theoretically, 

that leadership is strongly intluenced by the structural regime of the organization (De Sitter, 

1970, 2000; Kuipers 1989b ). An organizational structure can bind the operational work to 

strict and detailed rules. This has an important influence on the leadership role One can 

therefore claim that the existing structural regime is an important leadership structure, in other 

words, an implementation of the leadership function that determines how leaders define their 

role. 

In the previous chapter the existing structure of the A1my has been discussed. lt was 

concluded that the principles of the organizational structure of the Army are classica! and can 

be characterized by Morgan's machine metaphor This is a structural regime that binds the 

operationallevel to strict rules. As a consequence, leaders at the lower hierarchicallevels have 
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a relatively low degree of freedom themselves. They are unable to doubt and argue the 

existing operational rules, because these rul es are a necessary consequence of the structural 

regime. Leadership in classica! organizations is consequent with consistent the existing 

structural regime, which is understandable because the organizational structure shapes the 

tasks of leaders. It should be added that assembly breaks the ebains of the existing structure. 

However, the previous chapter bas shown that the effects of assembly are likely to have a 

more restricting effect 

Command and control 

In order to understand the activities of individuals in a military organization, one should be 

familiar with the concepts of cammand and control (Snook, 2000) Cammand refers to 

·communicating intent and providing direction' and control is considered necessary to set 

limits and provide structure (Snook, 2000, p.31). Snook described the situation in the US 

Army. However, the situation of the US Army and the Dutch Armed F orces are comparable. 

The twin-concepts of cammand and control can be compared to the Dutch concept of 

commandovoering (Koninklijke Landmacht, 1998b, p.38). It is necessary to describe these 

concepts because they can explain why leadership structures in the Army are built up in a 

particular way. Snook about this: 'The twin-concepts of cammand and control and those 

systems designed to execute these functions structure the forma! flow of communication and 

coordination in complex military organizations. To fully understand any behavior of interest 

in a military organization (. ) we have to first understand how such action is influenced by 

complex systems of cammand and control'. 

The brief definition of cammand reveals that it has to do with how authority is 

structured in military organizations The 'chain of command' describes how the authority of a 

central cammander tlows down to alocal commander. The existing system of ranks, which is 

a very visible characteristic of a military organization, reveals who bas authority over whom. 

A basic principle of cammand is that someone is always in charge Snook (2000, p.33) 

'Someone is always in charge; someoneis always responsible; and knowing who that is at all 

times is of utmost importance. Cammanders are responsible for everything their units do or 

fail to do'. As a matter of fact, one of the tirst things new recruits at the Military Academy 

learn is that they can be punished for sarnething that someone el se did if they were formally in 

command. It does not matter if they were personally involved in the forbidden activities; it 

even does not matter if the forbidden activities were such that the one formally in charge 

could not reasonably have anticipated them. Another basic principle of cammand is 'unity of 
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command', which means that the chain between highestand lowest cammander is unbroken. 

No individual military wanders through an area without being an identifiable merober of the 

pyramid of command, no individual military acts without this act being a part of the intentions 

ofthe higher commander, to which he has an explicit relation. 

The control process is meant as a series of supplemental coordinating mechanisms. 

Snook (2000. p.34) 'In genetic terms, all actions within military organizations are guided by 

a broad set of doctrine, tactics, techniques and procedures' One must think about manuals 

that describe how to use material. principles that describe how the doctrine should be applied, 

procedures that prescribe military conduct, etc'Lxxxvr Sn ook (2000, p.37): '( .... ) series of 

local procedures not only supplement general cammand guidance contained in higher level 

orders and plans, but they also attempt to integrale such broad mission-specific direction with 

a whole host of existing standard technica] publications. lndividual service member behavior 

is not only guided by direct lawful instructions from their chain of command, but also by 

more task-orientated direction contained in volumes of technica! orders, training manuals, 

service regtilations handhooks and operator manuals'LxxxYu 

It should be underlined that the concepts of cammand and control are consequent with 

the classica! view of organizations 'Command and control' describe the instructions for the 

machine This study has emphasized that hierarchy is a functional phenomenon. As such the 

coordinating mechanisms described above do not need to be dysfunctional. One can imagine 

that it is important in a crisis area that the organization knows where its members are; one can 

imagine it is important that saldiers abserve the Rules of Engagement However, the most 

important argument throughout this study has been that an organization cannot deal with 

dynamic complexity on the basis of top-down control alone. Instead, bottorn-up insights and 

bottorn-up meaningful action are of essential importance to a crisis organization. This study is 

Onc of the first curious thiugs I encOlmtered when 1 starled to work m a militarY organization is that it is often 
made explicit that at a spccific occasion, tl1ere will be no dress code for ciYihans. In other \\Onls. it is feit 
neccssary to make explicit that there is no dress code. subtlety rcvcals an important aspect of militarY thinking: 
lhc state of"no onkrs·· is com;idered to he the ahnonnal state that has ro he oft!ciallv annOtmced 
r.xxxvn Interestingly, Scolt Snook, who anal\'zed a case of frièndly tlre. draws aparaliel between thrs densc web of 
orders, rnles and rcgulations and the of a total insutution such as it is described by Gollinan ( 1961 ): "This 
general insight is not new~ however, a unique and powerrul aspect of military organizational contextsis the 
broad framework of command and control rclationships within which all indi\·idual and collective hchavior is 
embedded'. (Snot>k 2000, p.39). He subsequently claimed that this perhaps appears to be on:mhclming. However, 
because it is part ofthe rnalter-ot~course world ofthe militmy, he proposcd that it fades into the background, becoming 
contc'>:t, bc it important conte;;t. Tlüs sccms a ennelusion with a strange twist One could also reason that especiallv 
becausc il laken for granted il becomcs even more important becausc the system implicitly int1lrences thc hehavior 
of individuals. On top of that, Snook hunself emphasized the imparianee of context on thc hdravior of individuals m 
an organiO'.alion. lt seems therefore contrad retor. Lo claim that thc system is n''t ovenvhclming hecause it fades inw tbc 
background. I want to propose an e.xplanation with again a psvchoanalvtical t1avor Snook himself used he an 
oftker. lt is my experience that officers mav bc rather critica] of a speels of the militmv organization. Snook' s excellent 
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therefore nat opposed toa system of cammand and control, it is opposed toa single-minded 

emphasis on cammand and controL lf this emphasis is not counterbalanced by the 

establishment of bottorn-up structures, then a system of cammand and control as it is 

described here contributes to leaders emphasizing central control and not recognizing the 

importance of self-organization, doubt, argumentation, and contradiction. According to the 

logic of this study, this leads to organizations that essentially underestimate the complexity of 

the environment. 

ll1e distinction between (~{ficers and soldiets 

The foregoing focused on the 'powerless pan' ofthe leadership role. Here I want to focus on a 

'superiority part' Traditionally, in any Army, a distinction is made between off'icers and 

saldiers This originated from the distinction between the 'nobility' and the 'commons' In the 

past, the nobility occupied the positions of the "the thinkers' and the commons the place of the 

'the doers'. This distinction is, of course, a characteristic of all present-day arm i es. Wh at llike 

to point out is that this distinction can·ies a specific connotatien which runs counter to the idea 

that leaders should stimulate a spirit of contradiction. 

Dixon (1976) showed that in the Englîsh Am1y · it has not been uncommon tor 

oftlcers to fee! extremely superiorL\xxvm What is interesting about Dixon's claim is that 

these feelings of extreme superiority are not a queer leftover from the past; it is a fairly recent 

phenomenon. In the past, the nobility feit superior, but given the fact that society at was 

structured in this way, they took their superiority for granted. Dixon (1976, p.233) 

'Nowadays things are different. The social distance between officers and men is, more often 

than not, contrived rather than rooted in their ancestry. For officers of humbie origins this 

might well be expected to produce sizable problems of adjustment. The first jolttotheir social 

reinforcement standard wiJl be one of positive discrepancy. From being nobodies they 

suddenly find themselves elevated on to an institutionalized pedestal of dizzying proporti ons.' 

