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ABSTRACT 
Organization theory has not demonstrated that it is able to adequately represent organizational 
complexity, especially in its inability to recognize and predict organizational conduct/misconduct. A 
promising approach comes from organizational culture theory, which is used in order to create a new 
model for normative personality that is seated in the strategic part of the organization. This takes the 
idea of corporate personality beyond its more usual metaphorical use. The theory of normative 
personality is developed by using a cybernetic frame of reference, drawing on socio-cognitive and 
trait theory. As a compact way of connecting traits into the model, mindscape theory is adopted. The 
outcome of this approach illustrates the control processes through which an organization operates, and 
will have the capacity of not only identifying patterns of behavior/operative conduct, but also 
misconduct. 
 
Keywords: Organizational theory, complexity, normative personality, misconduct, diagnosis, 
prediction, mindscapes. 

Introduction 

There is an increasing awareness of the limitations of organization theory. This is illustrated by the 
numerous scandals that have in general caught organizational theorists by surprise, for instance by the 
infamous ‘Enron’s meta-theatre’. In such situations resolutions seem unavailable (Boje, 2002), and 
this has led to a renewed interest in organizational theory and misconduct that current theory is unable 
to adequately discover, diagnose or predict (Greve et al., 2010). Organizations develop misconduct 
through the rise and maintenance of pathologies (Samuel, 2010: 159). Organizational theory is in 
general unable to create any degree of coherence in the field due to the plurality of its unconnected 
and unrelated models (Suddaby et al., 2008; Scherer, 1998). A core problem is that organizations are 
complex, and comprehensive models seem inaccessible to current approaches (Suddaby et al., 2008). 
In a call for papers for new organizational theory development by the Academy of Management 
Review special topic forum, Suddaby & Huy (2009: 1) noted that there is “a growing disaffection with 
the existing set of theories that dominate the study of organizations and organizational behavior.”  

A seemingly promising route to connecting distinct organizational theories comes from the field of 
organizational culture. This describes the psychology, attitudes, experiences, beliefs and values of an 
organization, concerns the norms that are shared by people and groups, and the controls that relate to 
how they interact with each other in and beyond their organization (Hill & Jones, 2001). A 
demonstration of the utility of this approach comes from Dauber et al. (2010) with the creation of a 
coherent model that arises from the synergy of a number of organizational modeling approaches. One 
approach that may be classified as part of this, because of its concern with the psychology of 
organizations, comes from Weick (1969 & 1995). It adopts a corporate personality metaphor used to 
model organizations so as to make them seem “compact, intelligible and understood” (Cornelisson et 
al., 2008). This metaphor is well known (e.g. Olins 1978; Davenport et al. 1997; Gindis 2009; Barley 
2007), particularly in the area of Identity Theory as part of Strategic Management and Marketing 
(e.g., Taylor 2000; He and Balmer 2007). It has also been used by Kets de Vries (1991) in an attempt 
to understand organizational pathologies, exploring organizational personality by reflecting on 
psychological tendencies such as corporate neurosis, guilt, collective psychological defences that 
reduce pain through denial and cover-up, and unproductive power processes. Further to this approach, 
Godkin & Allcorn (2009) explain that organizational learning pathologies can result in dysfunctions 
like institutional narcissism. The relationship between specific pathologies and organizational 
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dysfunction has also been explored, where James et al. (1996) show that dysfunction arises when 
pathologies block learning and change.  

The role of culture in organizational conduct and misconduct normally recognizes that cultural and 
behavioral norms are of central importance. More, the cultural environment is closely linked to 
organizational patterns of noncompliance with the normative constructs that define legitimate conduct 
(Hochstetler & Copes 2001; Shover & Bryant 1993), and hence indicate the rise of pathologies. 
Corporate misconduct turns to criminal conduct when legitimate corporate norms come into conflict 
with the ambient norms defined within a corporation’s host culture and from which a legal framework 
arises to which member corporations should conform. Criminal conduct is permitted when corporate 
norms are eroded and expedient illegitimate practices become acceptable (Vaughan, 1983:61). It is 
through an organization’s culture and structure that opportunities are provided for organizational 
actors to engage in misconduct, though conditions must arise such that awareness of opportunities for 
misconduct (and crime) enables it to be incorporated it into an organization’s patterns of behavior 
(Coleman 1987:409). Piquero (2002), referring to work undertaken by  Gottfredson & Hirschi (1990) 
on crime and other risk-taking behaviors, notes its connection with what is called a trait of low levels 
of self-control. 

Our interest in this paper is to continue this theme, showing that it is a profitable approach for 
organizational theorists who wish better understand and therefore predict corporate conduct and 
misconduct, and the pathologies that cause the latter. In doing this we shall extend the notion of 
corporate personality beyond metaphor, defining a new theory of normative personality. It is intended 
to show that while organizations are seen to be complex, modeling them in this way can offer a high 
potential approach to create comprehensible models that can help us better understand the 
organization. 

While the model of normative personality is new, this term itself is not new. It has been used within 
the context of the ambient normative social influences that exist during the formation of personalities, 
and that mould them (Mroczek & Little, 2006). However, here the term is rather being used to refer to 
the norms in a collective that may together coalesce into a unitary cognitive structure such that a 
collective mind can be inferred, and from which an emergent normative personality arises. Consider 
that stable collectives develop a common dominant culture within which shared beliefs develop in 
relation to the capacity of the collective power to produce desired outcomes. Cultural anchors arise 
which enable the development of formal and informal norms for patterns of behavior, modes of 
conduct and expression, forms of thought, attitudes and values that are more or less adhered to by 
its membership. When the norms refer to formal behaviors, then where the members of the 
collective contravene them, they are deemed to be engaging in illegitimate behavior which, if 
discovered, may result in formal retribution - the severity of which is determined from the 
collective’s ideological and ethical positioning. This develops with the rise of collective cognitive 
processes that starts with information inputs and through decision processes results in orientation to 
action; and it does this with a sense of the collective mind and self. It is a short step to recognize 
that collective mind is associated with normative personality. Where a normative personality is 
deemed to exist, it does not necessarily mean that individual members of the collective will all 
conform to all aspects of the normative processes: they may only do so “more or less”. In the 
remainder of this paper, when we refer to normative personality, we shall mean the development of 
the collective mind and its emergent normative personality. It is related to the notions of cognitive 
learning theory (e.g., Miller & Dollard, 1941; Miller et al., 1960; Piaget, 1950; Vygotsky, 1978; 
Argyris & Schön, 1978; Bandura, 1986 & 1988; Nobre, 2003; Argote & Todorova, 2007), where 
“learning is seen in terms of the acquisition or reorganization of the cognitive structures through 
which humans process and store information” (Good and Brophy, 1990, pp. 187). Set within this lays 
our interest, cognitive information process theory, where the collective mind is seen as an information 
system that operates through a normative set of logical mental rules and strategies (e.g., Atkinson & 
Shiffrin, 1968; Bowlby, 1980; Novak, 1993; Wang, 2007).  These rules and strategies may fail when 
pathologies develop. 
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Bandura’s (1988, 1994, 1999, 2006) socio-cognitive theory has developed through the use of 
cybernetic information process theory, and organizations may be seen as agents of operative 
performance. In particular, an agency is seen as having the cognitive capacities of intention, 
forethought and the ability to react and to reflect, and it is from these capacities that the agentic 
perspective arises through which adaptation and change in human development occurs. To be an agent 
is to influence intentionally one's functioning and life circumstances, and personal influence is part of 
the causal structure. Agential systems are seen to be self-organizing, proactive, self-regulating, and 
self-reflecting, adapting, involving autonomous control, and they are participative in creating their 
own behaviour and contributors to their life circumstances.  

In creating our theory of normative personality, we shall draw on both socio-cognitive and trait 
theory. In trait theory (McCrae & Costa, 1996; Maruyama, 1988 & 2001), traits are variables that in 
some way describe personality, but the state values that they take can also indicate personality types 
(Eysenck, 1957; also cited by Gonsowski (1999) as a Jungian notion), which ultimately control it. 
McKenna et al (2002) notes a connection between personality type and behavioral style that 
ultimately refers to stable patterns of behavior1. Such patterns are ultimately dependent upon stable 
personality types (Berens, 2007). This leads to the recognition that traits ultimately take on a 
personality control function (Van Egeren, 2009). However, it needs to be recognized that the 
regulative control function, which is unique for each trait, is constituted by distinct frameworks of 
principles that offers domination and functional governance. It has already been noted that traits have 
some relevance to organizational conduct (Denison & Mishra, 1995; van Knippenbern et al., 2010) 
and misconduct (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990). While there has been some difficulty in modeling the 
connection between socio-cognitive and trait theories (Bandura, 1999), some progress has also been 
made using cybernetic theory (Cervone et al, 2004; Van Egeren, 2009) that we shall build upon.  

 
Normative personality traits are essentially contextually sensitive orientations that the personality 
possesses, that conform to unique sets of characteristics. These traits are determinants for 
determinable patterns of behavior, and through which instances of behavior conform under normal 
conditions. In this paper we shall show that the notion of normative personality can be directly related 
to the mindscape theory, through which predictions of behavioral conduct are possible. 

Modeling the Collective Agency 

Dauber et al. (2010) were interested in the dispersed classes of organizational theory contextualized 
through organizational culture studies. Drawing on ideas within the field of organizational culture, 
two modeling categories are identified: a dimensions approach (e.g. Hofstede et al., 1990; Sagiv & 
Schwartz, 2007), and interrelated structure approach (e.g. Schein, 1985; Hatch, 1993; Homburg & 
Pflesser, 2000; Allaire & Firsirotu, 1984). Linking such approaches with Hatch & Cunliffe (2006) and 
defining the relationship between strategy, structure and operations through a variety of works (e.g., 
Chandler, 1973; Schein, 1985; Child, 1972; Argyris, 1977; Galbraith and Nathanson, 1978; 
Fredrickson, 1986; Dodgson, 1993; Amburgey & Dacin, 1994; Harris & Ruefli, 2000; Whittington, 
2001), a new culturally based model for the organization is created, shown in Figure 1, that offers 
greater coherence.  

