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Abstract

The main research objective of this paper is to critically reassess the conceptual
foundations and the methodological and methodical development of the Critical Systems
Heuristics (CSH) - as a relevant representative of the emancipatory paradigm - in order
to determine the conditions, ways and achievements of its application in structuring the
coercive management problems in organizations. The scientific instrumentarium
corresponding to this research aim is critical systems thinking with its three key
commitments to: a) critical awareness of the strengths and weaknesses of any research
instrument - a theory, a methodology, a method, a technique, a model - for managing the
problem situations, including the CSH, as the emancipatory systems approach to
management, b) improvement of structuring those coercive problems in organizations,
in which the sources of coercion can be identified, and c) pluralism - respect the
different perceptions and interpretations of problem situations in organizations, and
enable the combined use of selected research instruments. The main research result is the
knowledge that the CSH - considering its conceptual foundations, and methodological and
methodical development - enables to reveal the normative contents of the proposed
designs of organizational systems, i.e. enables to identify the stakeholders who benefit
from the proposed changes implementation. Based on this finding, it can be concluded
that through the use of the critically heuristic categories and dialectical debate between
those involved and those affected by the designs, but who are not included in decision
making, the CSH endeavours to - in application - support the process of improving the
position of all stakeholders.
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EMAHIOUIIATOPHU CUCTEMCKH ITPUCTYII
CTPYKTYPUPAY IPUCUIIHUX OPTAHU3ALIUOHUX
MMPOBJIEMA

AncTpakT

I'maBHM MCTpaXMBayKW IWJb OBOT pajia je KPUTUYKO IPEHCIHTHBAMmE KOHIEI-
LIjCKUX OCHOBA W METOJOJIOMIKOI W METOJCKOr pas3Boja KpuTmuke cucremcke xe-
YPHCTHKE, Ka0 PEJICBAaHTHOT NPEJCTaBHUKA €MaHIMIIATOPHE Mapajurme, Kako Ou ce
OJIpEIMIIH YCIIOBH, HAYMHU M JOMETH HCHE NPUMEHE Y CTPYKTYpHUpary HPHCHIHHUX
yIpaBJbayKHX MpobseMa y opraHusandjama. HayuHM amapaT mpuMepeH MOoCTaBibe-
HOM [MJbY UCTPKUBama jé KPUTHIKO CHCTEMCKO MHIUBEHE, Ca CBOje TPH KIbyYHE
00aBe3aHOCTH HA: a) KPUTHYKY CBECT O CHaraMa M cia0ocTUMa OWMIO KOT' HCTpaXku-
BAaYKOI' HHCTPYMEHTA — TEOpHje, METO/IONOTHje, METO/Ia, TEXHUKE, MOJiesIa — 3a YIpaBiba-
Be MPOOJIEMCKHM CHTyanujama, rma 1 KpuTH4Ke CHCTEMCKe XEeypHCTHKe, Kao eMaH-
LUIIaTOPHOT CHCTEMCKOT MPUCTYIa MEHAIMEHTY, 0) yHampehuBame CTpyKTypupama
OHHUX MPUCHIIHHX MPOoOIeMa y OpraHu3alyjaMa, y KojuMa U3BOpH MPHCUIIE MOTY OUTH
UJICHTU(GUKOBAHH, ¥ B) IUTypajn3aM — YBa)XKaBambe PA3IMYUTHX MEpLeNiuja i HHTep-
npeTtanyja MpoONEeMCKHX CHTyalldja y OpraHu3alijamMa U omoryhaBame KOMOWHO-
BaHOT Kopuinhewma onabpaHMX HCTPaXMBAYKUX HMHCTpyMEHaTa. ['JIaBHM pesynTar
UCTpaXMBama je cazHame Ja KpuTHika cucTeMcka XeypuCcTHKa — ¢ 003MpPOM Ha CBOje
KOHIICTIIIMjCKE OCHOBE M METOIOJIOIIKA M METOJICKH Pa3Boj — oMoryhaBa OTKpHBame
HOPMAaTHBHUX CajipKaja CBAKOT MPEJIOKEHOT AN3ajHA OPraHU3aIl[MOHUX CHCTEMa, OJ1-
HOCHO, oMoryhaBa uaeHTH(]HKOBame CTEjKXOJIepa KOjH HUMajy KOPUCTH O HUMILIe-
MEHTaluje MpeUIoKEeHNX NpoMeHa. Ha OCHOBY OBOT ca3Hama, MOXE C€ 3aKJbYUHTH
na KpuTHiko cucreMcka XeypucTHKa HACTOjU 1a y MPUMEHH HMOAPIKHU MPOLEC yHape-
huBama mo3mnMje CBUX CTEjKXONAepa Kpo3 KOpUIINEeHhe KPUTHIKOXEYPHCTHUKIX Ka-
Teropuja M AdjasieKTH4Ke Aedare nu3Mel)y OHHX KOjH Cy YKJbYYEHH M OHUX KOjH HHCY
YKJbYYCHH Y OIYYUBAHE, all KOjH Cy TIOTO)eHH OJJHOCHUM JTU3ajHUMA.

KibyuHe peun: TPUCHIHH YIIPaB/bauky MPOOIEMCKH KOHTEKCT, EMaHIUIIATOPHA
napajirMa, CHcTeMcka Merojosioruja, Kpurrnuka cucremcka
XEypHCTHKa, yHanpeliBambe MO3KIHje CTejKXO0IAepa.

