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Abstract

Configurational approach directed at categorizimgtprocess of strategy development requires t@ategorized
itself now in order to parry a critique and to elsliah a unified framework with a set of definitipnslationships and
principles which allow to re-establish configuratel approach as a real force in the strategy depglent field.
This paper introduces an attempt to solve accuredlabntradictions by suggesting the systematicdvaonk of
configurational approach and categorizing its maoncept, definitions and relationships among th€here is
hope that the Segmental Model will succeed in étgpuap the mess of configurational approach to tetgy
development created by attempts to integrate atyadf theories and overspecialised approachesowtitany
systematic framework.
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1 Introduction

Since the first strategy was developed businessstetegists and researchers have been aspiring
to formulate an approach to strategy developmett iticorporates the multi-dimensionality of
the incessantly more turbulent and changing busieesironment. This aspiration eventually
was realised when in the 1970s Khandwalla, Mintgband Miller laid the foundation of
configurational approach to strategy developmentdignulating the interconnection between
several organisational attributes and introduciogcepts of “configurations” and “archetypes”
into strategic management field. As a result, “tlaen” that kept strategic research in separate
frequently unconnected “reservoirs” (planning, posing, political, cognitive, environmental,
cultural approaches to strategy, etc) burst opertriggered an ever-increasing torrent of
empirical and theoretical attempts to integrateseéhdifferent strategic perspectives using the
multi-factorial nature of configurational approadkccordingly, the process of strategy making
can be one of conceptual designing or formal plaginsystematic analysing or leadership
imagining, cooperative learning or intricate pcking, responding to the factors of the external
environment or influences of the internal environindut they should be considered at its own
time and its own context that will help to creake tmost relevant strategy for the current
conditions of organisational reality (Mintzberg,7B) [1]. A key assumption is that none of any
possible strategic approaches is universally tgbkt rchoice for developing the successful and
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flexible organisational strategy. Only the amalgaomof their strengths allows to create the
effective strategy.

Researchers previously contained within the liroftsheir own appropriate schools of strategic
thought felt a stimulating freedom to explore “teverland” of various interesting combinations
of ideas which weren’t considered before. Neediessly that researchers from other branches of
science previously not related to strategy devekagnipsychology, sociology, history, etc.) saw
new exciting opportunities and couldn’t restraionfr adding more power to this formidable
surge of research. Without any restrictions, this of approaches, ideas and methods allowed to
weave a wide assortment of empirical findings imi@borate (sometimes unprecedented)
theories.

From the one hand, it is very gainful for the €tggtfield to have configurational approach as an
inexhaustible source of research by constantlydabgna variety of attributes, variables, and
notions. It allows to exchange ideas among diffestrategic approaches or with other branches
of science, to introduce new ideas never thoughtreeto enhance the understanding of the
already existing strategic knowledge, to invesegaiganisational strategy and reality through the
lenses of general tendencies, neat theoreticagaa#s and empirical clusterings of various
variables.

From the other hand, the absence of the establishi#ed principles, methods, procedures and
even definitions (for example, some authors dodsdifter configurations from archetypes or
there is a dispute about revolutionary or evolwignchanges) for conducting configurational
research was resulted in a massif of frequentlyonnected research with different theoretical
underpinnings. According to Donaldson (1996) [djistunconformity created a blemished
approach without a proven framework which maps receptual and methodological apparatus
for strategy development and yields highly difféiated and gradated prospective advice.
Consequently, all this vagueness and many-sidedsfessnfigurational approach hindered its
further development and slowed down the force efrdsearch torrent at the end of 1990s. At
present, configurational approach is similar to Tleever of Bable and the confusion of tongues.
The tower meant to be the highest point of the mityaachieved by combining efforts of all
nations. Similarly, configurational approach metmappease all other approaches and to unite
their strengths in order to improve the strategycpss but this aspiration ultimately caused the
confusion of “strategic conceptual tongues”. Thesiion of confusions, their real significance,
their sources and causes of their formation anseéhose areas of science where the process of
reasoning has to construct a system of theoreteéihitions. In cases of an unsystematic
consideration of phenomena there is no questia@owiusions and contradictions. An elementary
attempt to categorize and systematize immediatedpdd to confusions. Therefore,
configurational approach directed at categorizimg grocess of strategy development requires to
be categorized now in order to parry a critique emestablish a unified framework with a set of
definitions, relationships and principles whiclhoallto re-establish configurational approach as a
real force in the strategy development field.

This paper was inspired by the lack of well-recdivattempt to solve these accumulated
contradictions by suggesting the systematic frammkwof configurational approach and
categorizing its main concept, definitions and treteships among them. The purposes of this
theory-exploring “cleaning” venture are:

Firstly, to establish the causes of the existingssneahe origins of the integrative paradigm
(configurational approach) to strategy development.

Secondly, to identify the key confusions of the snasd to propose their solutions: the main
dilemmas of configurational approach.
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Thirdly, to suggest the way for clearing up the saglse systematic framework of configurational
approach with the segmental understanding and ioglesf the relationships among the
configurational concepts (configurations, archesypdransformations and organisational
performance).

Toward the Integrative Strategic Paradigm: Life After Pluralism

The integrative strategic paradigm does not attemgevelop a single universal concept and law
covering the entire strategic field managementebus it is anchored in a few clusters of strategic
management problems: developing dynamic capasiliigsenhardt and Martin, 2000; Lopez,
2005) [3] [4], defining organisational boundarigSrgss et at, 2000) [5] and finding viable
strategy configuration (Parnell et at, 2000) [6].

The changing competitive environment forced comgamn almost every sector to re-examine
their strategies. There seemed to be a growinget@us among managers that the path to future
success leads away from traditional strategy piggmms advocating top-down control, formal
planning and industry analysis. Managers and fiacéirs are heralding strategy revolution as
the new hallmark of organisational excellence (Har2@00) [7]. It gives rise to the integrative
paradigm and the configurational approach to gsatkevelopment that make an attempt to unite
prescriptive and descriptive paradigms into oneecstit theoretical structure. The integrative
paradigm is a way of thinking and communicationt tttees to make a productive, creative
synthesis of the divergent elements, rather tharchang which hypothesis is true and which one
is false.

Although it is necessary to re-evaluate the assimpbf traditional static strategy models, there
iS a great unanimity among strategy scholars ardnted for strategic integrative thinking in
these hypercompetitive environments is even gretfi@n ever (Hamel and Prahalad, 1994,
Porter, 1996; Hamel, 2000) [8] [9] [7]. Consideritige turnover of these new theories and
concepts, one might conclude that any continuitgtiategy is lacking (Miller, 1996) [10]. Some
authors suggest that in a pre-dogmatic field suslsteategy, it is necessary to accept such
pluralism (Mahoney, 1993) [11] as theories and epte from various related and non-related
disciplines really expand and enrich the knowleligsis of the strategic theory. However, one
needs to accept that exaggeratedly general reseaecipoor scientific tools, but so too are
exceedingly specific research. An optimal comboratf generality and specificity maximizes a
researcher’s ability to account for data as welt@agenerate subsequent hypothesis of merit
(Mather, 2007) .

Strategist and researcher in strategy developmeotlld seek to create a framework that
integrates different strategic paradigms, its apphes, different strategic perspectives, varying
levels of specificity various conceptual and mettiodical apparatus into an integrative model in
order to get a large understanding of the strapggess and its complexity. Such integration
helps strategic researchers to examine how ordamséa strategy is shaped, configured,
modulated and transformed by various organisatiandlenvironmental factors of influence and
vice versa.

