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Introduction 
The tension between exploration and exploitation of knowledge is one of the 
discussed topics in the strategic and change management literatures (Gersick 1 
Romanelli and Tushman 1994; Eisenhardt and Tabrizi 1995; Tushman and 0 
1996). Too much of either is regarded as a bad thiog: too much exploration and the 
is that there is too little that can be exploited routinely, as routines are projected 
an uncertain and iodetenninate future; too much exploitation and the risk is that as 
knowledge assets wear out they will not be replenished in a present that is rapidly 
into a nonrenewable past. In this chapter we contribute to this discussion by exp 
how improvisational bricolage allows organizations to integrate these two processes 
by discussing an approach to foresight that supports the capability to engage in exploita· 
tive exploration. 

The dilemma inherent to the relation between exploration and exploitation can be 
succinctly stated as follows. Exploitation is necessary because it allows organizations to 
reap benefits from present knowledge and past strategy. Exploration is necessary bc:Quso 
it aUows organizations to construct new knowledge, create new markets, and build new 
sources of competitiveness. Some strategy literature views these two approaches as oppo­
sites, stating that one can only be pursued at the cost of the other (see Saslry 1997), wb.ile 
some argues that botb ex.ploratiou and exploitation are necessary conditions for strategie 
viability in fast~changing markets (Levinthal 1997). The paradoxical relatioo between 
these two approaches to organization materializes in a number of central concepts in 
strategy research, such as the winner's curse (Miller 1993), the need for ambidextrous 
organizations (Duncan 19"76) and the risks of an opportunity trap (see Paich and Stennan 
1993). In this chapter we draw on the concept of improvisational bricolage to address 
how the paradoxical tension might be used productively. Improvisational bricolage can 
be defined as the practice of drawing on available resources to address challenges as they 
unfold (Weick 1993; Cunha et aL 1999). When engaging in this practice, organizations are 
able to integrate exploration and exploitation into a mutually constituted duality, instead 
of keeping them as two poles of a dualism. We explore tbe consequences of this role of 
improvisational bricolage in both strategy making and foresight. 

We start by summarizing the tension between exploration and exploitation before dis~ 
cussing how improvisation can turn this tension into a mutually reinforcing dynamic. We 
end by looking at how improvisation allows for real-time foresight, the process through 
which organizations make sense of their future as they deal with present competitive 
challenges. 
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E"ploration "ersus exploitation 
The difference between exploration and exploitation is deceptively simple to explain. 
Exploration is about seeking new sources of revenue. Organizations explore in the future 
perfect tense. when they strengthen their competitive position by entering new markets 
or creating new opportunities, which they imagine in terms of positive outcomes; thus, 
exploration concerns developing current strategies designed to optimize revenue aod 
organizational activity in the future. Organizations exploit here and now; in classical 
theories of surplus value it is present-day exploitation of labor and its knowledge which 
enables profit to be realized. In contemporary theories, organizations exploit not just by 
securing additional value from existing resources, such as labor, usually through impro­
ving the capital to labor ratio in the form of technological inputs, but by other means of 
increasing revenue or reducing costs in current markets. 

Theoretically, both exploration and exploitation are time dependent: the former on an 
as yet unrealized future perfect, the latter on a present which, the longer it remains as it 
is, will be imperceptibly ebbing with increasing velocity into a past which will threaten 
the organization's survival. The subtlety is that the past is continuously being prepared 
in the present. Insufficient exploration renders the present into a future past full of 
missed opportunities; insufficient exploitation in the present renders the future imperfect 
as a past that scuttled the best-laid plans. An excess of exploration leads organizations 
to spread themselves too thinly across a number of opportunities, succumbing to an 
opportunity trap (Miner et al. 2001). These organizations have the right product ideas 
for the right markets but lack the commitment and often the resources to produce and 
market their ideas efficiently enough to make them competitive. To caricature, ex.ploring 
organizations may be designing an inCTea.singly better product that no one can afford. 
For exploitation, the passage of time means obsolescence. Organizations excessively 
specialized in exploiting are highly efficient at making and marketing their products, but 
they lack the commitment and resources to innovate and follow shifts in market needs 
and wants, succumbing to a simplicity trap (Kelly and Ambrugey 1991). At the ex.treme, 
organizations focused on exploitation can be increasingly efficient at making a product 
or delivering a service that is rapidly diminishing in use value. And, just as Marx ((1844] 
1975) argued for production so it is for consumption: when the use value of knowledge 
and features embodied and embedded in either products or services diminishes, the sur­
pluses that it can yield decline precipitously. 

Ideally, organizations should be able to combine exploration and exploration in their 
llrategy. However, this integration is difficult to achieve. The best-known attempt to do 

is the concept of the ambidextrous organization (Duncan 1976; Tush mao and O'Reilly 
1996). An organization is said to be ambidextrous when it has a portfolio of units where 
lOme are focused on exploration, and the others are focused on exploitation as a result of 

•~ p.c:uoerate top management choices. 'Exploitation' unitS provide resources for 'explora­
~on· units to seek new sources of revenue and competitive advantage. If an 'exploration' 
unit-is able to generate revenue, then it is transfonned into an 'exploitation' unit to fund 

'·"1nn•~r exploration. Such an approach is problematic both practically and theoretically. 
PJ'B.Ctice, such an arrangement succumbs to the political dynamics of organizations 

1989). Managers are loath to lead exploring units because, even in cultures that 
failure as a source of learning, there is always more political clout to be gained 

success. In the future they may control the necessary nodal points through which 
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success passes, but right now they are desperately seeking for those ways to the 
they should stabilize. Those few organizations that have adopted the ambidextrou's 
(for example, Microsoft and Hewlett Packard), have tumed their 'exploring' units 
pennanent research centers. Although some knowledge spillovers occur between 
units and the 'exploitativ~· units, most mainstream innovations and new markets 
from deliberate search efforts conducted by the 'exploiting' side of the organization 
Hippel 1987). Such an approach neither conceptually nor practically integrates extlloitJt: 
tive and exploratory learning. Instead, it separates them as two opposites by 
them in different nodes of the organization (see Poole and Van de Ven 1989). As a 
tion it fails for all but the most resource-rich organizations. First, it is difficult to 
to small organizations because these seldom have the breadth of resources necessa."' 
sustain several units with different stances (see Mintzberg and WateN 1982). Second, 
result of divorcing exploration from exploitation nodes, some organizations may fall 
a simplicity trap, where a simple strategy fails to adjust [O changing environmental con 
lions and others an opportunity trap, where potential innovations arc spurned becau 
they do not seem to fit with the way that node defines present realities. To avoid tb~ 
nodal blockages, top managemeot has to foster a level of communication among explo • 
tory and exploitative unit.s that is very difficult to achieve in practice (Morrow 1981). 