INTRODUCTION

Along with the dimension of systems, that holistically conceptualizes
the complexity of management problems in organizations, the important
dimension of the real-world problems is the dimension of the relationships
between the participants (Flood & Jackson, 1991, pp. 33-35; Petrovic,
2013, pp. 97-116). The participants dimension refers to the relationships
between stakeholders, i.e. between individuals and groups who are interested
in the problem area and dealing with it. An assessment of the unitary,
pluralist, coercive nature of the management problems in organizations
should be built into understanding of the concerned problem situation and
into its creative structuring.

In contemporary circumstances, the management problems in
organizations that are characterized by coercion represent a relevant
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research subject. It is about the problem contexts in which the participants
do not share common interests, and their values and opinions are in
conflict. The participants do not agree on the ends and means, and cannot
make a true compromise. The different groups, i.e. individuals, strive to -
using the power they have - impose their own favoured strategy and
decisions on others. Also, it is assumed that the sources of power of
different stakeholders can be identified.

Creatively dealing with the coercive management problem contexts
in organizations implies the use of an appropriate, emancipatory paradigm.
Within the emancipatory understanding of the social, i.e. organizational
reality, the focus is on the doubt in the existing social, i.e. organizational
order and on the endeavouring to reform it radically (Jackson, 2000, p.
291). That is, in the emancipatory paradigm, the contradictions in the
system and conflicts between its different groups are in the centre of the
research, with the aim of facilitating people' release from the influences
of the existing social, i.e. organizational structures (Burrell & Morgan,
1979, p. 34). In relation to the other paradigms - the functionalist,
interpretive, and postmodernism (Jackson, 2000; 2003; 2006a, pp. 868-
878; 2006b, pp. 647-657; Petrovi¢ 2013, pp. 97-116), the main research
attention in the emancipatory paradigm has been shifted to ensuring
fairness in the organizations, whose functioning is considered to be
improved as much as the discrimination of any kind is eliminated, and a
full and open participation is encouraged so that the people can participate
in problem-solving and decision-making. So, the emphasis is on the
people's emancipatory interest (Habermas, 1972, p. 308; Flood & Jackson,
1991, p. 49; p. 244) in releasing themselves from the limitations imposed
by the power relations, as well as in learning, through a process of authentic
participatory democracy. The metaphor of psychic prison (the focus is on
the ethical dimension of organizations) and the metaphor of the instruments
of domination (the negative results of improving certain interests at the
expense of others, and understanding how the actions that are considered as
meaningful from one aspect can appear as the exploitative from other
viewpoints are in the focus) are appropriate for the emancipatory paradigm
(Morgan, 1997, pp. 215-249; pp. 301-344).

One of the systems methodologies developed within the emancipatory
paradigm is the Critical Systems Heuristics (CSH) (Flood & Jackson, 1991,
p. 36; p. 40; pp. 197-221; Jackson, 2000, pp. 315-320; Jackson, 2003, pp.
23-24; p. 27; p. 40; pp. 213-231; Jackson, 2006a, pp. 868-878; Jackson,
2006b, pp. 647-657; Petrovi¢ 2013, pp. 97-116). As the emancipatory
systems approach to management, the CSH is appropriate for the coercive
management problem context in organizations (Ulrich, 1991, pp. 103-
115; Ulrich, 1994; Ulrich, 2003, pp. 325-342; Ulrich, 2007, pp. 1109-
1113; Ulrich & Reynolds, 2010, pp. 243-292). The key issues discussed
within the CSH are: Who benefits from the proposed changes or the new
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system designs in conflict situations?, i.e. Where does the coercion exist,
how is it manifested, and what are its relevant consequences? The CSH
endeavours to enable the stakeholders to reveal the normative content of
the existing and/or proposed designs of organizations and identify the
possible alternative designs.

In accordance with these preliminary considerations, the conceptual
framework, and the resulting methodological and methodical development of
the CSH, as a particular emancipatory systems methodology, represent a
scientifically, socially and practically valuable research subject.

The main aim of the research process is to - through a critical
reassessment of the theoretical foundations of the CSH and its methodology
and methods - acquire relevant knowledge about the conditions, ways and
achievements of use of this emancipatory systems approach to structuring
the coercive management problems in organizations.

The basic hypothesis, that should be tested in the research process,
is that the CSH, as the methodological expression of the emancipatory
paradigm, pursuant to its own conceptual foundations and methodological-
methodical development, can be employed in a scientifically based,
practically useful and socially responsible way in creative dealing with
those coercive management problems in organizations in which the
sources of power can be identified.

As the scientific instrumentarium corresponding to the determined
research subject, aim and hypothesis, the contemporary critical systems
thinking with its three key commitments to: a) critical awareness of the
strengths and weaknesses of each research instrument - theory, methodology,
method, technique, model - including the CSH, as the emancipatory systems
methodology, b) improvement of the management process of coercive
problems in organizations, in which the sources of coercion can be revealed
and c) pluralism - ensuring the legitimacy to different stakeholders' interests,
to their value systems and opinions, particularly those stakeholders who are
not involved in designing the organizational systems, but who are
affected by those designs, as well as enabling a combined employment of
the research instruments that may belong to different paradigms, will be
used (Jackson, 2000, pp. 355-357; pp. 362-367; pp. 375-377; Jackson, 2003,
pp. 303-304; Jackson, 2010, pp. 133-139; Li, Zhu, & Gerard, 2012, pp. 209-
220; Mingers, 2006, pp. 3-4; Petrovi¢, 2012a, pp. 797-814; Petrovi¢, 2012b,
pp. 1-13; Ulrich, 2003, pp. 325-342; Ulrich, 2012a, pp. 1228-1247; Ulrich,
2012b, pp. 1307-1322; Zhu, 2011, pp. 784-798).

