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The New Paradigm in Science
and Public Administration

By Linda F Dennard, California State
University at Hayward

Margaret Wheatley, Leadership and the New Sci-
ence: Learning about Organizations from an Order-
ly Universe. (San Francisco: Berrett-Koehler,

1992), 139 pp.; $39.95, hardcover.

George Sessions, ed., Deep Ecology for the 21st Cen-
tury: Readings on the Philosophy and Practice of the
New Environmentalism .(Boston & London:
Shambhala, 1995), 488 pp.; $30.00, paperback.

Ken Wilber, ed., The Holographic Paradigm and
Other Paradoxes: Exploring the Leading Edge of Sci-
ence. (Boston & London: Shambhala, 1985), 301
pp-; $20.00, paperback.

Scanning the management literature on
the new sciences, one is struck by the per-
vasive concern for how this emerging
paradigm might rescue order and coher-
ence from the disorder of social complexity.
One also notes the expansion of techno-
ese, which is intriguing and very useful but
which also threatens to overshadow the
deeper meaning for public administration
of this major paradigm shift. For this
change represents not only a boost for
computer sciences but also an opportunity
to reexamine some basic assumptions about
the nature of government.

The New Paradigm sciences—quantum
physics, chaos physics, and new evolution-
ary theory—do not necessarily offer
methodological relief for the administrative
problems of efficiency and service delivery.
And, as one practitioner recently put it,
“What good is a science of chaos, if it
doesn'’t tell us how to overcome chaos and
complexity? Isn't that what management is
about?” In fact, the New Paradigm for
management views chaos and complexity
not as problems to be solved but as mean-
ingful aspects of a process by which living
systems adapt, renew, maintain, and tran-
scend themselves through self-organization.

According to this view, the problems of
management are not even necessarily
methodological but rather ontological.
That is, the new sciences do not simply
offer more information about how to man-
age better, they question the basic logic of
most management philosophy, arriving at a
true turning point in our understanding of
organizations and government. The pro-
found change that the new sciences repre-
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sent is akin to the Enlightenment in many
ways. It allows academics and practitioners
the grace of once again asking the big ques-
tions: How do we want to live together?
What is the meaning of work to the devel-
opment of the human project? And, per-
haps most important for the field, What is
government’s role in the lives of its people?
This article will relate the ontological
implications of the New Paradigm to pub-
lic administration and its evolving identity
as a democratic institution. I discuss three
books that explore these matters in lan-
guage accessible to the lay person: Mar-
garet Wheatley's Leadership and the New
Science: Learning about Organizing from an
Ordered Universe; Deep Ecology for the 21st
Century: Readings on the Philosophy and
Practice of the New Environmentalism, edit-
ed by George Sessions; and Ken Wilbers,
Holographic Paradigm and Other Paradoxes:
Exploring the Leading Edge of Science.

The Paradigm of Fragmentation

The classical ontology of management
science relies on certain Enlightenment
assumptions about our relationships with
each other and the planet. The primary
assumption has been that the social uni-
verse is a disorderly place and people, like
other life forms, constantly compete with
one another for limited resources. This
ontology is embodied in Hobbes’ idea of a
Social Contract, which grants philosophical
legitimacy to regulatory government as the
mediator of human behavior in the pursuit
of common goals. By this means, order is
presumably brought out of chaos. The
need to impose order seemed to be sup-
ported by Newtonian physics, which
describes the universe as a place where
things “push and pull each other around,”
as physicist David Bohm puts it. This
adversarial view of natural processes and
human nature gained further momentum
from the biology of Darwin, whose per-
spective on evolution confirmed that life is
indeed a dreary battle for domination
among stronger and weaker life forms.
These views reinforced the Cartesian need
to separate human life from nature and
natural processes. Indeed, this older onto-
logical perspective seems to support
Hobbes assertion that we have nothing in
common but our fear of each other (Wolin,
1990).

