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Abstract

Management problem situations, in view of their great complexity, dynamism,
interactivity and ambiguity, should be observed and explored as the complex, multi-
faceted manageable systems of problems. Creative managing the holistically recon-
ceptualized problems in organizations implies an appropriate, scientifically based and
practically useful instrumentarium - a paradigmatic framework within which problem
areas important to the enterprises survival and development can be conceptually ar-
ticulated, systems methodologies for structuring problem situations, and systems
metaphors to encompass and express the different perceptions and interpretations of
the considered systems of management problems. With the support of critical systems
thinking, that is committed to critical awareness, improvement and pluralism, appro-
priate use of this holistic instrumentarium enables theoretically and methodologically
based, practically effective and socially responsible changes to determine; through
these changes implementation, the enterprise functioning should be enhanced pur-
posefully.
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XOJIMCTUYKHN UTHCTPYMEHTAPUJYM KPEATUBHOTI!
YIPAB/bAIBA TTIPOBJIEMCKHNM CUTYALIUJAMA

AncTpakT

Vnpasspauke npodiemMcke cutyalje, ¢ 003UpoM Ha BHXOBY EKCTPEMHY CIIO-
JKEHOCT, TUHAMHYHOCT, MHTEPAaKTUBHOCT M BHUILE3HAYHOCT, Tpebasie Ou Outu mocma-
TpaHe W UCTPAKUBAHE KAO KOMIUICKCHH, BUIICIUMEH3HOHAIHN, YIIPAB/BUBH CUCTEMU
npobiiema. KpeaTuBHO yrpaBibarbe XOJUCTHYKH PEKOHIIEITYaIN30BAHUM IPOOIeMU-
Ma y opraHu3alyjama UMIDTAIPA OAroBapajyhu, Hay4HO yTeMesbeH U MPAKTHIHO KO-
PHCTaH UHCTPYMEHTAPUjyM - MapajurMaTCKu OKBHP y KOME MpoOiIeMcKa moapydja
OuTHa 3a ONCTaHaK M pa3Boj mpenyzeha Mory OMTH KOHLENTYalHO apTHKYJIHCAHA,
CHCTEMCKE METOJIOJIOTHje CTPYKTYypHpamba PElIeBAHTHHX MPOOIIEMCKUX CHUTYyalHja y
npeny3ehuma, u cucremcke metadope 3a o0yxBaTambe W HCKAa3HBAE Pa3TUUUTUX
HepLeniyja 1 HHTepIpeTalrja HCTPaKMBaHUX CUCTEMa yIpaBbadKuxX mpobdiema. V3
MOJIPIIKY KPUTHYKOT CHCTEMCKOT MHILBEHA, 00aBE3aHOr Ha KPUTHYKY CBECHOCT,
yHanpehuBame U IUIypain3am, IPUMEPEHO KOpPHUIheme JTOTHYHOT XOJIUCTUIKOT HH-
CTpyMeHTapujyma omoryhaBa OIpe/e/bUBambe TEOPHjCKO-METOIOOMIKA yTeMeIbe-
HUX, IPAKTUYHO JEJIOTBOPHUX U JAPYIITBEHO OATOBOPHUX IPOMEHA, YUjOM OU MMILIE-
MeHTaLujoM, QyHKIMOHUCabe npeay3eha Tpebano 6uTH cBpXOoBUTO yHarpeleHo.

KibyuHe peyn: KOMIUIEKCHH U BHIIE3HAYHH MPOOIEMH y OpraHu3anujama,
KPEaTUBHH XOJUCTHYKH MPHCTYI MEHALIMEHTY, CHCTEMCKE
METO/I0JIOTHje, CHCTeMCKe MeTadope, napaaurme 6aBiberma
MpOOJIEMCKHM CHTYyalHjaMa

INTRODUCTION

In contemporary circumstances, management problems in enter-
prises represent, as a rule, the complex results of simultaneous influences
of numerous and various economic, organizational, technical, technologi-
cal, psychological, sociological, cultural, political determinants. They
therefore should be observed and explored as the appropriate problem
situations. Actually, it is about the complex, dynamic, interactive, am-
biguous manageable systems of problems (Petrovi¢, 2010, p. 275).

A creative managing the complex and multidimensional organiza-
tional problems - which are holistically reconceptualized - implies a cor-
responding scientific instrumentarium.

First of all, a conceived dealing with the problem situations in en-
terprises requires their appropriate structuring. That is, it is necessary to
employ the systems methodologies for identifying and holistic exploring:
a) the all essential sub-problems of the considered problem area in an en-
terprise, b) the key relationships between these sub-problems and c) the
complex relations among the respective problem area and its relevant en-
vironment.
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Then, a purposeful managing the problem situations implies an un-
covering, expressing in the close categories, and comprehensive review-
ing the mutually different perceptions and interpretations of the relevant
aspects of the enterprise's problem area, through using the suitable sys-
tems metaphors.

At the same time, a thought-out addressing the problem situations
in organizations is always relied on an appropriate accepted philosophi-
cal, i.e. theoretical-methodological framework. It is about the paradigms
which ensure to determine a valid problem and what - within the respec-
tive accepted conceptual framework - should represent a scientifically
grounded and practically useful solution to that problem.

Accordingly, the key hypothesis is that managing the problem
situations in organizations can be improved creatively through developing
and employing the appropriate holistic instrumentarium that encom-
passes:

= the systems methodologies for structuring the systems of com-

plex management problems,

= the systems metaphors for conceptualizing and uncovering the

relevant perspectives of observing and exploring the problem
situations, and

= the appropriately developed paradigms that provide the different

conceptual frameworks for dealing with the problem situations.