The conceptual foundations of the CSH, its methodological and
methodical development will be explored in separate sections of this
paper. Then, the main strengths and weaknesses of the CSH will be
highlighted, and the domain of its creative use will be identified. In the
concluding remarks, after formulating the attitude on the basic scientific
hypothesis, the key contribution and limitation of the paper, and the open
issues relevant for further research will be specified.
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CONCEPTUAL FOUNDATIONS

From the standpoint of the CSH, the main purpose of the systems’
thinking is to shape scientifically the planning process of the social and
organizational systems, i.e. their designs, in order to ensure the realization
of an improvement in the position of the social and organizational
systems' stakeholders. Therefore, the systems approach should be regarded as
the appropriate use for practical reasons rather than theoretical reasons
(Ulrich, 2003, pp. 325-342). Respectively, the aim of the systems approach is
to help make the decision what should be done rather than to help generate
the knowledge about what something is and how something should be done.

All three concepts within the syntagm: the Critical Systems Heuristics
have precise meanings (Ulrich, 1994, pp. 19-23; Jackson, 2000, p. 316).
The critical character of the approach requires a self reflection with regard
to the assumptions entering into judgment in the search for knowledge and
rational action. The critical approach to the design of the organizational
system implies that the planners and those affected by the design have to
make the normative content of the design transparent to themselves and
each other. The design must not be regarded as the only, objective
possibility; on the contrary, it has to be subjected to critical reassessment.
The idea of the systems refers to the totality of the relevant conditions,
i.e. the elements of which the theoretical and practical judgements depend
on. These conditions involve a variety of metaphysical, ethical, political,
ideological aspects. Since each conception of the world is limited, the idea of
the systems is being used as the critical idea of reasoning. The idea of the
systems should be understood as an appropriate warning to the necessity of
critical thinking about the undoubted shortage of comprehensiveness and
objectivity of all designs of the organizational systems. This idea does not
assume that the wholeness of a system can be known, but only points out
the need for a critical reflection on the evident lack of comprehensiveness
in understanding the designs of the organizational systems. Finally, heuristics
refers to the process of a continuous disclosure of the ‘objectivist' frauds, and
the preparation of the planners, those affected by the designs, and/or
managers for critical thinking about problem situations. The aim is to provide
an appropriate method by means of which the assumptions and their
incompleteness can be continually reassessed, rather than theoretically justify
the critical concepts.

The following sets of the synthetic a priory concepts - deeply
involved in the process of generating knowledge - are particularly important
for the CSH (Ulrich, 1994, p. 189; Jackson, 2003, p. 216): two pure forms
of intuition - space and time - make up the first set; the second set consists
of twelve categories - these are pure concepts of understanding that are
necessary in order to logically connect the perceptions. The concerned
synthetic a priori concepts should contribute to a valid cognition of the
world. The presented ideas have to be transformed in an appropriate
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manner in order to become applicable to the planning as well as design of
the systems.

Certain assumptions - in the form of boundary judgements - are
undoubtedly entering into the design of organizations. These boundary
judgements reflect the designer's judgements about the wholeness of the
system, specifically, what he/she considers important for the concerned
designing task, what is for him/her of marginal importance, and what is
irrelevant (Midgley & Pinzon, 2011, pp. 1543-1554). Also, these boundary
judgements reveal the extent of responsibility taken by the designers in
justifying their own designs; thereby, the boundary judgements provide the
access to the normative implications of the systems designs. The task is to
determine a means of the reassessment of the systems designs in order to
uncover the boundary judgements that have been made (Jackson, 2000, p.
317). Through the process of thinking, it should be determined which of the
mentioned synthetic, relatively a priori concepts are characterized by the
heuristic necessity (Ulrich, 1994, p. 239).

First of all, along with the concepts of space and time, the concept
of purposefulness has been added,; it is the additional dimension that is
necessary to map the organizational reality. Then, twelve critically heuristic
categories have been established in relation to the distinction between those
who are involved in any decision of planning (client, decision maker,
planner) and those who are affected but who are not included in the decision
making process (witnesses). Finally, three quasi-transcendental ideas have
been developed (Ulrich, 1994, pp. 259-264): the systems idea, the moral idea
and the guarantor idea. These are the critical standards in relation to which
the constraints of the special designs of the organizational systems can be
compared.

The developed concepts should enable any existing organizational
system to be examined from the standpoint of revealing the norms, values,
and so on, that have been built into its design. Also, these concepts ought to
enable any potential design of the organizational system to be reassessed
considering its assumptions.

The heuristic necessity of certain concepts is of a particular
importance for understanding the designs of the organizational systems.
By using these concepts, it should be shown how certain designs of
organizations can be evaluated and accepted for implementation. Thereby,
an appropriate participatory debate is required. It is not enough that those
involved - by using the heuristically necessary concepts - self-reflect on the
incompleteness of their own designs of organizational systems; those
involved, also, have to enter into dialog with the witnesses, i.e. the
representatives of those affected by the designs but who are not included in
the process of designing the systems. The witnesses require a clarification
of their problems in everyday language, given that the polemical use of
reasoning will be enough to reveal that the concerned designs of the
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organizational systems of those involved have been based on the assumptions
which can be challenged. Accordingly, only an agreement between all
stakeholders can result in the conclusion on what should be done. Through a
dialectical solution, the systemic rationality of planners should be associated
with the social rationality of those who have to live in certain designs of
those organizational systems.

METHODOLOGY

The presented conceptual foundations of the CSH represent the
valuable framework for developing the corresponding emancipatory
systems methodology for structuring the management problem situations
with features of coercion. The methodology of the CSH encompasses the
following four phases:

= introduce the dimension of purposefulness,

= determine the principles,

= make the judgments about the designed system the transparent,

= conduct the participatory debate of all stakeholders.