Frequently researchers in different strategic aggines notice that similar research is conducted
in other branches of science (history, sociologyhepology, etc.) that can have an influence on
their own theoretical and empirical underpinnin@onsequently, researchers need to look
beyond the limits of their own specialty to maximithe efficiency of strategy development as a
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field. Therefore, the road to the success of theteggy theory and practice requires to create a
framework that combines different strategic pertiges into one coherent theoretical structure
while maintaining specialization.

So far it seems like a fairy-tale. A fairy appeare@ved her magic wand, and separated peas
from beans, everything is in order, everybody ipdya One can wonder how nobody thought
about integration before. However, the realityiffeedent. Dissimilar approaches, methodologies,
conceptual languages, historical backgrounds, pgogent an integration from a combination of
different approaches with equal chances for evppyaach.

Signing in Problems: Mess with Integration

Integrating (generality) is fundamentally differéhtin specialization and developing theories and
empirical research within separated approachespekiic approach to strategy development
with specific conceptual levels is required. Whieethods, concepts, definitions within
specialized strategic approaches have maturedeauthed higher levels of the categorization of
their specific issues, the integrative paradigmstismore of an intuition and improvisation than a
reasoning and systematization. For evidence ondomdnat the unpredictability of integration
efforts.

By definition, the integrative strategic paradigmshto deal with multiple variables based on
multiple theoretical underpinnings formulated frdifferent empirical findings. Consequently, it
makes any hint about the simplicity of integratisound like out of this planet. The true
challenges of the integrative strategic paradigansgcross some important issues.

Firstly, integration of different strategic apprbas requires a significant shift in research
procedures. The process of strategy developmertrgénfocus on a specific functional factorial
area (entrepreneurial, cognitive, social, powesitmming, designing, learning processes, etc.).
As a result, many strategic solutions proposediwitiie organisational strategy are developed in
alignment with these functional areas (strategipragaches).In an integrative framework a
specific variable representing a specific strategpacept or approach should be a part of an
overall flow of integrative process for developihg organisational strategy.

Secondly, one important constrain of developing ititegrative perception is that frequently
researchers do not have the same depth of knowtmgeerning different strategic perspectives.
This often leaves the integrative researcherssituation where they have to apply their intuition
to compensate any possible idiosyncrasies insidestitategic approaches and their variables or
differences between them.

Thirdly, despite the wide-spread need for the irgege strategy only few standards and concepts
established themselves in this domain (configunafioapproach to strategy development,
dynamic capabilities and organisational boundari€®nfigurational approach certainly marks
the most significant advance of the unificationntegrative attempts. However, the hype around
the integrative paradigm and the surge of the matege attempts had also given grounds to new
fragmentation within configurational approach itsekulting in a number of new extensions and
interpretations of the integrative grammar (confagions, typologies, taxonomies, archetypes,
transformations). In its turn, that led to the laamk agreements even within configurational
approach itself. Therefore, these contradictionghef approach should be tackled as well by
resolving definitional differences of understandaugpfigurational concepts.

Therefore, integration is one of the biggest protddacing the process of strategy development
when one need to consider a variety of external iabeinal factors of influence that are
researched and theorised within separated frequemitonnected concepts and approaches.
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Traditionally, the problem with integration and tt&use of the integration confusions and mess
has been the lack of common standards, unified eginal and methodological tools and a
cohesive “grammar” of integration. Researchersnoféet off with a number of disjointed
incompatible variables which are accounted for lffeent strategic approaches and didn’t
“socialize” with one another. As a result, afterclsuntegration researchers ended with an
integrative attempt that didn’t “socialize” withhar integrative attempts and proposals.

The lack of the “unified grammar” for integratioashactually resulted in a serious problem. The
lack of the agreed standards for defining interapiity between different strategic approaches
and variables has meant that it was difficult todelarelationships between variables and their
integration into transformed combinations or comfagions. Essentially, al that the current
integrative attempts can offer is a “strongholdhem inside this stronghold you are secure and
everything is right, but when outside, it is a mesapproaches, factors, methods, concepts, etc.
Accordingly, to effectively solve this problem withtegration and a mess outside of the existing
integrative research, the following criterion mus met: a set of unified “grammar rules”,
jointed conceptual definitions and interface stadd facilitating the categorization and
systematization of the integrative strategic payedimust be developed and agreed. It is
important not to miss the forest for the trees. Kég aspiration in the integrative attempts within
the strategy theory should be a general and urlhg@sccepted grammar basis for integrating the
variables and notions of various strategic appreschnd paradigms that helps to introduce
changes into the strategy process in the way #sgarchers from different domains of the
strategy theory can “talk” to one another.

Now it is time to consider how the configuratioaglproach of strategy development that enjoys
the most extensive and integrative literature anactice at present meet the criterion for
integration and attempts to “appease” specialinatiwithin the configurational framework.

Configurational Approach: Setting Up to Fail or Suaceed?

Configurational approach is an established explandbr organisations, organisational changes
and strategic directions of organisational develepim The basis of this explanation is a
multidimensional constellation of various dimemsioof business-environments, structures,
cultures, organisational members, organisationatgsses, organisational culture and stereotype
of behaviour that cluster together according tappropriate strategic logic or an interpretative
scheme of organisational actions.

Configurational approach represents a systematicegi, an assertion that the parts of an
organisational entity take their meaning and urtdading from the whole and cannot be
understood separately. It tries to explain how oeteerges from interrelations of those parts.
Configurational approach acknowledges that orgéioiss are systems that develop consciously.
It acknowledges that organisations are social systidat consciously evolve (Waldrop, 1994)
[12]. They are complex adaptive systems, with #rentadaptive indicating a decision-making
capacity that influences the characteristics of-@ganisation, non-linearity and emergence
(McCarthy, 2003; Stacey, 1996) [13] [14].

This approach allows managers to order and maksesemt of their business-environments by
sorting things into discrete and relatively homamen groups (configurations) that are
corresponded with relevant strategic core logictyDe at, 1993; Ketchen et at, 1993) [15] [16].
Considering the multifaceted nature of organisatisirategy and organisational development,
however, it is neither desirable nor possible t® asingle method of classification that would be
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appropriate in all situations. Thus, the task isirtegrate different analysed variables into
strategic patterns as archetypes, configuratiodst@msformations (Kald, Nilsson, Rapp, 2000)
[17]. Therefore, configurational approach playsimportant role in business decision-making
tasks by classifying the available information lthea a criteria or a research theme (Miller,
1996; Y. Kiang, 2003) [17].

There are two sides of the configurational procéssne describes states of an organisation and
its surrounding context as configurations, the thescribes the process of configurational
transformations. There is a time for coherencerghwoisational elements and a time for change.
The essence of the approach can be characterisélie fpllowing statement: it describes the
relative stability of strategy within given statggsonfigurations), interrupted by leaps
(transformations) to new ones (Mintzberg, 1998).[18

Configurations. The term "organisational configuration" helps tndte any multidimensional
constellation of conceptually distinct charactécstthat commonly occur together. The term
configuration refers to the make up of an orgaiosaits form or defining characteristics (Meyer
et al, 1993) [19]. Miller (1987) [20] and Mintzbef990) define configurations as commonly
occurring clusters of characteristics that relateah organisation’s strategies, structures and
processes (McCarthy, 2003) according to the gemegainising pattern. By using the concept of
configurations, research on strategy developmeables to illustrate complex connections among
several variables without having to reduce compigpacts excessively.