Here a number of terms are used that might usefully be highlighted. The model shows feed-forward 
processes that include guidance, operationalization and patterns of behavior. Organizational culture 
impacts on strategy, structure and operations. Patterns of behavior arise from structures and within 
them constitute the norms that provide what is acceptable and what is not. Operations are instances of 
behavioral conduct that are hence both facilitated and constrained by structure. Considering feedback 
processes starting from operations, performance assessment makes demands on structure to 
ameliorate or amplify the morphology of the organization. The notions of single and double loop 
learning arise from Argyris (1977). Single-loop learning refers to processes of detecting errors and 
adjusting existing strategies to meet new requirements as might be dictated by the needs of 
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organizational adaptation and response. Double-loop learning refers to a deeper process of learning 
that relates to the internalization of knowledge and value adjustment, and is more connected with the 
demands of change on organizational culture. The two interactive environments shown are referred to 
as task and legitimizing, and both are structurally coupled to the system of operations - thus having 
structure-determined/determining engagement and a common history of interaction (Maturana & 
Varela, 1987). The task environment constitutes what the organization offers and delivers as its 
services. The legitimizing environment gives legitimacy to the conduct and goals and activities of the 
organization. The organization may also try to influence the legitimizing process (Anderson and Gray, 
2006). 
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Figure 1: Model of Organizational Culture Connecting the Internal and External Environments (Dauber et 
al., 2010) 

This model is associated with that of Figure 2, which arises from the principle developed in Yolles 
(2006), links closely with the cybernetic model of personality by Yolles et al. (2011), and acts as the 
basis for normative personality introduced here. Figure 2 is a model of the organization formulated 
through three ontologically distinct domains: the existential, noumenal and phenomenal, each of 
which has distinct epistemic content and characteristics. In the existential domain there exists a 
collective cognitive base that constitutes the “truths” that form both its epistemic base (scientific 
beliefs that form patterns of analytic knowledge) and its cultural base (cultural beliefs that arise as 
normative standards of conduct), where both are connected with assumptions, beliefs and trusted 
propositions that arise within cultural development; the cognitive base may be seen as the result of 
cybernetic interaction (Maturana and Varela, 1987: 75) between the patterns of cultural and analytic 
knowledge, and these affect each other through their history of mutual influence, where cognitive intention 
plays a metasystemic role and creates a cultural orientation for the agency (Yang et al, 2009). Self-
reference is an essential and establishes an agency identity (Hannah et al, 2008 & 2010). The underlying 
assumptions (Schein, 1985) contribute to organizational knowledge, where false knowledge when 
embedded into the culture results in myth.   
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Figure 2: Model of a Social Agency 

In the noumenal domain of Figure 2 there is a figurative base that is composed of relationships that 
can be construed with the sedimentation of information rich conceptual models from its cognitive 
base, with connection to cognitive purpose. It is the home of figurative elements like ideological and 
ethical structures that contribute to the political and moral functioning of the agency. This figurative 
part of the agency also its strategic part from which the regulation of information flows, decision-
making and patterns of behavior, i.e. the ‘internal allocation of tasks, decisions, rules, and procedures 
for appraisal and reward, selected for the best pursuit of […] [a] strategy’ (Caves, 1980: 64). 
Cognitive purposes (Habermas, 1970) are linked to information, and determine purposeful behavior 
(Espejo et al, 1997). This is also the domain of attitudes, manifested from beliefs to create an 
“enduring organization of beliefs” around an object or situation predisposing an agency to respond to 
situations in some preferential manner (Rokeach, 1968). Values are culturally defined (Williams et al, 
1993), and when espoused enable the distinction between observable and unobservable elements of 
culture (Schein, 1985). They are also central to an agency’s capacity towards the creation of strategic 
definition, being manifested from its culture and providing a basis for ideology that enables the 
construction of regulatory constraints that condition the agency in its internal behavior. 

The phenomenal domain is populated by artifacts (Schein, 1985), and is the place where 
organizational structure is maintained. Here there is a pragmatic base that is constituted by its 
normative modes of practice that respond to standards of validity that constitutes evidence, with 
connection to cognitive interest that are used for acquiring knowledge (Habermas, 1970). Self-
organization is important to the survival of an agency enabling it to create its own order (Kauffman, 
1993). It is also the domain of operative management, epistemologically distinguishable from 
operative processes (Beer, 1975).  

The network of processes of internalization, externalization and combination, often cited as being due 
to Nonaka & Takeuchi (1995) that respond to their interest in how organizations incorporate, express 
connect and share knowledge are also important to the organizational process and As in Figure 1 they 
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are constituted as the transitive (across domain) intelligences of normative personality. These 
processes provide feedback that is able to constrain or amplify domains of Figure 2. The process of 
socialization, through which explicit knowledge can be socially spread, occurs as a lateral (within 
domain) structural coupling (Maturana and Varela, 1987: 75) where they have a common history of 
interaction beyond the personality. Interestingly, three of these Nonaka and Takuechi concerpts arise 
in Piaget’s (1972) learning theory that explores cognitive development and the construction of 
knowledge, whose work has been explained for a social context by Leman (1998). 

We have referred to normative personality intelligences. A normative agent can also be said to 
function through two forms of intelligence, figurative and operative (Piaget 1950; Yolles 2009). 
Figurative intelligence (a form of autogenesis: Schwarz, 1997) provides its core relational 
explanations of reality, and operative intelligence (a form of autopoiesis: Schwarz, 1997; Maturana 
and Varela, 1987) provides for its capacity to evidence its figurative base. Normative agents with poor 
figurative intelligence do not maintain good representation in their figurative or cognitive bases. 
Those with poor operative intelligence cannot adequately manifest elements of their figurative base 
pragmatically, so that they have limited capacity to evidence models. Hence figurative and operative 
intelligence are closely connected. To avoid the potential for confusion, it must also be noted here that 
our use of the term figurative intelligence has been extended beyond Piaget’s original notion, making 
it an active rather than passive mechanism. In normative personality the amended term operative 
intelligence refers to the capacity for beliefs, values attitudes and knowledge to be assembled in a 
coherent way to form personality. Attitudes are constituted as a set of values that are directed towards 
some object of attention and hence have an operative function. So operative intelligence is the 
efficacy of personality structures that facilitate and condition behaviors from which arises 
performance. In contrast within the context of personality, figurative intelligence is the set of 
figurative images (including mental models and abstractions) that have solidified to form personality. 
The intelligence attributes would, in this way, relate to the efficacious manifestations of beliefs, 
values and knowledge in normative agent as personality patterns, including attitudes, which govern 
how decision imperatives can be addressed and responded to.  

The phenomenal domain involves an organization’s operative system that may be shown connected 
laterally (within the domain) as a structural coupling with an environment with which it has a history 
of interaction, and within which it maintains performance. The transitive coupling between the 
distinct domains is cybernetic in nature, with feed-forward and feedback loops that are most simply 
described in terms of Piaget’s operative and figurative intelligence, notions we shall return to.  

In Figure 2, the bars lying across the connecting intelligence loops illustrate the possible pathologies 
that might arise in the organization (see for example Yolles, 2008). The noumenal domain of Figure 2 
centers on information processes, and thus is constituted as the cognitive part of the organization. As 
such we identify that this is the seat of any emergent normative personality system that may emerge, 
and it is our intention to model this.  

In order to understand more about the normative personality, we may find some direction from 
theories of the individual personality. Support for this from a number of sources (e.g. Weik and 
Roberts, 1993; Bandura, 1999; Hofstede et al., 2002; Brown, 1961; Gindis, 2009; Barley, 2007), with 
agents behaving consistently as “legal corporate persons”, and with a unitary rationality that can be 
explained. In Figure 3 we offer a model of normative personality. Here personality is taken to be 
socio-cognitive in nature. Personality assessment differentiates between personality structures and 
behavioral orientations. The internal structures are assessed through an examination of a system of 
interacting psychological mechanisms rather than a set of independent variables as in trait approaches. 
In social-cognitive theory, assessments capture not only current psychological tendencies, but also 
personal determinants of action that contribute to development over the course of time. Evaluations 
are made of individual differences as well of the psychological attributes that contribute to personal 
identity. Ways in which the structures of personality come into play are illustrated as agents interact 
with the settings and challenges that make up their day-to-day lives. Social-cognitive personality 
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assessment seeks to explore agential personality coherence, and assessments explore the cognitive 
structures that are used to interpret events, and not only to self-reflect and self-regulate, but also to 
cases of change through self-organization. Personality assessment usually seeks to explore 
psychological change. It attempts to identify psychological qualities that if appropriate can be 
modified or developed. 

The efficacy of personality processes is important. Bandura (1986) defines collective efficacy of the 
agency as the shared belief that can, as a whole, attain goals and accomplish its desired tasks. It 
involves a belief or perception that efficacious collective actions are possible in relation to a social 
need. Problems with the cultural cohesion of an agency may affect its performance through both 
individual lacks of confidence in individual agencies, and/or perceptual differences in collective 
efficacy (Bandura, 1995). The efficacy of an agency will also influence its ability to communicate, 
goal set, and persevere during adversity.  

In socio-cognitive theory the mind operates as a complex system (Bandura 1999; Cervone et al. 
2004). Socio-cognitive variables develop through socio-cultural experiences. They distinguish 
between cognitive capacities that contribute to personality functioning, including skills, competencies, 
knowledge structures that have been derived from experienced real life situations, self-reflective 
processes that enable people to develop beliefs about themselves within social contexts, and self-
regulatory processes where people formulate goals, standards and motivations toward identifiable 
outcomes (Bandura 1986, 1999; Williams 1992). Performance involves the evaluation of directed 
behavior, and is related to the interaction between the behaviors which are embedded in personality 
structures expressed in terms of systems and the social environmental factors with which it is coupled. 
In each of these personality systems, orientations exist that define traits which individually take on a 
personality regulatory function. 
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Agency Trait Theory 

Bandura’s (1986) socio-cognitive theory arises through his notions of social learning, and he 
recognized that socio-cognitive processes are influenced by memory and emotions, and interactive 
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with environmental influences. Behavior is also seen to be guided by cognitive processes that are 
connected with traits. Bandura developed a theory of self that explores complex psychological and 
subjective reality as it impacts on goals and expectations. It points towards strategies that are used 
satisfy expectations and accomplish meaningful subjective goals, and it induces the affective 
representation of the perceived problem (Scott-Murray, 2005). It can be seen as a theory of individual 
differences (Bandura 1999), that recognizes that processes are connected with personality traits that 
condition personality processes in some invisible way. However, he recognizes that they are 
descriptive behavioral clusters that tell one little about the determinants and regulative structures 
governing the behaviors that constitute a particular cluster. In his view, for this there is a need for 
process theory in which can be explored self-efficacy. Self-efficacy beliefs determine how an agency 
feels, thinks, motivates itself and behaves. The beliefs produce diverse effects through the major 
processes of cognition, motivation, effectiveness and selection.  