Improvisational bricolage 11od strategy 
Improvisational bricolage allows organiza.tions to integrate exploration and exploitation 
at the level of practice, thus ensuring that these processes are continually in a relationshi~ 
of mutual constitution. Improvisational bricotage is a practice that thrives on novelty and 
aims to generate innovation. However, it differs from other change-inducing practices in 
that it draws on available resources and skills. It is thus an exploitative form of explora• 
tion (Barrett 1998). 

Improvisational bricolage as exploralion 
Improvisational bricolage came into organization studies via jazz. Modern jazz thrives 
on creativity, non-repetition, and switching berween loosely coupled soloist&, who, to 
challenge each other, extemporize and improvise around any given chord structure 
with a sometimes ferocious intensity. In doing so, the musicians in an ensemble (such 
as the Ornctte Coleman Trio or one of the many great Miles Davis ensembles) have to 
understand bow to address the unexpected, urgent and important challenges that their 
collaborators will develop. Adapted from jazz to organizational practice, improvisa­
tiooal bricolage seeks to use even the smallest of challenges to produce innovation and 
change the organization's strategy, even if only through very small increments (Crossan 
et aL 2005). Thus, in fast-changing environments in whicb organizations need to address 
competitive challenges quicldy if they are to remain viable, improvisation is an especially 
effective approach. Improvisation allows organizations to use challenges to craft a stra­
tegic theme that allows them to follow an incremental path to radical change (Eisenhardt 
and Tabrizi 1995). Thus, the jazz metaphor is apposite: the chord structure of'How High 
the Moon' became the basis for an entirely new theme, 'Ornithology', in Charlie Parker's 
hands, diverting his fellow soloists from any plans they might have had based on the 
original chord structure. In fast-changing competitive environments, there is simply no 
time to plan and the equivalent of the chord structure - the underlying themes- change 
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rapidly. Research on crises, new product development and competitive dynamics in such 
environments has consistently shown that strategic planning- the business equivalent of 
scoring a chart for all the instrumentalists- is too slow a process to be of any use in such 
environments (Brews and Hunt 1999; Repenning et al. 200\). Some studies even suggest 
that the uncertain nature of fast-changing markets forecloses the very possibiuty of stra­
tegic planning because market conditions arc very difficult to pin down with the accuracy 
needed for this process. In such conditions, equivalent to an avant-garde jazz perfor­
mance, none of the players appears to be following the same, or indeed any, script: there 
are as many inventors as players who will sometimes hit rich and rewarding themes while 
others will languish in the margin, missing the opportunities to fty high with their creat­
ivity and innovation. Studies such as those of Lane and Maxfield (1996) and Mintzberg 
and McHugh (1985) have shown the inadequacy of planning to advocate action as the 
most effective mode with which to deal with competitive challenges in fast-changing com­
petitive markets. There is some empirical evidence (for example, Eisenhardt 1989) and 
plenty of anecdotal evidence (for example, Peters 1992) for the merit of an action orien­
tation, meaning one that focuses on addressing each threat and opportunity as it comes 
and forfeiting long-tenn strategy making as an impossible, if not futile, exercise. Authors 
arguing for this approach emphasize the role of emergent strategy in deciding the course 
of an organization (Levi.nthal and Warglien 1999). They underscore the small impact of 
deliberate and planned strategies relative to everyday adaptations in defining the actual 
strategic path of an organization. In jazz terms, the contrast is between the tightly 'Mitten 
charts of a Stan Kenton big band and the loose improvisation of the late John Coltrane 
and Archie Shepp sessions. However, if the planning approach overemphasizes the value 
:of a long-term consistent strategy, or the tightly scored charts, then the action approach 
underemphasizes the thematic utility of some underlying structure, as many critics would 
aUege of some of Coltrane's late, most avant-garde, works. Any attempts at systematizing 
an explicit strategy are written off as futile (Anderson 1999). In organizational terms, an 
avant-garde strategy conceptualizes organizations and their markets as self-organizing 
systems whose evolution is, at the same time, a product of the player's acti~ns and a 

• •"YDamtc beyond the grasp of any single agent. 
' Research on improvisational bricolage, in line with the action approach, sees pre­

plans as being of little use in guiding organization action in fast-changing com­
• Detithte environments (Crossan 1998). However, in line with the planning approach, 

tion understands the value of a shared conception of competitive dynamics- a 
n sense of the chord structure underlying improvisation -and the organizations' 

through the chaUenges presented by fast-changing markets. When they improv:ise, 
64tuz~Lt:.tons are not only responding to urgent challenges, they are also making sense 
those chaJienges and their improvisations to craft a dynamic understanding of their 

~-., ........ ;uu've environment and their own path in it (Weick \987). In improvisational bri­
planning and action are mutually constituted. Action is taken not only to address 

:Outoetitive challenges but also to make sense of the competitive environment. The inter­
ns built in such a way are, however, not used to constrain action in much the 

way as plans are used in the planning approach. Instead these interpretations are 
to enable action, keeping the organization ftexible enough to take advantage of other 

threats and opportunities to innovate creatively and successfully (Eisenhardt 
Sensemaking in improvisation is centripetal, not centrifugal. · 
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Improvisational bricolage is also distinct from the planning and the action >tnnu""" .. """' 

in how it approaches threats and strategic mistakes. Both the planning and the 
approaches interpret threats as negative (Starbuck and Milliken 1988). Threats are to be 
eliminated: they distract the organization from its plans, and divert its members fro 
Laking advantage of competitive ~pp~rtunitles. Thr~~m are crises that the organizatiQ,n 
needs 10 address to return to routme JUSt as many b1g bands found that the soling pro­
clivities of emergent Bop players threatened the orderly business of producing dance-haD 
routines; thus, whether that routine is implementing a plan or taking whatever action ia 
needed to change and innovate, deviation from it is perceived as a threat (Ashmos et 
1997). In improvisation, competitive threats are as valued as opportunities (Kamocb~ 
and Cunha 2001). (A band such as the mid~1960s Miles Davis Quintet was metaphorically 
fired by the prodigious threats to rhythm of the young Tony Williams.) 

Improvising organizations do not interpret threats and opportunities as one and t 
same. Research bas shown that improvising organizations see threats with the same 
sense of alarm as do planning and acting organizations. However, improvising orgsni· 
zations look at threats as opportunities to disturb routine practices that members have 
slipped into, without much reflexive everyday awareness. Improvising organizations 
look at threats as opportunities to increase their members' motivation and conunitment 
to innovation and change (Peplowski 1998). Threats are also interpreted as opportuni, 
lies for a quantum leap in the organization's competitive position. rr a threat affectin,g 
the players in a competitive context is used as an opportunity to craft a unique competi­
tive position, the other players in the market will suddenly be faced wi1h a loss in their 
competitive position which outweighs the original threat (Eisenhardt and Bourgeois 
1988). 