The development of the concerned methodology implies, first of
all, an appropriate paradigm of the purposeful systems (Flood & Jackson,
1991, pp. 202-204; Jackson, 2003, p. 217). That is, into the consideration
of the organizational reality and the endeavour to improve it, the planners
have to include - besides the dimensions of space and time - the additional
dimension of purposefulness concerning the self-awareness, self-reflection,
self-determination of people as the key entities of the organizational
systems. The idea that plans have certain meaning to the interested
individuals and groups, and that the plans are of corresponding importance
to them, has been embedded in the paradigm of purposeful systems. This
idea supports an endeavour that organizational systems be adequately
designed, in order to become purposeful systems. Otherwise, they will
likely serve people and purposes, but differently than the intended ones.
In the purposeful system, the capability to determine the purposes has to
characterize the whole system. Then, the system should generate the
knowledge important to these purposes as well as to encourage the debate
about them. All plans or proposals for design ought to be critically
reassessed in relation to their normative contents.

Drawing on three quasi-transcendental ideas about the systems, the
moral and the guarantor, the corresponding principles, as a support for the
CSH methodology, have been developed. It is about the ideas that should
be employed in order to reveal the necessarily conditional character of the
understanding of totality. The ideas about the systems, the moral, and the
guarantor, applicable to the organizational reality, represent the critical
standards in relation to which the constraints of the designs of organizational
systems can be compared. The systems idea requires that the participants
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think about an inevitable lack of comprehensiveness of the endeavour to
map the organizational reality as well as to produce the adequate designs
of organizational systems. The key issue is: What can | find out? Then,
the moral idea implies that the designers of organizational systems
continuously strive - through their own designs - to improve the human
conditions for all participants; at the same time, the designers consider the
moral imperfections and implications of the designs through constantly
questioning the values built-into them. The moral limitations and
shortcomings of the organizational systems designs can be best uncovered in
relation to those who are affected by the designs but who are not involved in
the decision making process. The important issue is: What may | do?
Finally, the guarantor idea indicates that there is not any absolute guarantee
that planning of the design of an organizational system will result in an
improvement. Nevertheless, the planners, i.e. designers of organizational
systems should take into consideration the available scientific data,
feedback evaluations, etc. as well as the perceptions of experts and other
stakeholders. The appropriate procedures ought to be consulted and the
agreement between those who are involved in the planning process and
those who are affected by the design should be sought out. The relevant
issue is: What may | hope for? The planners should employ the ideas about
the systems, moral, guarantor as the appropriate critical standards in
relation to which the incompleteness and limitations of their own designs
can be evaluated. Also, those who are affected by the plans can employ
these ideas in order to show a lack of comprehensiveness in the plans - the
systems idea, their ethical inadequacy - the moral idea, and their
undemocratic nature - the guarantor idea.

The particular phase of the CSH methodology is focused on helping
the designers of organizational systems to make transparent - to themselves
and others - the judgments about the whole of the designed system. Given
that these judgements are constrained by knowledge, ethics, and
guarantees, and enter into the designs of organizational systems, the use of
the concept of the boundary judgements is essential for this phase of the
methodology. When the planners design the systems then they inevitably
make the assumptions about the interior of the concerned system as well as
about what belongs to its environment. These boundary judgements reflect
the designers' judgements about the wholeness of the system in the sense of
what is relevant for the respective design-task. The boundary judgements
provide the access to the normative assumptions entering into the systems'
designs.

The final justification for the practical action has to result from
some kind of a participatory debate that involves all relevant stakeholders. As
the final element of the CSH methodology, the dialectical solution for the
concerned problem has been suggested (Jackson, 2003, p. 219). It is not
sufficient that those involved - using the heuristically necessary concepts
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- self-reflect on the partiality of their own designs. These designs have to
be the subject matter of a dialogue with the witnesses - in practice, with
the representatives of those affected by the designs but who are not
involved in the planning process of the design. From the witnesses it is
expected that they explain their own perceptions and concerns in layman’s
terms, and the polemical use of the judgements will be per se enough to
reveal that the organizational systems' designs of those involved in their
planning have been based on the rebuttable assumptions. It is argued that
only the agreement between all those involved and those affected by the
design leads to the conclusion about what should be done.

METHODS

Within the framework of the CSH methodology, the corresponding
methods have been developed for helping in the endeavours to make
transparent the normative assumptions built into the designs of organizational
systems, and for ensuring the dialogue between those involved in planning
and those affected by the designs but who are not included in the process of
their planning (Jackson, 2003, pp. 220-221).

First of all, the list of twelve boundary questions has been drawn up,
as the methodical instrument for revealing the normative assumptions
embedded in the design of the considered organizational system. These
guestions can be used to explore the existing design or a proposed design of
the system. The task is to find a means for reviewing the system's design,
so that the already made boundary judgements can be revealed, and a
means for determining the alternative boundary judgements, i.e. the means
for examining where the boundaries of the designed system should be set.

The so-called checklist, consisting of twelve boundary questions,
has been made (Flood, 1995, pp. 214-217) in order to perform this task
more easily. It is about the questions arising from the twelve critically
heuristic categories which are established considering the distinction
between those involved in any planning decision - the client, decision
maker, designer and those who are affected by the design but who are not
included in the decision making process - the witnesses. Concretely,
(Ulrich, 1994, pp. 250-251) the questions concerning the client dealing with
the sources of the motivation for the built-in the design; the questions
concerning the decision maker address the sources of control; the questions
concerning the designer, i.e. planner tackle the sources of expertise; the
questions concerning the witness reflect on the sources of the legitimacy of
the design. So, the distinction between the client, decision maker, designer,
and witness results in four groups of questions. For each of these groups,
three questions have to be posed per group, and, as a result, the complete
set of twelve boundary questions has been defined (Ulrich, 1994, p. 258):
the first question is about the social roles of those involved and those who



704

are affected by the design; the second question refers to the problems of
their specific roles; the third question concerns the key problems of
developing the boundary judgements in relation to a particular group.