Cartesian science, manifested in man-
agement, has been considered a way to
control this seemingly inevitable, and cer-

tainly dangerous, social conflict among
competitors. In this view, roles are easily
replicable and manageable forms of human
behavior that have been used to maintain
social stability by keeping people “within
the hedges,” as Hobbes described it (Wolin,
1990). For public administration, this has
meant reducing life processes and individu-
ality to easily manageable classes, cate-
gories, problems, and behaviors, and the
procedures meant to regulate them. These
practices tend to produce a sense of a social
order that is not unified but fragmented for
the sake of predictability. Operating from
this world view, public administrators have
come to see their responsibility as reducing
conflict, controlling chaos, and creating
coherence out of enormous complexity.
This nearly impossible role has forced the
field to rely on mental constructs of the
social environment. Administrators rou-
tinely compare what is out there with how
it fits their managerial methodologies or
models in here. The assumption, rein-
forced by the reductive decision-making
models of Herbert Simon, is that order is
in the mental models themselves and is
realized through objective expertise, and
not in the experience of the citizen or
administrator (Dennard, 1995).

It is no wonder, given these assump-
tions, that government has become increas-
ingly isolated from the real world of its citi-
zens or that practitioners often have
difficulty fitting academics’ modeled
abstractions to their own experience. Nor is
it difficult to see why the idea of a true
democracy sometimes seems nearly impos-
sible. The field all but denies the possibili-
ty of a more inclusive democracy by nar-
rowing our democratic aspirations from the
pursuit of individuality to the security
needed to pursue economic goals. This
watered-down democracy has been the best
the field could imagine, given Newton’s
violent physics. If our social order, there-
fore, seems too close to the Hobbesian jun-
gle it is perhaps because we have chosen the
wrong metaphors for constructing reality.
The growing body of New Paradigm litera-
ture addresses the social outcomes of the
old science, while developing a new science
to address the challenges of a new era.

For example, an essay by Chellis
Glendinning in Sessions’ book describes
the post-managerial culture in this way:

I believe Western Culture is suffering
from “Original Trauma,” caused by
the systematic removal of our lives
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from nature, from natural cycles,
from the life force itself. . . . Some
symptoms of this psychological dis-
tress displayed by our culture and
government are recognized symp-
toms of post-traumatic stress disor-
der: hyperreactions; inappropriate
outbursts of anger; psychic numb-
ing; constriction of emotions; and
loss of a sense of control over our

destiny (Sessions, 1995, p. 36).

The New Paradigm’s major implication
for public administrators is that the field is
being asked to regard the consequences of
its actions in a framework that is broader
than a simple cause and effect relationship
between its models and the mistakes it
makes in implementing them. The social
dilemmas created by the management phi-
losophy that Glendinning chronicles are
perhaps not solved simply by more man-
agement (which would be a little like sug-
gesting that a flood can be cured by more
water). If the emerging sciences of com-
plexity have any significance to public
administration it is not because they intro-
duce new management methodologies, but
because they allow us to ask different ques-
tions about government than the ones
posed by Newton’s science and the neo-
Darwinism it sustains.

For the sake of argument, for example,
what would management’s role be if life is
not naturally competitive but rather natu-
rally cooperative? What if complexity and
ambiguity are not sources of entropy but
rather how systems stabilize themselves
through self-organization by co-evolving
with phenomena in the environment?
What is the role of mediation if systems
tend to seek a balance of their own? Can
managers really separate themselves from
the chaos they are attempting to control as
“machine operators” or do their very
actions increase complexity by giving the
system something new to adapt to? What
if the boundaries placed between things,
organizations, people, and countries are
only mental constructs, not hard and fast
reality? What then is citizenship participa-
tion and where are the boundaries of gov-
ernment?

These are troubling questions because
they seem to undermine many traditional
administrators’ deep sense of social respon-
sibility for controlling outcomes. Chester
Barnard (1938) has been the archetype of
the manager who defines his personal
responsibility as recreating meaning in
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workers’ lives while sheltering them, within
the mental walls of organizations, from the
chaos of life out there. Yet Barnardian-style
management has not created social stability
and a shared sense of responsibility as
much as it has generated a widespread nar-
cissism—organizations and individuals
concerned most with defending very nar-
row interests, roles, and lifestyles.