Improvisational bricolage is also different from the action and the planning approaches 
in how it uses errors. In the planning approach, errors are due to either inaccuracy io 
plans or failure in implementation. Inaccuracies in plans are deviations to be corrected 
by redesigning the planning process so that competitive information is more accurate 
and so that it is used more effectively in mapping the organization's future (Miller and 
Cardinal 1994). In the action approach, errors represent lost opportunities or breaches 
in the organization's resilience against competitive threats. They represent either a failure 
that becomes a threat in itself to be addressed immediately or a loss that needs to be 
recovered Lhrough future action (Sitkin 1992). Mistakes and errot:s arc not rehashed. 
They are interpreted as an unavoidable cost of approaching competition through action. 
In improvisational bricolage, ert:ors are seen as an important pan of the process of inno­
vation. As Weick put it, improvisation espouses an 'aesthetic of imperfection' (Weick 
1999), occasions for improvisation inasmuch as errors can be starting-points for change 
and on-the-spot strategies. In improvisational bricolage, errors are thus not to be avoided 
or corrected. Instead they are encourage<! and appropriated as a source of pre-emptive 
transformation. 

Improvisational bricolage thus shares with exploratory approaches to strategy a focus 
on innovation and change as the driving forces in adaptation to fast-changing markets. It 
differs from both these forms of exploration in the extent to which it embraces change end 
innovation. Improvising organizations change not only when their competitive environ­
ments present them with opportunities to do so but also when they are faced with threats 
either from competitive dynamics or from their own errors. 
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Jmprovi..sacional bricolage a.s exploitative exploration 
The feature of improvisational bricolage that allows it to integrate exploration and 
exploitation is its use of existing resources for change and innovation. In the planning 
approach the focus is on acquiring and developing the optimal resources for each strat­
egy (Beer 1996; Beer and Eisenstat 2000). When planning for change and innovation, 
this approach emphasizes the need to ascertain the resources that fit with the process 
and goats of change and innovation and put those resources in place before launch­
ing this process. The action approach has a similar interpretation of resources (Pascale 
1984; Slocum et al. 1994). When responding to compet.itive challenges through action, 
organizations need resources fit for the task. However. this approach down plays the need 
to obtain these resources through formal processes and channels. Instead it emphasizes 
members' ability to obtain these resources through informal processes and channels. 
Focusing on t.he fit between, on the one hand, the goals and t.he process of innovation 
and change, and on the other, the resources available to the organization, is a defining 
difference separating exploration from exploitation. Exploration requires new resources 
whereas exploitation entails the repeated use of existing resources . 

Improvisational bricolage turns this dualism between exploration and exploitation 
into a relationship of mutual constitution (see Giddens 1986). When improvising, organi­
zations do not seek new resources to change and innovate. Instead, they seek to use avail­
able resources in new ways (Berry and Irvine 1986; Cunha and Cunha 2001), such as the 
chord structure of 'How High the Moon'. The process of change and innovation through 
improvisational bricolage turns into a process both exploratory and exploitative. As they 
explore, improvising organizations use the same resources in multiple ways, deploying 
them to take advantage of multiple competitive challenges. Available resources get used 
repeatedly but not repetitively, maximizing efficiency while striving for effectiveness. 

Improvisational bricolage is an adaptive use of resources in fast-changing competitive 
environments because it matches the time pressure and the bias for action imposed by 
uch contexts, while matching the complex nature of their market dynamics. 

Fast-changing markets seldom allow the time needed to prooure new resources by 
<>rganizations to meet demands raised by C()mpetitive chaHenges (Eisenhardt l989). 

;ven when these resources can be procured informally, without wasting time by going 
through fonnal resource allocation processes, time is still needed to activate informal ties 

to learn how to use them (for example, Lan.zara 1983). Improvisational bricolage 
entrained with the dynamics of fast-changing markets because it draws on resources 

are already available and familiar to organizauonal members. When engaging in 
-

111""r''uisational brico\age, members make do with their available resources, that is to say 
the tools and materials that they use in their everyday work and with which they are 

and skilled (Johnson and Rice 1984 ). Improvisational bricolage allows members 
take advantage of resources that are already available locally at their point of contact 

competitive dynamics (Machin and Carrithers 1996). By making do with everyday 
members are able to draw on tacit knowledge to engage in important and 

~nex~~~ strategic challenges. 
rovisational briC()lage is a challenging practice. As Weick (1996) and others (for 

,._""'u11
" Orlikowski 1993a) have shown, using everyday resources in new ways and to 
new challenges is far from being a trivial process. Instead it is a demanding crea~ 

process that can only be learned through practice, and that varies among individuals 
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(s~ chapters in Heath and Luff 2000). Moreover, this challenge is not only COgni. 
but also emotive inasmuch as it calls upon members to bncolate with artefacts that 
attached to their professional identity (Kondo 1990). Indeed, whereas members do~ 
use most of their work tools and materials to make sense of their professional tra;! 
tory and identity, some artefacts are used to this end. These artefacts and their use are 
central to members' professional identity. Therefore using them in ways other than those 
sanctioned by members' views and enactments is very challenging (Weick 1996), due to 
the level of creativity that novel uses require. However, much of the difficulty ~idea 
in employees experiencing increased uncertainty in their professional identity through 
novel uses of what have been identity-rich tools and materials (Whyte 1948; Gouldner 
1954; Goffman \967). Improvisational props lose their old meanings and what their 
new ones are is uncertain. Improvisational bricolage is nonetheless a practice attuned to 
fast-changing markets because creativity and identity challenges are addressed in action. 
The creativity and identity work that bricolage demands are socially enacted as memben 
jointly take advantage of opportunities, threats and imperfections to innovate and change 
(Orr 1990). Identity chalJ~nges are situated and thus do not require any enduring changea 
tc the way members make sense of themselves nor do they require any enduring changea 
to the way members present themselves to others (Thevenot 1999). As far as identity goes 
bricolage is more flexible than any other approach to competitive challenges . 