In contrast, traits have a unique fundamental regulatory and characterizing function in the personality. 
A trait is usually seen as a distinguishing feature, characteristic or quality of a personality style, 
creating a predisposition for a personality to respond in a particular way to a broad range of situations 
(Allport, 1961). Traits arise from an interaction between personality and situation (Chapman et al., 
2000), resulting for instance in the interaction model of personality (Stevens and Rodin, 2001). They 
are also described as enduring patterns of perceiving, relating to, and thinking about the environment 
and oneself that are exhibited in a wide range of social and personal contexts; they are also habitual 
patterns of thought, emotion and stable clusters of behavior. Traits operate as continuous dimensions 
that together may define a personality space, and the trait variables may in theory be subject to small 
degrees of continuous variation. For Eysenck (1957), the scalar value that a trait variable takes may be 
classed as a personality type, and there are various manifestations of types in trait theory (Goldberg, 
1993; Costa and McCrae, 1992; Heinström, 2003). It may be noted, however, that where there are 
personality theories that explore types but where no traits are deemed to exist (or vice versa), traits (or 
types) may be inferred. These traits are not of the form identified by Gottfredson & Hirschi (1990), 
i.e., the lack of self-control. Rather they are what Bandura (1999) calls supertraits, Van Egeren (2009) 
refers to as global traits, and which play a formative role in the development of personality.  

Earlier in Figure 3 we referred to cognitive, figurative, operative and social orientations. These in 
effect define a set of formative traits for the agency. Van Egeren (2009) notes the problem that traits 
are normally arbitrarily defined. To correct this limitation, it must be recognized that it is the 
characteristics that define the traits and give them meaning, and these are not arbitrary. Where trait 
names in different schemas are the same, their characteristics can vary. Since the nature of a trait is 
defined by its characteristic, then this is central to the comparative nature of trait schemas. It is these 
characteristics that are entailed in the orientations that we have referred to. We take it that a set of 
normative personality traits are orientations that can arise from core properties that commonly exist in 
relation to the capacity of a collective agency to survive efficaciously. They also operate to establish 
stable control patterns that underlie patterns of behavior through regulatory processes. The modeling 
process that we undertake here establishes particular domains with named properties, and these can be 
represented as contextual orientations that take up the role of trait. Different traits enable the 
contextual orientations to operate as control functions through the (type) values that they take, and 
hence they reflect different characteristics. It is not therefore highly relevant in what way the names of 
these traits vary, so long as there characteristics can be related. This has been illustrated by Yolles 
(2009) and Yolles and Fink (2009), where trait schemas have been set into a characteristics typology 
and compared and related. 

In this paper, we might develop a set of properties that define orientation traits, and then examine how 
it is possible for these traits to enable patterns of agency behavior to be predicted. However, it is more 
economical to explore such a requirement within the context of another existing organizational trait 
theory. While a number of candidate theories exist such as the Myers-Briggs Type Inventory (Myers 
Briggs et al., 1998) and the Five Factor Model (McCrae & Allik, 2002), both require significant 
discussion about the stable patterns of behavior that their type values generate, as well as discussion 
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about their theoretical base. A more direct option comes from mindscape theory as considered for 
instance by Shani & Basuray (1988:5), when they discuss organization culture and its related 
sociological processes and the social patterns of reasoning behavior: “In each culture, organizations 
are profoundly influenced by genotypical blueprints of reasoning methods embedded within that 
culture. The term ‘mindscape’ is used taxonomically by Maruyama (1980) to identify the 
epistemological types that correspond to the four causal metatypes in science theories (especially in 
the social and biological sciences). According to Maruyama, the corresponding epistemic types, or 
mindscapes, are intended to mean a "structure of reasoning, cognition, perceptions, conceptualization, 
design, planning and decision making that may vary from one individual, profession, culture or social 
group to another" (Maruyama, 1980: 591).”  Hence it is feasible to discuss not only the personality of 
individuals, but the social personality too. The relationship between the individual and social 
personality is also considered, when Maruyama (2002: 167; cited by Boje, 2004) notes that “one of 
the types becomes powerful for historical or political reasons, and utilizes, ignores or suppresses 
individuals of other types.”  

Given that trait values/types are known for an agency, it is possible to identify the constraints on the 
potential for behavior that the agency is capable of, under normal conditions, and it is from this that 
possible patterns of behavior can be generated for determinable contexts. Now, mindscapes arise from 
a type theory that enables behaviors to be predicted under known contexts (Yolles & Fink, 2009). 
Types are values taken by traits in a trait space that defines a personality, and such a trait space has 
been considered by Boje (2004), who identifies three traits: power, ethics and knowledge. Yolles & 
Fink (2009) have adapted Boje’s trait space, and define the three personality orientation traits that 
better fit with organizational agencies: technical interest power, social-oriented ethics, and knowledge 
disposition, which we explore here. 

Technical interest power is an operative orientation trait that concerns the disciplining of operative 
knowledge, regulating it through the constraining processes of socialization and division of labor. 
Following Foucault (1972) it may be noted that agents are not free to say just anything when or where 
they wish, and certain types of knowledge are forbidden in some social environments. This is 
connected with recognition of the nature of the socially constructed constraints that are imposed on 
individuals, and a technical ability (Habermas, 1970) to engage with the environment and to establish 
predictions and regulation, presupposing the existence of structure that both anticipates and facilitates 
behavior. In Boje’s (2004) terms, the type values that this trait variable may take relate to the “will to 
power” and the “will to serve”. However, it also relates to the capacity of an operative system to be 
able to respond to recognized processes of cognitive self-organization (of self-regulative strategy as 
defined in terms of Figure 2). Through this trait variable an agent may be high on autonomy when it 
might react to the lessons drawn from (or opportunities offered by) environmental impulses, and will 
follow less the guidance by the cultural metasystem at the societal level. An alternative value for the 
variable might be embeddedness, where a similar construct can be found in Sagiv and Schwartz 
(2007). Through this the technical interest power trait can represent a durable and distinct personality 
orientation that is able to cope with unpredictable futures. Since technical interest power structures 
appreciative information (Vickers, 1965) that define a somewhat reflective view of a situation, with 
both cognitive and evaluative aspects and enabling adaptation, the personality is enabled to facilitate 
responses to its social environment and predefine its behavioral penchant towards its operations. 
Agency efficacy affects social orientation and may contribute to the realizing of an agencies full 
orientation potential, to engage with the environmental predictions that it regulates, and adjust its own 
operative processes. In contrast in-efficacy may result in an agential inadequacy that can impact on its 
operative intelligence or the recognition of agency adjustment imperatives. This trait can also be 
connected with strong hierarchy as opposed to lose hierarchy. Agencies with a strong hierarchy have 
rigid rules that have to be followed. Agencies that score high on this dimension (strong hierarchy) can 
be considered of being less able to change quickly and rely on strategies elaborated by top 
management. Moreover, organizations with a strong hierarchy provide stringent rules of behavior. 
The opposite is true for organizations with ‘loose hierarchies’. As an example, we can expect that 
public organizations differ severely from private organizations, e.g. with respect to level of 
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formalization (Hooijberg & Choi, 2001). 

Self-relational ethics is a figurative orientation trait that is distinct from the normally defined ethics as 
the process of determining right and wrong conduct. Boje prefers to adopt the different Foucaultian 
notion of ethics. Following Coveney (1998), Foucault's ethics are individualized forms of self-
regulation (e.g., the work ethic). Ethics are thus connected with the relationships we have with 
ourselves. Ethics in this sense is connected with the mutual ways in which agents are both regulated 
by others and regulate themselves, and recognition of this occurs through appreciations. For Murtagh 
(2008) this notion of ethics provides the opportunity for agents to change their relationship to the 
symbolic order, and provides a means to self-orientate out of socially constructed constraints (e.g. 
femininity and masculinity). Boje (2004) adopts the type options in this trait variable as pluralistic and 
monistic. However, this also connects with plural “harmony” or monistic “achievement” of 
appreciations or goals that are systemically created in the figurative system and formulate agency 
orientation. The orientation may be related to the notions of harmony and mastery by Sagiv and 
Schwartz (2007). To do this it draws on the figurative appreciations that are available within an 
agency. The figurative system that hosts this is concerned with driving goal formulation as a process 
that derives from data collection and involving the careful weighing of arguments as opposed to 
spontaneous decisions following from the spontaneous desires of the decision makers. Self-relational 
ethics has an attribute of appreciation that maintains an interconnected set of more or less tacit 
standards which order and value experience, determines the way an agent sees and values different 
situations, and how instrumental judgments are made and action is taken. It facilitates how an agent as 
a decision maker observes and interprets reality, and establishes decision imperatives about it. As 
such the trait reflects the regulation of the appreciations and resulting goals of the organization with 
respect to its intended operations, the potential for social interaction, and the ethical positioning that 
may occur as a response to opportunities provided or indicated by the social environment. Efficacy 
between this trait and the technical interest power trait can lead to self-principled agencies with 
aesthetical, intuitive or ethical/ideological positioning. It can provide ideological images that may 
facilitate action. It orientates the agent towards a view of stages of historical development, with 
respect to interaction with the external environment. In-efficacy can lead to corrupt and sociopathic 
organizations (Yolles, 2009a), or more broadly agency misconduct (Greve et al., 2010).  

Knowledge disposition is a cognitive orientation trait that arises in Boje’s theory as the will to 
knowledge, which is historically constituted and scripted, so that agents become characters in a script 
system and become script performers and/or script generators (Boje & Rosile, 2003). Boje identifies 
two types of scripts for this trait variable: transaction and transformation. The will to knowledge in a 
transactional scripting involves simple repetition and sameness and facilitates the enactment of an 
agency’s own will regardless of situation. The will to knowledge in transformation scripting is about 
changing the system through emergence and deviation and concerns the enactment of an agency’s will 
to serve in a given social situation. It involves Maruyama’s notion of dialectic of deviation-
counteracting and deviation-amplifying in the scripts. Knowledge scripting is part of secondary 
socialization (e.g., by providing them with socially acceptable values). Through this agents internalize 
the scripts, as well as the character type expected for agents in their environment. This script 
internalization is constituted as a means of formation, and enables an agent to be influenced by 
knowledge that relates to its social environment. The transactional and transformation types can be 
directly related with opportunity and change seeking as opposed to reliance on organizational 
resources that affects structures and processes that define the agency forms that are related to 
intentions and behaviors. As an illustration, in the field of strategic management there are two 
diametrically opposed views: resource-based (Barney, 1991) and market-based (Porter, 1980, 1985). 
A market-based orientation puts a strong emphasis on functional departments, e.g. finance, marketing, 
etc., while in a resource-based orientation puts a strong emphasis on real performance ‘in the field’ 
and values market feedback. According to the generic model of organizational culture, organizations 
following the resource-based view will more strongly rely on ‘market feedback’, ‘performance 
assessment’ and ‘single-loop learning’. It is necessary to identify and preserve unique resources 
within the organization to generate a competitive advantage. In contrast, organizations that follow the 



11 
 

market-based view would emphasize ‘operationalization’, patterns of behavior’ and ‘action’ as 
resources are mobile, substitutable and not rare. Such a dominance of upper processes (direction from 
organizational culture to task environment) would imply that organizations seek markets where they 
best fit in and do not necessarily adjust in order to fit markets (Porter 1980, 1985). Organizations that 
score high on this dimension follow rather a market-based view. 