The twelve boundary questions' ability to reveal the normative
content of the design of the organizational system is most noticeable if
they are specified in two different contexts: 'is' mode and 'should" mode,
and the answers placed one against the other. For example, the answer to
the question: Who is the real client of the considered design of the system
S? should be compared to the answer to the question: Who should be the
client of the system S that ought to be designed? etc.

The formulations of the twelve boundary questions of the CSH in
the 'is' mode are: Who is the actual client of the system S design, i.e. who
belongs to the group of those whose purposes are being served by? What
is the actual purpose of the system S design, measured in the categories of
the real consequences, and not in the categories of the declared intentions
of those involved? What is built into the success measure, estimated
according to the consequences of the design? Who is actually the decision
maker, i.e. who can really change the success measure? What are the
conditions of successful planning and implementation of the system S
design really under the decision-maker control? What conditions the
decision maker does not control, i.e. what is the environment for him/her?
Who is really involved as a planner? Who is involved as an expert, what is
the type of his/her expertise and what is his/her role? What is a guarantee
for those involved that their planning will be successful? (For example, the
experts' theoretical competence, the consensus among the experts, the
empirical data' validity, the relevance of mathematical models or
computer simulations, the political support, the experience and intuition
of those involved, etc.) Who from the witnesses represents the problems
of those who are affected by the design or those who can be affected by
the design without being involved in making the decisions about the
system's design? Is the possibility of releasing from the experts being
given to those who are affected by the design? Which world view is really
underlying the concerned design of the system S?

The formulations of the twelve boundary questions of the CSH in
the 'should’ mode are: Who should be the client of the system S that needs
to be designed or improved? Which desired states the system S need to be
able to achieve, given that it serves the respective client? What should be
the success measure of the system S? Who should be the decision maker?
Which components of the system S, the decision maker should control?
Which resources and conditions should be a part of the system S
environment? Who should be involved as the system S designer? What kind
of expertise should enter into the system S design? Who should be the
guarantor that the particular design of the system S will be implemented
and an improvement of the system S will be provided? Who between
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those affected by the design should become involved? To what extent and
in what manner, a chance to release themselves from the premisses and
the promises of those involved should be given to those affected by the
design? On whose worldview - whether those involved or those affected
by the design - should the system S design be based?

By using the boundary questions, the stakeholders should reveal
the normative assumptions that enter into any design of the system. In the
CSH context, there is not a design of the system that can be denoted as
rational as long as its normative content is not made explicit. However,
this is not the only criterion of rationality. It is necessary that those
affected by the design evaluate its consequences.

The shortage of expertise and rationality of those affected by the
designs is being pointed out as the main obstacle to their challenge to the
planners' system designs. However, the fact is that the designs of
organizational systems are based on the boundary judgements whose
justification is beyond the reach of expertise. The planners, justifying their
proposals on the base of their own expertise, or ‘'objective necessities',
actually use the boundary judgements.

In order to ensure a dialog of all stakeholders, the method designated
as the polemical use of the boundary judgements has been developed. This
is a practical instrument that the stakeholders can employ in order to
commit the planners to a reflection of the normative content of their
designs, and to a rational debate about the incompleteness of their plans,
even when they are not ready to do so. A polemical use of boundary
judgements, as the method of debate, is necessary given that the planners
(the involved) must not be the only ones who reflect on their designs. The
witnesses must also discuss the planners' designs. The plans can be qualified
as rational only if the agreement has been reached between those involved
and those affected by the plans.

Accordingly, the CSH methodology requires an appropriate polemical
employment of the boundary judgements (Ulrich, 1994, pp. 305-310). Those
who are affected by the design can defend the alternative boundary
judgements against the planners' judgements, and can show that: the experts'
proposals are guided by the boundary judgements, the experts' knowledge
and their expertise are insufficient to justify their boundary judgements, and
planners and experts - endeavouring to justify their own proposals with the
knowledge and expertise, in fact, use the boundary judgements in a dogmatic
manner, and so disqualify themselves. The polemical use of boundary
judgements provides planners and those affected by the designs an equal
position for an acceptable dialogue.
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CRITICAL REVIEW

In accordance with the presented conceptual foundations of the
CSH, it can be pointed out that it is about the emancipatory systems
development that allows a careful analysis of the systems approach basis
and provides a relevant contribution to the sphere of the emancipatory
systems perspective (Flood & Jackson, 1991, pp. 217-219).

The CSH is appropriate to those coercive management problem
contexts in the organizations in which the sources of power can be
identified. Actually, first of all, through the employment of critically
heuristic categories about the sources of motivation, control, expertise,
and legitimacy, the CSH reveals the real interests that will be served by
the proposed design of the concerned organizational system. Then,
through the polemical use of all stakeholders' boundary judgements, the
CSH contributes to the organization of a rational debate about the
shortcomings of the considered design.

Considering the embedded conceptual and methodological postulates,
it is obvious that the CSH does not especially deal with the systems
dimension but focuses on the participants dimension, specifically, the
aspect of coercion. In this regard, the possibilities of using the CSH are
broad. First of all, many management problem situations in organizations
are characterized by coercion. Also, most of the pluralist debates can use
the clarifications that have been provided by the CSH methodology. In
addition, it is important that coercion, which - structurally embedded in
organizations - causes more subtle and complex use of power, can not be
identified through the employment of the CSH methodology.