It is known that sametimes there are cadets of the Military Academy in Breda that refer to 

themselves as 'Sons of God' (Kuipers, 2003 ). The distinction between officers and sol di ers is 

therefore anything but neutraL 

case stud) an exampk of that. Whcn it comes to ~riliciz~ tbc timdamems of thc militarv organization. ho wever. 
!end to go out of their way to Jïnd rationahzations. 

the following quote of an English ofl1cer speaking about bis men i Dh:on. p.229): ··Thev are 
rather Jikc pct animals'. he said lome ofhis men onc day. ·onc must keepthem clean and properly fcd. so that do 
not gd dtscascd and are in good working order. One must teach them to react S\l'ifth· and without thought to 
extemal stimuli or signals. Juslas vou \\hislle fora dog.''' must there bc cenain simpk and <'asily recogniLablc î(mns 
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Furthennore, the way the distinction is implemented within the Army is certainly not 

supportive of argumentation. The officers within the Anny forma closed group of rulers. One 

cannot reach the higher ranks without first having worked at the lowest officer-rank, but one 

does not need to have worked as a soldier (unlike in the German Army) The highest general 

has worked as a platoon-commander. The consequence of this is that the highest general has 

been in the Army for about thirty years. Leaders in the Army are therefore in a way isolated 

from influences from outside the Army. In this way, the existing culture is sustained. 

Furthermore, almost all officers in the Army are trained and educated at the Military Academy 

in Breda, certainly the ones in the higher ranks. In this respect, the Military Academy really is 

a 'founding institute'Lxxxrx 

16.3 The education ofleaders 

One particular leadership structure that deserves specific attention is the Military Academy. 

Leaders in the Army are trained and educated at the Military Academy in Breda. Before they 

start at an operational function they have been educated at the Academy for a number of 

years. In a number of ways the Military Academy can be said to emphasize the role of leaders 

as 'rulers' rather than as the people that emphasize contractietion and argumentation At the 

same time, the Academy demands conformity, thus creating an institute that seems almost the 

epitome of a classic view on leadership. I believe I can support these claims by drawing upon 

analyses from others. A number of typical characteristics of the Military Academy as an 

institute are discussed bere. It should again be emphasized that these are explorations and not 

a systematic analysis of the topic. Therefore the results of these discussions are hypotheses 

that may be the starting point for further research. 

A distinct goal of the Military Academy is the establishment of an 'elite' (Moelker & 

Richardson, 2002). Currently the education at the Military Academy is built up of three 

'cornerstones' the 'officer corps' (for the processof personality development), the 'military 

instruction' (in order to learn the basic military skills) and the 'academie study' (in order to 

build up a scientific attitude). The officer corps is an informal network of leaders. An 

important reason for its existence is the thought that the corps consists of people that can be 

trusted in difficult circumstances (Klinkert, 1998). In theory the members of the officer corps 

are expected to be trustworthy because they are 'socialized into the values of the corps' and 

of \\<mis tl>r thc men. (. ). Thev must c,.;pcct. and on thc who!c rcccivc, justice- a !ump or sugar "hen thcv ha1·e donc 
wdl. a 11hipping 11hen thc1 ha\'e heen disobedicnt ( .. )' The oJTiccr went on and on, httt thc tcndcnc1 11ill he dear. 
L.\x:--:r:-..: It is, ho\YC\'CL not the only training institutc for ofTicers. Jn later pmts or thcir carcers. oJTicers that display 
promising talent rollo\\ a distindi,·e "carecr path'- \\Ïth spccillc "stalT training'' 1o match 
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because of the informal bonds that exist between the members. One can therefore say that 

leaders within the Army are part of astrong informal network that has been established in the 

early phases of their careers. 

The Military Academy possesses some modern educational views These are 

represented by the acronym ZACVEM. The Military Academy explicitly aims to educate 

leaders that possess so called ZACVEM qualities (in Dutch Zell\·tandigheid, Activiteit, 

Creativiteit, T 'erantwoordelijkheid1hewustzijn, Ethisch bewust, Milieubewust). This can be 

translated as independenee (Z), initiative (A), creativity (C), sense of responsibility (V) ethica! 

awareness (E) and environmental awareness (M). One could read an argumentative spirit into 

this short list of qualities The ZA CVE (I will nottake the M into account because it appears 

to have been added for purposes of politica! correctness) characteristics are supposed to be 

found in leaders. One could interpret ZACVE as a first step towards argumentation Again, 

my condusion will be that this is not the case and that ZACVE fuifiJs a rhetorica! role. This 

claim is based on the thought that ZACVE cannot possibly prosper in an organizational 

context as currently exists at the Military Academy The restricting influence of this 

organizational context is discussed in the subsequent sections. 

Socialization 

The val u es that constitute the cornerston es of this otlicer corps are heavily socialized into the 

new reemits (Moelker & Richardson, 2002) As a result of that, Kuipers (2003) concluded 

that the Military Academy puts strong forces on reemits to conform, a condusion that was 

shared by Ramakers (2003) In order to reach these goals, the Military Academy has explicitly 

been formed on the basis of the principles of the total institution as described by Goffman, 

although the Military Academy is not a total institution in its purest form (Moelker & 

Richardson, 2002). This is not the place to discuss the ins and outs of Goffmann' s theory of 

the total institution; however, one particular aspect of his theory is relevant here. One of the 

most penetrating conceptsof Goffman is mortification. According to Goffmann (1965), total 

institutions explicitly aim to 'break down' the existing individuality of their members in order 

to replace it by an ego that is handed over by the institute. These rites of mortification are 

certainly recognizable in the Military Academy (Moelker & Richardson, 2002) as an explicit 

tooi of socialization One can question if argumentation and mortification are compatible. My 

condusion is that they are incompatible For example, a particular peculiarity of cadets that 

was noted by Vroom (2003) is that hierarchy becomes to be perceived as a panacea (a salution 

for all problems). Heijster claimed that the institute functions as a means to create clones with 
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a standard outlook on reality, a standard idea ofthe nature of problems, and a standard idea on 

how to solve them (Heijster, 2003). A particularly visible aspect of socialization is the 

ceremony of initiationxc The ceremony of initiatien is built up of ingredients that are 

essentîally repressive and humiliating (Ramakers, 2003). Frequently ît is defended as a way to 

teach the cadets the 'values ofthe officer corps'. 

ft is questionable whether such a ceremony stimulates a spirit of contradiction. In tàct, 

Heijster (2003) claimed that one of the first things cadets leam is that a critica! attitude is 

fiercely punished. One official justification for the initiation rites is that 'the individual' 

should offer private interests for group interests'. Another ofilcial justitication of the initiation 

rite at the Academy is that it is supposed to build psychological toughness (Soeters, 2003). 

'The strong survive', in other words. Ramakers (2003) remarked that it is questionable 

whether physical and psychological 'toughness' can be trained by means of repression 

Besides, if one considers the ability to contradiet a quality that necessitates psychological 

strength then not the strong survive, but the weak. I like to claim that the initiation is more 

than 'training' lnstead, T claim that it is a 'ceremony of conformity to the powers-that-be'. 

Furthermore, the officer corps as such can be seen as a 'formal-informal' (or 'a formally 

implemented informal circuit') group of people that occupy the most important functions in 

the Army. As such, one can interpret the officer corps to be a 'guardian' ofthe existing Army 

culture, or perhaps better phrased, a guardian of the existing 'power stmctures' in the 

organization, which one enters through conformity after humi!iation. 