This cognitive orientation trait variable of knowledge disposition might involve the effective realizing 
of potential recognizing the nature of an agency’s social and political processes and of the constraints 
imposed by social and political structures. This may occur through self-regulation and either the 
subordination to hierarchy or liberation away from power and bureaucratic regulations allowing 
normative rule obedience to be defined at a sub-agency level. This trait affects the operative couple 
between self-oriented ethics and technical interest power traits through its network of efficacy 
processes, but it can also be seen in terms of directly affecting the technical interest power trait 
(Figure 3) thereby contributing to cognitive coherence. This is connected with a move towards 
homeostasis - the human capacity to maintain or restore some physiological or psychological 
constants despite outside environmental variations (Pasquier et al, 2006). In-efficacy can similarly 
lead to lack of coherence and cognitive dissidence (Fraser-Mackenzie & Dror, 2009), and this can act 
as a driver for cognitive state/dispositional2 dysfunctions (Endler & Summerfield, 1995: 255). So, the 
metasystem involves attitudes, and emotive impulses that may orientate the agency through its 
knowledge disposition trait towards cognitive coherence or dissidence. Knowledge disposition has an 
impact on unitary and plural fugitive perspectives like strategies, ideology and morality. It also creates 
imperative for the regulation of the patterns of behavior through intention. 

Knowing agency personality types will enable the predictability of its patterns of behavior under 
normal circumstances. The relationship between the stable pattern of types that arises in any agency 
creates stable patterns of behavior that drive ones expectations about how an agency is likely to 
behave in given contexts. Mindscape theory tells us that personalities develop stable states (referred to 
as H, I, S and G). These states are dominant agency mindscapes, that "In a given culture during a 
given historical period, some type may become powerful and official, and the powerful type may 
change from period to period." (Boje, 2004, citing Maruyama, 2001: 65).  

Adapting notions from Boje (2004) and Maruyama (2008), Table 1 summarizes the patterning 
relationships between types and mindscape states. States occur as a cluster of types that create stable 
patterns of behaviour, and while only four states are usually referred to, there may be others3. These 
four states can also be described in terms of the mindscape characteristics: homogenistic, 
heterogenistic, hierarchical, individualistic, homeostatic, morphogenic, random, interactive. These can 
also be interrelated, and so can generate a potentially innumerable number of mindscape profiles. The 
mindscape characteristics have an epistemic nature and arise from styles of attitude. Thus for instance 
given that an agency has two cultural opposing groups with distinguishable cultures, Maruyama 
(1993) attributed conflicts and misunderstandings between their members to differences in value 
priorities, behavioral patterns, and logical and epistemic structures.  

Beyond the three traits we have discussed, two others exist within the agency that must also be 
mentioned: cultural and social orientation. Cultural orientation is part of the agency, and not the 
normative personality. It has been explored at some length in Yolles et al (2008) but arises from the 
work of Sorokin (1962). It operates not as an information trait, but rather a knowledge trait. The type 
values that this trait can assume includes sensate orientation, which allows realities to be deemed to 
exist only if they can be sensorially perceived. Sensate type members of a culture not seek or believe 
in a super-sensory reality, and are agnostic towards the world beyond any current sensory capacity of 
perception. Needs and aims are mainly physical, that is, that which primarily satisfies the sense 
organs. The epistemic attributes include appreciating the nature of the needs and ends that are to be 
satisfied the degree of strength in pursuit of those needs, and the methods of satisfaction. The means 
of satisfaction occurs not through adaptation or modification of human beings, but through the 
exploitation of the external world. It is thus practically orientated, with emphasis on human external 
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needs. With perceived reality being dependent upon from senses, its operative nature is highlighted in 
that it views reality through what can be measured and observed rather than reasoned. Cultural 
orientation may also assume ideationality, which sees reality as non-sensate and nonmaterial. 
Epistemic needs and ends are mainly spiritual, rather than practicable, and internal rather than 
external. The method of fulfillment or realization is self imposed minimization or elimination of most 
physical needs, to promote the greater development of the human being as a Being. Spiritual needs are 
thus at the forefront of this disposition’s aims rather than human physical needs.  

Type H I S G 
Keyword 

characteristics 
Hierarchical, 
homogenist, 
classificational, 
competitive, zero-
sum, opposition, one 
truth 

Heterogenistic, 
independent, 
random, uniquing, 
negative-sum, 
separation, 
subjective 

Heterogenistic, 
interactive, 
homeostatic (pattern-
maintaining), 
cooperative, positive-
sum 

Heterogenistic, 
interactive, 
morphogenic 
(pattern-generative), 
co-generative, 
positive-sum 

Nature Parts are subordinated 
to the whole, with 
subcategories neatly 
grouped into super-
categories. The 
strongest, or the 
majority, dominate at 
the expense of the 
weak or of any 
minorities. Belief in 
existence of the one 
truth applicable to all 
(e.g. whether values, 
policies, problems, 
priorities, etc.). Logic 
is deductive and 
axiomatic demanding 
sequential reasoning. 
Cause-effect relations 
may be deterministic 
or probabilistic. 

Only individuals are 
real, even when 
aggregated into 
society. Emphasis 
on self-sufficiency, 
independence and 
individual values. 
Design favours the 
random, the 
capricious and the 
unexpected. 
Scheduling and 
planning are to be 
avoided. Non-
random events are 
improbable. Each 
question has its own 
answer; there are no 
universal principles. 

Society consists of 
heterogeneous 
individuals who 
interact non-
hierarchically to 
mutual advantage. 
Mutual dependency. 
Differences are 
desirable and 
contribute to the 
harmony of the 
whole. Maintenance 
of the natural 
equilibrium. Values 
are interrelated and 
cannot be rank-
ordered. Avoidance 
of repetition. Causal 
loops. Categories not 
mutually exclusive. 
Objectivity is less 
useful than "cross-
subjectivity" or 
multiple viewpoints. 
Meaning is context 
dependent 

Heterogeneous 
individuals interact 
non-hierarchically for 
mutual benefit, 
generating new 
patterns and 
harmony. Nature is 
continually changing 
requiring allowance 
for change. Values 
interact to generate 
new values and 
meanings. Values of 
deliberate 
(anticipatory) 
incompleteness. 
Causal loops. 
Multiple evolving 
meanings 

Traits Stable Patterns of Type Values 
Technical 
Interest 
Power 

Embeddedness Autonomy Embeddedness Autonomy 

Self-relational 
Ethics 

Achievement Achievement Harmony Harmony 

Knowledge 
Disposition  

Transactional Transactional Transformational  Transformational 

Table 1: Maruyama’s Core Epistemic Types 

These types act as yin-yang forces that together create what Sorokin (1962, vol. 4, p590) called the 
Principle of Immanent Change. In this, autonomous agencies with coherent cultures experience 
cultural change by virtue of its own internal forces and properties. The principle of immanent change 
means that an agency cannot help changing even if all external conditions are constant. Sorokin 
(1962, vol. 4, p.600-1) tells us that any functional sociocultural system incessantly generates 
consequences that are not the results of the external factors to the system, but the consequences of the 
existence of the system and of its activities. As such they are necessarily imputed to it, and this occurs 
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without the benefit of conscious decision. One of the specific forms of this immanent generation of 
consequences is an incessant change of the system itself, due to its existence and activity. The 
dynamics of change thus occur naturally as an internal process to the culture. While Sorokin was 
interested in large scale cultures which change over the long periods of time, smaller scale cultures 
like those of corporate agencies having small scale cultures may have an immanent dynamic that 
changes over small time scales. Due the intimate relationship between culture and personality, cultural 
orientation changes must necessarily be reflected through change in attitudes and emotive impulses in 
the normative personality. Hence it is expected that personality traits will reflect the immanent 
dynamics of the cultural orientation trait. This where there is a distinction between the personality of 
the non-mobile individual4 who may have little exposure to cultural orientation shifts, and that of the 
durable agency that will, through immanence, will experience its own cultural shifts that may be 
exacerbated by ambient cultural shifts. 

Finally, social orientation operates in a given social environment. This orientation might be seen to 
exist in a social operative system directed towards action, interaction, and reaction that (re)constitutes 
the cultural environment in terms of (desired, welcome, undesired, not welcome) activities. So, an 
agency might put emphasis on action (where its membership is convinced that it will get positive 
feedback, their product will sell etc.), or have a more observation orientation and collect (lots of) 
information before engaging in action. Essentially, therefore, action oriented arises from an optimistic 
tendency, while observation oriented arises from a pessimistic tendency. 

As a result of these considerations, a trait model is offered in Figure 4 which adopts the same trait 
logic offered by Yolles (2009) in his exploration of the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator model. This 
model represents trait systems are connected by intelligences through which information is 
manifested, and which are subject to efficacy that controls the emotive impulses that influence the 
manifestation processes. These intelligences are semantic channels that may be subject to inefficacy 
or intelligence limitation if expected performance is not achieved, when we say that pathologies Pi,j 
have developed. The nature of intelligence, efficacy and pathology will considered further in the next 
section. 

Intelligences and Efficacy in Agency Traits 

The Piaget operative intelligence that we have been using is intimately connected with the notion of 
autopoiesis, defined here as a network of processes that is able to manifest information between trait 
systems. Coupling Piaget’s and Bandura’s terminology, operative intelligence has the efficacious 
capacity of a normative agent to create a cycle of activity that manifests figurative objects as operative 
objects. In other words, operative intelligence occurs in a personality as the capacity of a network of 
processes to efficaciously migrate appropriate information content between two analytically distinct 
traits, in relation to the beliefs that the agent has in this regard. This now leads us to the realization 
that it is efficacy that factors pathology, a notion we shall return to in due course. 