There is another important feature of bricolage that makes this especially fit fo( fast­
changing competitive environments- the match between the uncertainty and complexity 
of such contexts and the indetermination of resources. If there is a feature that distin­
guishes competitive challenges in fast-paced markets from those in other competitive con­
texts, it is their level of complexity and uncertainty (Hedberg et al. 1976). Fast-changing 
markets are complex environments in the sense that they challenge organizations with 
an erratic flow of incremental opportunities and threats that in time interact to provoke 
discontinuous peaks of creative destruction (Foster and Kaplan 2001 ). These moments 
of creative destruction are seldom independent environmental occurrences. Instead, 
these discontinuities are the outcome of the interpretation of sets of incremental changes 
in competitive dynamics (Kiesler and Sproull 1982). These interpretations are enacted 
in episodes of creative destruction in two ways. In some cases, organizations interpret 
their environments as undergoing a discontinuity and fall into a self-fulfilling prophecy 
(Haveman 1992). Ju such instances, organizations take a discontinuity for granted and 
act on it as if it were an objective market dynamic . In other cases, an organization, or a 
small set of organizations, interpret incremental market changes as a consistent business 
opportunity. Io such instances, the process of creative destruction is intentionally trig­
gered by a set of organizations as they attempt to reap the benefits of a creative interpreta· 
Lion of market dynamics (Christensen 1997). 

Both processes of creative destruction underscore that competitive dynamics are 
the outcome of a structuratioo proc~s (see Giddens 1986). This means that competi· 
tive dynamics result from the interplay betw~n discrete market changes and the way 
organizations interpret those changes and incorporate them into their strategy (Daft and 
Weick 1984). Market dynamics shape organizations both to the extent that organiza­
tions enact and pay attention to those changes, and in the ways in which they transform 
the conditions within which sense is made, even if the same old sense continues to be 
made until the changing circumstances sabotage it completely. The specific features of 
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the way market dynamics shape organizations are the outcome of the process through 
which organizations use those changes to decide their future position in the market and 
the path they choose to reach it. Structuration of competitive dynamics is carried out as 
members eoact market challenges (Eisenhardt 1997). Organizations interpret challenges 
as they act on them and thus make sense of competitive dynamics as they make sense 
of their situated decisions and actions and how these are received by the market (Weick 
1987). Organizations cannot necessarily determine competitive opportunities and threats 
beforehand and if competitive challenges cannot be interpreted before organizations act, 
knowing in and by their acting, then they cannot decide, a priori, the resources needed 
(Ansoff et al. 1970). Organizations need to be able to shape their mix of resources as they 
make sense of market dynamics by enacting and acting on them. Market dynamics become 
evident in the flows and relations that surround and surge through organization members 
a.nd stakeholders, which is exactly what the practice or improvisational bricolage aJiows 
organizations to achieve (Cunha et al. 2002). lmprovisational bricolage allows organiza­
tions to change their resources as the competitive situations they face change, not by pro­
curing new resources but by putting available resources to new uses (Weick 1993). Thus, 
given resources have neither objective features nor canonical purposes. Instead, they are 
artefacts that agents use with specific properties enacted in their uses (Suchman 1987). Of 
course, just as the members of any given organization enact some usts other members, 
perhaps of other, competitive organizations, enact other uses that may, in the future, be 
more success(ul. As members of any given organization enact, they do so within a context 
where other organizations are enacting artefacts, resources and meanings that shape the 
environments within which the initial enacting is being done; even as members do not 
enact effects themselves they cannot help but be themselves enacted within the environ­
ments of others that may shape them in ways that they have not even dreamed- or had 
nightmares - about. Bricolage offers a structurational approach to resources that meshes 
with the dynamics of enacted and enacting environments, thus establishing a mutually 
constitutive relationship between exploration and exploitation. 

Developing improvisational brlcolage 
Improvisational bricolage depends on practical skiiJs and dispositions. New members of 
organizations acquire these by eo.gaging in simple tasks and with little if any irnprovi­
btional content, and progressively take on more demanding tasks in which improvisa­
tional bricolage plays a more important role. Newcomers are allowed and encouraged 
to work together with experienced members who model the skills and dispositions that 

are expected to acquire. Lave and Weoger (1991) term this 'legitimate periph­
panicipation', which they see as differing from other forms of learning because it. 

tes action learning and social learning in a centering learning process (that is, a 
process which matches increasing task complexity with decreasing task struc­

Bricoleurs become improvisational through legitimate peripheral participation, 
ping their improvisational skills and disposition through embodied, distributed 

situated practice (Bastien and Hostager 1991; Lewin 1998). 
· bricolage oft.en begins, experientially, as a material acromplishmeot 

conceives creative solutions to competitive challenges by experimenting and enact­
available resources. Even when challenges and resources are nonmaterial, the 

role that artefacts play in memory and cognition means that wheo carrying out 
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improvisational bricolage, employees use material resources to act on nonmaterial cha 
lenges as they unfold (Hutchins 1996). Learning to use resources in such a way sometin\ 
involves more than knowing how to manipulate them, enacting a relationship between 
material artefacts and the body, pushing the bodily movements below declarative co 
sciousness, into the realm of practical consciousness (Lave 198&). At this level, members 
can focus on improvising in terms of tbe challenges at hand without having to thi 
about the specific manipulations they have to carry out with artefacts to perform those 
improvisations. The relationship between the body and local artefacts cannot be created 
away from the situated conditions in which newcomers. once they attain full member. 
ship. w111 carry out their everyday work because improvisational bricolage is a situated. 
'sticky' skill that cannot be easily transported to different sets of conditions for action 
(von Hippe] 1994). Newcomers thus need to engage in their actual work once they begin 
learning. The social nature of legitimate peripheral participation together with its com~ 
ro.itment to a progressive escalation of the need to improvise allows newcomers to acquire 
the skill of improvisational bricolage in vivo but without jeopardizing the organization's 
goals. The corollary of these remarks is that organizations should develop 'hands-on:. 
skills even among those who may ultimately be required to use tbeir hands- and bodies 
-in other, perhaps less material, ways. As newcomers go through the increasing simplifi­
cation of the structure of the process of legitimate peripheral participation, their disposi­
tion to engage in, and their skill at doing improvisational bricolage become increasingly 
situated (Brown and Duguid 199 l ). 

