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I always put my life in my writings. I know of no written purely intellectual.
(F. Nietzsche)
General Introduction
THE EXERCISE OF MANAGEMENT AND "FACES OF SAND"
If there is one feature in the world in which we live is that it is a world of organizations. Consider a morning. Just one morning. One morning as almost like every morning. Same as what happens every day around the world, for many people. Wake up and stand up. Then a coffee and a shower. Washed, dried, we choose: a black suit who bought a few weeks ago with a white shirt, a skirt to get that to perfection with the blouse researched the weekend. And then a cigarette before going out. During the ride to get to work, a little news on the radio, some music ... Thank the iPod connected to the cigarette lighter, even more pleasant than the old CD, that the old tapes. In less than two hours one morning, everyone mobilizes without even thinking of the thousands of organizations in which millions of working people.
Manufacturers Alarm (Sony? Samsung?), The coffee maker (Krups? Philips?), Shower gels and other shampoo (L'Oreal?), Wardrobes (Ikea?), Clothing (Zara? H & M? Prada?), car (Renault? VW? Mercedes?) ... Manufacturers of products which do not those that were directly purchased such products since they were distributed by others, more or less specialized ( Carrefour? Auchan? Darty?). Manufacturers who, if they seem American, French, German and others, offer products first branded "Made in China" before being dressed in a more prestigious brand. And we are only morning! Not yet a meeting with law firms or doctors ... or launch of an Ariane! We therefore move our lives to meet with these organizations to exchange with them to work. In those organizations that will decide our lives today and our future is taking shape. It is therefore of public health to understand what is happening and where it takes us.
What basically an organization?
The traditional answer is: people who get together to do something. People who will then divide the tasks among them - it would be useless to all do the same thing - and who will have to coordinate these tasks, especially if their job depends on that done by another. Equally traditional, it is assumed that all organizations share common properties: a border that demarcates the inside - the identity - and outside - the environment. The tasks are divided, coordination processes operate, based on authority (hierarchy), without which no collective action is possible. ... If we can highlight common properties, organizations also seem at first very different approach: one word, the "business" can be described in such a different reality saitsfaisante an SME, The Oreal, Danone and Lagardère ... Similarly, an organization in the sense of an organized, clearly can not operate under the same principles by which we speak of a company, university or department . And yet ...
The first part of the book show that despite the diversity that characterize organizations - or perhaps precisely because of it - has gradually become a unique vision of what the organization, making it legitimate and how it should be (well) managed. In sum, a general theory of organizations and their management. This general theory is the calculation and prosperity of vice dear to the economic pillar of the exercise of managementde. The commodity exchange is indeed regarded as the optimal form of coordination and we can assume that the world organizations oiled and adjusted and cemented by a few assumptions and principles. These certainties now base our concept of management of organizations and, increasingly, of life in our society where everything is managed. It is his inspiration numbers of ongoing reforms in the enterprises as the highest level conducting state ... or in the organization of the French university system.
Given the dynamic homogenising brought by an exercise of management which we will call willingly legal and financial, the second part of the book focus on rehabilitating the fact that living in an organization is first to live in society . And our world is that organizations should manage things better, that is to say, ever more efficient, has left wrongly imprisoned in a general theory supposed to define and regulate the efficiency. A few choice pieces of great work from management researchers, and to which we can find economic reasons but also sociological can understand that the collective human actions have always been irreducibly different, both in how to organize things that (are) manage. Mimetic rivalry provides the explanatory principle of institutional diversity if this disturbing for the mono-maniacal ideologues performance and revenue managerial pre-packaged. If it is contained - in both senses - the prosperity of vice in the stoking and limiting, it is also what can be rehabilitated organizations irreducibly diverse and fragile, always in tension and compared at constant risk of an implosion. The ability of empathy, questioning, learning now appear to be determinants of success still less ephemeral than developing a capacity to learn simply to continue. Continue to try, together, do something. The best antidote to anxiety, at a time when the managerial techniques percolate all spheres of our world is to give coherence and rehabilitate the grounds of diversity of organizational forms and the very relative efficiency any speech or claiming to provide technical management.
The uniqueness of the first two parts, with respect to existing works lies in the path of two coherences. A third phase of work will seek it, to go further. She will defend that in matters of human action, individual and collective, meaning that employees have to contribute to work management is the willingness to struggle to invent, to (be) re-invent, to innovate constantly. He must then look elsewhere, but with the addition of two certainties about the respective value of defined calculation or mimetic constraints to understand the meaning of the organization and its management. This third party support, work support, that is the charm exerted by example that the capacity for invention are to study and work. With an obsession for the future is not a strict reproduction of past mistakes as lessons can be learned, new answers can be made by standing on the shoulders of the successes and mistakes of others.