Organisations may be clustered together into cardigpns based upon their similarities in
organisational processes and results of these ggese Although organisational performance
within a configuration is expected to be similaiffedent configurations are expected to
experience different levels of organisational perfance (Lee et al, 2002; Nair and Filer, 2003)
[21] [22]. Thus, it is possible to suggest the ®ase of rigid interrelations between
configurations and the levels of organisationalfgrenance. Thus, differences in performance
among configurations should be based on organisdticommitment to prior strategic choices
and differing levels of environmental benevolenceoss the business-environment. Empirical
evidence that environmental conditions moderate dhehetypes-configurations-performance
relationship (Boeker and Goodstein, 1993) [23] sst) that based on specification of the
conditions in a particular business-environmentdystry or region) researchers can make
predictions regarding the relative performanceha& tonfigurations (Ketchen, 1993; Ferguson
and Ketchen, 1999) .

Transformations. One of the most important things about a good igardtion is the
opportunity for further reconfigurations. Therefprié is necessary to assess organisational
configurations by examining its focus or simplicitiie fit among its elements, and the range of
elements or parties subsumed by the central rdsd¢bhesne (Miller and Chen, 1999; Miller,
1996) [25]. Thus, it can be suggested that deve@pponfigurations can add precision and power
for developing successful and useful strategiqoesi{Meyer et al, 1993).

Configurational transformations are triggered bteraltions in the environment (internal or
external). Such alterations include the introductmf new products, new technology, new
legislation and new competitors. But they can ggared by internal factors (changes in social
and cognitive processes, or in activity of orgatiisel members, or in organisational ideology).
One of the key insights that the configurationaprapch offers is that it indicates those
characteristics an organisation must remove or ldevo achieve a desired configuration. Thus,
any successful movement between configurationsinesja dynamic view of the characteristics
that determine an organisation's current configomagnd how these characteristics might inhibit
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the successful adoption of the desired configunatho reluctance to remove conflicting current
characteristics can lead to an increase of orgtmied inertia (Okumus, 2001) [26].

To make progress on issues of the configuratioaakformations any researchers must continue
to build their researches in systematic and holistiays to offer broad insights about
contingencies that shape how organisations braakigh transitions from one configuration to
another, how exogenous forces, dynamic capabibinesorganisational sociocognitive processes
influence the interrelations among transformatiamsl constraints to transformations, where
constraints come from, when and how organisatiorakothese constraints and when and why
organisations fail to transform to another confagian. With these insights it will become much
easier to analyse questions about why and how ma@gons transform to another configuration
and issues of organisational development.

Archetypes. There is an interest in analysing processes drosgtional development based on
the concepts of archetype theory and usefulnesarabfetype theory as a general model for
understanding organisational changes and stratganisational actions. An organisational
archetype is an interpretative scheme of orgawisali actions and strategic core logic that
describe the relevant directions of organisatiatelelopment based on current conditions and
future perspectives of an organisation. There agpt&a be a growing attraction to uncover
organisational archetypes and configurations amavigig attention to their transformation and
development (Greenwood and Hinings, 1993; Zar@0?) [27] [28].

An archetype is considered as a set of strucamdssystems that reflect the strategic core logic
of organisational development at the current cistamces. Switching from one archetype to
another (Greenwood and Hinings, 1988) is a usefay wf capturing the essence of the
transformational process, which has been descitbdifferent ways.

An organisational archetype is a function of anarhdhg interpretative scheme of relevant
strategic actions, or set of beliefs and valuesithambodied in an organisation’s structures and
systems (configurations). Thus, an archetype istakstructures and systems that consistently
embodies a single interpretative scheme concermriggnisational strategic actions. Defining an
archetype in this way is a departure from the nomm@mon treatment of structures and systems
as disembodied attributes of organisations relaiemntext and performance in an adaptive way
without a logic. However, many researchers simphgét that archetypes are not only structures
for integrating a variety of research dimensiongi(ar to configurations) but also they are
functions of ideas, beliefs and deep understandafigsrganisational processes. Therefore, the
concept of archetypes undeservedly is equalleddamchgraded to the concept of configuration
and, as a result, it is an important requirementitode clearly these two concepts within
configurational research. This will define the idgarganisational archetypes and highlight their
key role in organisational changes. In doing salatifies the main ideas and assumptions of
configurational approach of strategy development.

Consequently, it is more obvious now that the fdiomaof organisational archetypes is a
necessary step toward understanding of configuraktigransformations and organisational
actions that should be made in order to changeesstudly within configurations and between
them. Organisational archetypes can give this wstaeding, interpretative scheme and strategic
core logic regarding organisational actions andspectives. The main aim of organisational
archetypes is an intellectual understanding of yamsation and its environment, and a self-
improvement and a positive influence on current &rdre conditions and circumstances of
organisational development. The strength and efficy of organisational archetypes are their
capability to motivate an organisation to furtheeategic search and development.
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In general, this approach offers the opportunityreconciling differences between approaches
and integrating similarities in order to form thengral integrative framework for strategy
development using configurational concepts of apmftions, transformations and archetypes.
However, it contends that each of the other apfpremonly has its own specific time and place
when it should be applied. The main benefit of thpproach is that it sensitises us to the
existence of all the aspects of the other appraaabevell as to inherent and emergent patterns. It
gives equal and distinct recognition to the valtieaxh and all of them.

“At First Take the Log Out of the Own Eye!”

From the above-mentioned description of configoral approach and its main concepts the
perspective for integration appears alluring antindely the approach is created to succeed in
combining strengths and solving contradictions agndifferent strategic approaches. Thus, the
essence of configurational approach is to integdifierent strategic viewpoints by solving
misunderstanding between them and developing thergkintegrative framework of the strategy
process. Accordingly, this approach is interestedny logical contradictions frequently resulted
in the existence of different definitions of thearal terms and concepts. Contradictions in
definitions are a fact independent from any redeardhe fact that is continually and with a fatal
necessity reproduced in a research developmenteder, contradictions most unambiguously
reveal itself during the process of making integetattempts and appeasing different (often
opposite) premises.

The critique of any theory is directed at discowgrcontradictions in it. A new theory asserts
itself through demonstrating a method with whicmtcadictions is solved that were insoluble
within the frameworks of the old theories. Therefocontradictions and their overcoming are
important requirements and a “life road” for cowmfigtional approach in order to establish itself
as a real force among other strategic approaches. dpproach is meant to prosper in this
ambiguous competitive environment of the stratégpty.

There are two fundamentally different attitudesdial with contradictions. The difference
between them, expressed in the most general ferthat the first one — call it the metaphysical —
interprets contradictions as a mere subjectivityclwhiegrettably recurs in strategic research due
to its imperfections At the same time the secondude — the dialectical — considers these
contradictions within the strategy theory as theessary form of strategic theoretical and
empirical development, as a transition to a higegel of strategy knowledge as the issue of
contradictions, their sources and significanceeaiis those areas where a branch of science
comes near the stage of systematic expressions sifihject-matter in concepts, where reasoning
has to construct a system of clearly developedrétieal definitions. Accordingly, the strategy
theory should invite not only the creation of cawlictions (the truth is born from contradictions)
but also the attempts to solve them in a systemagicdefined way.