The implicit patriarchy of Barnard’s
approach, however, is not easily dislodged
from public administration. This sense of
social duty is the institutionalization of
government’s role in the Social Contract as
an aloof, all-knowing mediator. Asking
managers to give up this deeply imbedded
notion of how things are also requires a
recognition of the fear that underpins it—a
fear of loss of control, a fear of chaos. If,
however, the New Paradigm can be consid-
ered from an ontological perspective rather
than a merely methodological one, it does
offer an antidote to this Hobbesian fear
and perhaps a new, more meaningful life
for government beyond management.

For example, managers who have dis-
covered the New Paradigm and its liberat-
ing sense of wholeness and nonduality
commonly express the feeling that they
have a new, more humane sense of purpose.
This is true of Margaret Wheatley, whose
Leadership and the New Science ranks
among the most accessible books on the
subject. She does a particularly good job of
connecting the three streams of the New
Science—quantum physics, self-organizing
systems (new evolutionary theory), and
chaos theory—and their relationship to
management theory. From her personal
experience as an executive, Wheatley
explores the ontological possibilities of this
dramatic shift. For example, in describing
how the New Paradigm leads to a sense
that our complex world is not half as scary
as we make it, she writes that “[m]any
organizations | experience are impressive
fortresses. The language of defense perme-
ates them: in CYA memo-madness; in
closely guarded personnel files; in activities
defined as campaigns, skirmishes, wars, turf
battles, and the ubiquitous phrases of
sports that describe everything in terms of
offense and defense” (p. 16).

What this phobic activity denies,
according to Wheatley, is two facts, sup-
ported by the New Paradigm, that require
managers to be more reflective and less
adversarial about their relationships to their

environment. One fact is interdependence;
the other is self-organization.

Interdependence

Interconnection and interdependence
are often described by quantum physicists
as an exchange between all matter at the
subatomic level. That is to say, interdepen-
dence is not merely a mental connection
but a physical one. Indeed, chaos might be
understood as the turbulence implicit in
these interconnections of living things as
they accommodate each other (Briggs and
Peat, 1990). Perhaps this interrelated tur-
bulence was what Thomas Jefferson meant
when he referred to the “excitable geome-
try” of democracy.

Waging war, literally or metaphorically,
is simply cannibalistic in a interdependent
system. Yet we are, in truth, waging war
against ourselves and fragmenting our rela-
tionships in a manner that makes us adver-
saries rather than co-creators of our envi-
ronments. In essence, Wheatley says,
people become too busy defending them-
selves to recognize their interdependence
and the responsibility it engenders (p. 17).
In fact, her description of the mean streets
of organizational life has come to represent
the real world to many managers — inside
and outside of organizations. This reality,
of course, is not necessarily the one admin-
istrators would prefer; rather, it seems an
inevitability to which they must adapt,
given certain Darwinian ontological tradi-
tions. From this older perspective, cooper-
ation is merely a way to maximize value as
alliances and coalitions form to defeat envi-
ronmental forces. However, this explana-
tion of human behavior, common to ratio-
nal choice theories, for example, does not
promote a sense of responsible interdepen-
dence but rather reinforces its own onto-
logical assumption of an adversarial exis-
tence (Wolfe, 1989).

Our realities are based on our assump-
tions and may not be real in any
immutable way, according to physicist
David Bohm, speaking in Ken Wilber’s
book, The Holographic Paradigm and other
Paradoxes. According to Bohm, “[t]he true
state of affairs in the material world is
wholeness. If we are fragmented, we must
blame it on ourselves” (pp. 44-71). Wheat-
ley makes a similar point—that social inter-
dependence exists before interests, goals, or
even thought. Interdependence is this
wholeness that Bohm refers to. Further,
the sense of interdependence can be used to

Public Administration Review + September/October 1996, Vol. 56, No. 5



guide managers in creating organizational
cultures that are both sustainable and
socially responsible (p. 132).