The scientific method that has been used in the research process is
the contemporary critical systems thinking which is committed to: a)
critical awareness of the strengths and weaknesses of each of these in-
struments for tackling the problem situations, b) improvement of man-
agement process of the complex and multifaceted problems in organiza-
tions, and c) pluralism - to respect the different perceptions and interpre-
tations of the problem situations in enterprises and allow the combined
use of selected research instruments (Jackson, 2000, pp. 375-377; Jack-
son, 2003, pp. 303-304; Petrovic, 2012b, pp. 797-814).

THE SYSTEMS METHODOLOGIES

An effective and efficient dealing with the management problem
situations in enterprises, that have been determined as the complex,
amendable in time, ambiguous, manageable systems of the problems, im-
plies their structuring by employing the appropriate systems methodolo-
gies, rather than striving to find the solutions to their particular, isolated
problems by using certain methods and techniques. Compared to the
methods and techniques for problem solving, the systems methodologies
represent the complex instruments of a higher order - so called the meta-
methods. The systems methodologies, actually, give the guidelines for a
creative tackling the concerned problem area in the enterprise through:
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= identifying and exploring its relevant sub-problems,

= uncovering and researching into their important relationships,

and

= singling out and reviewing the key interactions between the con-

cerned problem area and its environment, i.e. the other problem
situations which are significant, but they cannot be managed.

As an essential methodological instrument for structuring the man-
agement problem situations, the systems methodologies rely on the ap-
propriate philosophical - ontological, epistemological, and axiological -
assumptions. Thanks to their own philosophical foundations, the systems
methodologies can encompass, bring into connection, and make available
the different perspectives, i.e. perceptions and interpretations of the con-
cerned problem domain in the organization. In this manner, a necessary
basis for facilitating the relevant stakeholders' negotiation and eventual
generating a consensus on their joint action in the explored management
problem domain in the organization can be created.

In fact, the result of structuring the problem situations by employ-
ing the appropriate systems methodologies is a well-defined project
(Rosenhead, 1994, p. 112), which can be a subject to further processing
by using the corresponding instruments, for example, the tools of the tra-
ditional Operational Research (OR). In other words, it is about such a
clarification of the considered problem situation, that enables those who
have responsibility to reach a compromise on a course of action. As a
radical response to the requirements for creative tackling the problem
situations, the systems methodologies are useful and should be employed
when they (Rosenhead, 1994, p. 116):

= align the multiple alternative perspectives,

= facilitate the participants' negotiation on common priorities,

= operate through the interactions and iterations,

= generate the valid formulations of the problems and activities'

implications.

Although mutually different, the systems methodologies, as holis-
tic instruments for managing the real-world problems of business eco-
nomics, are characterized by certain common relevant properties (Eden &
Ackerman, 2006, pp. 766-768). First of all, the systems methodologies do
not use the models as the instruments for finding the optimal solution to
the considered problem; rather, they employ the models as the appropri-
ate, transitional objects with the aim of facilitating the negotiation and
reaching - through discussion - an agreement between the explored prob-
lem situation's stakeholders. Then, the systems methodologies do not deal
with reducing the complexity of the problem situations in organizations;
on the contrary, striving to increase the overall productivity of group
processes, the systems methodologies derive the complexity from the ex-
istence of the multiple perspectives of the considered real-world problem.
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Also, the systems methodologies are focused on facilitating the construc-
tion of the effective models and group processes.

Pursuant to these important common features of the systems meth-
odologies, it can be stated that their effective employment implies the
following recognitions:

= the problem situations belong to the multiple stakeholders;

= the methodologies have to be made more transparent to their us-

ers;

= since a more successful structuring the management problem

situations and facilitating the stakeholders' negotiation on their
joint action require an appropriate transdisciplinarity, as a result,
the methodologies become more complex;

= i.e., not only the particular different - economic, organizational,

sociological, psychological, political, technical, technological,
cultural etc - dimensions of the considered problems system, but
also the relationships between them have to be included into the
research.

Evaluation of the systems methodologies for structuring the man-
agement problem situations from the standpoint of their practicality, i.e.
from the viewpoint of their appropriateness to the considered problem
area in the organization, has to be grounded theoretically (White, 2006,
pp. 842-855). The suitable setting for an effective learning about the
methodologies' use in structuring the problem situations in organizations
can be built (Keys, 2006, pp. 822-829), taking into account the most di-
verse insights and knowledge which are available to the systems method-
ologies' users, and which are used by them.

The systems methodologies are based on the different philosophi-
cal - ontological, epistemological, axiological - assumptions; as a result,
they belong to the different paradigms - the functionalist, interpretive,
emancipatory, postmodernist paradigm (Jackson, 2000; Jackson, 2003;
Jackson, 2006a, pp. 872-874). Thereby, the systems methodologies
should not be understood as competitive, opposing each other within the
same research area, but rather as the appropriate alternative approaches to
management, which can be suitable for the different contexts' types of the
management problem situations that are being explored and where one
wants to intervene purposefully. In other words, each theoretical-meth-
odological approach within Management Science (MS) can be useful in
the particular areas, and should be employed in such circumstances in
which it is the most effective. Additionally, an evaluation of each systems
methodology ought to be focused on the assessment of its success in
structuring the problem situations, i.e. in solving the problems in the re-
spective established circumstances.

Accordingly, the following question is vitally important: What
type of the problem situation in the enterprise can be managed validly by
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means of what type of the systems methodology? In other words, what
systems methodology is the most appropriate to the considered manage-
ment problem situation in the organization?

Based on the different perceptions of the reality, the systems meth-
odologies can be systematized taking into account their assumptions
about the problem situations, i.e. about the problem contexts, in the cate-
gories of complexity and participants' relationships. In fact, the relevant
features of the problems in organizations - their complexity and ambigu-
ity - can be encompassed validly, represented, and explored through de-
termining the two key dimensions - the systems dimension and the par-
ticipants dimension, and the resulting basic types of the management
problems' contexts (Jackson, 2000; Jackson, 2003; Jackson, 2006a, pp.
868-878).