Taken as a whole, the book then draw three "faces of sand" to found the performance of management. His basic thesis is that the only certainty which should govern the actions of those who are responsible for a collective future is as individual as the organization will spend time at a given time in a given space, attempting to respond to a problem of uncertainty. It is this uncertainty that always moves in risk if the worst declines or if you want to try to permanently lock in any certainties. Facing Uncertainty is always read to understand the past and went to face the future challenge. Facing the uncertainty is to seek to contain the self-destruction that are in themselves, in essence, the three "faces of sand" that govern our imagination when it comes to face the ... uncertainty.
Facing uncertainty is therefore regarded as unproductive as it would adhere indiscriminately to the certainties of the calculation and vice to deny the progress that they can do. Facing the uncertainty is that it would be equally unreasonable to deny the phenomena of mimetic rivalry, without which the group could not continue, that allow self-reference generalized transform chance into destiny without counterweight. Facing uncertainty, it would certainly argue that crumbling be fooled by example, believing that it is infinitely reproducible, and ignoring it will ever do that "for example" , ie across the singularity and contingency of a given context. Facing uncertainty is to accept that the actions of men do not leave unscathed locked into certainties, whatever they may be. Faced with uncertainty, there is therefore nothing more to hope that the concepts, reading tables and decoding, which can help to act more intelligible (a) nce the world and, perhaps be a little more energy as can be scary questions "what? And "how? .
The techniques of management are planning to help deal justly guarded uncertainty. This uncertainty inherent part of any exercise of power. As such, they are still theoretically and pragmatically situated. As such, they are the receptacle and the preferred vehicle of ideologies, including, if not especially, when they hide behind the guise of scientific certainty. Without ceasing to be so pointed their scope as their (in) fills. Constantly they must be analyzed in their motives, diagnosed in their effects, criticized in its pitfalls. That is, we believe the price for that practice is now a real democratic conversation about the future of our societies, populated by organizations which only a few naive believe dangerous, because they would increasingly globalized and dematerialized that one day they might not be the place for a clash of wills constantly renewed.
Part I
Value and price of calculation
"You think pence pence you get. You think dollars you get dollars".
(Ray, directed by Taylor Hackford, Universal Pictures, 2005.)
One day when I had to think seriously about earning a living, I was looking for a summer job. Lucky: a friend calls me because he saw an advertisement by an engineering culture that sought students to achieve a mission: to assess visitor satisfaction of an abbey and see how to improve it - other words, bring more people.
We offered our services and it has been selected. It must be said that they were cheap - 12000 F included - and we later learn that the study we would do would actually be charged much, much more. The mission went well: we had developed a questionnaire, interviewed on-site visitors, restated their responses to arrive at statistics that had allowed us to formulate recommendations. It took us a good two days of work and we were quite pleased with ourselves.
The following summer, my friend reminds me: the firm wanted to offer us another mission. He was doing the same thing, but this time for a nature park where visitors were contemplating multiple species of birds. When my friend told me: "we start? "I told him:" Yes, but twice. 25,000. He said: "It does not? They never accept! . Me told him that it was he who was naive. He did not know the theory of transaction costs and the agency, the forces of Porter and centers repsonabilités Anthony. He could trust me. After all, we did not have much to lose since it was a game once.
In fact, I doubt that even if we pay 25,000 francs, they continue to cope very well: in other words, to capture a significant share of the margin, so that their income would bring their own client. If we were to look again, because they knew they were away scot-free last time. But unlike last time, we knew they would charge loved what we produce: if we solicited again, they saw it necessarily be interested. And then there was conscious of having done a good job, they said we had enough. There was therefore very likely that we may be become active a little more specific for them. Change provider would therefore require moderate transaction costs: they would find another provider, explain the philosophy of their firm and take the risk that new providers do a worse job than us.
After a brief discussion, our contact in the company agreed. And it has won our life: 10,000 each for ten days of work. At the end, the boss told us that it was still a bit expensive. Me, I thought we played well. They had been good homo economicus. Or rather good homo-contractor. These revenues have funded some holidays and helped put a little butter in the spinach. Anybody had done so well that even a moment thought about starting our business. A market research company positioned on the sector of culture.