In dealing with citizens, for example, it
may be more productive to focus more on
the interdependence that citizens experi-
ence and less on the interests that divide
them. In any citizen encounter, it is possi-
ble to imagine (as a quantum physicist
might) how the many dimensions of a citi-
zen’s life cannot be separated for the sake of
efficiency. There is always more at stake
than the task at hand, for a citizen embod-
ies whole sets of relationships and experi-
ences. It is possible to imagine that sponta-
neous, intimate connections between
citizens and individual public administra-
tors could change entire communities. In
these encounters, the administrator would
address individual circumstances in a
direct, holistic way, instead of filtering the
many dimensions of the experience
through a procedure meant only to address
the symptom of a generic problem.

Self-Organization

The second fact of the New Paradigm is
the phenomenon of self-organizing systems
or autopoieis, as biologist Erich Jantsch
terms it. Jantsch (1979) describes self-
organization as “the characteristic of living
systems to continuously renew themselves
and to regulate this process in such a way
that the integrity of their structure is main-
tained.” In essence, he says that systems are
indeed living and, further, that they are
never at rest but are constantly changing
and creating with the environment, while
maintaining a stable integrity of recogniz-
able structure (Wheatley, p. 18). David
Bohm describes self-organization as our
realization that we cannot discover order in
our world by breaking the world into parts.
Rather, he says, reality is indeed holograph-
ic in the sense that the process that sustains
life must also be considered when analyzing
what this process creates. Classical reality,
Bohm says, has focused on secondary man-
ifestations—the “unfolded” aspects of
things, not their source (Wilber, p. 6). In
public administration, for example, we
have traditionally focused on the problem
or the goal and how it relates to our
methodologies or model for right action,
rather than on the less mental and more
relational process by which these things
appear in our reality.

For the public administrator, this phe-
nomenon of self-organization means that
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he or she can justify a faith, with empirical
science, in the citizens’ ability to co-create
goals, plans, and outcomes that can be sus-
tained by them and their communities.
Self-organization also means that adminis-
trators cannot rely on their expertise alone
to address social conditions but instead
must participate with citizens in their own
governance. In other words, public admin-
istrators must learn to support democracy
as it occurs rather than planning for it as
something that might occur once condi-
tions have been perfected.

Self-organization also implies that
change is easier than administrators have
been trained to believe. Perhaps classical
management theory, concerned as it is with
imposing order instead of discovering it in
relationships, has always bucked the natural
system in this regard. For example, public
administrators commonly discount person-
al action—on their own part and on the
part of citizens. Public administrators are
constrained by layers of bureaucratic struc-
ture, rules and procedures, and power.
However, in an interconnected and turbu-
lent environment, small actions are as pow-
erful as cumulative ones. It is possible to
change lives by listening, empathizing, and
caring. Indeed, these holographic prac-
tices—those which address the entire reality,
rather than its parts—would help create a
sustainable democracy by maintaining the
stable relationships by which democracy
continues. These actions might also be
described as creating democracy by practic-
ing it—what Bohm refers to in physics as
“enfolding,” but which we might also
understand as administrative praxis.

Yet these two phenomena—self-organi-
zation and interdependence—pose particu-
larly sticky problems for classical manage-
ment. As Wheatley implies, we have
traditionally seen systems’ self-organizing
tendencies as chaotic or out of control. For
example, Barnard concerns himself with
informal unofficial groupings within orga-
nizations. He believes that while they are
helpful and benign at times, they are large-
ly aberrations, rather than proofs of human
systems’ ability to organize themselves in
meaningful ways (Barnard, 1938).

The policy subsystem literature has also
described the boundary-spanning nature of
interagency life (Wamsley and Zald, 1973).
However, it tends to see self-organization as
grounded largely in a mental response to
the environment’s demands. As B.E. Skin-
ner would say, these systems are seen to be

evolving by consequence rather than as part
of a more intrinsic evolution by a process
implicit in their relationship with their
environment (Ho and Fox, 1986). This is
at least partly true, but it is also true, from
the New Paradigm perspective, that bound-
ary-spanning in organizations may reflect a
broader process of change that is not purely
rational.

