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BASIC VECTORS TO TRANSFORM
THE MANAGEMENT OF INNOVATION-ACTIVE
ORGANIZATION
In bifurcation conditions, changes in technological systems open up opportunities for Ukraine to
make qualitative changes – to work ahead, creating significant scientific, technical and innovative
developments and to secure a foothold in certain high-tech niches – but they will depend on the
possibility of applying high socio-humanitarian management technologies especially at the level
of innovation-active organizations. The aim of the article is to define, systematize and substantiate
the basic vectors of transformation of the management of innovatively active organization in
conditions of growing complexity and uncertainty of the external environment. The article
considers the evolution of the subject sphere of management in terms of changes in technological
systems with the fixation of the main indicative concepts that determine the change of ideas about
managerial rationality. According to the results of the analysis of scientific and practical sources it
is generalized that the theoretical concepts synchronized with the practice of functioning of
innovation-active organization determine the natural expansion of managerial discourse in the
following areas: development of management technologies of coevolution of innovation-active
organization and environment; development of scientific and practical basis of facilitative
(supportive) management, which balances between the support of organizational identity and
"soft" managerial interaction with a wide cognitive diversity, which facilitates the processes of
innovative co-creation and activates the creator’s personality in each of the subjects of
collaboration opportunities to take part in the processes of recombination and proliferation of the
properties of the created innovation; generalization, systematization and adaptation of
transdisciplinary developments of synergetics, providing development of ideas of selforganization, as immersion creativity of polysubject and self-directed providing of processes of
innovative activity.
Keywords: innovation value, coevolution, management 3.0, polysubject, self-organization, cocreation, facilitation.
Formulation of the problem and its relevance. The reproductive processes of value creation
in Ukrainian enterprises for almost 95% belong to the productions of the third and the fourth technological
paradigms, which creates a certain binding of the anachronistic management technologies aimed
at maintaining and increasing the efficiency of obsolete business processes, which, in turn, forms
retrograde thinking of management and exploitation of a techno-rational toolkit that levels the human
factor. While dominant in developed economies, the fifth technological paradigm in Ukraine constitutes
only 4% of the production (whereas, in the US it covers more than 60%); the ascending wave of the sixth
technological paradigm in our country is supported by as little as 0.1% of produced innovations. Such
inertia of management and production technologies, alongside the crisis in the global economy, raises the
issue of finding a nonlinear movement trajectory that might provide a qualitative leap in the development
of the domestic economy. It is clear that Ukraine needs such recombination of factors that will create an
environment for intensive development of technologies of the sixth technological paradigm, that is,
the emphasis is on creating nano-, bio-, information, and communication technologies that might
significantly reduce material and energy consumption of production. It is at the intersection of the fifth and
sixth technological paradigms that Ukraine has the opportunity to work proactively, creating significant
scientific, technical and innovative developments and secure a foothold in certain high-tech niches. This is
how the "Japanese economic miracle" emerged at the intersection of the third and fourth technological
paradigms. In bifurcation conditions, there is a possibility of qualitative changes, but it will fully depend
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on the possibility of the practical application of advanced socio-humanitarian management technologies,
especially at the level of innovatively active organizations.
Literature review and analysis on the research topic. The theoretical and methodological
foundations of a nonlinear approach to innovation management were defined and established by the following
scientists: K. Bezgin1, M. Castells, K. Christensen2, V. Lepsky3, C. Leadbeater, C. K. Prahalad, E. Rogers,
D. Stark, J. Howe, H. W. Chesbrough, A. Shenkar, F. Jansen. The nonlinear paradigm of innovation is
complemented by the works of the researchers defining the parameters of modern management I. Adizes,
J. Appelo4, H. Geiselhart, W. Edwards Deming5, Peter F. Drucker, P. Kotler6, V. Lefebvre7, P. Senge,
F. Trompenaars8, T. Peters, J. Pfeffer, G. Hamel9, T. Friedman10, L. Shaulska11, A. Karpenko, A. Doronina.
But despite a large number of academic papers, an urgent problem for the theory and practice of managing
innovatively active organizations remains in the context of complexity and uncertainty of the external
environment, namely an inter- and transdisciplinary synthesis of ideas, allowing to form a holistic, internally
consistent concept of innovative process management.