The motivation lo respond to a challenge through improvisational bricolage increases 
when employees have a stake in addressing a challenge. When challenges do not carry 
sizeable stakes for employees, alternatives to improvisational bricolage become more 
attractive. ln such instances, employees 'fake' the resolution of competitive challenges 
-they improvise to create the representation of addressing those challenges, instead of 
improvising to address them head on (Cunha and Cunha 200 I). As employees develop 
stakes in competitive challenges that they interpret as important, they often develop a 
disinterest for those chaUenges that are interpreted as being marginal to their everyday 
work (Bourdieu 1990; Ibarra 1999), encouraging a situated disposition for improvisa­
tional b.ricolage as newcomers are encouraged to focus 011 those challenges relevant for 
their role, and disregard others as less relevant. As they enact their role on a variety of 
increasingly demanding conditions for action, newcomers develop socially constructed 
classifications of situations which they draw on to support their improvisational bricolage 
(Bowker and Starr 2000). These socially constructed classifications include interpreta­
tions of importance, urgency and level of surprise, and views about resource uses. inclu­
ding culturally sanctioned accounts of likely flexibility and spatial deployment. Again, it 
is difficult to develop this skill outside everyday work and actual competitive challenges. 
Organizations can develop explicit classifications from members' categorizatlon devices 
(Sacks 1972). As knowledge of the conditions for action becomes more institutionalized, 
then organizations can teach them to new employees. Those classifications that work 
best are appropriated in and from practice to incorporate the comple:<..ity that members 
experience in tbeir everyday work and to match the interests that employees develop as 
they gain full membership (Orr 1990). When situations for action are classified in the 
course of everyday work, newcomers are able to appropriate them in vivo, as they observe 
others improvising ro dea.l with competilive cha llenges. Moreover, the increasing level of 
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complexity enforced by legitimate peripheral participation allows employees to develop 
increasingly complex interpretations of the different challenges that they face as they 
enact their role, allowing them to develop the skill to perfonn improvisational bricolage 
early on in their affiliation to the organization without rende(ing them useless while they 
do so (George et al. 1995). 

Tile routinizalion of improvismional bricolage 
Jmprovisa.tional bricolage allows not only for integration of exploration and exploitation 
in action but also their integration in the organization's structure through the routini­
zation of specific improvisations. Routinization of improvisation is, in essence, evolu­
tionary (Aldrich 1999). As employees enact specific improvisational bricolages, some 
of these improvisations are likely to become a routine as they are enacted in different 
conditions for actions and adopted by different groups of people. These improvisational 
bricolages are those that are enacted frequently enough to be able to command the neces­
sary procedural memory to be retained (Moorman and Miner 1998b). and which become 
a part of the behavioral repertoire of devices with which members classify and confront 
their organizatiooal worlds . Other instances ofimprovisational bricolage that are enacted 
less frequently or with limJted visibility LO others are more likely to be for:gotten due 
to the !imitations of human memory (Anderson 1983). As an evolutionary dynamic, a 
population of entities (procedures, be they instances of improvisational bricolage or not), 
compete for limited resources that each entity needs for survival (memory); in the process, 
there are identifiable mechanisms for variation, selection and retention of entities in the 
population, whose parameters are set at a macro--population level (Van de Ven and Scott 
1995). Entities in this population are procedural routines, improvised or not, that address 
the variety of tasks the organization has to handle over time. The limited resources for 
which procedural routines compete are memory and usage. If a given routine is not used 
for a considerable time it is likely to be gradually dropped from memory because of human 
and organizational cognitive limitations, bounding rationality, and hence will become 
redundant (Tversky and Kahneman 1974; Moorman and Miner J998a). Mechanisms of 
variation, selection and retention do not only relate to active consciousness and memory 
but also to those minimal structures supporting them (Brown and Eisenhardt 1997) that 
$Grve as centripetal but variety-inducing elements, through which members conceive 
novelty ('Neick, 1998, 1999). By acting within the bounds of the minimal structure, organ­
izational members are able to create the necessary variety for tackling urgent, unexpected 
and important competitive challenges demanding rapid action which, via sensemaking, 
aUow for new procedural routines to emerge (Orlikowski 1996). 

The selection of variations emerging from this process obeys a simple mechanism. If the 
improvisational bricolage appears to work, it will be selected; if it appears to fail, it will 
not (Barrett 1 998; Crossan 199B). Of course, appearances are heavily sociaUy nuanced 
and can often be deceptive. Retention comes from the storage of a newly created routine 
into procedural memory and its use in future problems and opportunities with a similar 
set of triggers, thus becoming o. standard routine/procedure. Such usage may also take the 
form ofb(icolage when the routine becomes used as an input for creating new (composite) 
routines (Scri boer 1986). 

·Those instances of improvisational bricolage that become part of the organization's 
ory, distributed across practices and artefacts, become standard, albeit unprescribed, 
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procedures for the organization which create new resources for improvisation by 
ding the interpretation of current resources and their uses . They allow the organiza 
to obtain what are de facto new resources without having to acquire them. 

Foresight as exploitative exploration 
The literature on foresight treats it as a specific instance of organizational exploratio~t 
(Slaughter 1989. 1996; Godet and Roubelat 1996). Foresight is seen a.s a process through 
which the organization makes sense of the future and creates the conditions for a long­
term, sustainable competitive position. Recently, it hM been framed as a problem of 
managerial cognition in environments that change through punctuated equilibriutn 
dynamics (Greeve 1998; Tripsas and Gavetti 2002). Research has shown that in such con. 
texts, impending radical change send~ many 'weak signals' that fail to catch the :mention 
of managers of organizations that hold dominant competitive positions in an industry 
(Mendonca el al. 2004). Once the competitive actions producing these 'weak signab1 

accumulate into discontinuities in the bases of industry competition, dominant players 
are replaced by firms that have generated or quickly adapted to the innovations that 
define the oew market landscape (Romanelli and Tusbman 1994; Edelman and Benning , 
1999). The purpose of foresight is to take advantage of these competitive dynamics by 
reading 'weak signals' to anticipate discontinuities and either preempt them to defend 
the firm's current C()mpetitive position or put a strategy in place to ensure that the firm 
can ride the discontinuity to a dominant market position once the basis of competition 
shifts (Stubbart 1989). 

There are th("ee major prncesses to anticipate competitive dynamics, each matching an 
approach to competitive discontinuities. The 6rst focuses on detecting and interpreting 
weak signals (Hodgkinson I 997), framing market discontinuities as changes that incum­
bents respond to or oct. They are the outcome of the actions ot new entrants into the 
industry which can only be preempted, but not geoerated, by established firms. These 
firms suffer from what Miller (1993) called the 'curse of suOO!ss': they are unwilling and 
unable to imagine different futures for their markets and even to change if a new future 
presents itself to them. The only possible course of action in this case is to detect changes 
early so that they can be preempted by strategjc A.Ction or acquisition, Executives need 
to detect these market discootinuities when they are only hinted at by 'weak signals' 
and decide how to act on them so as to avoid the threat that, imaginatively, they can be 
enacted to represent. 