Opponents ofthis view will probably claim that there is a substantial gap between total 

institutions such as monasteries in the Middle Ages and the Military Academy today They 

are, of course, right. The regime at the Militmy Academy and the regime at the prototypical 

total institutions are worlds apart. The boarding-school system, for example, is no Jonger 

absolutely obligatory (Groen & K!inkert, 2003). What is cmcial for the argumenthereis that 

the educational philosophy still is derived from Goffmann's description of total institutions. 

Various kinds of developments make a 'pure' total institution not realistic In the logic of 

educational philosophy, 'the ideal' is therefore threatened by outside forces. Not incidentally, 

Groen & Klinkert presented a picture of decay when they discussed the pi ace of the officer 

corps at the present-day Academy (2003, p.546-550). They appeared to interpret deviations 

xc Those whowant to justit\· thc ceremony aften claim that 'new rccruits understand that it is mcrclv a game·. I a lso 
believe that- in ilsclf- the cercnHlllY as a tooi of socialization is not as important as evcryda) at the academ' 
Howevt.-r, the ccrcmony would mcrcly be a s!lh· game if it was in en lire contrast with everyday rcalilv at the Acadcnn. 
The fact that thc Academy chcrishcs Ure mtal inslitution as an idcal shows that it is nol merelv a game. As such, thc 
ccremony heemnes a suitable symbol for discussing !he total institution. 
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from 'the idear (i.e. a less restrictive total institution) as a threat to the (superior) values that 

traditionally constituted the officer corps. Against these claims I want to put forward that one 

can question whether repression is a way to teach values In a way, repression goes against the 

essence of 'values' because it takes out the 'voluntary' part. 

lsolation 

The Academy is isolated from the rest of the organization because after their reeruitment the 

cadets start directly at the Academyxcr After their education at the Academy they wil! occupy 

an officer position within the Dutch Armed Forces (the Military Academy also educates 

officers for the Air Force and the Military Police). One can wonder whether it is ideal that 

reemits are educated in an institute that is more or less isolated from the rest of the 

organization. The consequence of this is that until cadets start in an offlcer position, they have 

not seen a soldier from close-by (so to speak). Instead, fora number of years they have been 

indoctrinated with ideas about elite, about loyalty (one could also say 'another word for being 

non-critica!'), the 'values of the officer corps' (one could also say, 'conformity to traditional 

power structures'), and 'true comrades' ( one could also say 'the social structures that rep! ace 

the normal ties in the outside'J world'fcn_ Meaningful argumentation necessitates a healthy 

link with the outside world. Furthermore, meaninsrful argumentation necessitates an open and 

critica! interest in this outside world. 

The intellectual elimate al the Academy 

On the basis of personal experience, l can certainly confirm that there exists a distin ct culture 

of anti-intellectualism among cadetsxcm, a problem that is also observed by Dixon (1976) 

within the English Army. The symptoms are a chronic lack of attention to the study with the 

expectable meager results, chronic demotivation, chronic culture of complaint, chronic 

pressure on instmctors to lower norms, etc. Groen & Klinkert (2003) discussed that lack of 

In an interview, a higherofficeral thc Academy haé' rccently rqcctcd the claim that thc Military is 
isolatcd. I-Ie pointcd to the initiabYes that are being emplO\·ed tobring the outsidc world into thc academy, cxmnple 
by means ofpublic lcctures <Karels & Hager, 2003). In mv view, this is beside the poml. The academy is isolated from 
the oulside world not mercly becausc a canal surrounding tht: campus prevents the outsidc world to ,-isil the Academy 
Thc acadcmy is isolaicd bccausc leaders are educatcd outs i de thc organization and becausc the particular philosophy of 
socialization is effectnat cd hy means of isolation. These different wa\'S of isolation \hltk against an idea of developing 
an argumcntative spirit. 
xcn Apart from this, onc can arguc thatthc isolation is nol bcnctïcial for thc academy itself: cadcts do not altend the 
acadcmy because they are interested in the topics that are bcing taught For many, the acadcmy a harrier that needs be 
taken befare they can become offîcers (Kuipers, c.s. 1999). As such, the interest tor the academie struh is struèlurally 
undcrmined 
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attention for the academie side is a problem that has existed in the entire history of the 

Academy. One can claim that an academie elimate is important for an officer education 

because particularly in an academie elimate 'argumentation' is essentiaL The cases that have 

been discussed in this study indicate that the modern operations the Army is becoming 

involved in demand well developed intellectual qualities. An evaluation study of the 

Academie study revealed that although formally the largest part of the scheduled time is 

reserved for the academie study, a significantly smaller proportion of this forma! time is 

actually devoted to the study by the larger part ofthe cadets (Kuipers c.s. 1999). 

There are various reasans why such a elimate may exist at the Military Academy. One 

reason has already been mentioned cadets that start at the Military Academy are orientated at 

their ofticer function and not at the intellectual challenges an academie study might offer. 

Furthermore, Kuipers c.s. (1999) concluded that because of the nature of an academie style of 

working (more free time for studying, less time specifically scheduled, not a elear relation 

between input and result) and the nature of the other cornerstanes (rather tightly scheduled; 

direct and visîble relation between input and result) the academie study plays second tiddle. 

Yloelker & Richardson (2002) concluded that the current structure at the Academy develops a 

'gray mice' attitude. Kuipers (2003) suggested furthermore that the fact that the academie 

study is subjected to the military hierarchy has ad verse effects on its status. The result of this 

is, according to Kuipers (2003), that the academie study is, in the end, not capable of holding 

on to its own norms. Because cadets recognize the way the power is distributed in the 

organization, the status of the academie study deteriorates. This state of affairs has, according 

to Kuipers (2003), also an effect on the culture within the organization (educators with a more 

significant loyalty towards the military organization than to their profession). According to 

Kuipers (2003), the academie study should gain an independent status, camparabie with the 

situation in Germany. 

16.4 Hypotheses about the influence of leadership 

Based on the analyses in thîs chapter it seems reasanabie to suggest the following hypotheses 

on the inlluence of leadership stmctures on the ability of the Army to design self-organizing 

units: 

xcu Cadcts with a true interest in academie 
ofuner horedom and disinterest is hailed. lhe 
lrrelenmcc, etc. 

are ridiculed. there are colleelive cfri.Jrts lo lower norms, an attitude 
nature of acadenüc issues is taken as evidence of their 
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L The existing leadership structuresjit the existing classica/ structural regime. That 

the existing leadership structures emphasize the centralistic role of leaders. The 

existing structural regime leaves few other options than such a role. Furthermore, this 

role ofleaders has been firmly established within the 'leadership culture' ofthe Army. 

The elite is perhaps prepared to argue amongst themselves, however, the claim that 

argumentation with all ranks is important is nowhere to be found. 