Dreaming a little, she would have developed and we would probably have needed to recruit some staff. It would become providers of market research for firms in need of sub-contractors. As long as they succeed in finding more customers, we would have developed more and more. As the development proceeds, it would have structured fields of activity, with officials in each of our customers with whom the company had contracted for. And we have appointed executives to head each area that might have set targets for sales growth or profitability, because we, we could not do everything alone. One would have given a coordinating role in these contracts, a role management. With my friend, without even realizing it, we should have become chandlériens. Since our box would have then needed money to support its investment and grow, to open an office in London, Madrid, Moscow, we would have gone to raise funds by seeking investors. They have promised an annuity in the future, based on our ability to make profits rather than paying interest to a bank to which we have borrowed. Of course, as we would have been smart, we would have used the two funding streams.
There was also a second possibility, that we even get raised with our "clients" of cultural engineering firm: do not build up as a company. The firm could in fact we propose to return to their structure, to internalize the activity we realize. The project was to become employees within the company, within its borders. In doing so, the airline operated williamsonien arbitration for the internalization of its transactions with its sub-constraints of marketing studies. She saw that there was potential that we had become specific assets, and it saw the whole point of doing market research itself rather than having them-how. Who knows, maybe if we had agreed we would become responsible for a responsibility center, dedicated to the achievement of market research. The principal's office, we have deputed a right decision for us, agents. And we would have taken control procedures: because as an agent, we would still have been able to hide information as to when we would have incurred as a result, during the completion of the contract, the results .
The firm would have made the monitoring expenses and us, we would have spent on costs of obligation. Unknowingly, we had lived on a daily basis, with Jensen and Jensen and Meckling Meckling.Et teach in any cooperative relationship, the principal - the cabinet - have also been agent-agent and we - we would have been the main . Because as an employee, we would somehow let our human capital to the employer. And he would have had to make good use, because otherwise we would have made the choice not to stay. If, for example, we estimated that the firm we reined in the development of our reputational capital. Capital that we wanted to grow and which could be valued, and thus coined, in a market. The labor market for directors of studies.
We could have been brought to leave the company because the costs of cooperation we have, basically, seemed superior to the gains that could potentially get in the market as providers of services for different customers. The firm and we, as employees, we accepted a residual loss generated by the famous relationship of cooperation that we tied. It was enough to break it. This analysis can be extended to all parties involved in a collective adventure - employees, certainly, but also customers, suppliers, etc.. - Since the organization can be thought of as a knot of contracts. A node always likely to be undone.
It is this famous residual loss that we have refused to suffer, by not acting on either one or the other of these options. For raisonqu'est unable, at bottom, to imagine the economic theory and girls are the theory of transaction costs and the positive theory of agency. Because we only wanted, my friend and me, do something else in our lives. Whatever anyone says, the uncertainty, which is the essence of the human world, will never let itself locked and undamaged in certainties, even if they contract.
I.1. The efficiency of coordination by the desire of ownership and attention to compensation
SCIENCE in the allocation of scarce resources, that's what the economy. This definition does not seem more important than that, put like that. This definition is however absolutely, definitely important. Unable to hold an early commencement of speech and reasoning a little bit seriously if we do not know.
Resources are scarce. No water, no air, no food, no money ... All these resources, all resources are scarce. That's what posutlat, which is the starting point of economic science. The fact that resources are scarce. Implied that there will never be enough for everybody. And that's it, that simple fact that there will not be enough for everyone who made it up to kill each other to appropriate them. To put them in the bottom of the pocket before someone else does not put them in his. That same someone who has one idea in mind: get them out of our pocket and put them in his.
That's because these stories can end badly that economics has a word about this wonderful thing called the WALK. The market place of encounter between supply and demand will bring out a PRICE. Price will enable the exchange of a resource, rare in nature. Without that we will be killed each other so far.
The market is the meeting place of the HOMO-economicus. You, me, we are all homo-economicus. In other words, each of us is RATIONAL capable of making choices, and therefore choose between two options the better. Naturally, in order to make this choice, this implies that each of us be INFORMED. On the basis of this information that we may make a comparison with complete rationality. Do more then that will decide, in SELF, which means no one has the ability to impose upon us a choice that we would not. Do not just create what we want and the loop is completed. This is the founding premise of economic theory, and of course that is most criticized for two hundred years: we choose our behavior and, more generally, will always be guided by a single concern: our utility function, which does is more than the will, always and everywhere, to MAXIMIZE OUR PERSONAL INTEREST.