Therefore, configurational approach to strategyettgwment sticks to the second dialectical
attitude regarding the existence of contradictidhsegards contradictions between a number of
strategic approaches as a necessary form of sirdeaglopment and as a universal logical form.
Configurational approach includes some importamigeconcepts that allow to consider a
variety of different (sometimes opposite variablegas and theories) within one integrative
theoretical structure. They are configurationshatgpes, transformations and organisational
performance’s effectiveness.

These terms form the essence of this approachthawé is not enough systemicity, which
identifies the definition of these terms and relaships between these terms. Very often different
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researchers interpret these configurational cosceiferently and put frequently opposite
meanings into these terms. Therefore, to solveradittions among other strategic approaches
(to see the speck in somebody’s eye) configuratiapproach must remove any contradictions
within its own framework (to take the log out oétbwn eye).

Thus, it is necessary to order the concepts ofigordtional approach in a systematic way,
develop definitions and relationships between theary clearly and without any doubt, and
propose a framework for this approach describihthed systemicity of the approach. Only after
this has been done in a holistic way describingfigarational approach as a single whole
indivisible adaptable theoretical structure thipraach can integrate different strategic research
directions. Any appearance of the work in this wayl help to increase usefulness of
configurational approach in theoretical and prattaspects (Miller, 1996).

As a result, based on the existing literature coring configurational approach the main types of
contradictions and confusions in it can be desdrédmea set of dilemmas.

The first dilemma (Archetype versus Configuratiesm)o understand relationships between the
concept of archetype and the concept of configomably clarifying their definitions whether they
are the same concept or they are different thealentities.

The second dilemma (Archetype: Reality or Phant@rtp understand whether the concept of
organisational archetypes has a right for consigeiiself as an independent conceptual form
with a set of functions and meanings.

The third dilemma (Archetypal Stability versus Aetypal Change) is to understand the process
of archetypes changes and switching from one aypkdb another.

The fourth dilemma (Continuity versus Discontindifg to understand the nature of changes
within configurational approach between configuras, archetypes and levels of organisational
performance’s effectiveness.

Archetypes versus Configurations: Definitional @leation.

A range of scholars consider configurations amtietlypes as identical conceptual forms. Meyer
et al (1993) refers to configurations as archetyfefsing an archetype as structures and systems
that best understood as overall patterns (similaronfigurations). This caused some confusion.
As an example of it, one research student submitisdproposals about researching the
sociocognitive basics of organisational archetyyéhin configurational approach to strategy
development. The comments on his proposals by amevik professor were negative. The
explanation was that the simultaneous usage ofvtirds “archetypes” and “configurational” in
one sentence creates a tautology as archetypesoarfigurations are two synonymous words
explaining one concept — “configurations”. As autesthe concept of archetype is denied a
freedom of theoretical, conceptual and methodoklgralependency.

At the same time other scholars (Greenwood andéhbn 1993; Ferguson and Ketchen, 1999)
[27] [24] doubt this definition of Meyer and coneidan archetype as an independent theoretical
definition reflecting not only the integration offférent variables into one theoretical structure
but also interpretative schemes of strategic astand a function of ideas, beliefs, organisational
values, stereotypes of behaviour and traditionsla@xpg this integrative process. Having
analysed contents of archetypes and configuratiovithin this approach and their
interdisciplinary meanings (Figure 1) composite e&tcut” definitions of organisational
archetypes and configurations can be proposed.

The Definition of Configuration in The Definition of Archetype in the
the existing literarure on existing literature on
configurational approach: configurational approach:

= A configuration represents a The Interdisciplinary meaning of = Organisational structures
number of specific and separate Configuration and Archetype and management systems are
attributes, which are meaningful best understood by analysis of
collectively rather than Configuration: archetypes as overall patterns of
individually organisational properties.

= Configurations are finite in Shape, Outline, Formation, = Archetypes are a function of
number and present a unique, Arrangement, Alignment, the ideas, beliefs, and values -
tightly integrated, and therefore Structure the components of an
long-lived set of dynamics "interpretative scheme" - that
according to changes in Archetype: underpin and are embodied in

interpretative schemes of organisational structures and
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Figure 1 Definitions without Confusion

Based on these definitions reflecting interdiscigty meaning of these terms an organisational
archetype is an organisational archetype is anatiyeaittern of organisational actions for certain

conditions that determine the way of the integratief organisational attributes (research

dimensions) that creates a consistency and compglete of relations between them. An

organisational archetype can be thought of as aefradter which other things can be patterned, a
prototype or a permanent underlying structure. Aghetype can be identified as the collective
organisational unconscious. This collective uncangccan further defined as a pool of shared
imprinting experiences that unconsciously pre-oigmrand influence the behaviour of the

collective, in particular, and the organisatioraaghole. To know the archetype is to have crucial
information on what motivates organisations andrthembers to act and make decisions the
way they do and what makes different research dsines and variables cluster in a specific way
— configurations.

In turn, a configuration is a set of dynamic ancecsfic organisational attributes (research

dimensions), which are meaningful collectively mthhan individually, are arranged and fit

together. Configurations represent the integratddnvariables and attributes as a result of
archetypal influences. The use of configurationstudies of organisations allows researchers to
express complicated and interrelated relationshipeng many variables without resorting to

artificial oversimplification of the phenomenonioferest.

Functions and Meanings of Archetypes.
Based on the above-defined definitions of archetyped configurations the functions and

characteristics of organisational archetypes adegrtb interdisciplinary and configurational
meanings can be presented as a number of explanohglarifying statements (Table 1).
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Table 1 Interdisciplinary Unified Characteristics of Archetypes
The Composite Set of Functions and Meanings of Argtypes

1. archetypes are instinctive directions and the thetrend of development

2. archetypes are a form-building element which fostrsictural influences on any kind of
organisational activities

3. archetypes can have different contents dependinghensurrounding environment and
specific features, therefore, their create thein @antext reflected in configurations

4. archetypes represent idealised schemes of behawhich can be expected and it |is
possible to get advantage following archetypes

5. archetypes imply repeatability and predictability

6. archetypes are categorical and conceptual potitietsaior organisational development

7. archetypes are opportunities of ideas

8. archetypes mean the certain internal or externaglic#y situation or processes pf
organisational development and that are researalithih the framework of the analysed
dimensions (configurations) and changes over time

9. archetypes do not dictate the certain decision,tiey identify those criteria to which |a
decision should correspond or they filter a bedtszision from all possible ones

10. archetypes choose a paradigm in which there shbaldx decision, and organisational
managers within the framework of this paradigm dinthe optimum decision for gn

organisation based on the available information

It is more obvious now that the development ofgsipgtem of organisational archetypes together
with an appropriate configuration is a necessaep $b understand strategy development and
organisational actions that should be made in otdechange successfully. The system of
organisational archetypes can give this understan@ind give strategic recipes regarding
strategic organisational perspectives.

The fundamental peculiarity of organisational peses is a presence of certain patterns —
invariable, scenarios, schemes, interrelationslitggawhich are identified in different areas of
an organisation at the different time. Such a igpetis often considered as a coincidence or in a
better case as a set of undependable laws, Bugxipedient to consider such patterns as a defined
system. Two main principles of such a system ofepas can be formulated: everything that is
capable of changing is not absolutely free in inifestations and is always response to one of
appropriate patterns the number of which is limitadd there is no situation that can be
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developed absolutely spontaneously because thera lamited number of schemes according to
which all possible situations are developed.