The systems dimension refers to the relative complexity of the
management problem situation, expressed in the systems' categories.
Generally, at the ends of a continuum of the systems' types, there are
relatively simple systems, i.e. complex systems as the appropriate repre-
sentations of the relatively simple problems, i.e. the complex problems in
organizations. The participants dimension encompasses the unitary, plu-
ralist, and coercive relationships between the individuals and the groups
who are interested in the considered problem situation and who are dealt
with it. The immediate resultant of combining the systems dimension -
relatively simple and complex - and the participants dimension - unitary,
pluralist and coercive - is the corresponding six-cell matrix of the basic
ideally' typical contexts of the management problems in organizations:
relatively simple - unitary, relatively simple - pluralist, relatively simple -
coercive, complex - unitary, complex - pluralist, complex - coercive.

Like any other problem situation in organizations, the problem
situation of managing the enterprise growth and development is precisely
determined by the systems dimension and the participants' relationships
dimension. In relation to the complexity, i.e. the systems dimension, this
problem situation is validly encompassed and represented by the appro-
priate complex, dynamic, interactive systems in the different relevant ar-
eas - on the market, in the techniques and technologies, in manufacturing,
in the human resources, finance etc. In relation to the participants dimen-
sion, this problem situation is determined by the pluralist relationships
between the participants because a basic compatibility of the relevant

" In general, the ideal types (Weber 1949) can be determined as the appropriate logical
aids, i.e. as the logical perfections that, in fact, represent the suitable tools of a meth-
odology for scientific research. It is about the theoretical constructions that do not ex-
ist in the reality but in the research processes they serve the empirical data in order to
determine how much the explored part of the reality is near, i.e. far from the con-
cerned ideal type.
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stakeholders' interests (buyers, consumers, customers, employees, own-
ers, suppliers, competitors, financial institutions, local and state political
structures etc) has to exist, i.e. a compromise on the strategically defined
criteria and factors for the enterprise survival and development is indis-
putably necessary and possible. Simultaneous consideration of the sys-
tems dimension and the participants dimension in this problem situation
indicates explicitly that the problem situation of managing the enterprise
growth and development is determined by the corresponding complex -
pluralist problem context.

Respecting the power of the different systems methodologies and
bearing in mind the properties of the identified ideal types of the man-
agement problem contexts, each type of the problem context can - within
the framework of the System of Systems Methodologies (SoSM) (Jackson,
2006a, pp. 872-874; Jackson, 2006b, pp. 651-653) - be associated with
the appropriate theoretical-methodological approaches - Figure 1 The ho-
listic theoretical-methodological and practical approaches to managing
the problems in organizations:

o the relatively simple - unitary context: the Traditional OR, Sys-

tems Analysis, Systems Engineering;
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Figure 1 The holistic theoretical-methodological and practical
approaches to managing the problems in organizations

= the complex - unitary context: Organizational Cybernetics, The-
ory and Methodology of Complexity, System Dynamics;



104

= the relatively simple - pluralist context: Strategic Assumption
Surfacing and Testing, Interactive Management, Strategic Choice
Approach;

= the complex - pluralist context: Soft Systems Methodology,
Interactive Planning, Robustness Analysis, Strategic Options
Development and Analysis;

= the relatively simple - coercive context: Critical Systems Heuris-

tics, Team Syntegrity;

= the complex - coercive context: Deconstruction, Genealogy.

The systematization of the different theoretical-methodological ap-
proaches in the Figure 1 should not be treated strictly, but conditionally,
because the particular methodologies - according to their broad founda-
tions - transcend the identified problem contexts. In fact, the barriers be-
tween the relatively simple and complex, i.e. between the unitary, plural-
ist and coercive features of the management problem situations are set
somewhat artificially so the resulting grouping the systems methodolo-
gies has a conditional character. Thus, a concrete choice of a systems
methodology - that will be employed in structuring the problem situation
- should be grounded on the knowledge resulting from the systems meth-
odologies' systematization, rather than be determined by this systemati-
zation.

The presented grouping of the relevant theoretical-methodological
approaches shows that each systems methodology can operate success-
fully in a particular situation but not in a different problem situation.

In view of the existence of the different classes of the problem
situations, i.e. the different problem contexts, it can be stated that the ex-
istence of a number of the different systems approaches to tackling the
management problems is not a weakness of systems thinking, but, con-
trary, it is its significant strength. That is, the systems methodologies' va-
riety should not result in a confusion in practice, but, it represents a reli-
able basis for joining the corresponding effective methodology to each
considered problem situation, for its structuring.

The relevant benefits of the SoSM's development and its employ-
ment in managing the problem situations in enterprises can be specified
as follows (Jackson, 2000, p. 360):

= the SOSM enables the important assumptions (in the categories of

complexity, i.e. systems, and the participants' relationships) of
using each systems methodology's type to be revealed;

= the SoSM helps to understand the negative consequences of an

employment of a certain systems methodology that is not appro-
priate to the particular management problem context;

= the SoSM is open to the new perspectives in the development of

systems thinking and MS.
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Taking into account the concrete management problem context
type, the SoSM suggests which of the available systems methodologies
should be used as the dominant, and which methodology (methodologies)
should be employed as the supportive in structuring the problem situation.
The SoSM therefore represents a scientifically grounded expression of
pluralist, i.e. complementarist strategy for developing the contemporary
MS (Jackson, 1999, pp. 12-22).

The systems methodologies for exploring and structuring the man-
agement of an enterprise's development and growth, for example, Inter-
active Planning, as the dominant methodology, and Critical Systems Heu-
ristics, as the supportive methodology, are appropriate to the specified
complex - pluralist problem context.