So, limiting operative intelligence can result affect a personality in its efficacious migration of any 
self-relational ethics trait information used as an imperative for the technical interest power trait, and 
vice versa. The personality metasystem is connected with this personality operative intelligence by 
figurative integrative intelligence. This can be thought of as a network of meta-processes or cognitive 
principles that efficaciously enables and contextualizes operative intelligence. It also connects identity 
with self-processes, a notion indirectly supported by Markus and Nurius (1986) who proposed a 
theory of “possible selves” which explains how the agent develops a connection between present self, 
motivation, behavior and possible or future self. In addition it connects with Identity Process Theory 
(Breakwell 1986 and 1988; Sullivan 2000; Twigger-Ross et al. 2003) where the conceptualization of 
identity is seen to involve four distinct principles of identity (self-esteem, self-efficacy, distinctiveness 
and continuity) that together enable the maintenance of a positive self-view.  
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Personality Operative 
System 

Normative self-organisation 
Operative orientation trait: 

Technical-interest  
power  

 

Figurative intelligence 

Operative Intelligence 
 

Personality Figurative 
System 

Normative self-regulation 
Figurative orientation trait:  

Self-relational ethics  
 

Personality 
Operative  

Environment 
 

Environmental 
Orientation trait 

 

Operative social  
intelligence 

Imperative for  
operative intelligence 

adjustment 

Personality  
Metasystem 

Normative self-reference 
Cognitive orientation 

trait: knowledge 
disposition  

 

Cultural Environment 
Cultural  

orientation trait  
 

Figurative cultural 
intelligence  

Impulses for cultural adjustment 

P1,1 

P1,2 

P2,1 

P2,2 

P4,2 

P4,1 

P3,2 

P3,1 

Figurative Agency Personality 

Operative Intelligence 
adjustment imperatives 

 
Figureative Intelligence 
adjustment imperatives 

 

Note: Pi,j(where pathology type i=1,3 and order  j=1,2) refers to type pathologies that can arise through both intelligence 
limitation and efficacy distinction, or where semantic blocks develop 

 
Figure 4: Socio-cognitive Trait Model of the agency connecting normative personality with social and 

cultural systems. 

We have also referred to Piaget’s (1950) figurative intelligence. This can be defined as providing 
precise information about states of reality, and involves any means of representation used to keep in 
mind the states that intervene between transformations, i.e., it involves perception, drawing, mental 
imagery, language and imitation. Hence, figurative intelligence will be a reflection of patterns of 
knowledge, and will exist through figurative imagery and patterns of information. In terms of the 
paradigm there is a figurative base that is composed of models, which entail structured relationships 
and both epistemic and informational properties. The capacity of the figurative base to adequately 
reflect the cognitive base of the paradigm and maintain pragmatic interpretations constitutes its 
figurative intelligence (Piaget 1950; Piaget and Inhelder 1969; Montangero and Maurice-Naville 
1997). The nature of figurative intelligence can be extended beyond Piaget’s original notion to include 
the meta-dynamics arising from a meta-coupling that occurs between the personality metasystem and 
the personality operative intelligence. It is then responsible for the influence that is created by the 
network of cognitive principles that define “I”, and result in the agent’s own rules of personality 
production that creates impulses for the technical interest power trait. Feedback from the operative 
intelligence couple to the technical interest power trait results in its adjustment. In future when 
referring to figurative intelligence, we shall mean this extended form. 

As we show in Figure 4, the coupling connections between personality and the social system is 
referred to as operative social intelligence, and is the network of operative processes that enables a 
personality to manifest its decisions from its technical interest power  trait to be manifested socially. 
Indeed, as far as other personalities in the social environment are concerned, the only trait that is 
visible is that of technical interest power. The coupling between the cultural environment and 
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operative social intelligence (the latter occurring as a migratory dialogue between the personality and 
the social) occurs through figurative cultural intelligence. 

The notion of cultural intelligence connects the knowledge disposition trait with operative 
intelligence, and in its original meaning is defined as the ability for an agent to successfully adapt to a 
change in cultural settings attributable to cultural context (Earley and Ang, 2003: 3; Thamas and 
Inkson, 2009). This definition requires a plurality of cultural beliefs, attitudes and values, which are in 
interaction and create a plural figurative base that has some level of cultural conflict within it. 
However, in the case where there is no such conflict, then cultural intelligence simply reduces to “the 
manifestation of the figurative base as patterns of cultural knowledge”. Properly speaking this is 
actually figurative cultural intelligence - the capacity to represent the cultural belief system (of values, 
attitudes and beliefs) as a coalescence of normative ideological and ethical standards of the culture 
that ultimately defines what it is that constitutes legitimate modes and means of social behavior.  

Operative intelligence may be seen as the efficacious migration of information between analytically 
distinct traits of personality; the process channels that the migrations passed through also have an 
efficacy status. To understand this, consider that for instance operative intelligence can be seen in 
terms the efficacious migration of information between the ontologically distinct traits of the 
personality of an organization. If efficacy is seen in terms of effectiveness, migratory effectiveness 
relates to how well information is migrated from the figurative to the operative, and this is likely to be 
connected with knowledge and understanding. As an illustration of this for instance, how well does a 
normative personality manifest5 its self-relational ethics trait information as technical interest power 
trait information, or how well is its technical interest power  trait information manifested as a set of 
social events. In contrast, efficiency relates to the capacity of the channels (the network of trait related 
personality processes or meta-processes) through which the migrations occur (i.e., the efficiency of 
the interactive network of processes that manifest information between the self-relational ethics and 
technical interest power traits or the latter as social action). In the latter case, what are the resources 
that are required to manifest the information as social action, and how can one determine if those 
resources are available? These resources may be at some level of awareness inherently or 
intentionally limited. Hence, in any personality, the migratory capacities of each process channel may 
be more or less efficient, and where inefficiencies occur they result in trait variable assignments. From 
the variables settling on states we can derive information about preferred personality types.  

A normative agency is normally interested in a given level of performance that is context specific. 
Performance is ultimately determined by the efficacy of the migrations of information between trait 
systems for given personality types. So any normative personality interested in changing preferences 
will also consistently want (at some preconscious level of awareness) to modify the efficacy by which 
cognitive information is migrated from one cognitive state to another (e.g., self-relational ethics to 
technical interest power or vice versa). This clearly has an impact on the degree of interconnection 
between the traits.  

The nature of the model in Figure 4 supports the proposition that a normative personality is 
constituted through its traits, from which stable preference option types arise. We reiterate that while 
the traits are important, it turns out that the states that they take (which determine personality type) are 
fundamental to understanding the orientation of the personality (Yolles and Fink 2009). Ultimately 
the personality types that an agent maintains is a reflection of its attitudes, emotive imperatives and 
formative perspectivistic information, and it is these that determine what has epistemic value to the 
personality. 

The notion of perspectivistic information is connected with perspective that arises from the ability of 
an agency to see and respond to an object of attention. For Piaget (1977: 87) the ability to conceive an 
object derives from the coordination of the schemes that underlie its activities with objects, and its 
objectivity derives from the coordination of perspectives. The coordination of perspectives originates 
cognitively through understanding generated from experience. Experience is filtered through and 
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assimilated by available cognitive structures that both change and are changed by potential 
phenomenological inputs. The knower and the known are inextricably bound up with one another 
such that the object and the subject are inseparable. The acquisition of knowledge arises from the 
interaction between the object and the subject. It in particular involves both the operative functions 
relating to that which can be generalized, as opposed to figurative functions that concern the specific 
nature of an external event. Piaget further asserts that all cognitions are inherently social. As such 
there is no distinction between social and non-social situations. The general coordination of actions 
provides the basis for cognitive structures are individual as well as interpersonal and social. The 
capacity of an agency to change the relationship between object and subject through the coordination 
of perspectives (therefore creating a new frame of reference) result in an ability to shift or assume new 
roles.  

A personality maintains self-reflective, self-regulative, and self-organizational processes. It also has 
an appreciative system that facilitates the formation of goals, and contributes to behavioral 
orientations. It has internal cognitive structures that exist as a consequence of conditions that are 
represented through its traits. Personality assessment can capture (social) psychological tendencies as 
well as agent determinants of action, and can look towards the exploration of personality coherence 
and the cognitive structures that it uses to interpret events.  

The notion of efficacy applies to the network of processes that constitute the intelligences of the 
normative personality that determines either preferences or pathologies/dysfunction. In our model, 
while the traits are concerned with control and the epistemic attributes of a personality (within the 
metasystem and figurative and operative systems), efficacy is a conditional connector of the 
ontologically distinct traits systems. Espoused values are manifested as preferences from which 
requisite efficacy arises in the agency. An agency intuits/appreciates what is requisite from an 
understanding of its environment in relation to the imperatives from its values and attitudes and other 
emotive imperatives.   

It is clear that personality orientations are connected to both intelligences and efficacy, and it is now 
possible to collect our discussions as a set of proposition appropriate to the normative personality. We 
have already indicated that personality orientation arises through personality preferences. Also 
preferences occur in the agency cultural/knowledge metasystem through espoused values, but these 
are manifested in: (a) the cognitive metasystem of the personality as significant attitudes, preferences 
and connected feelings, (b) the figurative system as appreciative schemas, and (c) the operative 
systems as structural/behavioural imperatives. These manifested preferences determine the set of trait 
orientations of the personality that together create a personality orientation. Preferences are thus 
responsible for the nature of a personality, being influenced by both its intelligences and efficacy, and 
indeed pathologies and dysfunctions. Let us now summarise our postulated propositions. 

Intelligence is constituted as a network of first and second order processes that couple two 
ontologically distinct trait systems. This network of processes manifests information through semantic 
channels thereby allowing local meaning to arise from the manifested content in the receiving trait 
system. Operative intelligence is a first order form of autopoiesis that creates an operative couple 
between the figurative and operative systems. It consists of a network of personality processes that 
manifests significant figurative information operatively, but also it creates improvement imperatives 
to adjust the figurative system. This network of processes is itself defined by its appreciative schemas 
and decision imperatives in the figurative system and the improvement adjustment imperatives that 
arise from the operative system. Figurative intelligence is a second order form of autopoiesis (called 
autogenesis) that projects conceptual information into the operative couple. However, this couple also 
creates improvement imperatives to adjust the cognitive metasystem, from which figurative 
intelligence emanates in the first place. This metasystem is composed of attitudes, feelings and 
conceptual information that are harnessed to identify the network of meta-processes that define it, 
permitting significant conceptual information to be manifested in the operative couple. Intelligences 
are structured through personality perspectives and preferences. Personality perspectives arise in the 
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personality meta-system from attitudes, feelings and conceptual information, and are influenced by 
the adjustment imperatives carried by figurative intelligence from the operative couple. The 
perspectives are manifested across the personality through perspectivistic information carried by its 
intelligences, to be integrated into schemas in the figurative system, and structured into the operative 
system. Personality preferences define a personality’s intended trait orientations, and as a variable 
this is determined by the type-value that the trait takes. The trait selection of type-value may itself be 
conditioned in some way by the information carried by the intelligences. The selection of information 
to be manifested by the intelligences may become uncoupled from the preferences and 
unrepresentative of the intended perspectives. This causes an intelligence limitation that can result in 
the development of pathologies (Figure 3) that affect the ability of trait systems to function. This lack 
of representation occurs because not all of the perspectivistic information is represented. Under such a 
condition the personality may: (1) have its capacity to conceptualise, schematise or apply 
perspectivistic information reduced; (2) have the orientation of its traits perturbed; and (3) be drawn 
towards un-preferred or unintended conduct that may even “corrupt” its proprietary strategic 
ideological or ethical orientations. Perspectives too may become adjusted through pathologic shifts in 
trait orientations.   