Il One eau question whether argumentation among (?tficers is truly emphasized On the 

basis of the discussion of the leadership structures one can conclude that emphasis is 

laid on the role of 'all must come from the leader' and the establishment of leaders as 

the ruling class within the organization On the other hand, the classica! nature of the 

organization makes that leaders at many positions in the organization are quite 

powerless. Indeed, notwithstanding heroic rhetoric one bec01nes an aftleer through 

severe conformity. 

lil. The leadership structures d1scussed here possess the causa! potenttal to hinder se(f

organization in crisis operafions. The exploration of leadership showed that a crucial 

element of leadership is nat available in the Army's philosophy of leadership. Any 

thought on doubt. argumentation and a spirit of contradiction is not available. This 

contirrus the hypothesis that the Army is orientated at dealing with dynamic 

complexity in a top-down manner. For this reason it can be questioned whether the 

Army aims to train and educate leaders to lead self-organizing units The thinking at 

the operational level, if it is allowed, is supposed to be conducted by the leader. 

between the borders of a top-down fence. It was shown that leaders in the cases did 

not portray themselves as stimulators of doubt and contradiction. The only example in 

which they did so was Logtbat In this case, however, leaders were, as a result of the 

rotation policy, put in a powerless position which led them no other option than using 

insights of the lower levels. 
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Part Six 

It would go too far to consider Part Six truly 'a part' of this study as it only consists of 

Chapter Seventeen. Nevertheless, this chapter can be logically distinguished from the other 

parts of this study and is therefore set apart from the rest of this study. Chapter Seventeen 

ret1ects on the usefulness of this study. Furthermore, it will explore directions for further 

research. The conclusions ofthis study may provoke important discussions for the Army. 
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Chapter Seventeen: Implications of the reflection 

This study has started from the ambition to reflect on the existing case studies, with the 

problem of dynamic complexity as the starting point of the reflection. ln this final chapter I 

like to examine the outcomes of the reflection. ln Chapter Two, three different criteria were 

formulated for a valuable substantive theory. After restating these criteria, this chapter is 

mainly orientated at the issue of 'necessary further research'. This will involve actdressing 

issues for further research that can help to develop the Army as a crisis organization. 

17.1 The substantive theory 

The various chapters have provided many different analyses and different outcomes. The 

structure of the substantive theory is represented by the conceptual model as it was displayed 

in Chapter One: 

Design oC the Choiccs made in Decding with 
mother thc crisis dynamic 

organizatton organization complexity al the 
regarding !he operalicmalle\·el 
design of !he 

nperational units 

The different resulting hypotheses are the content of the substantive theory. The hypotheses 

were orientated at the relations between elements of the conceptual model. The theory has 

been developed by 'working backwards'. based on an analysis of the cases, the influence of 

the mother organization was explored. The most valuable insights into this substantive theory 

are those that are relevant for operational units and crisis organizations in generaL Necessarily 

therefore, these are the - analytica! - hypotheses about the int1uence of the mother 

organization on cns1s organizations in generaL According to a pragmatist orientation, 

usefulness is the main criterion by which the substantive theory in this study should be 

judged Three criteriafora useful substantive theory were formulated in Chapter Two. 

l) The insights of the substantive themy are valuable if the resulting insights were not 

totally obvious beforehand; 

2) The insights of the substantive theory are valuable if they provide clear indications for 

flirther research; 
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3) The insights of the substantive theory are valuable if they provide insight into how the 

Army can imprave its ability to deploy units that can deal with dynamic complexity 

Regarding the first point, there are different insights that are certainly not common 

knowledge. To my knowledge, the present analysis of the doctrine is the first to identify the 

MC as a 'single-loop learning system' and as 'rhetorica!'. Furthermore, the described link 

between the organizational structure of the mother organization and crisis organizations is a 

tirst, as far as I know. Furthermore, this link provides clear directions for organizational 

change and further research. The image of the leadership structures that is presented here is 

valuable because it shows, contrary to the claims of the Army organization, that a classica! 

view on leadership is 'implicitly' dominant within the Army. One could argue that the 

valuable insights such as they are presented not necessarily required a complex study as the 

present one. In other words, afterwards it is clear that one could have known it beforehand. 

However, they are only acceptable befarehand if they are the result from research afterwards. 

Furthermore, the value ofthe present insights is that the analysis shows that the characteristics 

of the mother organization influence crisis organizations. Regarding the second and third 

points, the second part ofthis chapter is orientated at the formulation of proposals for further 

research. These proposals all share an orientation on 'organizational change'. 

17.2 Proposals for future reseat·ch 

The conclusions of this study are quite critica! of the Army's potential to design self

organizing units. For this reason one can read this study as an advocate of change within the 

Army. In the following, I will describe three proposals for further research in the Army, all 

with 'organizational development and change' as central topic. 

Proposa! 1: .'filrther research is necessary' 

Given the ambition of this study, there will be little surprise about the first proposal. This 

study was orientated at ret1ecting on existing case studies that were never specifically 

designed for such a ret1ection It would be valuable when case studies are devoted to the topic 

of dealing with dynamic complexity by Army units in crisis operations. Such case studies can 

be performed from a much clearer analytica! framework and therefore with the possibility to 

look much more specific at Army operations One can furthermore imagine that also the 

influence of factors other than 'structure' and 'leadership' could betaken into account In any 

case, the conclusions in this study should stimulate further research. 
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Proposal 2: The Army and self-orKanization 

According to the analysis in this study, self-organization is crucial for dealing with 

complexity, and therefore Army units that are deployed in difficult operations should be 

designed to be self-organizing. Consictering the rather unequivocal result of the various 

analyses, it is not contraversial to conclude that the Army is not aiming at designing such 

units. In the foregoing it was concluded that the Army is, in fact, organized to control difficult 

operations in a top-down manner. An obvious condusion from this study is that the Army 

needs to rethink the doctrine, basing it on a more refined idea of complexity and developing a 

much more clearly formulated philosophy of command. Indeed, that is a proposal for future 

research. Perhaps the present study has performed theoretica! work that can be helpfut for 

such an effort. 

Proposal 3: Changing the organizational structure 

One of the most important conclusions of this study is that, in different ways, the 

organizational structure ofthe Army doesnotsupport self-organization in crisis organizations. 

The logica! implication is that this study is in favor of change in organizational structure. The 

reflection showed that the ability to assembie an organization in such a way that self

organization at the operational level is supported is an important requirement that the new 

design should be able to meet Developing a new design is a complex job for specialists. 

Furthermore, a lot of detailed knowledge on the organization is necessary. The issue is 

therefore much too complex to be dealt with in this section. Here I want to briet1y point to a 

number of interesting topics regarding structural change in the Army 

• One can imagine that one particular category of operations should be used as an 

anchorpoint in the design of the mother organization. In the design of the current 

mother organization the anchorpoint is the war-type operation. The distinction in 

different battalions of artillery, infantry and cavalry is ju st one example of that. These 

different distinctions are made because the resulting different organizational parts have 

a distinctive role to fulfill in a traditional battle. To my mind, however, peace

operations should be the anchor-point of organizational design if only because these 

operations are the only 'real' operations the Army perfarms nowadays The 

organization is much more frequently occupied with peace operations than with war

operations. 

• If peace operations are taken as the anchorpoint of design then there are several ways 

to split up the Army. lt is possible to create specific self-contained units for peace 
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operations on the basis of differences in circumstances in which they may be deployed 

(f.i. arctic circumstances or desert circumstances); on the basis of difference in 

'dangerousness' of missions ('police missions' versus 'peace-enforcing'); or on the 

basis of size (deployments of companies, battalions), etc. It is also possible to create 

different organizational parts that are all the same (perhaps this option creates even the 

most flexibility of deployment for the organization). lt is tempting to make this 

discussionmore specific, but at the sametime that would make it more speculative. 

• In order to enhance the self-organizing potential of crisis organizations, l consicter it 

essential that crisis organizations exist within the mother organization as an integrated 

whole (compare this with the situation of the SFOR rotation that was the object of 

study: that crisis organization consisted of 57 parts of the mother organization) The 

challenge of designinga mother organization is to design an organization that contains 

such integrated wholes, yet retains the potential as a mother organization to flexibly 

deploy different kinds of crisis organizations and retains capabilities for all-out war 

operations. 

• In order to lay the basis for self-organizing potential in crisis organizations, the mother 

organization should be based on the philosophy of minimal division of labor. A 

philosophy of maximal division of labor is an attempt at establishing a perfect top

down structure, while making a bottorn-up structure redundant By means of a 

philosophy of maximal division of labor one designs simple tasks. A defining 

characteristic of dynamic complexity is that exactly this is not possible. Rules tor 

dealing with various problems cannot be designed in advance. Nor are there 

unequivocal principles of operation on which to base these rules. Therefore a 

philosophy of top-down command and maximal di vision of laboris fundamentally at 

odds with the nature of a dynamically complex environment Implcmenting a 

philosophy of minimal division of labor throughout the organization requires a 

fundamentally di ±Ter ent way of thinking. 