As any other systems approach to management, the CSH can be
evaluated from different viewpoints (Jackson, 2000, pp. 319-320; Jackson,
2003, pp. 226-229).

First of all, the CSH ignores certain possibilities offered by the
theoretical and methodological pluralism. Actually, along with the critique of
Systems Science as well as the denial of its usefulness in the organizational
systems designing, an important role which instrumental reason (for example,
in Organizational cybernetics) can have in planning is unjustifiably
neglected. This is because a rational social action depends on both what can
be done and the choice of efficient means as well as what should be done.

In accordance with the conceptual foundations of the CSH, it is
considered that its relevant feature is the adoption of the corresponding,
restricted notion of critique (Jackson, 2000; 2003; Midgley, 1997). Namely,
the CSH allows a reflection on the ideas and values entering into any design
of organizational systems, but it does not help in thinking about the material
conditions for which more objectivist thinkers believe that they lead to these
ideas as well as the ideas about maintaining the power. The analysis
conducted in accordance with the theoretical and methodological guidelines
of the CSH helps to point out such material conditions, but the respective



707

methodology cannot provide a research into or explanation of the nature
and development of these conditions.

Due to the neglect of the relevant structural aspects of organizational
systems, the CSH is particularly criticized from the standpoint of its
reliance on utopian assumptions. In the conceptual framework of the CSH,
the following relevant issue remains without a precise answer: Why should
those involved endeavour to take into account the opinions and interests
of those affected by the designs?

In this context of consideration, it is relevant to comprehend that
the successful use of the CSH depends on whether there already exists a
situation in which a participative debate is possible (Midgley, 1997, pp.
37-57). Furthermore, there is a danger that the CSH can - even in the
conditions where an open debate is possible - introduce its own forms of
coercion, because those who are characterized by a lack of self-confidence
and inability of learning may be unable to engage effectively in a rational
argumentation.

As a particular shortcoming of the CSH, its insufficient methodical
maturity stands out (Jackson & Flood, 1991; Jackson, 2000, p. 320;
Jackson, 2003, p. 228). It is thought that the CSH lacks the corresponding,
practically tested methods, instruments, and techniques to support it. That
is, the revelation of the design of an explored organizational system and
everything that the respective design implies is enabled through the use of
the twelve questions in 'is' and 'should' modes. Thereby, it is not clear in
which manner integrate the acquired knowledge into the intervention.

CONCLUSION

As a relevant representation of the emancipatory paradigm, the
CSH is appropriate to the coercive management problem situations in
organizations in which power relations and the sources of coercion can be
revealed, and deals with the following key issues: who benefits from the
proposed changes, i.e. the new designs of the organizational systems in
conflict situations, that is, where there is coercion and in which manner it
is manifested? The CSH can - through its application - be an important
means of supporting those who are affected by the decisions, but who are
not included in the processes of problem solving and decision making. So,
as the authentic, theoretical, methodological, and methodical development
within the emancipatory paradigm, the CSH can be considered a valid
framework for the improvement of critical - thoughtful and emancipatory -
practice (Ulrich, 2003, pp. 325-342). Rejecting the functionalist systems
thinking, and broadening the interpretive systems thinking (Jackson, 2003,
pp. 226-229), the CSH pays attention to the interests and values of those
who are otherwise excluded from the debate about the designs of the
researched organizational systems, and who are affected and who have to
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experience the consequences of the respective designs. The CSH endeavours
to support the release of these stakeholders, enabling them to participate -
without fear of expertise and/or power of those involved in decision making -
in the debates about the shape, direction and intensity of actions and
interactions that organizational systems generate, and in which they live.

As the emancipatory methodological development providing the
critically heuristic support for identifying, testing, and enhancing the
normative content of the organizational systems' designs, the CSH can be
creatively used in structuring the corresponding problem situations in both
private and public sectors. For example, the CSH has been successfully
employed in the critical evaluation within the Business Process
Reengineering (Flood, 1995, pp. 294-319), in the quality management in the
National Health Service, (Flood, 1995, pp. 179-183), in critical dealing with
the key aspects and dilemmas of Corporate Social Responsibility (Reynolds,
2008, pp. 383-395), in identifying the stakeholders in organizational projects
(Achterkamp & Vos, 2007, pp. 3-14), and so on. From the standpoint of
using the CSH methodology in different case studies (for example, Cohen &
Midgley, 1994), it is of a particular importance that this emancipatory
systems methodology cannot be considered as a substitute for other systems
approaches to management, but it can be - through the contemporary
critical systems thinking - used as their valuable complement (Midgley,
1997, 37-57).

Taking into account the overall presented consideration, it can be
concluded that the basic hypothesis has been confirmed through the
research process. Actually, considering its own conceptual framework
and the resulting methodological and methodical development, the CSH,
as an authentic systems methodology within the emancipatory paradigm,
can be used in the creative managing of the coercive problem situations in
contemporary organizations. Respectively, through: a) the critical disclosure
of the normative contents of the proposed designs of the considered
organizational systems, b) identification of the stakeholders to whose
interests these proposed designs serve, and c) allowing those affected by the
respective designs, but who were not included in their adoption, to recognize
and express their own interests and values, the CSH creates a valid
framework for releasing these stakeholders and improving their position.

The basic limitation of the conducted research represents the fact that
the presented consideration of the conceptual, methodological and
methodical dimensions of the CSH, as the emancipatory systems approach to
management, has not been followed with a concrete use of this methodology
in an immediate management problem situation in which the sources of
coercion may be identified.