Efficacy refers to the controls of emotionality processes that condition what the intelligences do by 
operating on the manifestations of information that occur between two trait systems, modifying the 
semantic channelling processes of the intelligences. It does this through the control of emotive 
impulses. Efficacy status occurs on a strong/weak scale that indicates the degree of efficacy/inefficacy 
that an agency has. High efficacy status allows impediments to achievement to be seen as 
surmountable by the improvement of self-regulatory skills and perseverant effort. They can also 
overcome vulnerability to stress and depression, and impact on the choices people make at 
important decisional points. While rigidly high efficacy status can affect the capacity of an agency to 
create individual motivations that benefit its performance, low efficacy status can influence an 
agency’s ability to communicate, to develop appreciations, and to set goals and cite tasks. It happens 
because of the way efficacy conditions the manifestation process and hence drives both local 
development and the adjustment imperatives for improvement. As such it can affect an agency’s 
feeling, thinking, motivation, behaviour, and performance - including how it perseveres under 
adversity. Practically it is the capability efficacy that moderates the agency towards operative 
performance progression and hence achievement, and the adjustment imperatives that indicate the 
capability of this progression. The notion of capability efficacy assumes that every organization 
maintains some level of emotive impulse control, which might either dampen or enhance on the 
emotive impulses. Requisite efficacy occurs when the ability develops to achieve a level of 
performance through the control of emotive imperatives that are best suited to create preferred 
achievements. When these preferences are perturbed, then a difference arises between requisite and 
capability efficacy, resulting in an efficacy distinction (ED) that contribute to the formation of 
pathologies indicate the limited capacity of the agency to generate requisite responses to its perceived 
needs for achievement under perceived environmental circumstances. The EDs of the intelligences 
shown in Figure 3 may result in pathologies. Given combinations of these across the personality may 
well generate distinct personality dysfunctions. If one considers that dysfunctions arise from standards 
of diagnosis, then one has to try to find out what pathologies result in which dysfunctions.  

Pathologies Pi,j (Figure 3) that effect both intelligences and efficacy can fall into patterns that create 
agency dysfunctions. In an ongoing study by Dauber (2010), there is some initial evidence that set 
patterns of combinations of the pathologies can be associated with identifiable preferences and 
dysfunctions, thus leading to the possibility of predicting dysfunction. This suggests a need to track 
the relationships between pathology combinations and dysfunctional agency classifications.  

Now, the networks of processes that constitute the intelligences between trait systems are involved in 
information manifestations. So what manifestations are we referring to? Operative intelligence is 
concerned with the manifestation of trait information across domains using a network of internal 
processes, and is an extension of the figurative system. Following arguments from Beer (1975, 1994, 
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1985, 1989), our generic systems operate through generic functions that may be constituted through 
formal and/or informal roles which may or may not coincide with departmental structure.  So 
pragmatically, if function A in a collective agent has appreciative information directly relating to an 
intended strategic plan while taking into account the demands of its environmental context, then 
setting up an operative capacity to allow people in another function B to implement the plan viably is 
a function of the requisite adequacy of the network of processes that manifests that information across 
the departments: i.e., its operative intelligence. If an efficacy deficiency occurs, then a pathology 
results. In sever circumstances a pathological break can occur and operative intelligence breaks down. 
So, the efficacy of this normative personality is such that requisite/espoused value preferences 
demanded by its context cannot be applied as criteria for the manifestation of information between the 
traits of the collective agent. When this happens in the normative personality, the agent may as a 
result have a variety of service and/or production distinctions that are unexpected. 

Conclusion 

The intention in this paper has been to model the organization, using organizational culture theory, as 
a psychosocial agent in a way that could be related to a general model of the organization. As part of 
this, and as a means of controlling organizational complexity, we have formalised the idea of an 
emergent normative personality that comes into being when a durable collective develops a dominant 
culture, and is connected with the strategic modeling processes that an organization is involved in. A 
new cybernetic socio-cognitive trait model has been developed that draws on the concept of efficacy, 
and enables agent pathologies and dysfunctions to be explained in a new way.  

Understanding normative traits systems and their pathologies can lead to an improved understanding 
of the information processes that an organization has and how this affects its social behaviors, 
particularly for the patent organization. The theory that we have developed goes beyond the 
recognition by Van Egeren that traits may be viewed in terms of self-regulatory propensities or styles 
affecting how agents characteristically pursue their goals. Here, traits are seen as ontologically 
distinct, having different derivative natures. They have conceptual, figurative and event orientations 
and a network of processes are involved in migrating information from one trait to another. While the 
traits arise from a base of action related knowledge from which cognitive processes are derived, 
environmental orientation also has an embedded trait that is more connected with environmental 
knowledge relating to the structures observed there, norms, and indicative behavior.  

One of the conclusions drawn from the theory is that the value preferences of a normative personality 
not only determine its trait values (and thus the personality types), but ultimately impacts on its 
capacity to efficaciously and intelligently service the information needs of the trait systems. A need in 
agent analysis is to determine whether the value preferences are requisite in relation to the agent’s 
environments and contexts, allowing pathologies to be explained. Espoused value preferences are 
central in that they determine whether particular organizational traits arise from preferences or rather 
from the pathologies that determine dysfunction. Another useful attribute is the analysis of an agent’s 
cultural and social intelligences, enabling determination of whether the organization has an 
appropriate value preference set or not. All forms of intelligences taken together therefore provide a 
picture of the preconscious processes by which an agent operates. 

In the end, we have developed agency theory for normative personality to enable us to clearly 
understand the regulatory processes that occur within the organization, and this includes both 
traditional regulatory features that arise from socio-cognitive theory like self-organization, self-
reflection, self-reference and identity. The other form of regulation that exists occurs through 
personality traits that are responsible for stable patterns of conduct/behavior. Particular instances of 
behavioral conduct are usually predictable given known contexts. Stable patterns of behavior are 
determined by the set of formative traits through the personality type values that the traits take. In the 
modeling process here, we have recognized that organizations operate through formative orientation 
traits (cognitive, strategic, operative, etc.), and these have core characteristics. These orientation traits 
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can be connected with other relatable theories, such as Mindscape theory, enabling us to better 
provide an appreciation of recognizing patterns of behavior and predicting instances of operative 
conduct/behavior, and indeed misconduct. 

Agency pathologies have at least one source, the transfer of information between trait systems. Traits 
are susceptible to pathologies that are created when the intended efficacy of information transfer 
between ontologically distinct parts of the organization is not the actual efficacy through which this 
occurs. It is this difference that indicates the efficacy deficiency. In the end, requisite efficacy is 
central to the capacity of an agency to operate in a way that it wishes. Patterns of pathologies that 
arise through process inefficacies are in principle determinable, and it is likely that a given pattern 
will be consistent with certain classifications of misconduct/misbehavior. Pathologies may also arise 
through. 
   
References 
Anderson, J.H., Grey, C.W., 2006, Anticorruption in Transition 3: Who Is Succeeding and Why? The 

World Bank. Available at http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTECA/Resources/ACT3.pdf 
Argyris, C., D. Schön, 1978 Organizational Learning: A Theory of Action Perspective. Addison-

Wesley, Reading, MA. 
Argote, L., Todorova, G., 2007, Organizational Learning: Review and Future Directions,  

International Review of Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 2007; 193-234. 
Atkinson, R.C., Shiffrin, R.M., 1968, Human Memory: A proposed system and its control processes. 

In K.W. Spence & J.T. Spence (Eds), The psychology of learning and motivation: Vol. 2, 
Advances in research and theory (pp.90-196) Academic Press, New York. 

Bandura, A., 1986 Social Foundations of Thought and Action: A Social Cognitive Theory, Prentice-
Hall, Englewood Cliffs, NJ. 

Bandura, A. , 1988 Organizational Application of Social Cognitive Theory, Australian Journal of 
Management, 13(2), 275-302.  

Bandura, A., 1994 Self-efficacy. In V. S. Ramachaudran (Ed.), Encyclopedia of human behavior (Vol. 
4, pp. 71-81). New York: Academic Press. (Reprinted in H. Friedman (Ed.), Encyclopedia of 
mental health. San Diego: Academic Press, 1998). See 
http://www.des.emory.edu/mfp/BanEncy.html, accessed Jan. 2010. 

Bandura, A. (Ed.)., 1995 Self-efficacy in changing societies. New York: Cambridge University Press 
Bandura, A., 1999 A social cognitive theory of personality, in Pervin, L., John, O. (Eds.), Handbook 

of personality (2nd ed., pp. 154-196), Guilford Publications, New York:. (Reprinted in D. Cervone 
and Y. Shoda (Eds.), The coherence of personality, Guilford Press, New York. 

Barley, S. R., 2007 ‘Corporations, Democracy, and the Public Good’. Journal of Management 
Inquiry, 16(3): 201-215. 

Beer, S., 1975, Platform for Change. Wiley 
Beer, S.,1994 Beyond Dispute: The Invention of Team Syntegrity. John Wiley and Sons, Chichester, 

UK. 
Beer,S., 1985. Diagnosing the System for Organizations. Wiley  
Beer, S.,1989 The Viable System Model: its provenance, development, methodology and pathology. 

Journal of Operational Research Society, 35: 7-26.8. 
Berens, L.V., 2007, Essential Qualities of the Personality Patterns, see 

http://www.interstrength.com/faculty/lindaberens.html, accessed June 2008. 
Boje, D. M., 2002. Enron Metatheatre: A Critical Dramaturgy Analysis of Enron’s Quasi-Objects. 

Paper presented at Networks, Quasi-Objects, and Identity: Reintegrating Humans, Technology, 
and Nature session of Denver Academy of Management Meetings. Tuesday August 13, 2002. 
http://business.nmsu.edu/~dboje/  Revision Date: August 9 
2002.http://business.nmsu.edu/~dboje/papers/enron_theatre_LJM.htm (access 23 February 2009). 

Boje, D., 2004 Welcome to Mindscapes, http://peaceaware.com/mindscape/, accessed December 
2007. 