• Choosing to split the peace operations up into different categones and asstgning 

organizational parts to them means that a ditierent logic of assembly is chosen. This 

logic of assembly is more fortunate in my opinion. lt is easier to assembie an 

organization from 'small to large', than from 'large to small' Wîth this l mean the 

following. At present the Army is structured to perfonn large-scale 'war operations'. If 

an organization is built up for such a (as yet unclear) large-scale operation, then crisis 

organizations meant for peace operations need to be assembied from this large-scale 
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organization (from large to small). Chapter Fifteen has shown that this of 

assembly leads to particular problems. In the opposite case the organization is built up 

from smaller units that are constructed to deal with a part of the operations In case the 

organization is confronted with a large-scale operation, then it can create a large-scale 

eperation by putting tagether a certain number of smali-scale organizational unitsxcJv 

Such logic of assembly (from small to large) is to my opinion implied by the theory of 

sociotechnical design. A whole organization (large) operates through the collective 

contributions of autonomous groups that work on a meaningful whole of the total 

workflow. 

The previous points refer to important discussions that surface if one thinks to redesign the 

Army organization. In the discussions I have explored possible directions for design if one 

uses a perspective of Sociotechnical Systems Design. 

Proposal -1: Leadership as a prohlem 

Within the Army, leadership is often seen as a salution to problems. If there is a lack of 

motivation, leaders should intervene. If saldiers are not convineed of the usefulness of a 

mission, leaders should adopt the role of explainer and persuader. If the environment is 

uncertain, the leader should 'present a vision'. This study gives rise to another view on 

leadership. I want to brietly mention 1:\.vo directions for further research on the topic of 

leadership in w'hich a' spirit of contradiction' is at center stage. 

In the first place, within the present Army, leadership itself can be perceived as a 

problem. The different leadership structures that were discussed are designed to put leaders in 

the position of the top-down mier, while being powerless at the same time. A suggestion for 

further research is the topic of redesigning leadership structures in such a way that doubt and 

argumentation are promoted. There is one particular topic that I like to single out for further 

discussion: the design of a Military Academy that is orientated at a different type of leader. 

Within the limited space available here I cam1ot devote a lot of attention to the details of such 

an Academy, but there is one particular point that llike to stress. If doubt and argumentation 

are considered to be important then psychologicalmaturity is important One can imagine that 

it takes psychological maturity to be able to view matters from different sides, to challenge 

existing insights, and to act in spite of a Jack of certainty. The discussion in Chapter Sixteen 

xc rv The exact scale of whal is to he consitlered ''smal!'' and what is lo considered ·'large·· is, of course, as yetunclear 
as this dcpcnds on the more dctailed design. A sociotcchnical rule of tlmmb states tlral groups that should function 

should nol he largcr than 20 people, larger organizational wholes of which the gruups are part should not be 
aboul 200 pcople (Kuipers & Kramer 2002a). 
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suggests that the current design of the Military Academy is hardly orientated at psychological 

maturity On the contrary, there are rituals of introduetion which are orientated at humiliation, 

critica! thinking is uninspired, conformity is demanded, and hierarchy is viewed as panacea. 

Furthermore, the curriculum is designed in such a way that passivity, cynicism, and distaste 

for intellectual challenge are the result. Ideas that recruits join an elite seem to be in contrast 

with the reality of the situation cadets are in. They can therefore be interpreted as a luring 

story to conceal reality, along with ZACVE suggestions As such, cadets from the Military 

Academy can be seen as 'powerless heroes'xcv For these reasans the evaluation study of 

Kuipers c.s. (1999) advised a fundamental redesigning ofthe education ofleaders. 

In the second place, one can discem that within the Army the role of leaders 1s 

overvalued. The doctrine, for example, is phrased in the language of leadership. De Sitter 

(1970) showed that leaders are restricted by the existing organizational regime. In itself an 

overvalued attention for leadership can be interpreted as a Jack of psychological maturity. 

Fromm (1942) indicated that a yeaming fora leader that knows the salution for probierus is an 

example of' a fear of freedom'. As a matter of fact, this problem stimulated Fromm to take up 

the study in the first place. A second suggestion for future research is therefore the 

establishment of a tradition of research that perceives the possibilities and limitations of 

leaders in a more realistic way. 

Proposa/5: A p.~ychoanalytic approach to orf{anizatiunal change 

There is one particular trace in the reileetion that deserves further attention because it can be 

the stepping stone for further research in the Army. In Chapter 14 it was concluded that the 

Army doctrine has a powerful rhetorica! effect It appears to be introducing a modern and very 

liberal concept, while on further examination little of this initia! appearance can be retained. 

As such, the doctrine protects the classica! organization by appearing to be modern. I believe 

that there are many people in the Army that honestly aim for a modern and liberal 

organization. However, as the analysis of doctrine has shown, the result of their collective 

etforts can be a shrewd instrument for the proteetion of the classica! organization. This has a 

xcv frequent!\· it is brought forward lhat ··it is not that bad" and "there arealso intelligent cadets" I am the first to note 
thal thc problem ofthe Militan· Academv is not localed in the individualreeruiL altbougb one can qucstion \\betber 
cadets are selectcel fortheir ·critica! attitude', or whctber tbcy are selected tosuit the existing structures at tbc 
Academv. 1-lowevcL onc cimnol blame the individual for this as he is probabl)' partly unaware of \Vhat he is getting 
bimself into. Suggestions that "th.ings are not that bad", ho wever, shotdel bevaltwel l(,r wbat tbcy are. If rcalitv is not as 
bad as it sounds in theory. ît can a lso bc seen as an inability of the cmTcnt systcn1 to re ach its goals. Ju st as an 
i\cadc1ny' that is orientated at maturity can produce immature cadcts, an institution that is oricntatcd at immaturity can 
produce mature cadels ( thc S\ slem has "causa] potcntial''). ln olber words, if reality is nol tbat had. tt is a failurc of tbc 
systcm. 
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Chapter Seventeen. Implications ojthe rejlection 

psychoanalytic tlavor to it because of the element of the unconsciousness. According to 

Fromm (1970), the idea of unconsciousness is a cornerstone of psychoanalytic thinking. 

Characteristic of the unconsciousness is that it hides its traces. For example, the severely 

destructive personality can befrail and overly sensitive in his conscious life This destructive 

personality uses evidence of his frailty in order to hide away his destructive side (a 'reaction 

formation'). Psychoanalytic concepts have been applied to organizations many times before 

(Klein, 2001). For example, Van der Vlist (2003) aimed to link the topics of organizational 

change and psychoanalysis, and discussed a case of an organization in which the ethically 

sublime (a moral code) served to hide and preserve an authoritarian status quo. 