This nuance is perhaps the most diffi-
cult to convey to the older ontological con-
sciousness—that self-organization is phe-
nomenological rather than a rational,
strategic act. At the same time, the self-
organizing process is not as mysterious as it
might sound. It is perhaps most easily
understood, as it is by new evolutionary
theorists like Erich Jantsch, as co-evolution.
Put simply, co-evolution is how living sys-
tems co-create environments and relation-
ships that sustain and accommodate every-
thing within that environment (Jantsch,
1979).

For example, from a Darwinian per-
spective, we might see life in the jungle
(bureaucratic or otherwise) as “red in tooth
and claw” as Tennyson did. Creatures
devour each other; not everything survives.
There seems to be a predisposition towards
the survival of certain members of each
species. These phenomena are, of course,
real. But a closer look afforded by new
evolutionary theory, and the deep ecology
movement it supports, reveals that these
phenomena as aspects of a more general
order of things, not simply individualized,
brutal acts. That is to say, the species living
within an ecosystem have co-evolved—
worked out interactions—that sustain the
environment and the relationships within it
in a way that permits all species to survive.
They do not compete as much as they
cooperate. The focus is on individual and
system sustainability rather than on the
mediation of individual claims to specific
resources (Sessions, pp. 64-83).

Sessions’ and Wilber’s books are both
collections of essays from leading-edge the-
orists of the New Paradigm. Both offer an
international perspective that should be
welcomed in public administration as the
world village rapidly becomes a reality.
Both cover a wide range of scientific and
philosophical questions related to the
paradigm shift. The collection of essays
allows the reader to understand the differ-
ences between the old paradigm and the
emerging one from a historical and scientif-
ic perspective along with the implications
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for social policies, organizational arrange-
ments, community, and personal lifestyle.

However, neither book offers a conven-
tional management view. Some of the
essays in Wilber’s book, for example,
explore the New Paradigm’s potential for
reviving the sustaining social spirituality
and sense of community that was depleted
by Cartesian dualism. Yet these books,
because they do put the New Paradigm in a
broad context, may be as helpful as any
management manual for administrators
seeking to understand its implications for
their work. Indeed, it would be difficult to
embrace the new sciences without consid-
ering the big picture rather than a more
reductive cause-and-effect analysis. From
the perspective of the New Paradigm, even
the walls between the professions and the
sciences are thin. This is good news for
public administration because it supports
the field’s tendency to be interdisciplinary.
We may have worried too much about
public administration’s place within the
professions or in relation to business and
not enough about what this ambiguity in
our identity might mean about the nature
of democratic government.

The essays illustrate how Cartesian ego-
centrism—the belief that creativity and
order are generated by the rational capacity
of the human brain alone-is giving way to
the vastly different sense of our relationship
to our world that Sessions calls eco-cen-
trism (p. ix). In particular, the New
Paradigm allows administrators to see both
diversity and complexity as representing
living systems’ tendency to be inclusive and
to create life forms and structures that will
sustain their own diversity—again an
enfoldment. Diversity is sustained by the
creation and maintenance of diversity itself,
and it in turn supports the continued evo-
lution and survival of the human project.

However, according to this view of sus-
tainability, government must come to see
its responsibility not just in terms of speci-
ficity, consistency, and predictability. Prag-
matically, public administration’s efforts to
control reality are impeded by its limited
tolerance of ambiguity and its deeply
ingrained belief that individuals must be
categorized, treated with conformity, and
made to comply. Yet, in the emerging
views, complete predictability is not possi-
ble and probably not even desirable. For
example, from the new perspectives of sci-
entists like Jantsch, evolution is irreversible
without being completely deterministic.
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Therefore, if organizations cannot be sepa-
rated from their environments as quantum
physics suggests, we probably cannot cor-
rect mistakes made in the past, however
precise our diagnosis or our models. This
is so because the mistakes themselves
emerged from conditions that no longer
exist; they have been transformed by the
self-organizing process of evolution. As the
old saying goes, “one can't step into the
same stream twice.” At the same time, the
potential for future change remains con-
stant. One could imagine, for example,
how the very human act of forgiveness may
be a more effective evolutionary tool than
retribution and reform. Focusing on retri-
bution forces the system to adapt to what
was wrong instead of evolving in some new
direction, and retribution fragments the
relationships needed to sustain evolution.
This insight alone, if embraced by govern-
ment, could do much to heal our deep
social wounds.