Boje, D., Rosile, G.A., 2003, Theatrics of SEAM, Journal of Organizational Change Management, 
16(1)21-32 

Bowlby, J., 1980, Attachment and Loss: sadness and depression, Basic Books, New York. 

http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTECA/Resources/ACT3.pdf


20 
 

Breakwell, G. M., 1986 Coping With Threatened Identities. London: Methuen. 
Brown, J.A.C., 1961 Freud and the Post-Freudians. Penguin Books, Harmondsworth, Middlesex 
Brown, T.L., 2003 Making Truth: Metaphor in Science, University of Illinois Press 
Cervone, D., W.G., Shadel, and S. Jencius, 2001 ‘Social-Cognitive Theory of Personality 

Assessment’. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 5(1) 33–51 
Cervone, D., N., Mor, H. Orom, W.G., Shadel, and W.D. Scott, 2004 Self-efficacy beliefs and the 

architecture of personality. In Baumeister, R.F., Vohs, K. D. (Eds.), Handbook of self-regulation: 
Research, theory, and applications (pp. 188–210), Guilford Press, New York 

Chapman, P., J., Evans, D., Crundall, G., Underwood, 2000 Anger and aggression in driving and 
non?driving contexts. In: Proceedings of the International Conference on Traffic and Transport 
Psychology. Berne, Switzerland, 4?7 September. 

Coleman, J.W., 1987, Toward an Integrated Theory of White-Collar Crime, American J. of Sociology, 
93,406-39. 

Coveney,  J., 1998, The government and ethics of health promotion: the importance of Michel 
Foucault, Health Education Research Theory & Practice, 13(3) 459-468, also see 
http://her.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/reprint/13/3/459.pdf 

Costa, P.T., McCrae, R.R., 1992 NEO PI-R. Professional manual, FL: Psychological Assessment 
Resources, Inc., Odessa. 

Cornelisson, J.P., C. Oswick, L.T., Christensen, and N. Phillips., 2008 ‘Metaphor in Organizational 
Research: Context, Modalities and Implications for Research Introduction’. Organizationa Studies, 
Vol. 29 (7), 7-22. 

Dauber, D., 2010 Study on individual value preferences and personality traits, Unpublished work in 
process. 

Dauber, D., Fink, G., Yolles, M.I., 2010, A generic theory of organizational culture, conference paper 
delivered to The Southern Management Association Annual Meeting, Auburn University, October. 

Dockens, W.S., Four Brand New Colors: Information Nullification in Psychology and the Humanities, 
http://www.ceptualinstitute.com/genre/dockens/newcolors.htm 

Davenport, B., Shuler, S., Whiiten, P.A., 1997 Making Sence out of Creativity and Constraints, in 
Davenport Sypher, B.D. (Ed.), Case studies in organizational communication 2: Perspectives on 
contemporary American Work Life, Guilford Press, New York, pp11-31. 

Davis, D.N., 2000, Minds have personalities - Emotion is the core, CiteSeer, accessed July 2010, 
http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/summary?doi=10.1.1.124.419 

Denison, D.R., Mishra, A.K., 1995, Towards a Theory of Organizational Culture and Effectiveness, 
Organization Science, 6(2)204-223. 

Depue, R., & Morrone-Strupinsky, J. , 2005, A neurobehavioral model of affiliative bonding: 
Implications for conceptualizing a human trait of affiliation. Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 28, 
313-395  

Dunbar, N., Abra, G., 2008 Observations of Dyadic Power in Interpersonal Interaction, Paper 
presented at the annual meeting of the International Communication Association, TBA, Montreal, 
Quebec, Canada, May 22, www.allacademic.com/meta/p234228_index.html 

Earley, P. C., Ang, S., 2003. Cultural Intelligence: individual interactions across cultures, Stanford 
Business Books, Stanford, CA. 

Endler, N.S., Summerfield, L.J., 1995, Intelligence, Personality, Psychopathology, and Adjustment, in 
Saklofske, D.H., Zeidner, M., (Eds),  International handbook of personality and intelligence, 
pp.249, 284, Plenum Press, N.Y. 

Eysenck, H. J., 1991, Dimensions of personality: 16, 5 or 3?—Criteria for a taxonomic paradigm, 
Personality and Individual differences, 12, 773-790. 

Espejo, R., Schuhmann, W., Schaniger, M., Bielello, U., 1996, Organizational Transformation and 
Learning. Wiley, Chelmsford 

Eysenck, H.J., 1957 Sense and Nonsense in Psychology. Penguin Books Ltd, Harmonsworth, 
Middlesex, UK. 

Fraser-Mackenzie, P.A.F., Dror, I.E., 2009, Selective information sampling: Cognitive coherence in 
evaluation of a novel item, Judgment and Decision Making, Vol. 4, No. 4, June 2009, pp. 307–316 

Galbraith, P., 2004, Organizational leadership and chaos theory: Let's be careful, Journal of 
Educational Administration, 42(1)9-28 

http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/summary?doi=10.1.1.124.419


21 
 

Gindis, D., 2009 ‘From fictions and aggregates to real entities in the theory of the firm’. Journal of 
Institutional Economics, 5(1): 25-46. 

Godkin, L., Allcorn, S., 2009, Institutional narcissism, arrogant organization disorder and 
interruptions in organizational learning, The Learning Organization, 16(1)40,57 

Goldberg, L. R., 1993 ‘The structure of phenotypic personality traits’. American Psychologist, 48, 26-
34. 

Good, T. L., Brophy, J. E., 1990, Educational psychology: A realistic approach. (4th ed.), Longman, 
White Plains, NY. 

Gonsowski, J.C., 1999 (27 April), The Myers-Briggs Type Indicator: Mapping to Circumplex and 
Five-Factor Models, The Enneagram and the MBTI Electronic Journal, Issue 8, 
tap3x.net/EMBTI/j8gonsowski.html, accessed May 2004. 

Gottfredson, M. R., Hirschi, T., 1990, General Theory of Crime, Stanford Univ. Press, Stanford, CA 
Habermas, J., 1970 Knowledge and Interest. In D. Emmet and A. MacIntyre (Eds.), Sociological 

Theory and Philosophical Analysis: 36-54, MacMillan, London.  
Hannah, S.T.,  Balthazard , P., Waldman, D.,  Jennings, P.L,  2010, The Neurological Basis for 

Leader Complexity, in preparation for Journal of Applied Psychology (see early version at 
www.brainmappingforsuccess.com/resources/pdf/Basis-for-Complexity.pdf); and 2008, A 
Neuroscientific Analysis of Complexity Leadership, in proceedings of Academy of Management 
Conference, Anahheim, CA, August)  

Hatch, M. J., and A.L., Cunliffe, 2006 Organisation Theory, Oxford University Press. 
He, H.W., J.M.T., Balmer, 2007 ‘Identity studies: Multiple perspectives and implications for 

corporate-level marketing’ European Journal of Marketing, Vol. 41, No 7and8, pp. 765-787.  
Heinström, J., 2003, Five personality dimensions and their influence on information behavior,   

Information Research, 9(1) paper 165, see http://InformationR.net/ir/9-1/paper165.html, accessed 
May 2006. 

Hill, C.W.L., Jones, G.R., (2001) Strategic Management. Houghton Mifflin 
Hooijberg, R. & Choi, J. 2001. The impact of organizational characteristics on leadership 

effectiveness models: An examination of leadership in a private and a public sector organization. 
Administration & Society, 33(4): 403-431. 

Hochstetler, A., Copes, H., 2001, Organizational Culture and Organizational Crime, in Neal Shover & 
John Paul Wright (eds.), Crimes of Privilege. Oxford Univ. Press, New York. 

James, K., Jarrett, M.,. Lucas, D., 1996, Psychological Dynamics and Organizational Learning: from 
the Dysfunctional Organization to the Healthy Organization, Canfield School of Management 
Working Papers Series, ISBN 1 85905 086 7 

Kauffman, S.A., 1993, The Origins of Order: Self-Organization and Selection in Evolution. Oxford 
University Press, Oxford. 

Kets de Vries, M.F.R., 1991 Organizations on the Couch: Clinical Perspectives on Organizational 
Behavior and Change, Jossey-Bass Inc (Wiley), NY, USA. 

Leman, P.J., 1998, Social Relations, Social Influence and the Development of Knowledge, British 
Psychological Society, Developmental Section Conference, Lancaster University, Lancaster, UK, 
September. See for example www.psych.lse.ac.uk/psr/PSR1998/7_1998Leman.pdf 

McCrae RR, Allik J. 2002, The Five-Factor Model of Personality Across Cultures, Kluwer Academic 
Publishers, New York. 

McCrae, R. R., Costa, P. T., 1996. Toward a new generation of personality theories: Theoretical 
contexts for the five-factor model. In J. S. Wiggins (Ed.), Five-factor model of personality. 
Theoretical perspectives (pp. 51-87), Guilford Press, New York. 

McKenna, M.K., Shelton, C.D., Darling, J.R., 2002, The impact of behavioral style assessment on 
organizational effectiveness: a call for action, Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 
23(6)314-322 

Markus, H., and P. Nurius, 1986 ‘Possible selves’. American Psychologist, 41(9) 954-969. 
Maruyama, M., 1980, Mindscapes and Science Theories, Current Anthropology, Vol. 21, pp. 589-

608. 
Maruyama, M. 1980, Epistemological and Cultural Barriers to Mutualistic Thinking. Futurics. 4(2)97-

116. 



22 
 

Maruyama, M., 1988,  Dynamics Among Business Practice, Aesthetics, Science, Politics and 
Religion, Cultural Dynamics, 1; 309. 

Maruyama M., 2001, Individual Types: Subcultural or Transcultural. The General Psychologist. Vol. 
36 (3): 64-67. 

Maruyama M., 2008, Poly-ocular Vision: Individual Cognitive Types and their Implication in Human 
Resources Management, Indian Journal of Management Technology, 1(2)79-94 

Miller, N. E., Dollard, J., 1941, Social Learning and Imitation. New Haven: Yale University Press.  
Miller, G.A., Galanter, E., & Pribram, K.H., 1960, Plans and the Structure of Behavior, New York: 

Holt, Rinehart & Winston.  
Montangero, J., Maurice-Naville, D., 1997 Piaget, or The Advance of Knowledge: An Overview and 

Glossary. Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Mahwah, NJ. 
Mroczek, D.K., Little, T.D., 2006, Handbook of personality development, Lawrence Erlbaum 

Associates,  
Murtagh, M.J., 2008, A funny thing happened on the way to the journal: a commentary on Foucault's 

ethics and Stuart Murray's "Care of the self", Philosophy, Ethics and Humanities in Medicine, 
www.peh-med.com/content/3/1/2, accessed April, 2008. 

Myers Briggs, I. McCaulley, M.H., Quenk, N.L. and Hammer, A.L., 1998, A Guide to the 
Development and Use of the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator, 3rd ed., Consulting Psychologist 
Press, Palo Alto, CA. 