The second major process to anticipate competitive dynamics relies on market experi­
ments to detect emerging changes in market dynamics (Brown and Eisenhardt 1997). This 
view interprets market discontinuities as opportunities that every firm in the indusrry 
can take advantage of, if they detect them in time. Discontinuities are the outcome of the 
interplay between organizations' actions and changing consumption patterns (Tushman 
and Anderson 1986). If incumbents leave these changes unaddressed, a tipping-point is 
reached that turns ioto a market discontinuity. However, incumbents can detect these 
chttnges by engaging in low investment experiments (probes) to interpret views of the 
future that they can seek to validate against their C()mpetitive environmenL The goal is to 
help executives decide which experiments to conduct and design these probes to maJtimize 
their validity and the knowledge gained from the market (Cohen and Levinrhal 1990: 
Miner et al. 2001). 
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The third major process for anuctpating competitive dynamics sees competitive 
landscapes as social constructions by industry incumbents, which can be changed 
through reinterpreting the bases of competition (Henderson and Clark 1990; Berger and 
Luckmann 1991; Dougherty 1992). Discontinuities are thus the outcome of companies 
enacting a different social construction of the market than that held by other industry 
members. If this reinterpretation of the competitive landscape is widely adopted in the 
market, those companies that fail to follow it will be left, at best, to serve a small niche of 
customers. Executives need to be able to re-imagine their industry and play not only an 
active but also a leading role in creating its future. 

Overall, each of these three processes seeks to know what the future of organizations' 
competitive landscape holds for its incumbents. Foresight, io this view, is a window on 
a possible future which helps the organizations' top management team decide what to 
do in the present to achieve a sustainable and enduring competitive position- a future 
perfect. Independently of how the organization sees its future, the ultimate outcome of 
foresight will be a long-term strategic plao to ensure that the necessary resources are 
in place to sustain and improve the organization's competitive position in the future, 
without being distracted by strategic challenges in the present (McGrath and MacMillan 
1995; Lane and Maxfield 1996). In this sense, foresight is an exploratory practice which 
seeks to carve a strategic path for the organization by preparing it for changes in market 
dynamics. If foresight is oriented towards discovering the future of the organization and 
away from discovering the future of the market, it can be used to integrate exploitation 
and exploration. 

Independently of whether an organization is flexible and adaptive, flexibility and 
adaptability are part and parcel of employees' everyday practice (Mirvis 1998; Tyre 
and von Hippe! 1999). As research has consistently shown, employees routinely adapt 
prescribed rules and procedures to customers' needs and demands (Blau and Scott 1962; 
Orr 1990). These micro processes of adaptation often include improvisations to mat.ch 
changes in situated interactions. These everyday improvisations are, however, often invi­
sible to managers because the interpersonal and computer-aided infonnatioa systems 
that managers use are not designed to capture unprescribed adaptations to prescribed 
processes and outcomes (for example, Orlikowski 1996). Nonetheless, if managers are 
~ble to observe these improvisations systematically, they not only learn about market 
changes first-hand but also learn about how these changes can be addressed and taken 
Udvant.age of using the organizations' internal resources (Mintzberg and McHugh 1985). 
Drawing on existing company resources to make sense of the future and to address tbe 
chaUenges aod opportunities that it harbors, enables foresight to integrate exploration 

exploitation. To manage the organization's future in such a way is to delegate stra­
cognition to employees, focusing on articulating and systematizing the knowledge 
acquire in their everyday interactions with customers and competitors, and in 

the improvisations they enact in these interactions (Brown and Duguid 1991). 
look inside the organization to make sense of the future does not so much adopt 
autopoietic view of markets as social constructions of specific organization~ (see 

aturaoa and Varela 1980) as take employees' ability t.o learn from everyday experi­
seriously. Competitive intelligence is at least as abundant in the lower echelons of 

organization as in its top management team (Mint.zberg and Waters 1982; Ciborra 
Managers need only to create processes that allow them to access this information 
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and make sense of it, developing heterarchica.l spaces rather than blocking these through 
hierarchical conduits (Fairtlough 2005), so that employees can craft strategies as tho 
organization's environment changes (Kidder 1981; Dutton et al. 200 I). The emergeJtt 
side of strategy needs to be taken seriously and the situated improvisations of employ 
need to be acknowledged as constituting a strategy·making process whose collective 
intelligence is capable of addressing strategic challenges more effectively than a top-down 
planning process could ever hope to produce (Hedberg et al. 1976; Picken and Dess 1997). 
The managers' role in the foresight and strategy process is not simply to craft a strategy, 
relying on simplified inputs. Instead, their role consists in making others' improvisationa 
visible to the organization so that they can be adopted and appropriated by employees 
addressing similar strategic challenges. 

lnstituHooallzing improvisations 
There are two approaches to managing exploitative and exploratory forms of foresight~ 

formalizing improvisations and formalizing diffusion. When formalizing improvisations, 
the managers' role is to learn about and prescribe improvisations (Orlikowski 1993a, 
1993b). Learning about improvisations is difficult. Improvisations are variations on pre· 
scribed practice and can thus be interpreted as a threat to managers' professional sense 
of self-worth and their identity. Prescribed procedures arc, after all, sanctioned, if not 
designed, by managers . Deviations from tbem can be seen as a negative comment on mao· 
agers' ability to make and implement those processes that best serve organizational goals 
(see Goff man 1969). This means not only that managers may be unwilling to learn about 
improvisations but also that employees may be reluctant to make these practices visible 
to avoid challenging the managers directly. Learning about improvisations requires what 
Weick (1999) called an 'aesthetic of imperfection', a culture that values and celebrates 
errors and deviations. Such a culture is a necessary condition for managers to see improv· 
isatioos., but it is not sufficient. An aesthetic of imperfection makes managers willing to 
seek and value employees' improvisations, but it fails to address the challenge of actually 
finding them in the organization. Research suggests that it is hard to find a more effective 
way of seeing employees' improvisations than being close to their work (Suchman 1995). 
Even when employees use sophisticated information systems, improvisations are hard to 
detect (Orr 1990). Some studies suggest that formal knowledge management systems may 
help, but this information is likely to be more limited than first-hand observation (Lyles 
and Schwenk 1992). Prescribing improvisations to other organizations is also difficult. 
Improvisations can hardly be made explicit, especially if its element of bricolage is an 
embodied practice oot easily transmitted outside joint action (Orr 1990). The managers' 
role in spreading foresight is closer to that of crafts masters who teach and learn from 
their apprentices as they attempt to continuously enhance the competence, knowledge 
and skills of their workshop. 