This paper aims to establish, systematize and substantiate the basic management transformation
vectors of an innovatively active organization in the circumstances of an increasing complexity and
uncertainty of the external environment.
Results and discussion. During the evolution of management, there has been a constant change of
emphasis in permanent attempts to adjust theory to the complexity and uncertainty of practice, which never
corresponded to the linear and normative management discourse and was rarely reproduced under its eclectic
theories and schemes. Modern times convincingly prove that it is the person with their coherent essence,
which, under the right circumstances, might combine the role of a leader, client, inventor, performer, etc. and
can bear responsibility for the whole, must be inscribed in the innovative organizational forms,
as a systemically crucial element. The human nature of the creator, constantly leveled by classical
management, limited their creativity to instructions and algorithms of the standardized activity. But today’s
circumstances have created unprecedented opportunities for everyone to engage in the innovation processes
where “everyone is connected to everyone,” which is perhaps the only potentially correct answer
to the increasing complexity of the world.
The foregoing requires taking into consideration several provisions in the domestic management
model, which include:
– a balanced combination of the effectiveness of reproductive activity and adaptability (anticipativity)
of innovative development will provide an organization’s ability to lengthen its life cycle under the conditions
of uncertainty;
– elimination of the primacy of approaches and methods related to the classical paradigm
of the managerial rationality in the practical schemes of managerial activity, which eliminates subjective
activity;
– implementation of transparent network organizational forms of co-creation that ensure co-evolution
with the external environment and symbiotic interaction schemes;
– acceptance of the nonlinearity of innovative development requires the formation and installation
of the polysubjectivity organizational principles of innovative processes, facilitation of the unification modes
of collaboration subjects, their interaction, and nonlinear impact;
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– reformatting managerial consciousness into the ability to perceive the continuity of changes,
postulates coordination with the possibility of knowing only general principles, patterns of complex systems
functioning, and the inclusion of uncertainty as their natural characteristics.
Let us analyze the evolution process of the subject area of management in order to understand
the general logic behind the increasing complexity of innovative development processes and, therefore, track
the emergence of new order parameters in organizational management, ensuring its ability to adapt to
the conditions of uncertainty (Table 1). As it can be seen from the table, there is a certain eclecticism in
the attribution of the authors to the integrating Management 2.0 concept, the authors such as G. Kaplan,
M. Hammer, and others attempted to revive the scientific management school in their concepts to a greater
extent, in turn, Peter F. Drucker, W. Edwards Deming, G. Hamel talked about creating new order parameters
in the subject area of management, building the foundation for Management 3.0. The works of these
philosophers on management can explain everything that happens in managerial reality post hoc, examining
it through the prism of their theories and appealing to known factors, however, they can predict, forecast, and
reproduce certain consequences only in terms of probability and in a fairly constrained practical range.
The eclecticism of the Management 3.0 theory has a different synthesizing basis – a fragmented
description of the managerial reality of each of the concepts, but in their synergistic combination, they form
an unlimited field of modern management, which is bound to expand. If we divide the existing scientific
knowledge into normative and descriptive, management in its new reading, to a greater extent, will be
a systematic description of management practice, as a temporary map of a territory whose landscape is
constantly going through changes. But the unpredictability of human behavior, combined with the uncertainty
and dynamism of changes in the external environment, will permanently undermine the reproducibility
of the established patterns in practice and deprive them of their predictive ability. The pragmatic value
of the existence of such a systematic description – which has to be constantly updated to correspond to
reality – is to extract the principles and general patterns of management, which establish new order
parameters and indicate vectors of motion increasing the adaptive potential of the leader and organization
under the circumstances of complexity and uncertainty.