An organisational archetype is a good example oh schemes, which can be based on social
and cognitive processes. They are capable of tefteche fundamental characteristics of
organisational processes in a concise way. Thdgctethe essence of organisational processes
and help to understand their nature. Archetype®dam the sociocognitive basis can be
considered as one of tools to understand the essasfcan organisation and its environment.
Every organisational archetype denotes certainrrnateand external typical organisational
circumstances. An organisation (its members), whedncentrate their attention on an
organisational archetype address the organisatessance that is described by this archetype.

Archetypal Stability versus Archetypal Change.

After having solved first two dilemmas by consideriand identifying differences between
configurations and archetypes it is important teoasider and establish their relationships with
the concept of transformation and how changes aocan organisation and what their character
is.

While the most successful firms initiate these tege reorientations prior to competition,
mediocre firms initiate these changes only aftefgomance crises, and failing firms are caught
by inertia and never initiate reorientations (Tughmet al, 1986) [29]. The challenge for
managers is to adapt the culture, the perceptioraldity and strategy of their organisations to its
current environment, but to do so in a way thatsdoat undermine its ability to adjust to radical
changes in that environment. They must, in otherdgjocreate an ambidextrous organisation
capable of simultaneously pursuing both incremeatal discontinuous innovation (Tushman
and O’Relly, 1996) [30].

The solution for creating this ambidextrous orgatdsal strategy can be found by solving a
dilemma concerning the nature and character ofetyphl transformations. Considering the
concept of organisational archetypes within comnfigjonal approach different notions
concerning the understanding of relationships betwaachetypes and transformations (including
the nature of organisational strategic changesy @xithe literature.

The first way to consider these relationships he notion of stability of organisational
archetypes. It means that an archetype does notgehiéself. An archetype takes hold of an
organisation and organisation cannot easily ch@ngecause an organisation is subject to strong
inertial archetypal influences. It is suggested thaler an archetypal influence organisations do
not have an ability to change themselves accortirgpanges in the business-environment. As a
result, the adjustment to the changed circumstantesganisational environment is achieved
largely by the death of old organisations and tinid lof new ones. In other words, there are a set
of existing organisational archetypes which are int¢rrelated, and if an organisation once
adopts a particular specific archetype it cannoipaeny other archetype. Thus, the difference in
organisational performance between organisatiotitecte the difference in organisational
archetypes adopted by these organisations as smmetypes are more appropriate for current
conditions of the business-environment and othersat favourable.

The second notion of organisational archetypeshghameans that the existing archetype takes
hold of organisation similar to the previously dissed notion but the archetype can change itself
according to changes of the surrounding environmeAs a result, an organisation under
influences of the archetype can adapt to the clhngecumstances of the surrounding
environment. However, at the same time the arcleetyganges some of its characteristics in
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order to reflect the changed circumstances buiesdot discard old incompatible characteristics
in this way creating inertia. Therefore, althougje performance of an organisation with its
evolved archetype is better in comparison to ammegation with a stable archetype, it is worse
than the performance of an organisation with arhetgpe that is primary for these current
conditions.

However, in order to develop a truly ambidextrolexible strategy required by the modern
conditions of constantly changeable conditions leg business-environment both previously
described notions are inadequate. Consequentlyhitteviewpoint of the relationships between
archetypes and transformations can be suggestezte it a set of organisational archetypes
available for organisations. An archetype takesdhafl an organisation and an organisation
cannot easily change it because an organisatisabct to strong inertial archetypal influences
crystallised in organisational social and cognitprecesses. Therefore, in order to adapt to the
changing circumstances of the business-environrientorganisation needs to adapt another
archetype that is more suitable for the changimguonstances and characterised by appropriate
levels of organisational performance and competitess. This reflects an ability of an
organisation to switch from one archetype to amothe

This third notion called “switching” between arcye¢s reflects the notion of stability as
archetypes do not change themselves and alsoteeftexnotion of change as the old archetype
gives place to a new one and in this way an org#ois adapts to the changed conditions.
Therefore, when an organisational archetype cdasesflect the organisational environment an
organisation discards it and adopts a new oneishatore appropriate. This process describes
revolutionary changes or quntum leaps.

At the same time, the switching of archetypes fen@arrangement of organisational attributes,
processes and structures (research dimensionsagiathies) according to interpretative schemes
(influences) of a new archetype that is taking hadldn organisation. However, all organisational
processes can not be changed so quickly becaude inannot be discarded. As a result, this
revolutionary “quantum” switching starts a proces$ incremental adjustment within
configuration in order to reconfigure or adapt ongational processes, structure and attributes
evolutionarily to a new archetype revolutionariyanged and environmental conditions.

After an archetype takes hold of an organisatiammetely, an organisation is stabilised and its
level of performance is improved as the archetyfkects the current conditions. However, the
business-environment is constantly changing aret afivhile the archetype stops corresponding
with environmental conditions, but an organisatilmes not usually change an archetype till the
moment when internal pressures for its switchingob@ges to strong and the process of
revolutionary and evolutionary changes starts again

The understanding of the nature of archetypal chsrand subsequent re-configurations of
attributes, variables or research dimensions r#figcchanges in business conditions and
resulting in different level of organisational pmrhance’s effectiveness has constructing the
theoretical basis for solving another configurasiodilemma. This dilemma is a well-known
debate concerning the nature of organisationalggs(incremental changes supported by Quinn
and “quantum leaps” advocated by Miller).

Continuity versus Discontinuity.
The dilemma of continuity and discontinuity meahsttwithin configurational approach to

strategy development organisational conditionsfantbrs of influence can change continuously
or discontinuously. The research of continuity (@ui1978, 1980a, 1980b, 1982) [31] [32] [33]
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[34] is the piecemeal-incremental (evolutionary)yvead the research of discontinuity (Miller,
1982; Miller and Friesen, 1980, 1982, 1984) [35p][337] [38] is the “quantum leap”
(revolutionary) way.

The results of the evolutionary way (continuityg aharacterised by generality and universality,
and the results of the revolutionary way (discamty) are characterised by an imprint of the
original organisational individuality.

There is an opportunity to describe organisatigogl@@nomena for all moments of the past and
future periods if continuity is used. Thus, the letionary way to configurational research gives
us an opportunity to find the main features in orgational phenomena in order to:

Firstly, understand and estimate development arganisation in its elementary manifestations.
Secondly, consider an elementary development ofganisation as a holistic stance.

Thirdly, describe relevant organisational phenomand processes for all the past and future
periods of their development precisely and definite

The idea that organisational progress is made bw sind continuous development of all
elements of an organisational system becomes &ronighus, frequently the evolutionary
theories of strategy development dominate the tewlary theories. Many researchers come to
the conclusion that the development of an orgaoisats realised not by ‘jumps”, but
consecutive and constant improvements of all osgdiainal elements.

However, under influences of the evolutionary cdesation of organisational phenomena the
idea that during the development of an organisabitly causality matters and expediency does
not play any role can dominate. This considerateats to determinism, and a danger can be
seen in such a consideration. Thus, the evolutjoraplanation of organisational phenomena
and their changes only with the help of continistyot sufficient.