Exactly this limitation of the paper will be a subject matter of
future research. In addition, the preconditions, ways and constraints of a
complementary use of this methodology with the methodologies (i.e. with
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their methods and techniques) from the functionalist and/or interpretive
paradigm will be the particularly important area for further research.
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EMAHIUIATOPHU CUCTEMCKH IIPUCTYII
CTPYKTYPUPABY IPUCUIITHUX OPTAHU3ALIUOHUX
NPOBJIEMA

Caasuna II. Ilerposuh
Vuusepsurer y Kparyjesuy, Exonomcku dakynrer, Kparyjesarn, Cpouja

Pe3ume

KpeaTHBHO ynpaBibatbe MPUCHIHUM MPoOJIeMIMa y OpraHu3alijaMa HMIUTUIHpa
olroBapajyhly, eMaHIHMIIATOpPHY MHapagurMy, y Kojoj cy (y OomHOCy Ha ocTaje ma-
pagurme — GQyHKIMOHATMCTHYKY, HHTEPIPETATUBHY, OCTMOJEPHY) KOHTPAAUKIHjE Y
cucteMy U KOH(IMKTH u3Mel)y pa3inuUTHX rpyma U MOjeANHaNa Y HEHTPY UCTPaKH-
Bama, C [IUJbEM pa3BHjama OKBUpa y KoMe he OuTH onmakmaHo ocnobalame CTejKX0I-
Jepa of yTuiaja nocrojehnx, 0JHOCHO, NPEUIOKEHHUX JPYIITBEHHX, Tj. OpraHH3alH-
OHHX CTPYKTypa. Kao eMaHIMIaTOpHU CHCTEMCKU MPHUCTYN MeHauMeHTy, Kputrnuka
CHCTEMCKa XCypUCTHKA je NMpPHMepeHa NPUCHIHUM YIpPaB/baykKuM HpobieMuMa y
opranm3anyjama. Kibyyna nutama quckyToBaHa y KpUTHUKO] CHCTEMCKO] XEypHCTH-
M CY: KO UMa KOPHCTH OJ] TIPEUIOKEHUX MPOMEHA MM HOBHX JM3ajHA CHCTEMa y
KOH(IMKTHUM CHUTYyalWjama, TAe MOCTOjU NPHCHIIA, Kako ce MaHHUdecTyje, Koje cy
IbCHE peJIeBAHTHE KOHCEKBEHIe. KpUTHYKa CHCTEMCKa XEypHUCTHKA HACTOjH J1a OMO-
ryhu crejkxonepuma 1a OTKpHjy HOPMAaTHBHU cajpikaj nocrojeher, 0JHOCHO, mpen-
JIO’KEHOT OPraHM3alOHOT AW3ajHa, UACHTU(UKYjy Moryhe alTepHaTHBHE NHU3ajHE U
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KpO3 TapTHIUIIATOPHY Ae0aTy Hobhy M0 IHUjalIeKTHYKOT pellema O TOMEe Koje Ipo-
MeHe, OTHOCHO KOjH Au3ajH O Tpebaso ra Oyae NMIUIEMEHTHUPAH.

CBeoOyXBaTHO W JIeTaJbHO HCIIUTHBAE KOHIIETIIMjCKUX OcHOBa Kpurtmuke cu-
CTEMCKE XEypPHCTHKE, leHOT METOJ0JIONIKO-METOJICKOT pa3Boja, IPeTIIOCTaBKU, Hauu-
Ha M JIOMETa HbeHEe NPHMEHE Y CTPYKTypUpamy NMPUCHIHUX YIPaBJbauyKUX MpooieM-
CKMX CHTYyallija y OpraHHu3alujaMa MpeicTaB/ba Hay4yHO, APYLITBEHO U alUIMKaTUBHO
BaJUaH Wb UCTpaxuBama. KibydHa Xumoresa, Koja je Kpo3 HCTpaXHBambe MOTBple-
Ha, jecte na KpuTnuka cucreMcka XeypHCTHKaA, Ka0 METO/IOJIOUIKM HCKa3 eMaHIHIa-
TOpHE Tapajgurme, Moxke — ¢ 003MpOM Ha CBOje KOHIIECTIIIHjCKE OCHOBE M METOMO-
JIOIIKO-METO/ICKH Pa3Boj — OUTH ymoTpeOsbeHa Ha HayqHO 3aCHOBAH M MPAKTHIHO KO-
PHCTaH HAYMH y yIIpaBJbalby OHUM IIPUCHIHUM IIpo0JIeMHUMa y OpraHu3alyjama y Ko-
jUMa M3BOPH U pelieBaHTHE KOHCEKBEHIIE IPUCHIIE MOTY OUTH MICHTH()UKOBAHH, TIPY-
Kajyhn kpeaTHBHY MOAPIIKY YHarpehuBamy MO3HUIH]E MOCEOHO OHHMX CTEjKXOJAepa
KOjH HUCY OMJIM YKJbYYEHHU y MpOIIECce pellaBama MpodieMa 1 OAyIrnBamba, a KOju Cy
MoroheHN UMIUIEMEHTAIjOM yYTBph)eHNX MpOMEHa, Tj. CHCTEMCKUX nu3ajHa. Hayunu
METOJ yIMOTPEeOJbEH y UCTPAKHUBAKY j& KPUTHYKO CHCTEMCKO MHUILJBEHE, 00aBe3aHO
Ha KPUTHYKY CBECT (O cHarama M MamKaBOCTUMa OHMJIO KOT HCTPa)KMBAYKOT HHCTPY-
MEHTa, Ia 1 Metojosoruje Kputnuke cucreMcke XeypHCTHKE), yHarpehuBame mpo-
eca CTpyKTypHpama MPUCHIHUX YIPaBJbaukKuX MpobiieMa y opraHu3anujama 1 Iury-
panuM3zaM (#aBame JICTUTUMUTETA pa3IHYUTHM HWHTEpIpeTandjaMa HCTpaKUBaHE
yrpaBjbauke MpoOIeMCcKe OOJIACTH Y OpraHU3alMjd U oMoryhaBame KOMOMHOBAaHOT
Kopuihema pa3nIuTHX HCTPAKUBAYKUX HHCTPYMEHATA).