An interesting line of research would be the hypothesis that the Army unconsciously 

preservesits classica! nature by appearing to be modern. If it can be confirmed that particular 

unconscious motives operate in this manner, one can imagine that this is a formidable barrier 

to change in the Army. There are further ways in which a psychoanalytica! perspective can be 

an interesting line of research that can be pursued. Resistance to change is, of course, a 

classica! theme in both psychoanalysis and organizational change. Resistance to 

organizational change is known to be fiereer if the structures that need change are tightly 

coupled to existing power structures (Van der Vlist, 2003). Furthermore, Fromm (1942) 

pointed to the importance of conformity. Perhaps psychoanalytica! insights regarding 

conformity can help to understand the dynamics at the Military Academy where, as was 

shown in Chapter Sixteen, conformity is an important theme Another theme from Fromm, the 

fear of freedom (which is, in Fromm's theoreticallogic, linked to conformity) can be used to 

shed a light on another matter. lt was discussed that the Army is fearful of operational units 

that act 'out of control' It was concluded that the Army should accept that it is confronted 

with environments in which total control is impossible. Perhaps this is an example of a 'fear 

of freedom"7 Of course this referred toa fear that others are free, while Fromm referred to the 

importance of fear of freedom of the self I believe that a psychoanalytic perspective can be 

useful for keeping researchers suspicious ofthe everyday dealings in the Army 

17.3 Final remarks 

The various proposals for further research have the topic of organizational change as a 

common denominator. Although it is easy to announce the necessity for change, I believe that 

change is difficult to realize within the Army. lt is known that for change to materialize within 

organizations, more is needed than documents with critica! analyses (Van der Vlist, 2003). It 

is furthermore known that the commitment of top management is necessary in order to make 
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change-projects a success (Kuipers, 1998). I doubt that such a commitment is available in the 

top of the Army organization I believe the Army possesses some built-in mechanisms tofend 

off real or fundamental change. Especially the proposals for a psychoanalytic approach to 

organizational change are interesting in this respect This does not mean that change is 

impossible. I believe that change is inevitable. A 'classic Army' wil! become politically less 

and less acceptable. The mere fact that the Army is engaged in peace operations can be 

interpreted as a demand from the outside. The critique on the Army in the last decennium, and 

the continuous confrontation with peace operations can be interpreted as a healthy pressure on 

the organization, which wil! eventually make 'true change' inevitable 
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Appendix I 

Because the analytica! framework is meant to engage the cases and thc mother-organization, it 

is probably helpful to provide an overview ofboth the content ofthe analytica! framework and 

the ingredients used to engage the cases. The following 2 models provide such a schematic 

overvtew. 

A. The content ofthe analytica! framework 

The following table presents an overview ofthe development. 

lngredients Theoretica/ elements 

I. Descriptive and Weick's 'Organizing model' 

normative model 

11. The nonnative 

element in this 

model 

Doubt 

The process of Argumentation 

doubt 

111. Organizing 

the normative 

element+ 

Extemal structure of argumentation -7 Holographic 

: principles 

as 'adding 

B. The ju netion of the analytica! framework 

The analytica! frameworkis subsequently used to research the object of study. It has a double 

function: It is used toselect data from the raw material (from the cases and the mother-
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organization). Subsequently it is used to search for patterns within the data (an interpretative 

process that is called analytica! abduction). 

Function 

Selection 

lnterpretation 

Setsofdata 

A. Dealing with 

complexity at the 

operationallevel 

B. Design 

operational units by the 

crisis-organization 

The data is selectedfrom the 

problems that can be explained 

according to the logic of 

Weick's organizing model 

a bout: 

A. The holographic 

principles 

B. The definition of the 

role of leaders 

C. Design ofthe mother- 1 A. The philosophy of dealing 

organization with dynamic complexity as 

espoused in the doctrine 

256 

B. Characteristics of the 

· organizational structure of 

• the mother-organization 

C. Leadership structures 



Procedure used for interpretation 

This study searches for relations between the different 'sets' 

of data. The analytica! framework is used here as a beuristic 

tooi to reconstruct the relations in the conceptual model. The 

result ofthis processis a collection of hypotheses about the 

quality ofthe Army as an organization that deploys units that 

need to be able to deal with dynamic complexity. 
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References to the Logtbat case study 

I. Vogelaar c.s. (1997a), p74. 
2. See for example: Vogelaar & Kramer (1997). 
3. Vogelaar c.s. (1997a, p73). 
4. Vogelaar c.s. (1997a), pl33-137. 
5. This organizational chart is reconstructed on the basis of a description in Vogelaar c.s. (1997a), p71-74. 
6. Vogelaar c.s. (1997a), p80; pilO. 
7. Vogelaar c.s. (1997a), pl21-124. 
8. Vogelaar c.s. (1997a), p75. 
9. Vogelaar c.s. (1997a), p.93-96. 
10. Vogelaar c.s. (1997a), p78. 
11. Vogelaar c.s. (1997a), p85. 
12. Vogelaar c.s. (1997a), p126. 
13. Vogelaar c.s. (1997a), p76. 
14. Vogelaar c.s. (1997a), p96-IIO. 
15. Vogelaar c.s. (1997a), pl2. 
16. Vogelaar c.s. (1997a), p93-96. 
17. Vogelaar, c.s. (1997a)p113. 
18. Vogelaar c.s. (1997a), p101-109. 
19. Vogelaar c.s. (1997a), p91-93. 
20. Vogelaar c.s. (1997a), p92. 
21. Vogelaar c.s. (1997a), p94; p116. 
22. Vogelaar c.s. (1997a), p114. 
23. Vogelaar c.s. (1997a), pl22. 
24. Vogelaar & Kramer (2004). 
25. Vogelaar c.s. (1997a), p73. 
26. Vogelaar c.s. (1997a), pl76-179. 
27. Vogelaar c.s. (1996b), p82. 
28. Vogelaar c.s. (1997a), pl21-124. 
29. Vogelaar c.s. (1997a), p 110-111. 
30. Vogelaar c.s. (1997a), pll3. 
31. Vogelaar c.s. (1996b ), p82. 
32. Vogelaar c.s. (1997a), 96. 
33. Vogelaar c.s. (1997a), 87-90. 
34. Vogelaar c.s. (1997a), 87-90. 
35. Vogelaar c.s. (1997a),plll. 
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44. Vogelaar, c.s. (1997a), p108. 
45. Vogelaar, c.s. (1997a), pl76-179. 
46. Vogelaar, c.s. (1996b), p63-67; p81. 
47. Vogelaar c.s. (1996b), p34. 
48. Vogelaar c.s. (1997a), pl22. 
49. Vogelaar c.s. (1997a), 77-84. 
50. Vogelaar c.s. (1997a), p77-84. 
51. Vogelaar c.s. (1997a), p 156. 
52. Vogelaar, c.s. (1997a) 
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53. Vogelaar c.s. (2001), p7. 
54. Vogelaar c.s. (2001), pl3. 
55. Vogelaar c.s. (2001), p!S-19. 
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73. Vogelaar c.s. (2001), p31-33. 
74. Vogelaar c.s. (2001), pl6. 
75. Vogelaar c.s. (2001), p12. 
76. Vogelaar c.s. (2001), p23; p61. 
77. Vogelaar c.s. (2001), p61. 
78. Vogelaar c.s. (2001), pl8-19. 
79. Vogelaar c.s. (2001), p65-68. 
80. Vogelaar c.s. (2001), p66. 
81. Vogelaar c.s. (2001), pl2. 
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Appendix lil 

Organizational Charts 

The soureeforthese charts is the local intranet, more specifically the site ofDP&O. They 
were downloaded on 30 Januari 2003. 