When formalizing the diffusion process, managers focus on making sure that empl­
oyees have an opportunity to share their improvisations with each other. Their role is 
to create and maintain the organizational conditions to support improvisation and to 
ensure that it is shared across the communities of practice in the organization (Hedberg 
et at. 1976; Kamoche and Cunha 2001). In this approach, the challenge for managers is 
to relinquish most of their control over the strategic process - a considerable identity 
challenge, inasmuch as conlrol is at the core of the social construction of the managers' 
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role. Formalizing the diffusion process is not., however, an effort at organizational design. 
Research has shown that attempting to 'design' emergent groups often backfues with 
disastrous results . Instead. formalizing the diffusion of improvisations means creating 
a minimal structure that guides and energizes the emergent process of strategy making 
through improvisation without constraining it (Weick 1993). Minimal structures are typi­
cally constituted by compatible goals, such as deadlines, which do not prescribe outcomes 
but prescribe when outcomes need to be achieved. They are structures that foster minimal 
consensus, attempting to maximize variety and diversity by creating the conditions where 
these can thrive without causing entropy or dissipation, such as an aesthetic of imper­
fection and a bias for action. Such structures are not easily put. in place and maintained 
but need managers whose leadership enforces these minimal requirements and draws on 
employees' identity as a motivator for improvisation. These managers push down the 
content of foresight and focus on managing its process. Their goal is to ensure that their 
organization is able and willing to find its futures as its present unfolds. 

Conclusion 
The purpose of this chapter was to contribute to the literature on the tension between 
strategic exploration and strategic exploitation. Our contribution was to bring the inte­
gration between the two poles of this tension to tbe level of everyday action. In accom­
plishing this, the goal was to complement other approaches that address the exploratioo/ 
exploitation debate, seeking integration through macro-level organizational design and 
through the process of deliberate strategy making. 

Integrating exploration and exploitation at this level raised the issue of the role of 
foresight in the strategy process. Foresight has been declared obsolete in fast-changing 
competitive contexts. Indeed, it is cnallenging to rely on foresight as a practice focused on 
attempting to assemble the future of the organization from weak signals in the market to 
change the strategy of organizations. However, managers can strengthen their company's 
competitive position if they help the organization to look inside and find its future in the 
weak signals embedded in everyday instances of improvisational bricolage. These micro­
level adaptations hold not only hints about the future of competitive dynamics but also 
situated attempts to deal with the chaUenges this future will bring. Por researchers, the 
challenge is to understand the practices that managers draw on to learn about these weak 
signals and make sense of them to enact their organization's futures. For practitioners, 
the challenge is to lead their organization in a way that enables them to learn from and 
diffuse successful instances of improvisational bricolage, thereby creating the conditions 
to foUow and even anticipate changes in their market. Fostering improvisational brico· 
lage and engaging in inward-looking foresight is not easily accomplished, but if managers 
are able to nurture these practices they open the possibility of learning about and creating 
n~w futures. 

Aldrich, H. (1999), Organizations Evolving, London: Sage. 
Anderson, J .R . (1983), Th2 Archlucrrue of U,g~~ition, Cambridge, MA: Harvard UniverslLY Press. 
Anderson, P . (1999), 'Complexity 1heory aod orga.ni.zation science·. Orgcurhatltm Science, Hl(3), 21 6-32. 
i\nsoir, H. Igor, J. Avncr, R.G . Brandenburg, F .E. Portner a.lld R. Radosevich (1970), 'DO¢S planning pay ofli 

The effects of planning on success of acquisillons in American !inns'. Long Rimge Pb:Jnlting, 3(2), 2- 7. 
Asltmos, Donde P .• Dennis Duchon and Wayne D. Bodensteiner (1997). 'Linking tssue labels and managerial 



I 

I 96 Hat!L/book of research on strategy an.d fore-right 

actions: a study of participation in CTISts vs. opportunity issue~·. JournDI of App!U!d /Ju.silless Ruenrd1, 13(4) 
J 1--45. • 

Barrett.. Frank 1. (1998). 'Coda: Creativity and irnproviialion in organiz..auons: 1mphc:alions for organizational 
learning', Organlzatinn Science, 9(5), 605-22. 

Bas lien, David T. and Todd J. Hostagcr (1991). 'Ja7.z as social structure, process and outcome', rn Reginald T. 
Buckner and Ste\'C!I Weli3Jid {edi). Jo:u. in Mirui· Es.roys on t.Jte H!story and Me.an/ngs of Jau. Detrou, MJ; 
Wayne State Univcrs1Ly Pre~, pp 148--65. 

Beer. Michael (1996). 'Developing an organization capable of itnplcmet~ting >trategy and loamiog', HlmlaJi 
&latio'ftS, 49(5), 597-619. 

Beet, Micballl and Russell E1scnstat (2000}, 'The s.ilent killers ofst.ratogy implementation and learning', S!Dm. 
Man.agtment Rtvltw, 4l(Summer). 29-40. 

Bergu. Peter and Tbomas Luclcmann (1991), 1'11..1 Social Ctm.rtrucriDn of Reality: A 1'rtaJfse in t.Jte Sc!lo/{)gyof 
Knowll!dge, London: Penguin Books. 

Bc:rry, J .W. and S.H. Irvine: ( 1986), 'Oricola.se. uvage~ do it daily', in R.J . St.:mbCJg and R .K. Wagner (eds); 
Prac/lcal lnt.elligml'L: Naturo? amJ Origir.s of CompeL01c-2 ill w E•uyday World, Cambridge: Cambridge 
Univeni(y ~. pp. 271-306. 

Blau. Peter M . IIJid Ricbllld SOOtt (1962), Formal Orgllllizarums, San Prancisoo. CA: ChaJldler . 
Bourdieu, f>lerre (1990), The l.Qglc of Practlc~. Stanford, CA: Stanford Univcr!lity Pres.s. 
Bowker, Geoffrey C and Su~an Leigh St.acr (2000), Sorting Things OuL- C~ifu.otllJI1 and Its ~quU~Ca 

Cambridge, MA: MIT Pre$S. ' 
BreW'S, Peter J and Micbelle R. Hunt (1999), 'Lcaroing to plan and planning to learn: r'C3<'ll"ing lhe pl<lilning 

~hoo!lleatning school dc:ba.l.e' , StraJegic Jo.lllllllgetnem Jouma/, 20. 81!9---9\3. 
Brown, John Seely and Paul Duguid (1991), 'Orgauizationa.lleiUiling and communitles-<>f·practioe: toward a 

uni1led view of working, learning and innovation', O.ganuotlon S(t4~e. 2(1). 40--57. 
Browo. Sbona L. and Kathleen M. E1~ohardt (1991). ·nea.n ofcontlououschaogc: liokingcomple:xity l.b.eory 

and time-paced evolullon in relentlessly shifling organizatio[a', Administrative Sclt"u QJ.zarterly. 42. 1-34. 
Cb rlsten.sen, Claytoo M. ( 199_7), The /lllll)vator 's Ddemttul: W/14!n New Ttcfmologles CaUJe Gr~aJ Fimu Ia Fall, 

Bos1on. MA: Harvud BU£tnCS5 School Preu. 
Ciborra., Claudio U. (1996), 'The platform orga.niza1ion: r«<mbin.ing strategies, uructurcs und surprises', 