For this consideration, it is important that there are the significant
theoretical-methodological differences between the alternative ap-
proaches within the applied systems thinking; but, on the other hand, in
view of the interdisciplinary, transdisciplinary and transparadigmatic na-
ture of the systems thinking, unlimited implications of so called the para-
digm incommensurability (Kuhn, 1962, p. 149) should not be accepted. In
addition, it is a fact that the different flows of the applied systems think-
ing underpin - at least on a basic level - the technical, practical, and
emancipatory interest (Habermas, 1972, pp. 301-317) which people ex-
press in prediction and control, in improvement of mutual understanding,
and in liberation and learning, i.e. removing the restrictions imposed by
power relationships, respectively. Since the different methodological ap-
proaches are focused on the different aspects of a management task which
is nevertheless the unitary task, a constructive dialog should be possible.

As a comprehensive conceptual framework within which the dif-
ferent holistic theoretical-methodological approaches - in accordance with
their theoretical and methodological foundations and applicative poten-
tials - are aligned with the corresponding problem contexts, the SoSM has
been criticised from the different standpoints (Midgley, 2000). First of all,
even though, in fact, there are real possibilities that the particular meth-
odologies, i.e. their associated methods and techniques, can also be used
for the aims which are different from those for which the respective in-
struments have originally been designed, it is indicated that the SOoSM en-
courages accepting the only one interpretation of each methodology.
Then, the SoSM has been criticized because it does not take into account
the methodological flows that arise when the researchers learn from the
different perspectives. Finally, it is argued that critical judgements on the
research boundaries are not important only for the relatively simple - co-
ercive contexts, but it is necessary to legalize the commitment to the criti-
cal awareness also in the problem contexts in which a use of power is a
subtle and covert.
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In Systems Science (SS) and MS, besides the SoSM, there are the
different (Checkland, 1985, pp. 757-767; Mingers, 2003, pp. 559-570)
approaches to classifying the methodologies for structuring the problem
situations. An appropriate general classification (Mingers, 2003, pp. 559-
570) of the MS-methodologies starts from the following common char-
acteristics of all methodologies:

= a focus on taking action;

= developing the models by which the relevant aspects of the situa-

tion are expressed,;

= making the implicit and explicit assumptions about: the ontology

- which types of entities are considered as existing, the episte-
mology - in which way can be the valid knowledge acquired, and
from where, and the axiology - what is evaluated and considered
as just.

The resulting classification of the MS-methodologies should help
the practitioners in their understanding of the assumptions underpinning
the respective methodologies and their main objectives, in order to enable
practitioners to make the founded and critically conscious choices, par-
ticularly when the appropriate combinations of the methodologies are de-
signed in practice. Compared to the SoSM, the concerned classification of
the MS-methodologies indicates that particular methodologies can be
employed in the ways which are different from those which have been
determined preliminarily in developing the methodologies, and they can
also be used in the framework of the alternative paradigm.

THE SYSTEMS METAPHORS

Besides the presented exploration of the nature of the systems meth-
odologies for structuring the problem situations and connecting the differ-
ent systems approaches with the corresponding problem contexts, the ap-
propriate analysis of the systems metaphors represents a particular theoreti-
cally and practically useful instrument for uncovering and researching into
the assumptions that have been built into the different holistic theoretical-
methodological flows. Through understanding of the systems metaphors
and their interconnections, and through identifying the systems methodol-
ogy which is complementary to the dominant metaphor, as a result, the
bases for a creative consideration of the management problem situations are
made; also, it is enabled the chosen methodology (methodologies) for
structuring the concerned situation to use in a valid manner.

In a process of creative consideration of the problem situations in
enterprises, and in the endeavours to structure the situations effectively
and efficiently, it is necessary, first of all, to determine the alternative
perspectives, i.e. perceptions and interpretations of each considered situa-
tion, and to identify and adequately express the situation's key features.
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Relying on the systems ideas, a range of systems metaphors has been de-
veloped for generating the insightful angles of observing the problem
situations. Generally, the systemic-metaphorical expressions of important
perspectives of the management problem situations encourage the differ-
ent ways of thinking and allow a focusing on, explaining and acting on
the significant aspects of the complex phenomena of business economics.

Through the use of metaphors, i.e. comparisons and analogies, first
of all, the different relevant aspects of the problem situations can be un-
covered and expressed in the close and accepted categories. Then, the
new modes of understanding, interpreting, and evaluating the organiza-
tional phenomena and management problems are developed by means of
the metaphors, i.e. comparations and analogies. Respectively, the various
complementary significant insights and findings about the problem situa-
tions that are explored from the different perspectives are provided
through the use of the systems metaphors; as a result, a process of man-
aging the complex and ambiguous problems is improving and facilitating
(Tsoukas, 1991, pp. 566-585).

As the appropriate filters of observing, understanding, shaping the
management problem situations from the different standpoints, the sys-
tems metaphors can be placed on any level of discussing and solving the
particular problem. Through the systems metaphors, as the tools for con-
ceptualizing the different contexts of the problem situations, the neces-
sary insights into the theories of management and organizations are en-
compassed.

The following metaphors can be singled out as the key systems
metaphors that illuminate the management problem situations from sev-
eral relevant different viewpoints (Morgan, 1997; Jackson, 2006a, pp.
868-878):

= the machine metaphor - the organization as a closed system

which consists of the standardized parts, and operates in a repeti-
tive manner;

= the organic metaphor - the organization as an organism, i.e. an

open system that is aimed at providing a survival;

= the neuro-cybernetic metaphor - the organization as a cybernetic

system that is able to be viable, to be self-controlled, and to
learn;

= the culture metaphor - a corporate culture determined by the vari-

ous attitudes, opinions, beliefs that are accepted in the organiza-
tion;

= the political metaphor - a team, a loose coalition, a prison, as the

expressions of the unitary, pluralist, coercive relationships be-
tween the individuals and groups, respectively;

= the psychic prison metaphor - the focus on the ethical dimension

of the organizations and the problem situations in them;
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= the flux and transformation metaphor - understanding of the
logic, i.e. the nature and sources of the changes that shape the so-
cial life;

= the metaphor of the domination's instruments - the focus on

understanding how the actions that are meaningful from one
viewpoint can be the exploitative from the other standpoints;

= the carnival metaphor - the recognition of the legitimacy of the

diversities and varieties which have been most widely grasped;

= etc.