Discontinuity is always identified where it is pdse to identify an independent individuality
and issues of expediency. The revolutionary wagifips that expediency also plays a role in the
development of an organisation. Each of the meatioways to configurational research
explains appropriate aspects in organisational gémnThese two ways can form together two
parts of the development of an organisation. Acogiigt, the dispute between “incrementalists”
and “revolutionists” has no theoretical and empirianderpinnings as they consider the same
process of changes but from different levels otgption and cannot be investigated separately.
“Incrementalists” observe organisational changes tl& “microscopic” level and these
evolutionary changes are not always obvious at.oAsea result, they can occur without any
notice and be missed. Otherwise, “revolutionistsbserve organisational changes at
“macroscopic” level. These changes are often unerge drastic and potent, and their
consequences cannot be identified clearly. The gg®dnterrelating indisputably both these
levels of observing organisational changes withomfigurational approach can be explained
using the solutions of the previous dilemmas witle thelp of introducing the cycle of
configurational repeatability (Figure 2).

Drastic changes TIME
occured e |

v

Discontinuity Continuity Discontinuity Continuity

The character and kinds of Incremental changes Incremental changes
organisational changes Revolutionary Revolutionary

changes changes
Progress Inertia Progress Inertia
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Figure 2 The Scheme of Configurational Changes’ Cyicity

The following concise explanation to this schemeal aonfigurational changes’ cyclicity
describing relationships between configurationahospts and the character of organisational
changes can be suggested. Let's assume that tlaigagonal business-environment are
underwent some drastic changes. These changesetesulthe decrease of an effectiveness of
organisational performance. This decrease can p&iard with an inappropriateness of an
organisational current archetype to the changedlittions of the business-environment. As a
result, there is a necessity to switch from thisstaxy archetype to a new archetype that
corresponds and are more adequate to the changatkessrconditions. This switch is realised
through revolutionary changes or the concept afatisnuity. After that incremental changes are
adjusting the organisational appropriatness to business-environment through the re-
configuration of organisational variables, attrémjt processes according to archetypal
interpretative schemes — a progressive part of nisgdonal incremental changes. This
progressive changes results in achieving the madxicoarespondence with the business-
environment and increasing an organisational effecess. Later, inertial elements incorporated
in organisational social and cognitive processegrb® hinder further progressive development.
This is an inertial part of organisational incret@mrchanges. It is caused by good performance,
self-complacency, market munificence, etc. Thetiaesf incremental changes slows down the
perception of business-conditions and consequéndly understanding and reaction. It leads to
an increase of an inappropriateness between ogjmmal processes and the business-
environment. Reaching a maximal level of inapprajgmess an organisation again requires
revolutionary changes or discontinuity in orderimterrupt the inertia and switch to a more
appropriate archetype. The sequence repeats and fbe circle of configurational changes.

It is necessary to understand an importance otéméigurational approach as an integration of
the evolutionary and revolutionary viewpoints tleapand our understanding of the essence of
strategy development. Considering the differencepérceiving organisational changes in this
way it is possible to solve the dilemma of contipuand discontinuity within configurational
approach.

The Segmental Model of Configurational
Integrative Strategic Framework

Approach: Tevard Unified

After having taken out the log from the own eyedirifying configurational dilemmas we can
move further and see a dust in somebody’s eyedweldping a unified basis-grammar for
integrating different strategic perspectives. Agehl, the strategy theory has strength through its
diversity of empirical findings, theories and metkoTherefore, it is important not to lose these
individual strengths. On the contrary, an integeatmodel should be synergistic: a variety of
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different strategic approaches and perspectivesgatiigether create the strategy the efficiency
of which is greater than the efficiency of the &gy created only by using one specialised
approach.

Therefore, a new integrative attempt with the tedlghe integration process is suggested in order
to combine and identify relationships not only betw different strategic approaches but also
between configurational concepts into really oneotbtical structure — a segment. The goal of
the segmental model is to categorize within comfigjanal approach, to go beyond all the hype
of different perspectives and to outline formalidigibns of the main configurational concepts,
general principles and practices associated witegmtion. In this new segmental model,
integration is expected to be the process of iatégy multiple strategic ideas and solutions that
were independently developed. Or simply, the ir@Bgn purpose is to make multiply
independently developed strategic approaches “vasrla team” in order to create a flexible
organisational strategy that reflects the compjeribd multi-dimensionality of the business-
environment and deals with the inertial naturenef ¢rganisational internal environment.

Modern Demands to Strategy: the Constructivist Socicognitive Basis of Segmentation

The modern business-environment in which orgamisaticompete is dynamic and rapidly
changing. It requires constantly changing strategend operations. Despite this, few
organisations appear to have the internal proceassesder to ensure that their development
continue to reflect changes of the business-enmeom (Kennerley et at, 2003) [39]. Quinn
(1992) [40] argued that effective corporate strgtegincreasingly depend more on the
development and deployment of intellectual resauthan on the management of physical assets.
Kaplan and Norton (1996) [41] added that finantdicators of business success are no longer
sufficient. Companies in the modern informationistychave to invest in their intellectual capital
and have to assess new indicators beyond convahfioancial results in order to succeed.

As a result, organisations are conceived as atdaming institutions that can develop according
to goals and intentions of their founders and membead that also learn to move beyond these
original goals (Banerjee, 2001) [42]. The sociocbga perception of strategy development
allows to consider organisational development mdy @s an adaptation to various factors, but
also as development through insight, understandimgrpretation and general patterns of
organisational members (Lipshitz et at, 2002) [43}e sociocognitive basis grounded in the
constructivist theory describes strategy develogmen a dynamic active problem-solving
process in which existing organisational conditi@re modified or re-constructed reflecting
changes in sociocognitive processes at all levels.

There are different interpretations of construstivi However, their common denominator seems
to be a belief that strategy development is infogeh by organisational members’ cognitive
preferences, values and stereotypes of behaviaunfiglirational modelling — segmentation -
that proceeds from this constructivist perspecsiveuld consider the centrality of the following
tenets (Weinstein and Rogers, 1985) [44]:

Firstly, strategy development is a sociocognit&etive process. This process is not the passive
acceptance of the organisational reality by orgdiieal members, but organisational members
construct the organisational reality.

Secondly, strategy development is an interactiorpa$t experience, personal intentions of
organisational members and new experience

Thirdly, strategy development includes constructimg system of meanings that helps to classify
organisational phenomena.
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Fourthly, strategy development is contextual. limgpossible to isolate an organisation from its
business-environment.

Fifthly, organisational members’ motivation is aykeomponent in organisational development
and the strategy process.

Sixthly, the crucial aspect is to provide the usthmnding of the organisational members’
cognitive preferences and perceptions of the osgdioinal reality.

As a result, the sociocognitive context (basisiesognised as a crucial element in the strategy
making process. These constructivist tenets apjpeahodern views of strategy development
reflecting sociocognitive processes as an indicatororganisational success (Whetten and
Godfrey, 1998) [45].

The introduction of the sociocognitive basis of reegtation is the first step in effectively
integrating and applying different strategic pagaws and approaches as it can be considered as
an orchestrating theme (Miller, 1999) that aligmsl a&xplains changes in the strategy. The
sociocognitive basis is a powerful tool in estdbhg control and monitoring strategy
development through sociocognitive preferenceshat individual, group and organisational
levels. However, the sociocognitive basis is meelipeginning point in a quest for a better
understanding of strategies as complex segmentpreged of a unique and dynamic collection
of experiences, learning environments and attitudégencing the organisational present and
future perspective.

Multi-dimensional Nature of Strategy Segmentation.

Therefore, it is expected that strategy, its sioigyli complexity, inertia or flexibility are
influenced by some essential factors which showddabalysed, investigated and taken into
account during the process of strategy developmesrider to manage and direct an organisation
successfully in terms of configurational segmentatiAs a whole, four interrelated conceptual
research dimensions with which strategy developrdeats. Each conceptual research dimension
examines different sides of the strategy developrmratess.