Ocnamajyhu ce Ha ompenesbeHe KOHIENIHjcKe (QyHAaMeHTe (KOHLENTH Yy CHH-
tarMu KpHTHYKa CHCTEMCKa XCYPHCTHKA, CKYN CHHTCTHYKHMX a priori KoHuenara
YKJBYYCHUX y TpOLeC TeHepHcama 3Hama, IpaHidYHa MpocyhuBama, ABaHASCT KpH-
THYKOXEYPHUCTUYKUX KaTeropyja yTBphEeHNX y OAHOCY Ha pa3iMKy M3Mel)y oHUX Koju
Cy YKIbYYCHH Yy OJUTy4HBame (KJIHjEHT, JOHOCHIIAL] OJJIyKe, IUIAHep) U OHHUX KOjH Cy
HOrol)eHH OJUTyKaMma, alld HUCY YKJbYYEHH Y OJUTy4nBame (CBEIOLH), KBa3UTPAHCLICH-
JICHTAJIHE U/eje O CUCTEMHMa, MOpally W TapaHTy), pa3BHjeHa je Meronoioruja Kpu-
THYKE CHCTEMCKE XEypPHCTHKE, KOja C€ CacTOjHu Of YeTHpH (a3ze: yBoheme IuMeH3H]je
CBPXOBHMTOCTH; OJpeljBatb¢ MPHUHIMIIA OCIOBEHUX Ha KBa3UTPAHCLCHACHTAIHE He-
je 0 cucTeMmMa, MOpaly H TapaHTy; MpocyhuBama 0 ITU3ajHUPAHOM CHCTEMY Tpeda
YYMHUTH TPAHCIApEHTHHM; CIIpOBOheme NapTUIMNaTHBHE jaebare m3Mely cBUX
cTejkxoinzepa. Y okBHpY MeTopoioruje Kpurnuke cucreMcke XeypHCTHKE pa3BUjeHa
cy nBa Meroza: Jlucra qBaHAeCT 'PaHUYHUX MUTaa, Kao MOJPIIKA HACTOjarbuMa Ja
ce HOpPMaTUBHE NPETIIOCTaBKe yrpaljeHe y Iu3ajHe OpraHu3alMOHHUX CHCTeMa YYHHE
TpaHcnapeHTHUM, U [losemMuuko kopuinheme IpaHMYHHX NpocyhuBama, KOjUM ce
Tpeba ocurypati aAujanor u3Mel)y OHUX YKIbYYEHUX W OHHX KOjU Cy MOTOhEHH I13aj-
HHMMa, OJTHOCHO, OMOTYNHTH MOCTH3abe 000CTPaHO MPUXBATIEHUBOT CIIOPa3yMa.

V npumenn, Kputrnuka cucreMcka XeypHCTHKA MOXKE KPEaTHBHO MOJPKATH MPO-
1eC JIM3ajHUPaba OPraHU3al[MOHUX CHCTeMa; KOHKPETHO, Kpo3 KOopHIIhemhe KpUTHIKO
XCYPUCTHYKHX KaTeropuja 0O M3BOpHMAa MOTHBALMje, KOHTPOJIE, EKCIIEPTH3E U JIETH-
TUMHOCTH, OMOTYHEHO je OTKpUBambe MHTepeca KojuMa he CIyKUTH HpeuIoKeHH JTU-
3ajH MCTPaXMBAHOT OPraHU3alMOHOr CHCTEMa, a KPO3 MOJIEMHUYKO Kopuinheme rpa-
HUYHUX NpocyhuBamba CBUX CTEJKXONIEpa, JONPHHOCH Ce OpPTraHW3alHUjHu pacipaBe o
OrpaHHYCHHMa Pa3MaTPaHOT OPraHU3alMOHOT AN3ajHa U 0TBapa IMPOCTOpP ONpe/esbH-
Bama AJITEPHATHUBHHUX Au3ajHa. MCTOBpEMEHO, Kao KJby4HE MambKaBOCTH KpHTHYKO
CHCTEMCKE XCYPUCTHKE H3][Bajajy ce: UTHOPHCAmhe MOTYNHOCTH KOje HYAH TEOPHjCKH
¥ METOJIOJIOIIKH IUTypajin3aM, OCJIOmEHOCT Ha U3BECHE YTOMMjCKE NPETIOCTaBKe, He-
JIOBOJbHA METOJICKA 3PEJIOCT.

CxoIHO YTBpl)eHUM HUCTpaKUBAYKHM PE3y/ITaTUMa, Kao IBE — HAYYHO U NMPAKTHYHO
— peneBanTHe obnacTr Oyayhux ucTpakuBarmba MOTY OUTH W3ABOjEHH: a) MPEIyCIOBH,
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Ha4YMHY ¥ OTpaHMYerha KOMIUIEMEHTapHOT Kopumihema Merononoruje Kpuruike cu-
CTEMCKE XCYPHCTHKE ca METOJOJIOTHjaMa Koje NMpHIanajy APYTUM IapagurMama u
0) HenocpenHo kopuntheme MeTononoruje Kputnike cucreMcke XeypUCTHKE Y ofpe-
heHoj ympaBsbaukoj MpoOIEMCKOj CUTYAIMjH y KOHKPETHOj OpPTraHU3anijH y K0joj U3-
BOPU U PE3YyNTaHTE IPUCHIIC MOTY OUTH UICHTU()UKOBAHH.