In accordance with the relevant perspectives of exploring and
creative managing the enterprise growth and development, it can be stated
that the following systems metaphors are appropriate to the specified
complex - pluralist context:

= the neuro-cybernetic metaphor, that encompasses the extreme

complexity of the system in question, and its ability to be viable
and to learn;

= the political metaphor, specifically, a loose coalition, through

which the legitimacy of the different perceptions and interpreta-
tions of the considered problem area is recognized and

= the culture metaphor, that reflects the different attitudes, beliefs,

opinions accepted by the participants in the enterprise's problem
area.

As it has been shown in the Figure 1, by using the idea about the
systems metaphors, as a tool for underpinning the process of structuring
the management problem situations, the progress has been made along the
continuum of the relatively simple - complex problems, i.e. systems, and
the continuum of the increasing divergences in participants' values and in
their interests in the problem situations.

In fact, first of all, the progress along the continuum of the rela-
tively simple - complex problems, i.e. systems, can be understood, for ex-
ample, as a transition from the dealing with a mechanism to a larger in-
terest in organicism - therefore, as the transition from the machine meta-
phor to the organic metaphor and the neuro-cybernetic metaphor. Re-
spectively, when one moves along the dimension of relatively simple -
complex management problems, the progress based on the gradual explo-
ration of the machine metaphor (the traditional OR, Systems Analysis,
Systems Engineering), the organic metaphor and the neuro-cybernetic
(i.e. brain) metaphor (Organizational Cybernetics), and the flux and trans-
formation metaphor (System Dynamics, Theory and Methodology of
Complexity) is evident.

On the other hand, because of a recognition of the legitimacy of
the different world-views, the relevancy of contextualism to the interpre-
tive and emancipatory systems methodologies is obvious. That is, the
progress along the dimension of the participants' values and their interests
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in the problem situations corresponds to the gradual increasing signifi-
cance of the culture metaphor and the political metaphor (Strategic As-
sumption Surfacing and Testing, Interactive Planning, Critical Systems
Heuristics). The carnival metaphor can be singled out as the appropriate
to the postmodernist approaches.

THE PARADIGMS OF DEALING
WITH THE PROBLEM SITUATIONS

Respecting the multidimensional nature of management problem
situations, it can be stated reasonably, first of all, that there are the differ-
ent approaches to formulating the complex and ambiguous problems in
organizations. Also, the available approaches to finding the solutions to
these highly interactive problems are characterized by the corresponding
diversity. This further means that the scientific paradigms - appropriately
conceived and implemented - have a special place in the holistic instru-
mentarium for dealing with the problem situations, besides the systems
methodologies, as tools for structuring the problem situations and the
systems metaphors, as tools for uncovering and exploring the relevant
dimensions of the complex and multifaceted problems in organizations.

A paradigm can be determined originally as a set of implicit rules
of identifying a scientifically valid problem and what should constitute
the solution to this problem (Kuhn, 1962, p. 102; 108). The paradigms are
the sources of problem areas, methods, and standards of the solutions ac-
cepted by the scientific community at a given time. A paradigm shift
means, as a rule, the significant changes in the criteria that determine the
legitimacy of the problems, and the suggested solutions.

Each paradigm that is accepted by the scientific community indi-
cates to a particular understanding of the reality, to the problems that have
to be tackled and to the ways in which these problems should be solved.
A valid paradigm ought to address the ontological, epistemological,
teleological, theoretical, and methodological issues that are relevant to the
process of scientifically grounded and practically useful dealing with
problems (van Gigch, 2003, pp. 499-506).

As the particularly significant instrument for creative managing the
problem situations in organizations, the paradigms can be classified pre-
liminarily as follows (Jackson, 2000; Jackson, 2003; Jackson, 2006a, pp.
868-878; Jackson, 2006b, pp. 651-653):

= the functionalist paradigm,

= the interpretive paradigm,

= the emancipatory paradigm, and

= the postmodernist paradigm.

The functionalist methodological MS approaches are relied on the
corresponding functionalist paradigm; they endeavour to ensure the suc-
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cessful functioning of the system under consideration. It is thought that
by using the scientific methods and techniques, an understanding of the
ways in which the systems operate can be gained, and that this knowledge
enables the managers to control the organizations and operations occur-
ring in them. Within this positivist framework, the functionalism seeks to
generate the necessary knowledge through uncovering the relationships
between the "surface" variables constituting the concerned system. On the
other hand, within the structuralist framework, the functionalism endeav-
ours to penetrate deeper in order to reveal the "structures", i.e. the pat-
terns and regularities; it is argued that complex systems' behaviour can be
identified and explained through uncovering and examining these patterns
and regularities.

The traditional OR or MS has been determined by the functionalist
paradigm, i.e. by its positivist variant which strives to ensure an efficient
managing the systems in order to achieve the known goals. The behaviour
of these systems have to be predictable, and they have to be regulated, i.e.
controlled in order to reach the goals of their controllers. On the other
hand, System Dynamics, Organizational Cybernetics and the Theory and
Methodology of Complexity also belong to the functionalism but the
functionalism's structuralist variant. Their aim is to reveal the laws that
underlie the systems' behaviour, as well as to formulate these laws in the
categories of systemic archetypes, cybernetic principles, so-called strange
attractors, respectively. When the managers equipped with such a clari-
fying power, they can ensure that their organizations learn, adapt to, and
survive in the changeable environments.