First, strategy is a function of searching for imibees in organisational culture and behavioural
patterns within the organisational collective tlatluce managers to look for and embrace
additional ways of development (Miller, 1996) by abysing interrelationships between
organisational members within the organisation#ilective (social research dimension) with the
purpose of identifying the dominating stereotypédehaviour (social research variable) in an
organisation. A stereotype of behaviour is undedtas a set of standards of behaviour that is
naturally developed during the process of adaptadtahe organisational environment. Actually,
the stereotype of behaviour is perceived by orgaiosisal members as the unique standard of
social relationships and behaviour in the orgaiusat collective. It is the basis of the
organisational culture including different normslaralues, forms of relations and actions. This
research dimension is presented with ideas andhfiscf cultural and power approaches in the
strategy theory.

Second, strategy is a function of organisationamivers’ knowledge and mental preferences
about the different ways of organisational develeptThis function is realised by analysing
cognitive processes and schemes of organisatioeshb@rs (cognitive research dimension)
presenting the level of organisational and indigidinternal flexibility (cognitive research
variable) with the balance shifted towards centrstgbility. The aim is to establish their
influences on the strategic decision making proeessconsequently on success or failure of the
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development of an organisation. This research wiéo@ is advocated by premises of learning,
cognitive and entrepreneurial approaches to styategelopment.

Third, efficient performance (organisational penfi@nce research dimension) can decrease the
incentive to search by pushing up organisationahbes’ confidence in their favourite activities
and thus narrowing their range of active problelinkeads to simplicity and can be followed by
inertia of organisational changes which resultia decreasing of organisational competitiveness
(organisational performance variable). At the sammee, bad organisational performance can
force an organisation to replace existing strugtupmlicies, processes and fight organisational
inertia in order to push the level of organisatioc@mpetitiveness up. Planning and Positioning
approaches claimed their authority over this dinwens

Fourth, external sources (contextual research difoah include macro conditions, market
conditions and industry conditions, which are irigeded by identifying different stages of
industry development (contextual research varialtlgh levels of competition in the industry,
for example, combat simplicity and inertia by irasmg organisational members’ knowledge
about a wide range of development’s options. Bytrest, the business-environment’s growth or
munificence may lull managers into complacency distourage a search for improvements
within an organisation. Finally, any environmentaicertainty may stimulate a search and
combat simplicity and inertia by improving the omgational internal creative environment.
Environmental (or population ecology) approach tbhgewith designing approach are interested
in this strategic perspective.

As a result, in order to propose and develop osgdininal strategy with the contents relevant for
current organisational conditions and develop agamisation successfully it is important to
consider all these factors (research dimensionsvandbles), which incorporate organisational
inertia and simplicity, in a complex interrelateddasystematic way and not separate internal
factors from external ones. Such multi-factoriat(tindimensional) configurational segmentation
of the process of strategy development should atloavissues of organisational flexibility and
overcoming organisational inertia to be kept inanin

The Four-dimensional Segmental Model of Configuratinal Approach.

This section proposes a segmental framework of igorgtional approach for ordering its
concepts. This order is important as a basis feagimating ideas of other strategic approaches.
The analysis of the existing models of configunadio research shows there are certain
distinctions among these models in the form of kiedge presentation. These distinctions can be
foreseeable enough if based on many-facets evahsathat are presented as a "morphological”
conceptual complex. This presentation includes eciap set of characteristic "morphological
dimensions" and their manifestations. Typical moipgical dimensions can be illustrated with
the help of the segmental knowledge model submitie&rushanov (1997) [46]. He considers
two important assumptions:

Firstly, knowledge around us has a segment strei¢tuits essence. In other words, knowledge is
a set of ontological segments with different scales

Secondly, the knowledge of any scientific discipliar approach being a part of knowledge
around us (the segmented world) is formed alsordeupto the segmental scheme (Figure 2)
The auxiliary model helps present the specificityy dmorphological” conceptual complex more
evidently. The construction on Figure 2 is a sedgmKnushanov distinguishes the following
components in the structure of a segment:

" The Basis of a segment " — a unit A



3" Central European Conference in Regional Scier€@ERS, 2009 —981 -

"Additions" of the basis - separate lines AB, A AAE and others, each of which connects the
basis A with internal and boundary points of anlova

" The Collection of additions " — a set of addisass a whole

"Realisations” of the basis - separate points aial (B, C, D, E and any other internal points)

" The Field of realisations " or "domain" - an oaal a set of realisations.

“The Evolution of knowledge” — an oval around tlegsent.

Archetype: for Interpretative scheme
for organisational conditions

b

Archetype arranges analysed
/ dimensions into configuration

Configuration < I

Segment Dimensions:
Social, Cognitive, Production, and Business-
environment

Organisational
Performance Matrix

Figure 2 Segmental System Model

The peculiarity of the basis A is that it acts he most significant, powerful and primary
component of a segment. It is a determining fabdorthe segment and a basis according to
which all the other parts of a segment is beindtbdere we can see a similarity to the concept
of archetypes that was defined clarified previousyysolving configurational dilemmas. The
additions of the basis of a segment act as secpreldensions to the basis, which allow to
receive new combined objects that are named asllactton of additions (similar to a
configuration integrating various research dimensioadditions).

The use of the segment model of scientific knowdeftyy describing configurational research
allows to establish and express in a systematicamayity of configurational concepts, which are
usually fixed in rather a vague image. This is fmet attempt to consider configurations,
archetypes, transformations, organisational peroice and research dimensions representing
different strategic approaches as a truly unifiemmplex structure by introducing into
configurational approach the concept of segment.
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The following conformities between segment model eoncepts of the configurational approach
can be established (Figure 2):

The basis with interdisciplinary meaning as theteonof concept, an archetype, an essence,
laws, a function, a dividing concept correlateshweih archetype in configurational approach.
Addition as a distinctive attribute, a conditionrestriction correlates with research dimensions
representing different strategic approaches arsppetives.

Collection of Additions as a concept, a class, ta @d¢axon, a type, an object correlates with a
configuration integrating research dimensions meaningful way.

Realisations as an event, a phenomenon, a matidesta condition, a consequence, an element,
the fact, a value, a point correlates cells of@nganisational Performance Matrix.

Domain as a volume, a subject domain, a set of exiésn an area of conditions, a set of
consequences, a set of essence’s manifestationareanof values, an empirical basis of the
theory, a set of events, an area of the phenontlea@hase portrait correlates with organisational
performance.

Knowledge Evolution as a development, a changesregs, a movement, progress correlates
with the cycle of configurational repeatabilitytoansformation.

The developed specifications and additional difiiegions based on the segmental presentation
of scientific knowledge define the elements of & m@nfigurational concept “a segment” which
explains, orders and clarifies familiar traditionabncepts of configurational approach: a
configuration and transformation, an archetype, ithterpretative schemes, and organisational
performance. The use of a segment allows to formmudti-tier interrelated presentation of
strategic approaches and ideas in which every t¢iera segment represents different
configurational concepts with appropriate functiamshe strategy process. In other words, there
is a hope now that the mess of integration, a vagsee of configurational definitions, and an
absence of a unified “strategic grammar” are lefhibd in the past. Moreover, by identifying
segments as universal theoretical structures vathnecon configurations and transformations of
strategy and their internal complementarities ipassible to go beyond the approach of “one
variable at a time”. One can begin to integratdednt strategic approaches as research
dimensions within a configurational segment.