Together, these postulates are supposed to represent the characteristics shared by all the homo economicus-. We all share. Our smallest common denominator to all. We are therefore able to seek information (informed) on the basis of which we can compare alternatives and make choices, and especially recognize the best options (rationality), all without ever being forced into anything whatsoever to do anything, especially not something we would not do (autonomy). Everywhere, always, we act as if our work meets our individual interests. Otherwise, we will abstain. It is this prodigious thing will happen with the market. The proper thing prodigious, magical, wonderful man that will allow them to coordinate, to reach an agreement without killing each other.
So why tell it? Why revisit it? Simply, because once we know that, we are already much better equipped to understand the world. Because everything starts from there. And everything comes back. It's like the alphabet. If you do not know the alphabet, we can not write.
No homo-economicus, no market, free exchanges between supply and demand. So no optimal form of coordination of exchange between men. Suffice to say that in the 2000s, as before, moreover, if you do not understand it, no need to go further. Both return to a quiet life and "live happily until death ..." to quote a friend Desproges. Of course, we can not agree. Of course, we regret to summarize and men to these four characteristics and attitudes, selfish, and show that there are reasons. But it's like that. Das ist Nietsche said. To deny this, it would sink into the utopia that denounced was a time, Bourdieu: a negation of the real magic elsewhere it seems neurotic (in Lesson Lesson, 1982).
Nothing like a quick example to understand what it's borrowed from what happened last Sunday. I leave my house. But what is it that this world? Oh yes, yes, they had warned please do not park, big flea market annually. I also spent at least half an hour before managing to leave me the day before when I returned. The role of the church is full to bursting. Normally, I avoid the world, especially on a Sunday. I always hated Sundays. Anyway, I am obliged to cross to get my cigarettes. What we would do for a smoke ... I cross the street, I plunge into the flea market, looking at my shoes, just to pass unnoticed by all those people who loves Sundays. And then, the improbable happens. My eyes alight on a watch fob. A crown: that I have not worn a watch for 15 years at least. But it's like that sometimes lightning does not command.
So I fall right in giving me the desire to charm that reminds me of an old photo of my grandfather that I never knew because he had the bad idea of dying from lung cancer when my father was seventeen years. I watch. No doubt, it pleases me. Not necessarily for wearing. But I like it. And I see the type of the other side of the slack watching me from the corner of the eye. He seems well intentioned but I understand he is watching me when even a little. It was probably a little afraid that I will disappear with his watch, especially since I have not shaved and that I should not look particularly nice. It is Sunday anyway ... History of reassurance, I leave my store and start talking. The watch was given to him long ago. He no longer uses it for just as long. He does not know why it does not work. He said he would try to restart it but it is not his thing too. I found this rather nice guy with his watch. And at this precise moment that I ask the fatal question, one that we will transform him and me, a quick one like that, without anyone noticing neither he nor I into homo-economicus "how much you want? .
Fatal phrase, because really magic. Because until then, he reflected, not my purpose to look ahead and sure of himself, as if the price was set for weeks, as if he was an expert: "70 euros". I stifle a vague surprise and I replied, "You're kidding: it does not work! You tell me that it is repairable, but somehow I do not want to wear. And then I'm sure that if I walk a bit on the flea market, I find one to forty. Maybe even less. I see that the gauge type situation. He casts a glance around him, just to see if he sees an unlikely another charm. I feel it very Ponder. And if I was right? If indeed there were others? After thirty seconds of reflection, he tries: "OK good, sixty euros. I told him he did not understand that more than fifty, no way I take it again. I also made my calculations and I am sure: at fifty, whatever it does not work. Above, we should still not exaggerate. He understood. "OK, I'll leave it to fifty.
And that's where the magic of the market operates. Because we're both happy. Satisfied. I have the watch in his hand, the two notes of twenty and ten ticket and, incidentally, having got rid of his watch. Nobody forced us. We did not steal anything. I do not jump him in the face, I'm not ran off the clock in the pocket. He did not cried thief. He did not call the police. And why all this? Because this great thing has been invented that allowed us not to cut to pieces and satisfy both our desires: to sell him, me buy. This is what Adam Smith called the "invisible hand" of the market. This has allowed the show to move his hands to mine.
Beware though, the invisible hand does not make us share things. No. We did not exchange the clock, contrary to what everyone around us thinks. This was done to ONE EXCHANGE OF TITLE OF PROPERTY on the clock. It was his. Now she is mine. A market that's right, everywhere and always, TRADE SECURITIES OF PROPERTY ON THE THINGS when the confrontation of his interest and mine, in all rationality, information, freedom, and the other one is reached agreement on a price. And that was the price which has made possible the transfer. Who allowed you to do us both a market.