SlrJctuurschema K- Actueel 

113 MECHBRIG! 
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Samenvatting (summary in Dutch) 

Sinds enkele jaren maken vredesoperaties onderdeel uit van het centrale takenpakket van de 

Koninklijke Landmacht. Om die reden is er in 1995 aan de Koninklijke Militaire Academie 

(KMA) in Breda het onderzoeksproject Leiderschap in Crisis Omstandigheden gestart. Het 

doel van dit project is het verwerven van inzicht in de alledaagse ervaringen van lager 

leidinggevenden tijdens vredesoperaties zodat deze inzichten verwerkt kunnen worden in de 

opleiding van officieren. Het project is begonnen met een tweetal explorerende case studies 

naar Nederlandse eenheden die in het kader van vredesoperaties ontplooid waren: Dutchbat /l, 

het bataljon dat uitgezonden was naar Srebrenica een half jaar voor Dutchbat III; Logtbat, een 

transportbataljon dat in de vroege jaren '90 uitgezonden was voor het vervoer van humanitaire 

goederen en het bieden van logistieke ondersteuning. Later is een derde explorerende case 

study uitgewerkt: een specifieke SFOR rotatie. Dit was een bataljon dat omstreeks de 

millenniumwisseling gebiedsverantwoordelijk was voor een deel van Bosnië Herzegovina en 

zich bezig hield met de opbouw van het land na de burgeroorlog. In de explorerende case 

studies wordt een beeld geschetst van de probleemsituaties waar lager leidinggevenden van de 

uitgezonden eenheden mee te maken kregen. Met lager leidinggevenden worden in de case 

studies de leidinggevenden van de operationele eenheden binnen een uitgezonden eenheid 

bedoeld. Dit zijn de eenheden die belast zijn met de uitvoerende taken van de uitgezonden 

eenheid. Deze eenheden bevinden zich op het laagste hiërarchisch niveau. Het onderzoek dat 

behandeld wordt in dit proefschrift is onderdeel van dit onderzoeksproject en is bedoeld als 

een vervolgstap op de explorerende case-studies. In het onderzoek wordt met behulp van een 

theoretische verdieping gereflecteerd op de cases met als doel een bijdrage te leveren aan de 

ontwikkeling van de Koninklijke Landmacht als crisisorganisatie. 

Uit een allereerste beschouwing dient de dynamische complexiteit van de omgeving 

van de operationele eenheden zich aan als relevant aangrijpingspunt voor verdieping. Dit 

blijkt uit de aard van de praktische problemen waarmee operationele eenheden geconfronteerd 

werden in de case studies. Kenmerkend voor dynamische complexiteit is dat het zich uit in 

allerlei praktische problemen die onmogelijk opgelost kunnen worden door middel van een 

vooraf ontworpen gesloten systeem van regels en procedures. Dynamische complexiteit wordt 

in deze studie opgevat als een verzamelbegrip voor de onvoorspelbaarheid, de onzekerheid, de 

meerduidigheid en de veranderlijkheid van de operationele omgeving waarmee een systeem te 

maken kan krijgen. Uit de bedrijfskundige theorie is bekend dat een systeem (in het geval van 

deze studie een operationele eenheid) dat met dynamische complexiteit wordt geconfronteerd 
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zelforganiserend vermogen nodig heeft. Dat wil zeggen dat het systeem in staat moet zijn 

zichzelf een beeld te vormen van de aard van de problemen in de omgeving en in staat moet 

zijn zelf manieren te ontwikkelen om met die problemen om te gaan. Dit betekent dat de 

operationele eenheden die in het kader van vredesoperaties uitgezonden zijn zelforganiserend 

vermogen nodig hebben om in staat te zijn om te gaan met de problemen waarmee ze binnen 

hun taakdomein worden geconfronteerd. Uitgangspunt van deze studie is dat het mogelijk is 

een onderscheid te maken tussen systemen die meer en minder zelforganiserend vermogen 

hebben. Een systeem met meer zelforganiserend vermogen heeft een grotere kans - maar 

gezien het fundamentele kenmerk van dynamische complexiteit nooit een garantie - goed om 

te gaan met de uitdagingen van een dynamisch complexe omgeving. 

De dynamische complexiteit van de operationele omgeving tijdens vredesoperaties 

confronteert de Koninklijke Landmacht daarom met een ontwerpprobleem: de door haar 

uitgezonden eenheden moeten, ook op het uitvoerende niveau, beschikken over 

zelforganiserend vermogen. Als met dit ontwerpprobleem naar de explorerende case-studies 

wordt gekeken, wordt de relatie tussen het ontwerp van de eenheden in het uitzendgebied en 

de manier waarop zij met dynamische complexiteit omgingen interessant. Deze relatie zegt 

iets over het zelforganiserend vermogen van de uitgezonden eenheden. Uiteindelijk zegt deze 

relatie ook iets over het vermogen van de Koninklijke Landmacht om eenheden met dit 

vermogen uit te zenden. Het doel in dit onderzoek kan daarom als volgt worden omschreven: 

het ontwikkelen van inzicht in het vermogen van de Koninklijke Landmacht om in het 

kader van vredesoperaties operationele eenheden te formeren die beschikken over 

zelforganiserend vermogen. Om dit doel te bereiken bestaat deze studie uit een drietal 

stappen. Ten eerste wordt een analytisch kader ontwikkeld van waarmee cases geanalyseerd 

kunnen worden. Gezien de complexiteit van de reflectie maakt de ontwikkeling van dit 

analytisch kader een substantieel deel uit van deze studie. Ten tweede worden de explorerende 

case studies afzonderlijk geanalyseerd met behulp van het analytisch kader. Deze analyse 

moet een beeld schetsen van het zelforganiserend vermogen van de operationele eenheden in 

de cases. Ten derde worden de mogelijkheden en beperking op het gebied van zelforganisatie 

van operationele eenheden, die uit de eigenschappen van de moederorganisatie voortkomen, 

geanalyseerd. Over de ambities van deze studie moet worden opgemerkt dat dit onderzoek 

beperkt wordt door de aard van het onderzoeksmateriaal dat beschikbaar is. De relaties waar 

deze studie naar op zoek is moeten daarom uit het materiaal worden gereconstrueerd door 

middel van het gericht zoeken naar indicaties. Deze studie is om die reden gericht op het 
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ontwikkelen van zinvolle hypotheses over de Koninklijke Landmacht als crisis-organisatie en 

is om die reden gelokaliseerd in de context of discovery en niet in de context ofjustification. 

Centraal in het analytisch kader staat het zogenaamde organizing model van Karl 

Weick. Systemen, zo valt uit dit model af te leiden, gaan met dynamische complexiteit om 

door te reageren op inputs vanuit de omgeving. Hun ervaringen gebruiken systemen om 

ideeën over de omgeving te ontwikkelen, die vervolgens gebruikt kunnen worden om meer 

doordacht op de omgeving te reageren. Uit dit model wordt een normatief principe afgeleid: 

een organisatie geconfronteerd met een dynamisch complexe omgeving heeft ideeën en 

concepten nodig om het niveau van 'random reageren' op omgevingsinputs te kunnen 

ontstijgen, maar moet tegelijkertijd - om een eenzijdige oriëntatie op de omgeving te 

voorkomen - in staat zijn deze ideeën en concepten te betwijfelen. Om die reden is het 

vermogen te twijfelen (doubt) een essentiële eigenschap voor een systeem dat geconfronteerd 

wordt met een dynamisch complexe omgeving. Het vermogen te twijfelen wordt daarom 

opgevat als een essentieel onderdeel van zelforganisatie. 

Vervolgens richt het analytisch kader zich op de vraag hoe het vermogen te zinvol 

twijfelen in een systeem, in het geval van deze studie een operationele eenheid, georganiseerd 

zou moeten worden. Om zinvol te kunnen twijfelen zou een systeem of een subsysteem in de 

eerste plaats inzicht moeten kunnen opbouwen in zijn taakomgeving. In de tweede plaats zou 

het over ruimte en verantwoordelijkheid moeten beschikken op basis van zijn inzicht te 

handelen. Gekozen wordt de aandacht te richten op de manier waarop de organisatiestructuur 

van, en het leiderschap binnen een systeem het zelforganiserend vermogen beïnvloedt. Er 

wordt beargumenteerd dat de sociotechnische ontwerpfilosofie en haar principes in essentie 

gericht zijn op het bevorderen van zinvolle twijfel. Om deze reden sluit deze filosofie aan op 

de uitgangspunten van het analytisch kader en daarmee kan deze gebruikt worden om het 

ontwerp van de operationele eenheden in de cases te analyseren. Specifiek worden de 

zogeheten holografische principes, zoals die ontwikkeld zijn in de sociotechniek, gebruikt als 

indicator. Ten aanzien van het leiderschap binnen de eenheden wordt gekeken naar de manier 

waarop de rol van leidinggevenden gedefinieerd door de respondenten in de cases. Deze 

definitie zegt iets over de waarde die binnen de eenheden gehecht werd aan twijfel en 

argumentatie. 