The interpretive methodological MS approaches and their corre-
sponding interpretive paradigm rely on the belief that the social systems,
i.e. organizations, and the problem situations in them are determined by
the people whose - often different - goals result from their different inter-
ests and interpretations of situations in which they function. The focus is
therefore on understanding of the different meanings that the people as-
cribe to a joint action, and on uncovering where these meanings overlap,
so that can lead to a new particularly conceived accepted activity. It is
about the various systems methodologies - for example, Soft Systems
Methodology, Interactive Planning, Strategic Options Development and
Analysis - which are underpinned by the soft systems thinking, and which
are interpretive in their own nature.

For example, in Soft Systems Methodology (Checkland, 1985, pp.
757-767), the systems are understood as the observers' mental construc-
tions. Based on the different world views, the different descriptions and
explanations, i.e. interpretations of the reality of a considered problem
situation are modelled. Then, a debate on the implications of these differ-
ent world-views - that have been included in the formulated models - is
conducted. If a common basis is found, then an agreement on the action
can be reached.
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Relying on the corresponding paradigm of the emancipatory sys-
tems thinking, the emancipatory methodological MS approaches are fo-
cused on the 'emancipation', i.e. liberating the individuals and groups who
are subjugated, i.e. oppressed in organizations and society. An attention is
paid to all forms of discrimination - the class discrimination, the status
discrimination, the age discrimination etc.

Critical Systems Heuristics (Ulrich, 1994) is one of the key sys-
tems methodologies of the emancipatory paradigm. Through this method-
ology, all stakeholders - especially those who are deprived of their rights,
damaged, i.e. who are disadvantaged in relation to the powerful - should
be introduced to the nature of the problem situation designs, i.e. the na-
ture of the social system they have to face with, and, also, they should be
empowered to participate in the debates on the validity of such designs.

The postmodernist methodological MS approaches and practice,
together with their corresponding postmodernist paradigm, are opposed to
the so called the modernist reality (Alvesson & Deetz, 1996, pp. 191-
217), which - according to the postmodernists - characterizes the other
three general paradigms of the social theories. Namely, the endeavours of
the functionalist, interpretive, and emancipatory paradigm and their
methodologies to provide a comprehensive clarification of the considered
real-world problems are strongly challenged. Instead, they insist on a
learning through uncovering the conflicts which are contained in problem
situations, providing a room for the undervalued perceptions, and encour-
aging the variety and diversity.

In accordance with the presented considerations of a holistic in-
strumentarium for creative managing the problem situations in organiza-
tions, it can be stated that the systems thinking, particularly, the contem-
porary critical systems thinking, implies a theoretical-methodological
breakthrough compared to the classical approach in relation to the dimen-
sion of the relatively simple - complex problems and the dimension of the
participants' values/interests in problem situations. Respectively, it is
about an appropriate paradigm shifi (Kuhn, 1962, p. 84, 149). In fact, first
of all, from the standpoint of the continuum of relatively simple - com-
plex problems, a necessary epistemological change from positivism to
structuralism has been made. On the other hand, from the viewpoint of
the continuum of the increasing differences in participants' val-
ues/interests, a break with the ontology and epistemology of the function-
alism has been necessary. Also, understanding of the nature of conflicting
and coercive problem contexts has implied a corresponding respect for -
within the framework of critical systems thinking - the emancipatory
paradigm and postmodernist paradigm.

The insights and findings resulting from consideration of the dif-
ferent systems approaches to management - in view of the theoretical and
methodological foundations of these approaches - provide a basis for an
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argumentative critique of each systems approach. The different paradigms
- embodied in the different systems methodologies - provide the different
theoretical and methodological assumptions for the different types of the
systems approaches; as the relevant resulting problem, so called para-
digm incommensurability appears (Kuhn, 1962, p. 149; Dando & Bennett,
1981, pp. 91-103; Mingers, 2006; Jackson, 2011, pp. 811-813; Zhu, 2011,
pp- 784-798).

Critical systems thinking recommends in principle the use of the
different systems methodologies in the process of dealing with any prob-
lem situation, in a manner that should enable an argumented taking over
the strengths of certain methodologies and acting against the weaknesses
of the other methodologies. In fact, critical systems thinking - as a sup-
port for the pluralism, i.e. complementarism in the contemporary SS and
MS - is dealt with the relevant theoretical-methodological and applicative
issues concerning the conditions, opportunities, ways of the parallel em-
ployment of the different systems approaches that are founded on the op-
posing epistemological and ontological assumptions (Pollack, 2009, pp.
156-167; Jackson, 2011, pp. 811-813).

CONCLUSION

The growing complexity, ambiguity and variety of the manage-
ment problem situations in contemporary circumstances implies their ap-
propriate holistic reconceptualization. In other words, a valid determining
and creative managing the problem areas in enterprises - that are impor-
tant to the enterprises' survival and development - require that the prob-
lem situations have to be observed and explored as the complex, dynamic,
interactive, multidimensional manageable systems of problems.

A conceived dealing with the management problem situations and
purposeful intervening in them, with the aim to holistically and continu-
ally improve an enterprise functioning, implies, first of all, an identifica-
tion of - through appropriate paradigms - the ontological, epistemological
and axiological framework within which the relevant problem areas of the
enterprise will be observed and researched.

Then, all important sub-problems of the considered management
problem situation, their mutual relations and the complex connections
between the situation and its relevant environment have to be examined
holistically and in detail. In a process of structuring the management
problem situations, in dependence on a concrete management problem
context, the corresponding structuralist-functionalist, interpretive, eman-
cipatory, postmodernist systems methodologies are employed.

In addition to the above, a multidimensionality of the management
problem areas in enterprises, i.e. numerous and different possible per-
spectives, perceptions and interpretations of one and the same problem



113

situation involve the use of the systems metaphors by which the relevant
different dimensions of a system of the management problems can be en-
compassed, expressed and analyzed appropriately.