The increasing complexity of the modern organizations’ operating conditions and the growth of their
uncertainty changes the abductive basis for the formation of basic metaphors and analogies of management.
While analogies with classical mechanics were relevant for the creation of management technologies versions
1.0 and partly 2.0, version 3.0 gravitates more toward quantum mechanics and the functioning of the neural
substrate with their thesaurus and axiomatics. For an innovatively active organization to meet the parameters
of complexity and uncertainty of the external environment, it is necessary to create forms that symbiotically
interact with the external environment. To generate such forms, it is necessary to understand the limitations
that constrain this interaction and lead to systematic failures in the generation of relevant results. These
constraints are cross-disciplinary and cross-functional in their nature and are localized at different levels:
organizational; group; personal. Let us consider some of the limitations of the concepts that are in the asset
of management thought at the transdisciplinary level, to convincingly demonstrate the indifference of some
of them to the human essence and behavioral patterns. Heisenberg’s uncertainty principle and H. Simon’s
bounded rationality concept indicate the subject’s perceptual and cognitive limitations on the relevant
perception of reality and optimal decision-making. This implies the need to increase the individual cognitive
complexity of the subjects through the expansion of cognitive constructs that can interpret reality in different
variations, i.e. the collection of the collective mind – polysubjective collaboration. In the context
of K. Gödel’s incompleteness theorem and A. Korzybski’s "the map is not the territory" axiom, it should be
noted that theoretical management models of reality are structurally similar to the landscape of management
reality, but they are by definition incomplete and must be constantly updated. Lowering these statements to
the level of innovative activity of the organization, it must be noted that to produce relevant innovative values,
fulfilling the organizational purpose, you need to empathize with the external practical process, that is to coevolve with the external environment. From the perspective of Bogdanov’s "Tektology" and under the Second
Law of Thermodynamics, the degree of disorder (entropy) of a closed system increases, and in the case
of complex systems – artificial management influence, which aims to maintain the system in a given
behavioral range, can complicate the situation, increasing entropy. Organizational negentropy (a measure
of order) can be increased by maintaining information and communication balance with the environment –
the creation of open organizational boundaries, which are characterized by the property of selective
penetration to maintain organizational identity and not increase the entropy of the system due to the limited
cognitive potential of the permanent participants – the transparency of organizational borders.
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These theoretical concepts synchronized with the practice of operating an innovatively active organization
determine the logical expansion of managerial discourse in the following areas: management technologies
development of the coevolution of an innovatively active organization and the external environment; the
development of the scientific and practical basis of facilitating (supporting) management; generalization,
systematization, and adaptation of the transdisciplinary developments of synergetics, providing the
development of ideas of self-organization in terms of innovation management (Fig. 1).
At the beginning of the XX century, organizations were presented as closed systems. Interactions
and connections with the external environment were down to a minimum. This was all due to the dominance
of The Cult of the Self and individualism, which, incidentally, penetrated deeply into modern archetypes
of managerial interaction. Closed innovation systems, focusing on the individual personalities of
developers and innovators – this could exist in a simple and deterministic world with a clear causality and
predictability of consequences. In contrast, the world at the beginning of the XXI century is a complex and
uncertain world in which the consequences occur before we can learn about their causes. It is a non-linear
world in which the individual subject is left with less and less space and whose limited cognitive abilities
are less and less consistent with the complexity of tasks and the unpredictability of the consequences of his
innovative activities. The generated management models cannot keep up with the dynamics of changes in
the management landscape, which to some extent justifies the manual management of complex systems,
which provides the manager with operational information. But as the man-made cataclysms and
permanently emerging contradictions of innovative development convincingly prove, the fact that
individual cognitive potential is a priori limited in innovation and managerial rationality is almost incapabl e
of providing a relevant response to complex innovation issues. This requires the collection of individual
creators within a collective mind, a polysubject capable of generating relevant responses to and co-evolving
with the environment.