The segment systematic model is an effective amyesgent tool to allow framing important
traditional terms of configurational research ofratgy development consistently and
methodically in order not to break the principles conformity. Further, the opportunity is
created for a natural definition of conceptual fermf configurational approach, which are
distinctly expressed with the help of the segmendeh

The essence of configurational approach to stradegglopment within the segmental model can
be described according to the following sequencewets reflecting three-tier structure of a
segment.

The First Tier. The differences between the coodgi of the business-environment and
characteristics of organisational internal envirentnand processes accumulated till a critical
level within the cycle of configurational repeatéapi(Figure 1) force a configurational segment
as a whole to start the process of transformatiexo{utionary changes) to switch from the
existing archetype to a new archetype more appatepfor the current business-conditions. The
peculiarity of an archetype is that it acts asrttost significant, powerful and primary component
in interrelationships between all configurationahcepts. It is a determining factor and basis
according to which all the other concepts (confagians and organisational performance) are
being built.
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The Second Tier. Therefore, the switching of angbes triggered then the process of incremental
changes (adaptation) that re-configure a set cdared variables and dimensions representing
different strategic approaches and ideas into agwiguration in order to reflect changes in the
business-environment and archetypal switching.

The Third Tier. In its turn, this reconfiguratiompels a new efficiency of organisational
performance and another level of organisationalpstitiveness in the business-environment. As
a result, the segment reflecting the current bgshoendition is formed. Then the constant
environmental changes create new differences andagmental transformation starts again.

In other words, a configurational segment descrilbesstant changes (revolutionary or
incremental) and there is no debate now concermwimgn and where these changes occur. The
changeable nature of a segment creates the fiexibdcessary for developing and implementing
successful strategy. As a result, Strategy is afsdifferent segments, which describe different
conditions of external and internal environmentsl arse different combinations of various
strategic ideas and approach to achieve orgamsdtafficiency at every period of organisational
development.

Methodological and Research Aspects of the Segmehbdodel.

The various classifications of research methodsrredl to in the configurational research
literature do not necessarily categorise researethads in a systematic way using mutually
exclusive categories and hierarchies and are regissarily complete. It is apparent that there is
no unique classification scheme and various appesato such a classification are possible. A
readily available classification of research methods necessary for developing the four-
dimensional segmental model, may not exist and me®d to be derived. Research methods’
selection is based on theoretical or simply prattwonsiderations. However, some general
methodological and research aspects should bewdaser every configurational research.

At least four research dimensions and ideas shbelthvestigated in configurational research
according to the present demands to strategy dewelot:

Firstly, organisational adaptations to the envireninthrough creative people generating ideas
and making decisions (social dimension).

Secondly, the process of formation of organisatikm@wledge, abilities and skills (cognitive
dimension), which are required by changes in thérenment (contextual dimension).

Thirdly, the understanding of the effectivenessoofanisational performance (performance
dimension) in relation to the above mentioned thliegensions.

The choice of variables for every research dimensen vary as they are related to interests of
researchers and strategists. As an example, sonm@bles can be suggested: for cognitive
dimension - psychological personality  traits  of amipational members
or their creativity; for social dimension - sterngme of behaviour in the organisational collective;
for contextual dimension - stage of industry depeatent; for performance dimension — the level
of organisational competitiveness. These variablesild represent the area of the realisation of
organisational strategic decisions.

The process of segmentation is conducted accotditigee stages of configurational research:
Modelling the sociocognitive basis to understand tiaracter of changes in sociocognitive
processes according to changes in the individuadlepgion of organisational reality and time,
changes in characteristics of conflicts within tinganisational collective, changes in reactions to
crisis and transformational situations. This hdipsestablish how all these changes influence
organisational development strategy formation.



3" Central European Conference in Regional Scier€@ERS, 2009 —984 —

Modelling fit between research dimensions to eghbthe inter-dimensional relations and
investigate empirically these relations. The puepds to describe the characteristics of
contextual, organisational performance, cognitived asocial dimensions in the analysed
organisations by creating a profile or “snapshdtth@se characteristics in order to find patterns
and connections between them.

Modelling Segmental Equifinality (Archtypes and @guarations) by finding a pattern of
interrelations between research dimensions amoagatialysed organisations. Configuration
theorists adopt a system assumption of equifinéigty, Glick and Huber, 1993). They examine
how a pattern of several dependent variables sel@teeach other. This assumption allows to
create a feasible set of equally effective, inthyr@onsistent patterns of context and structures.
Developments within these stages are presentedomeof classifications reflecting three levels
of analysis:

The individual level: the suggestion that differagpes of organisational members reflect
different sociocognitive characteristics (interpteins of personal qualities, interpersonal
relations and their influences on organisationatpsses)

The group level: the suggestion that different geowf organisational members reflect
differences in the characteristics of types of meraband their ways to support their
distinctiveness through inter-group comparisons

The organisational level: the identification of ardependencies between the research
dimensions, the construction of configurations #mel uncovering of archetypes based on the
interdependencies identified

Accordingly, the realisation of all these stepsl|vallow formulating the four-dimensional
segmental model that provides integration of treeaech dimensions, their interrelationships
between one another, configurations, archetypedrandformations into one coherent structure
— a configurational segment. Such integration givas better understanding of the
multidimensional essence and complexity of the @gemf strategy development and to create a
truly multi-factorial flexible strategy.

3 Conclusions

The development of the segmental model within gumfitional approach to strategy
development can yield exciting new interrelatiorfsconfigurational concepts and different
strategic conceptual research dimensions. These in@srelations within the segmentation
process facilitate a search for answers on critstedtegic issues that cannot be dealt with
adequately by other strategic approaches. Contigoa research investigates whatever is
important about how organisations transform towsadicular patterns of organising and toward
different levels of organisational performance otiare by focusing multiple components and
tiers of the segmental model simultaneously on misgdional phenomena. This paper illustrates
some ways according to which configurational redeans can pursue important research issues
that arise across and outside the bounds of canfignal approach of strategy development.

We need to accept that in the constantly changimdeveloping modern business-environment
there will be no universal unified strategic franmelvthat has all answers. It is just surrealism.
The segmental model even does not try to claim tHmwvever, what it claims is that some
integrative frameworks will be more comprehensivetter and flexible than other specialised
frameworks. A strategist with a multiple strategerspective has more explanatory ability than
one with a limited arsenal of strategic tools as segmental model allows to generate complex
theoretical explanations, to explore various imations among different conceptual research
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dimensions and to identify possible deterministionrections between various strategic
phenomena.

Fortunately, the strategy theory has brought tagesuch a diversity of perspectives that
strategists can use in their quest for successfatlegy. However, this diversity is an additional
responsibility as strategists need to be famil@ronly with their areas of research but also with
areas of related research. As a result, the segiemidel seeks to maintain balance between
specialization and integration as specialisatiomsdwarm to the strategy theory if it is unaware of
other strategic perspectives.

The segmentation process with its own unified madetlirected at the development of the
coherent integrative framework that uses multipaceptual and methodological apparatus to
explain multiple effects and specify conditions endhich strategic changes occur.

There is hope that the Segmental Model will sucaeedeaning up the mess of configurational
approach to strategy development created by attemapintegrate a variety of theories and
overspecialised approaches without any systenrategwork. And Configurational Approach to
strategy developed will realise its integrative togs programmed by its founders such as
Khandvalla, Miller, and Mintzberg.
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