Relying on the contemporary critical systems thinking, the use of
the concerned holistic instrumentarium in managing the problem situa-
tions in organizations, implies, first of all, critical awareness of the
strengths and weaknesses of each of the identified research instruments.
At the same time, an endeavour to ensure - through an appropriate choice
and implementation of these instruments - an improvement of managing
the enterprises, an enhance of understanding between the participants in
problem situations, and a liberation from the effects of power relations is
vitally important. Additionally, in order to create a basis for making the
scientifically founded, socially responsible and practically usefull choices
in enterprises, the critical systems thinking and practice (Petrovic, 2012b,
pp. 1-13), in accordance with their own commitment to pluralism, indi-
cate a recognition of the legitimacy of the various perceptions of the
problem areas in enterprises, and the suitable combined employment of
the chosen instruments.

The conditions, ways, effectiveness and efficiency of using the
concerned holistic instrumentarium in managing the problem situations in
enterprises have been reviewed and verified in numerous and various
Case Studies (Pollack, 2009, pp. 156-167; Howick & Eden, 2011, pp.
868-878; Azadeh, Darivandi & Fathi, 2012, pp. 66-86; Hammer, Edwards
& Tapinos, 2012, pp. 909-919; Siriram, 2012, pp. 87-100; Ulrich, 2012,
pp- 1307-1322).
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Cnasuna [erposuh, YauBepsutet y Kparyjesmy, Exonomcku daxynrer, Kparyjesan

XOJIMCTHYKHN HHCTPYMEHTAPUJYM KPEATUBHOT
YIIPABJbAIBA ITPOBJIEMCKHUM CUTYAIIUJAMA

Pe3ume

VY caBpeMEHHMM OKOJIHOCTHMA, YIpaBJbauku Hpooiemu y mpexnysehuma, 1o
NIPaBHILy, NPEACTaBJbajy CIIOXKEHE pe3ylNTaHTe jeJHOBPEMEHUX JAejcTaBa OpOjHHX U
Pa3IMIATHX EKOHOMCKHX, OPTaHU3allfjCKUX, TEXHUUKHX, TEXHOJOMIKHX, IICHXOJO-
IIKHX, COIHOJIONIKHX, KYJITYPOJIOIIKNX, HOJMUTHIKNX AeTepMuHanTH. CTora, oHH On
Tpebaru OUTH NoCMaTpaH! M UCTPAKMBAHM Kao oAroBapajyhe mpobieMcKke cuTyamu-
je. Peu je, 3ampaBo, 0 KOMIUIEKCHUM, AMHAMHUYKHM, HHTEPAKTHBHUM, BUILIE3HAYHUM,
yIpaBJbUBUM CHCTEMHMA Ipodiiema.

KpeatuBHO ynpaBibame XONMCTUYKH PEKOHLENTYAJIN30BAHUM CIOKEHHM U
BHULIECJANMECH3MOHAIHUM Hpo0IeMHUMa y OpraHu3alnujamMa MMIUIMIUpa ojrosapajyhu
HAayYHO YT€MEeJhEeH U IPaKTUIHO KOPUCTaH HHCTPYMEHTApH]jyM.

Kipyuna xumnotesa, koja je y pagy IMpeHCHHTHBaHA U MOTBpheHa, je 1a ocMu-
[IUBEHO YIIPaBJbame MPoOIEMCKIM CHTyalHjaMa y npeny3ehuma mozxpasymeBa pa3Bu-
jame u Koprmhemke XOIUCTHIKOT HHCTPYMEHTapHjyMa KOju 00yXBara: CHCTEMCKE Me-
TOZIOJIOTHj€ CTPYKTYypHUpama CHCTeMa KOMIUICKCHHMX YIpaBJbayKuX IpoblieMa, CHC-
TeMcke MeTadope KOHLENTYaIN30Bamba U OTKPHBalbha PEJIEBAHTHHUX NEPCHEKTHBA 110~
cMaTpama U UCTPaXKHBamba MpoOIeMCKUX CUTyaluja, u oArosapajyhe pa3Bujene napa-
qurMe koje o0e30el)yjy pasnuuuTe KOHIENTYyalHe OKBHpE OaBiberba MPOOIEMCKHM
cHUTyalujama.

Hayunu mero ynmoTpeGibeH y MpoIecy HCTpaXkHBamba je CaBPEeMEHO KPUTHU-
YKO CHCTEMCKO MUIIBEHE, KOje je 00aBe3aHo Ha CBOja TPH IJIaBHA ojpehema: KpuTH-
YKy CBECT, yHaNpehuBame 1 IIypaan3am.

3anpaBo, OCMUIIUBEHO 0aBJbEHE YIPABIHAYKHM MPOOJIEMCKHM CHUTYaIHjama,
U CBPXOBHUTO MHTEPBEHUCAbE Y BbHMa, KaKo O ce (HYHKIMOHHCake Npeay3eha Morio
LIEJIOBUTO U KOHTHMHYMpPAHO yHarpehuBartH, noapasymeBa, Ipe cBera, HIeHTH(HUKOBa-
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e - IIOCPEACTBOM OJroBapajyhnx mapagurMu - OHTOJIOIIKOT, eUCTEMOJIOIIKOT 1 aK-
CHOJIOIIKOT OKBHpa y KoMme he pemeBaHTHa mpobieMcka monpydja mnpemyseha Guru
rocMaTpaHa U HcTpaxuBaHa. Kao peneBanTHe mapagurme 6aBjbera IpodIeMuMa pe-
QJTHOT CBeTa ITOCIOBHE €KOHOMHjE M37Bajajy ce (YHKIMOHATHCTUYKA IapajgurMa ca
CBOjOM MO3UTHBHCTUYKOM M CTPYKTYPAJIMCTHYKOM BapHjaHTOM, MHTEPIPETATHBHA,
€MaHIMIIATOPHA U TOCTMOJICPHUCTHYKA [apaiurMa.