This new sense of evolution also implies
that true equality, as well as social stability,
may be realized in administrative practice
by addressing the real individual differences
of citizens in an inclusive and accepting
manner. This runs contrary to managing
the artificial and exclusionary generic cate-
gories created by administrative practices.
The assumed need for conformity in a very
diverse world is by its nature exclusive and

therefore inequitable (Sessions, pp. 213-
221).

The Paradigm of Paradox

The logic of the New Paradigm depends
on accommodation to certain paradoxes—
ideas that contain their opposites and are
related to and interdependent with them.
Chief among these paradoxes is, of course,
the idea that order derives from disorder.
For Newton, a state of entropy or chaos
signaled a system’s decline. It would there-
fore seem natural that too much conflict
might signal the impending death of a
social order or organization. It also stood
to reason that mediating conflict might be
the most profound act of social responsibil-
ity, since it reduced this potential for
entropy and kept the organization in a
steady state of equilibrium. New complexi-
ty physics, without totally rejecting New-
ton, dispels this fear of chaos and in doing
so reframes the nature of social responsibili-
ty for public administrators. Instead of
taking responsibility for the strict mainte-
nance of social equilibrium, administrators

might more appropriately assist this cre-
ative evolutionary chaos.

Chaos can be understood in a nontech-
nical way as occurring when (1) a system or
organism can no longer sustain a particular
pattern of behavior in an increasingly tur-
bulent environment and (2) when the sys-
tem or organism sets about reorganizing
itself to accommodate these environmental
changes. In this view, conflict is only a
symptom of a social system seeking to
appropriately reorganize and rebalance
itself. This different view of equilibrium
raises these questions for policy makers and
managers: Is it more effective to address
the conflict itself (conservatism); to address
the underlying imbalance that created it
(liberalism), or, from the implications of
the New Paradigm, is it more appropriate
to assist the system in seeking a new, less
divisive balance?

The Paradox of Nondualism

The limits of reform as social policy are
illustrated by a second paradox of the New
Paradigm, that of nondualism. Dualism is,
in essence, the Cartesian belief that two
aspects of the same system can be treated as
separate and distinct entities operating
without affecting each other except by clear
intent. For example, administrators often
assume that, as Woodrow Wilson would
have it, democracy is only possible if gov-
ernment keeps itself separate from the peo-
ple’s lives and engages in objective, dispas-
sionate administration of the people’s
business. According to this logic, public
administration is duty bound to be a neces-
sary evil, so it is no wonder that public ser-
vice is not as venerated as we would like.
Indeed, our experience as citizens and
administrators is that this disconnected
view of government has created a sullen,
alienated, and fragmented culture reflective
of the bureaucratic model itself. This has
occurred despite our belief that we can cre-
ate democracy by being merely bureaucrat-
ic.

The paradox in this regard is one of
structure. In effect, organisms or systems
are being and becoming by means of a sin-
gle evolutionary process. We can recognize
our plans, our buildings. We can recognize
each other. We can maintain institutions
and cultures. But these manifestations also
exist as part of, and as participants in, a
continual chaotic process of change and
accommodation. Change comes not by
rational intent or in increments over time,
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but spontaneously and continuously.

A chaotic system is both self-referential
and transformational. It adheres to a set of
organizing principles to which the change
process always reconnects to create an
enduring, stable, recognizable, and evolving
structure. Yet the structure itself is not
deterministic as much as it is accommodat-
ing to the environment of which it is also a
part. This accommodation, which is the
essence of chaos, allows the system or indi-
vidual to remain stable within its environ-
ment. How an organism or system
responds is determined both by its struc-
ture and its environment. More important,
neither the structure nor its environment
exists independent of the other or indepen-
dent of this inherent life force. The ques-
tion is, What organizing principles does
government enact on a continuing basis in
recognition of this process? One might
ask, for example, If government is orga-
nized according to the assumption of vio-
lence, will it not create a violent citizenry?