In een volgende stap worden de cases geanalyseerd met behulp van het analytisch 

kader. Wat opvalt in de analyse is dat de drie uitzendorganisaties met zeer verschillende 

omstandigheden te maken kregen: Dutchbat kreeg te maken met zodanig chaotische 

omstandigheden dat ze in feite onvoldoende grip op haar omgeving had om nog als een 
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effectieve eenheid te kunnen functioneren; Logtbat kreeg qua complexiteit te maken met zeer 

gecompliceerde omstandigheden waarbij ze zich steeds op de grens tussen genoeg controle en 

te weinig controle op de omstandigheden bevond; SFOR kreeg te maken met relatief stabiele 

omstandigheden. 

De Dutchbat casus is interessant omdat de uiterst gecompliceerde en feitelijk 

chaotische omstandigheden waarin Dutchbat betrokken was zorgden voor een manier van 

werken die zeer uitzonderlijk genoemd mag worden. Er werd gekozen voor een gedetailleerde 

sturing van de operationele eenheden van bovenaf. In de Dutchbat case werd hiervoor 

gekozen juist vanwege de gecompliceerde operationele omstandigheden. Geconcludeerd 

wordt dat Dutchbat met de complexiteit in haar omgeving omging door haar ambitieniveau 

structureel terug te schroeven waardoor zij in feite haar voornaamste doelstellingen als crisis

organisatie opgaf. De operationele eenheden van Logtbat kregen met een zodanig 

gecompliceerde omgeving te maken op een zodanig grote afstand van het centraal commando, 

dat gedetailleerde sturing van bovenaf nagenoeg onmogelijk was. Het succes van Logtbat was 

daarom in belangrijke mate afhankelijk van het initiatief, de vindingrijkheid en veerkracht van 

haar operationele eenheden. De vraag is of het zelforganiserend vermogen van de eenheden 

het gevolg was van een bewust ontwerp, of het onvermijdelijk gevolg van de omstandigheden. 

De casus beschrijving geeft ten aanzien hiervan tegenstrijdige indicaties. De operationele 

eenheden van SFOR werden in de regel nadrukkelijk van bovenaf gestuurd. Het ontbrak hen 

daarom in de regel aan inzicht in hun taakdomein en aan verantwoordelijkheid om op basis 

van eigen inzicht te handelen. 

Geconcludeerd kan worden dat in twee van de drie cases expliciet niet gestreefd werd 

naar zelforganisatie. Eén casus geeft ten aanzien hiervan tegenstrijdige indicaties. Dit geeft 

aanleiding tot de hypothese dat binnen de uitzendeenheden in principe gestreefd werd naar 

sturing van bovenaf, zoveel als de omstandigheden toelieten. Dit leidt tot de constatering dat 

zelforganisatie een problematisch concept was tijdens de in de cases onderzochte 

uitzendingen. Deze constatering wordt aangegrepen om te analyseren in hoeverre 

eigenschappen van de moederorganisatie, de Koninklijke Landmacht in Nederland, 

mogelijkheden en beperkingen opwerpen voor het ontwerpen van zelforganiserende 

operationele eenheden. Gezocht wordt naar de invloed van drie soorten kenmerken: (1) de 

commandovoeringsfilosofie, Opdracht Gerichte Commandovoering, die de Landmacht die 

ontwikkeld heeft, (2) de principes op basis waarvan de structuur van de Koninklijke 

Landmacht is opgebouwd en (3) de leiderschapsstructuren, dat wil zeggen, de manier waarop 

de leiderschapsfunctie is geïmplementeerd in de Landmacht. 
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Ten aanzien van de commandovoeringsfilosofie kan gesteld worden dat de Landmacht 

de intentie lijkt uit te spreken dat ze zelforganiserend vermogen nastreeft. Een belangrijke 

constatering in deze studie is echter dat dit streven naar zelforganisatie meer lijkt dan het is. 

De doctrine beschrijft een zeer beperkte vorm van zelforganisatie waarin ( 1) geen ruimte is 

voor zogenaamd double loop leaming, alleen voor single loop leaming (2) geen ruimte wordt 

gecreëerd in de organisatiestructuur om zelforganisatie mogelijk te maken (3) alleen officieren 

onderling delegeren en ( 4) dermate veel uitzonderingssituaties gedefinieerd worden op de 

toepassing van Opdracht Gerichte Commandovoering dat er feitelijk geen operatie denkbaar is 

waarin deze commandovoeringsfilosofie een uitgangspunt zal zijn. 

Ten aanzien van de organisatiestructuur van de Koninklijke Landmacht wordt 

geconcludeerd dat deze ten eerste gebaseerd is op klassiek mechanistische principes en ten 

tweede hoofdzakelijk gericht is op het grootschalig gewapend conflict. Aangezien de 

klassieke mechanistische organisatie is gebaseerd op het ideaal van volmaakte centrale 

sturing, biedt deze structuur geen context waarin zelforganiserend vermogen ontwikkeld kan 

worden op operationeel niveau. Dat de structuur van de Koninklijke Landmacht hoofdzakelijk 

gericht is op het grootschalig conflict betekent dat ( 1) uitgezonden eenheden doorgaans voor 

de gelegenheid moeten worden samengesteld, (2) eenheden gedurende vredesoperaties buiten 

de context van hun normale takenpakket moeten opereren (3) veel militairen uitzendingen niet 

zien als "het echte" werk. 

Ten aanzien van de leiderschapsstructuren binnen de Koninklijke Landmacht kan 

gesteld worden dat ze geïmplementeerd zijn op een manier die congruent is met de klassieke 

mechanistische opvatting over leiderschap. In deze klassieke opvatting bevindt een 

leidinggevende zich in de positie van 'denker' en 'regelaar' en heeft hij te maken met een 

groep 'uitvoerders', die zoveel mogelijk op basis van regels en directe orders werken. Het 

belang van twijfel en argumentatie wordt niet onderkend in een dergelijke klassieke opvatting. 

Deze klassieke opvatting over leiderschap is herkenbaar in ondermeer de structuur van de 

organisatie, de manier waarop de sturing van de organisatie is gestructureerd ('command & 

control') en de manier waarop de officiersopleiding is georganiseerd. 

Gegeven het uitgangspunt dat een crisisorganisatie over zelforganiserend vermogen 

moet beschikken kan geconcludeerd worden dat de Koninklijke Landmacht in zijn 

ontwikkeling als crisisorganisatie de belangrijkste stappen nog niet heeft gezet. Afsluitend 

wordt gepleit voor verder onderzoek op verschillende gebieden. Om te beginnen wordt gepleit 

voor onderzoek dat de hypotheses die deze studie heeft gegenereerd, meer in detail 

onderzoekt. Zo wordt gepleit voor onderzoek waarin de betekenis en implicaties voor de 
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Koninklijke Landmacht van het concept zelforganisatie nader worden uitgewerkt. Verder 

wordt gepleit voor onderzoek naar ontwerp van een organisatie waarin de structurele 

voorwaarden voor zelforganisatie aanwezig zijn. Ook wordt er gepleit voor veranderkundig 

onderzoek, dat wil zeggen onderzoek waarin het veranderproces van de Koninklijke 

Landmacht zelf onderwerp is van nadere studie, dit in verband met te verwachten weerstanden 

binnen de organisatie wanneer zelf-organisatie serieus nagestreefd wordt. 
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