Fig. 1. Basic management transformation vectors of the innovatively
active organizations.
The contradiction of the modern socio-economic systems is an attempt to reduce the perception and
linearity of response to the uncertainty of the external environment due to the mechanistic superstructure of new
levels of organizational complexity, predictably leads to a downward trajectory of their life cycle due to the loss
of the ability to respond quickly and flexibly to changes. The ambivalence of organizational reengineering lies
in the fact that it is necessary to react to the complications of the environment without complicating the
organizational vertical, but, on the contrary, “flatten” it, increasing the number of connections “each with each”.
The counterintuitive nature of these activities lies in the fact that in order to adapt to changes, there is no need
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to administer them, rebuilding everything through the prism of one’s limited understanding, but symbiotically
co-evolve with the changes. The pace of modernization in the 21st century is striking in its intensity.
The development of information and communication technologies and free access to knowledge have exhausted
the possibilities of maintaining information asymmetry as a way of managing social masses. The exponential
growth of knowledge and the possibility of free access to it, the formation of expert communities and the ability
to obtain information from anywhere, consumers with developer skills, and the intensive obsolescence of
technical and technological developments – this and much more leads to a rapid devaluation of management
concepts of the twentieth century.
Some components of the rational bureaucracy concept have not lost their relevance in the present, but
most of them were created for the parameters of another world that is in the past. Having borrowed the logic
and metaphors of Newtonian mechanics, as well as being armed with the engineering and technical principles
of the effectiveness of the human activity, representatives of the scientific school of management did
everything to erase the difference between a living person and an artificial mechanism. The foundations of
the subject-object pattern of interaction between the controlled and the controlling subsystems laid down
within the framework of this school are one of the managerial atavisms that are difficult to eradicate, which
is especially destructive for innovatively active organizations. The one-dimensional perception
of a subordinate as an object, devoid of his activity and value-oriented guidelines, for a long time formed
in theoretical management the image of an “administrative person”, is identified with an automaton that
technologically and predictably fulfills the tasks set by the manager before him. But human nature breaks out
of these mechanistic schemes, and not the least role in this socio-humanitarian revolution was played by the
conditions prevailing in the 21st century, which gravitate toward facilitation as a relevant form of managerial
interactions in an innovatively active organization.
In the process of increasing the number of social connections and local interactions between
the subjects of the internal and external environment, a symbiotic polysubject arises, whose cognitive
potential and cooperative behavior do not require control from the controlling subject. The function
of the manager in this self-organizing unity is to provide conditions for the functioning and determine
the direction of development. Self-organization, as a person’s ability to act as an active element of the social
system, prepared for knowledge, transformation, and activity. This is the ability to have a certain extent
of behavioral autonomy, which provides for the incomplete determinism of their choices on the part of the
leadership and the system – this is the opportunity for productive interaction, which, through under
conditions, motivates innovation-oriented co-creation.
Conclusion. Thus, the behavior and viability of such a complex system as an innovatively active
organization, can be justified through the three vectors of transformation of the management paradigm:
1) openness of the system as an opportunity for organizational coevolution with the external environment
through ideological, evaluative and subjective diversity in the process of creating innovative concepts; 2) selforganization of the system, as immersive creativity and self-directed support of the innovation processes,
with permanent interactions with the external environment (the definition and specification of the innovation
value criteria) and irritative managerial influences (identification of the development direction and ensuring
organizational identity); 3) nonlinearity of managerial influence to ensure the necessary vector
of development, support of organizational identity – on the one hand, and "soft" managerial interaction with
a wide cognitive diversity, which facilitates the processes of innovative co-creation and activates
the personality of the creator in each of the collaborators due to the open opportunity of participation
in the processes of recombination and proliferation of the properties of the created innovation.
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