The price mechanism, the principle of any market is the mechanism that determines the value of the property of a thing. This "price" refers in fact double compensation: the offeror by the claimant for the deprivation of his title to a property or a service (typically cons of money) but also the applicant by the offeror The alienation of his own title to a portion of its monetary assets (typically against the good or service). It is essential to keep in mind this principle of capitalism: market exchange is always conceived as a reciprocal compensation, which must therefore be made of the famous "trust" in respect of its commitments by each party. If the price mechanism is the most efficient coordination between actors, it is because of these effects (dis) possession and damages that underlie market dynamics.
Thus relieved of fifty euro and charm in his pocket, I can buy my bread spinning, shoes, and lunch in a restaurant, etc.. And every time pass the same contract with my baker with the owner of a shoe store and the restaurant. Everyone is happy. Everything is fine. This world markets, where relationships between people about things that would be governed by markets, where all exchanges would trade merchants, free of confrontation between buyers and sellers for the transfer of title is a perfect world, a world of flea markets generalized.
A perfect world, because in such a world, no homo economicus, could increase its value (interest) without it being at the expense of the interests of another homo-economicus. So a world socially optimal, as shown by W. Pareto. For socially optimal means, NOT THE BEST OF WORLDS, BUT THE BEST POSSIBLE WORLDS. Because the mutual benefit is permanently crippled by the other, and not as it is. Because no control what happen to the market's invisible hand. Because this world is the result of the meeting still repeated interest, that is to say, the rights and freedoms.
Achieving this will make a breakthrough. The philosophers since Hobbes indeed know a world where resources are scarce may still descend into war. That is in no obvious coexist. If one fails to find ways to trade subsided, including dumping our excess energy in the struggle (peaceful) with the interests of others, then there is every chance that everything in the dark chaos. And in those circumstances, there is no one answer. There are two.
Either a higher being put everyone agrees it is the dictatorship, the leviathan as Hobbes said, with an authoritarian allocation of scarce resources. Either way there is a spontaneous order is put in place ... And it's brilliant discovery of economics, the market. This spontaneous order can exist if we give to each of RIGHTS, and if these rights are the right things to use (usus) of benefit (FRUCTUS), to sell these things to others (abusus ) when it is deemed to be in our interest. The world based economics, is a world of rights, with no other duties to refrain from imposing anything on anyone. With no other duties than to respect the rights of others. It is not clear that those who do not hesitate to call their vows another world, a world where market exchange would not govern everything, no it is not clear that these people are all well measure what they say and their consequences ...
Back on the issue of property rights can introduce what happened in 1937 and has changed the world. This is, in general, largely ignored and is known only to a small circle of insiders. The fact that a young guy to just over twenty years, and who later became Nobel prize for economics has brought in a text entitled The Nature of the Firm answers with which we live every day without knowing necessarily. Again, if we consider that what gives the mark of true scientific spirit is the ability to pose problems for example, Ronald Coase is the scientist par excellence.
"THE ORGANIZATIONS OF THE ISLANDS OF CONSCIOUS COOPERATION IN AN OCEAN OF COOPERATION UNCONSCIOUS. The phrase, repeated by Coase, is famous. unconscious cooperation is coordination by prices, which everyone should master is the market. Conscious cooperation, the organization, coordination of individuals in a hierarchical authority. The world is divided between these two categories. And everything works fine if the reference remains unconscious cooperation, while cooperation is aware that a necessary evil.
And the question raised by Coase's article was clear: IF THE MARKET IS THE BEST FORM OF COORDINATION MECHANISM THROUGH THE PRICE THEN HOW TO EXPLAIN THAT THERE IS NO MARKET AIT? How come the world persists in not being as perfect as expected? Explaining that there is no commercial relations between men? How come, in fact, even in places that make property rights the alpha and omega of human relationships, it remains that some men are controlled by others? They are subject to the authority of others? Their relationships are not governed exclusively by the price mechanism? In short, HOW IT IS DONE ensure the existence BUSINESS?
This was certainly problematic. Because these companies violated the principles of economic theory. Because they were supposed to be gradually submerged by the ocean. Because they were always suspected of inefficiency relative to the spontaneous order based on markets. And yet, in fact, noted that we? The opposite.
Rather than step aside to make way for the ocean of the market, these continents were submerged markets businesses. This form of "enterprise" stretched across the islands became continents. In short, we saw more and more organizations and increasingly fewer markets. At the point it was necessary to break up these companies become ever greater and more power in the name of free market and free competition. This expansion of business over markets was therefore a considerable challenge to the dominant thought. How the latter would it be accountable?
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