Nonaka, I., and Takeuchi, H., 1995, The Knowledge Creating Company. Oxford University Press, 
Oxford 

Novak, J. G., 1993 (March), How do we learn our lesson? The Science Teacher, 60, 50- 
55. 
Olins, W., 1978 The Corporate Personality: An Inquiry into the Nature of Corporate Identity. Design 

Council, London, UK 
Greve, H.R., Palmer, D., Pozner, J., 2010, Organizations Gone Wild: The Causes, Processes, and 

Consequences of Organizational Misconduct, The Academy of Management Annals, 4: 1, 53 -107. 
Pasquier, P., Rahwan, I., Dignum, F., Sonenberg, L., 2006, Agumentation and Persuasion in the 

Cognitive Coherence Theory, in Dunne, P.E., Bench-Capon, T.J.M., (Eds), Frontiers in Artificial 
Intelligence and Applications, Volume 144, Proceedings of a Conference on Computational 
Models of Argument - COMMA. 

Piaget, J., 1950 The Psychology of Intelligence. New York: Harcourt and Brace. 
Piaget, J., 1972, The principles of genetic epistemology. London: Routledge & Kegan Paul. 
Piaget, J. 1977. The Development of Thought: Equilibration of Cognitive Structures. Viking, New 

York. 
Piaget, J., Inhelder, B, 1969 The psychology of the child. New York: Basic Books. 
Piquero, N.L., 2002, Low Self-Control, Organizational Theory, and Corporate Crime, Law Society 

Review, Jan. 1. 
Porter, M. 1980. Competitive strategy. Free Press, New York. 
Porter, M. 1985. Competitive advantage. Free Press, New York. 
Rinpoche, S., 1992, The Tibetan Book of Living and Dying. Rider, London  
Rokeach, M., 1968. Beliefs, Attitudes, and Values: a theory of organizational change. Josey-Bass 

Inc., San Francisco. 
Sagiv, L., and S.H. Schwartz, 2007 ‘Cultural values in organizations: insights for Europe’. European 

J. International Management, Vol. 1, No. 3, pp.176–190. 
Scherer, A. G., 1998 ‘Pluralism and incommensurability in strategic management and organization 

theory: A problem in search of a solution’. Organization, 5: 147-168. 
Schein, E. H., 1985 Organizational Culture and Leadership, Jossey-Bass, San Francisco. 
Schein, E. H., 1992 Organizational Culture and Leadership (2nd ed.), Jossey-Bass, San Francisco. 
Schultz, M., M.J. Hatch, and M.H. Larsen, 2000 The Expressive Organization. Oxford: Oxford 

University Press. 
Schwarz, E., 1997 ‘Towards a Holistic Cybernetics: From Science through Epistemology to Being’. 

Cybernetics and Human Knowing, 4(1) 17-50. 



23 
 

Scott Murray, T., Y., Clermont, M., Binkley, M., 2005 Measuring Adult Literacy and Life Skills: New 
Frameworks for Assessment, International Adult Literacy Survey by Candian Ministry of Industry, 
Catalogue no. 89-552-MIE, no. 13, http://dsp-psd.pwgsc.gc.ca/Collection/CS89-552-13E.pdf 

Shani, A.B., Basuray, M.T., 1988, Organization Development and Comparative Management Action 
Research as an Interpretive Framework, Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 9(2) 3-
10 

Shover, N., Bryant, K.M., 1993, Theoretical Explanations of Corporate Crime, in Michael B. 
Blankenship, ed., Understanding Corporate Criminality, Garland Publishing, New York 

Hofstede, G. J., Pedersen, P., Hofstede, G., 2002, Exploring Culture, Exercise, Stories and Synthetic 
Cultures. Intercultural Press, Yarmouth, Maine. 

Samuel, Y., 2010, Organizational pathology: life and death of organizations, Transaction Publishers, 
New Brunswick, New Yersey. 

Stevens, L., I., Rodin, 2001 Psychiatry: An Illustrated Colour Text, Churchill Livingstone, Edinburgh 
Suddaby, R., C., Hardy, Q.N., Huy, 2008 ‘Theory Development: Where are the New Theories of 

Organization’ The Academy of Management Review, 33(2) 569 – 570 
Suddaby, R.,  Huy, Q.N., 2009 (April), Theory Development: Where are the New Theories of 

Organization? Academy of Management Review Special Topic Forum, 
http://apps.aomonline.org/Calls/cfp/paper_info.asp?user_lname=&user_id=&cfp_id=458 

Sullivan, E. L., 2000 An examination of identity in the professional context of social work, leading to 
the introduction of a systemic model of identity. Doctoral Thesis, Royal Holloway University of 
London. 

Taylor , J.R., 2000 ‘Is There a "Canadian" Approach to the Study of Organizational Communication?’ 
Canadian Journal of Communication, Vol 25, No 1. 

Thamas, D.C., Inkson, K., 2009 Cultural Intelligence: Living and Working Globally, Berrett-Koehler 
Publishers, Inc., San Francisco. 

Twigger-Ross, C.L., M., Bonaiuto, and G., Breakwell, G., 2003 Identity theories and environmental 
psychology, In M.Bonnes, M., Lee, T., Bonaiuto, M., (Eds), Psychological theories for 
environmental issues, Ashgate publishing limited, Aldershot, pp. 203-233.  

Vaughan, D., 1983, Controlling Unlawful Organizational Behavior: Social Structure and Corporate 
Misconduct, Univ. of Chicago Press, Chicago 

Vygotsky, L.S., 1978 Mind and society: The development of higher mental processes. Cambridge, 
MA: Harvard University Press. 

Wang, A., 2007, The Effects of Varied Instructional Aids and Field Dependence-Independence on 
Learners’ Structural Knowledge in a Hypermedia Environment,  Doctoral Thesis presented to 
Department of Educational Studies, College of Education of Ohio University, USA. 

Weick, K.E., 1969 The social psychology of organizing, Addison-Wesley, Reading 
Weick, K. E., 1995 Sensemaking in organizations. Thousand Oaks, CA, Sage  
Wicks, D., 2001 ‘Institutionalized Mindsets of Invulnerability: Differentiated Institutional Field and 

the Antecendents of Organizational Crisis’. Organization Studies, Vol. 22 (4), 659-692. 
Williams, S. L., 1992 Perceived self-efficacy and phobic disability. In R. Schwarzer (Ed.), Self-

efficacy. Thought control of action (pp. 149-176). Washington, D.C.: Hemisphere. Wilson, E. O. 
(1998). Consilience. The unity of knowledge. New York: Knopf. 

Van Egeren, L.F., 2009 ‘A Cybernetic Model of Global Personality Traits’. Personal Social 
Psychology Review, 13(2)92-108. 

Van Knippenbern, D., Kooij-de Bode, H.J.M., Van Ginkel, W.P., 2010, The Interactive Effects of 
Mood and Trait Negative Affect in Group Decision Making, Organization Science, 21(3)731-744. 

Vickers., G, , 1965, The Art of Judgement. Chapman and Hall, London (Reprinted 1983, Harper and 
Row, London). 

Yang, H.H., Yu, J.C., Yang, H.J., 2009, Towards an Undrestanding of Reusable Knowledge Reuse in 
an online Environment, in Mastorakis , N., Proceedings of the European Computing Conference, 
Volumen 2,Madenov V., Kontargyri, V.,  pp243,259, Springer. 

Yolles, M.I., 2009 ‘A Social Psychological basis of Corruption and Sociopathology’. J. Change 
Management, 22(6) 692-73 

Yolles, M. I., 2006 Organizations as Complex Systems: an introduction to knowledge cybernetics. 
Greenwich, CT, USA: Information Age Publishing, Inc.  

http://dsp-psd.pwgsc.gc.ca/Collection/CS89-552-13E.pdf


24 
 

Yolles, M. I., 1999 Management Systems: A Viable Approach. London: Financial Times Pitman.  
Yolles, M.I., 2009 ‘Migrating Personality Theories Part 1: Creating Agentic Trait Psychology?’ 

Kybernetes, 36(6) 897-924.  
Yolles, M.I., 2009a, A Social Psychological basis of Corruption and Sociopathology, J. Change 

Management, 22(6) 692-73 
Yolles, M.I, 2010 Knowledge Cybernetics, a Metaphor for Post-Normal Science, in Steve Wallis 

(Ed), Cybernetics and Systems Theory in Management: Tools, Views and Advancements, IGI 
Global, Hershey, Pennsylvania 

Yolles, M.I., Fink, G., 2009 ‘Migrating Personality Theories Part 2: Towards a Theory of the 
Balanced Personality?’ Kybernetes, 38 (9) 1461-1490.  

Yolles, M.I., Fink, G., 2010, “Narratives, Paradigms and Change”, Boje, D. (ed) Antenarrative and 
Storytelling Organizations, Handbook on Antenarratives, Routledge, In process. 

Yolles & M.I., Sawagvudcharee, O., 2010, Understanding Corporate Paradigm Change, IACCM 
Conference, 22-25 June, University of Central Lancashire, Preston, UK 

Zalta, E.N., 1999, Principia Metaphysica, http://mally.stanford.edu/principia.pdf, accessed July 
2010. 

Zalta, E.N., 2004, The Theory of Abstract Objects, http://mally.stanford.edu/theory.html, accessed 
July 2010. 

 
Notes 
                                                           
1 There is a very close connection between behavioral style and learning style (Pearlman & Saakvime, 1995; 
Knippen & Green, 1996), that has been highlighted through learning theory (Kolb, 1974; Nanoka and Takeuchi, 
1995) and learning style theory (Honey and Momford, 1986). This connects directly with likelihood estimations 
for future behaviors within given contexts. Behavioral styles sometimes may classify people according to 
whether they are relationship or task oriented. Direct measuring techniques can be created to assess this.  
2 Wollheim (1999) defined cognitive state in terms of impulses, perceptions and instincts, imaginings, and 
cognitive dispositional drives in terms of beliefs, knowledge, memories, abilities, phobias and obsessions. 
Mental disposition consists of beliefs, knowledge, memories, abilities, phobias and obsessions, and has duration 
and history. Both mental states and dispositions are causally related, mental state being able to instantiate, 
terminate, reinforce and attenuate mental disposition. Mental dispositions can also facilitate mental states.           
3 Boje (2004) and citing Maruyama notes the possibility of additional clusters in 
http://peaceaware.com/mindscape/XYZ_Mindscape_intro.htm, accessed Dec. 2007. 
4 The case of the mobile individual may be different. Is it the case, therefore, that cross cultural transients 
experience personality changes where the cultures to which they shift take on distinct orientations? Social 
revolutions also create culture shifts, and does this affect the personality orientations of individuals? 
5 Manifestation implies the appearance of information as a result of the network of meta/processes that extend 
from the domain of origin. This has nothing to do with “transfer” which is a positivist concept. The meaning oif 
any manifested information may be quite distinct an a receiving domain from that understood in a source 
domain. 