This self-organization, which is stabi-
lized through self-reference, is akin to what
organizational theorist Mary Parker Follett
referred to as the creation of “the law of the
situation” in group process. According to
Follett, the “dynamics” of organizations
tend to produce their own balance as that
solution or understanding which accom-
modates everything within the environ-
ment at the moment (Follett, 1940). In
other words, the group evolves to accom-
modate diversity (which would also include
changes within specific individuals) and
creates new forms, structures, ideas, identi-
ties, and understandings that will support
those relationships and changes. The New
Paradigm explains this process by recogniz-
ing that change does not occur along a
planned, incremental line of history,
according to a specified outcome or single
ideal. Instead it is the remarkable ability of
living systems to democratically adapt,
moment by moment, to the turbulence
caused by interrelationship and interdepen-
dence. Physicists see this process, which
Follett sensed intuitively, as accomplishing
three things: (1) accommodating diversity
in the environment, (2) creating something
new out of this accommodation, and (3)
maintaining, in an inclusive manner, the

relationships that allow the process to con-
tinue (Wilber, pp. 44-104).

The Paradox of Identity
Yet another paradox of the New
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Paradigm concerns personal identity. For
some, the terms interdependence and inter-
relationship may conjure up a sense that
the New Paradigm is peddling communism
or some form of New Age social conformi-
ty. The readings in Weber’s and Sessions’
books indicate that the opposite is true.

-Because we are human, our freedom is

qualified by our interdependence. Indeed,
the idea of self-organization through self-
reference suggests that we need a dialogue
about values (organizing principles) for
supporting community and action. The
difference from an older ontological under-
standing is that the values would be sus-
taining rather than regulatory. This means
that rather ambiguous values, like justice or
equality, would be connecting points for a
continuing dialogue about the values them-
selves. This dialogue allows the values to
interact with the environment in an inclu-
sive and adaptive manner. This kind of
evolutionary approach would create an
enduring dialogue about how we should
live together that is neither exclusive nor
prohibitory. In other words, the values
embody the process by which life contin-
ues, and community and individual identi-
ty is formed—the essence of our democrat-
ic aspirations (Sessions, pp. 65-85).

From the perspective of the New
Paradigm, the negative tension between the
traditional concern for social stability and
the demands of democratic individuality is
a false one. The community and the indi-
vidual are simply different aspects of the
same entity. One does not and cannot exist
without the other. Yet New Paradigm the-
ory addresses diversity in a less restrictive
manner than does a management model.
The individual—not the category—is the
reference point for analysis. Diversity itself,
in this view, refers not to classes or groups
but rather to individuals, each of whom is
personally engaged in a responsible, cre-
ative collaboration with the environment
(Sessions, p. 217). The New Paradigm pre-
scribes a more conscious, responsible indi-
viduality than the adversarial and compli-
ant one framed by Descartes.

What these trends in the philosophy of
science do for a public administrator,
Wheatley suggests, is invert the usual
responsibility of the manager. This respon-
sibility is not in the control of outcomes —
reinforcing conformity, for example.
Instead, the new manager is more con-
cerned with the maintaining the relation-
ships in which this implicit, inclusive order
of self-organization realizes itself. In effect,

goals are secondary to those relationships
that make it possible to achieve goals (pp.
130-139). It also suggests that a public
administrator must be self-aware and
grounded in a sense of responsibility and
the common good that goes beyond medi-
ating conflict or efficient, expert problem-
solving.

Beyond Fear

These books offer no real comfort to
managers who are seeking a quick applica-
tion of the New Paradigm that does not
require them to change the basic ontologi-
cal structure of their management philoso-
phy. The fear of chaos that legitimized
much of classical management theory has
proved dysfunctional both within our orga-
nizations and within the broader society
which organizations serve and to which
they belong. The New Paradigm provides
us with both the rationale and the
metaphors for reconsidering, in more
democratic terms, public administration’s
role in the social order. The new archetype
for an effective public administrator in a
chaotic world may not be the one-dimen-
sional “Rational Man,” but instead may be
the inclusive, engaged, and multidimen-
sional human being. Simon’s bounded
rationality may belong to an older ontolog-
ical understanding of our consciousness
and not to our future evolutionary poten-
tial as a people or as a government.
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