3atuM, CBU OUTHH MOTHPOOIEMH pa3MaTpaHe yIpaBbadke MPOOIEMCKE CUTY-
anyje y npexnysehy, muxoBu Mel)ycoOHH OIHOCH, M CIIOXKeHe cnpere nzmely ucTpa-
JKUBaHE MPOOIEMCKe 00IaCTH M HBEHOT OKPYXKEHha MOpajy OMTH CBEOOYXBATHO H Jie-
TaJbHO HCTIUTAHH. Y TIPOIECY CTPYKTYypHpamba YIPaBJbauKUX MPOOIEMCKHUX CUTYyaIl-
ja, y 3aBUCHOCTH OJ TMMEH3Hje KOMIUICKCHOCTH, Tj. CHCTeMa (pEelaTHBHA jeJHOCTaB-
HOCT WJI €KCTPEMHA CII0KEHOCT), ¥ IMMEH3Hje OHOCA YUSCHHUKa y MPoOJIEMCKOj CH-
Tyauuju (yHUTapHH, IUTypaIHaCTUYKH, TIPUCHIIHU), ONIPEEsbYje ce€ KOHKPETaH yIpaB-
Jba4YKH MPOOJIEMCKH KOHTEKCT, OJHOCHO, 01a0Mpajy U MMILUIEMEHTHPA]y - Kao AOMH-
HaHTHa METOOJIOTHja M Ka0 METO/O0JIOTHja MOJpPIIKe - oAroBapajyhe crpykrypanu-
CTHUYKO-()YHKLMOHAIUCTHYKE, HHTEPIPETATUBHE, EMAHIUIIATOPHE, H/UIK TIOCTMOAED-
HUCTHYKE CHCTEMCKE METO/IOJIOTHje.

Y3 HaBe/eHO, BUIIEIMMEH3HOHAIHOCT yIPaBJbadKUX MPOOJIEMCKUX 00JIacTH
y npexny3ehnma, 0JJHOCHO, OpOjHE U pa3IuIuTe MOryhe IepcreKkTHBe IoCMaTpama, Tj.
TIepIiennyje U HHTepIpeTanuje jeHe UcTe IpoOIeMCKe CUTYaltje oapa3yMeBajy Ko-
puitheme oarosapajyhux cucremckux meradopa, KojuMa pejeBaHTHH, Pa3IMIUTH ac-
NEeKTH CHCTeMa YIpaBjbaukKuxX Ipobiema Mory OMTH mpuMmepeHo oOyxBaheHH, eKc-
IUIMLMTHO MCKAa3aHW M JETaJbHO UcTpakeHU. Kao kibyuHe, M3/Bajajy ce MallMHCKa,
opraHcka, HeypokubepHercka Metadopa, Meradopa Kyarype, HoauTH4Ka Meradopa,
MeTadopa IICHXMIKOT 3aTBOpa, MeTadopa Toka M TpaHchopmarmja, Metagopa HH-
CTpyMeHaTa JOMHUHaIHje, MeTadopa KapHeBaa.

Ocnamajyhu ce Ha caBpeMEHO KPUTHYKO CHCTEMCKO MUIILbEHE, Kopulheme
JOTHYHOT XOJMCTHYKOT MHCTPYMEHTApHjyMa y YIpaBibamby MPOOJIEMCKHM CHTYalu-
jama y opraHu3anujama, 3aXTeBa, Ipe CBera, KpUTHUYKY CBECT O CHarama M ciiabocTu-
Ma CBaKOT' IOjeJMHOT O] MACHTH(HUKOBAHUX MCTPKUBAUYKMX MHCTpyMeHata. Vcto-
BPEMEHO, 01 KJby4HE BaXXHOCTH j& HACTOjambe Ja Ce NPUMEPEHUM M300pOM U MMILIE-
MEHTALIjOM OBUX MHCTpyMeHaTa y OaBberby MpodiieMuMa, IpoOJIEeMCKHM CUTYaluja-
Ma M AuiieMaMa MOBE3aHUM C ’hUMa MOAPKH: a) yHanpehuBame yrnpasibama Ipemy3e-
huma, 0) ynanpehuBame pazymeBama n3Mely ydecHHKa y IpOOJIIEMCKUM CHTyaluja-
Ma, ¥ 1I) ociobahame oJ ejcTaBa ofHOCAa MOhH. Y3 TO, y IMJbY KpeHpama OCHOBA 3a
NIpaBJbEbe HAYYHO YTEMEJBCHHX, JAPYIITBEHO OATOBOPHUX M IPAKTUYHO KOPUCHUX
n3bopa y mpexysehnMa, KpUTHUKO CHCTEMCKO MHIIJBEHE U IIPAKCa, CXOTHO CBOjOj
00aBe3aHOCTH Ha IuTypanu3aM ynyhyjy Ha IpH3HABambE JICTHTUMUTETA Pa3IndUTHM
CXBaTambUM HCTPOKHBAaHUX MPOOIeMCcKUM obnacT y mpenysehuma m oarosapajyhe
KOMOWHOBaHO KopuIhemhe H3BOjeHUX HHCTPyMEeHATa.

VYenoBu, HaYMHH, €PEKTUBHOCT U epuKacHOCT Kopuiihewba JOTHYHOT XOIMCTH-
YKOT MHCTPYMEHTapHjyMa y yIpaBJbamby HMPOOIEMCKHM CHTyalujama y mpery3ehnma
TIPEHUCITUTHBAHN CY U MOTBpheHN y OpPOjHUM M Pa3IMINTUM CTY/AMjaMa CITydajeBa.