Organtzat(on SciLna. '7(2}. 103-lS. 
C¢hen. Michael D. a.nd Daniel A. Leviothal ( 1990). 'Absorpu.,.e capacity; a 11ew perspective oo leami.ng a.od 

innovation', Admllll.rtrt:JJ/vc Selena Quarterly, 35, 12&--52. 
Cl'\m:~n, Mary M. (1998), 'Improvis<~tion io actioo', OrganJza1in11 Selena, 9(5), 593-9. 
Cro,;;.an, Mary M., Miguel P Cunha, Dusya Vera and Jo!oCunha (2005), 'Time itnd organwulonal irnpro\ltsa· 

tion', Academy of MMDgemenl Revio1w, l8()), 129--45. 
Cunha, Joi'lo Vieira, Ken Kamoche and Migucl P. Cunha (2002), 'Once aga in: what. when, how, and wby?', 

in Ko:n K;unoche, Miguel P Cunhll and Jo!o Vieira Cunlu (e;(h). Orgruzuotionallmpro~I.Jatlon. U>ndon : 
Routledge, pp. 296--308. 

Cunha. Miguel P. and Joi\o Vieira CUnha (2001), 'Manavr~s unprovisaLion In cross·culcural virtual reams', 
/numariona/ Jowna/ of C>oss Cwltural M~JNJg~nt, 1(2). 187-208. 

Cunha, Miguel Pioa, Joi!.c Vieira Cunha and Ken .Kamoche(l9\l9), 'Organi.z:altonal improvisaLion: what.. when, 
how and why', lntcrnati!Jnol Journol of MaiiiJgtmrenl &~~w.r, l(J). 299-341. 

Daft Riebard L. a.od Karl !!.. Weick (1984). "Toward a model of organizations as JOU:rpretation sy9t.ems·, 
Aca.tkmy of Managvmolt Rlv~w. 9(2), 2!4-95 

DotJ&hcrty, Debo1ah (1992), 'lnterpreli\'e barriers to su~sful product 1nnovatio11 in large finn~·. 0rgaJtltalio11 
&u1tee. J. 179-202. 

DunCBJ\, R (1976), 'The ambtdextrous orgam:zalion: desigping dual SIJ'U~urca for ionova.t.ion', in R. Kilman 
a.nd L . Poody (ed&), The /o40Jillgl!ment aj Org(U!U/2/Ional DeJign, Amsterdam: North-Holland, pp. 167-
88. 

Dutton, Jane E., S\tsan I. As.bford, Regina M. O'Neill and Ka1bcn.ne A. l..awn:n~ (2001), 'Moves lhar matter. 
i:ssue selling and orgt1n12:1.llonal change', Academy of Ma110gement Jourltlll, 44(4), 716-37. 

Edelman, Lioda F_ and Anne Louise Benning(l999). 'lncrell)cnr.al rcvolulton: organiul.tiona.l change In htghly 
turbulent envu-oomcots', Orgt»tiuulan D£W!Iopment Joun•nl. 17(4). ?9-93 . 

E1senhllldl, Kathleen M. (1989), 'Making fast strategic deci,ions in bi&h-velo~ty environments', Aaukmy of 
M~llf ]OIUNll, 31 . .543-76. 

E!isenba.rdt, Kathleen M. (1991), 'Stnilegicdecision making a~ improvi~.a.1ioo ', in Vass1lis Papadakis and Patrick 
- Barwi6C (edi), Strnugic Decl.tiOIIS. Norwell, MA: KJuwcr Academic, pp. 251-7. 
Ei!o:nha.rdt, Kathleen M. and L.J. Bowgoois Ill (198&), 'Polirics of strntegjo dwstoo making in higl1 velocity 

environmcnt.s: toward a midnlDgC theory', A~odemy of MaiWgeme/tt Jo18110.1, 31(4). 7J7-70. 
E1scnhardr, Kathleen M. and Behnam N. T:lbrizi (199.S), 'Aooclerali08 adap1i•.: processes: product innovation 

in tb~ global complll.er iodustry' , Adm1111JtraJivt Scl.tnu Quarltrly, .W, M-l 10. 

p.Urtlou&b. G (2005). Tht 
Au/OnOrnY Ill Orgor~lza/10/tJ 

pos.tc.r. Richard and Sarah 
Urlderptrfarm tilt ,'oi[ark.#.t 1 

George, J .F. ~ S Iacono .an~ 
communill~s-of·prawoe , · 

()cr5idc, Connie J. (1991), 'R 
num pata(hgm', A.tJJ.demy 

Giddens. Ant.hony ( 1986), Th 
UoivetsllY of California PI 

Gode!, Michel and Fa brioe R 
pJann.Jng, 29(2), 164-'71. 

Goffma.o. Ervi.ng(l961), hut 
Goffman, Erving (1969), St11 
Gouldner. AlvlD W. (19S4). 1 

()teeoJe. H.R. (\998). ·Manag 
you do'. Strareglc M(WllJe 

Haveman. H (1992), 'BeLW« 
Lio!IS of lundamenlal envi1 

He11th, Chri~tian and Paul 1...1 
Press. 

Hed.~rg, Bo L.T.. Paul C. t­
..elf-duigning organiutio1 

Hsoderson, Rebecca M. anc 
pruduct tochoologies and · 

Hodg)ciMon. G.P. (1997). ,. 
Relations, 50(6), 62$-54 . 

Hutchins, &!win (1996), Co! 
Ibarra. Henniaia(\999). 'Pr' 

Admintstrativt Sclenu Qu 
Jad:.111l. Rober! (1989), Mol 

Univershy Press 
Johnson , Bonnie McDaniel! 

processing', in Ronllid E. 
K.amocbc , Kc:n and Miguel! 

tion' . OrgtDti:zarlon Studu. 
Kelly. D and T.L. AmbruSJ 

change'. Acodrm1)' of MOlt 
Kidder, Tracy (1981), T~ S 
Kiesler. S. artd L Sproull ( 

sensing from SO.:lal cognit 
Kondo, Doreen (1990), Crt 

Uni.,.e~ity of Chicago Pn 
Lane. David and R.oben M< 

R.tJJw Plannmg, mi), 21 
L..anza.ra, Oiovan Franasu 

ex1inction'. Jow-nal of Mt 
Lave. J can (1988), Coptt fl. 

Dn,bridgc UniVersilY Pr• 
L..a.ve, Jtan and Etienne W« 

Ounbridge Unwasity P1' 
L.:vtnthal, D .A. (1991), 'Ad 
Lcvinthal, D.A. and M W 

Orgl))l./uUUJ!I Sc~~~a. 10( 
Lewin, Arie Y. (1998), 'Ja2 

9(5). 5:39. 
Lv\es M .A. and CR. Sch" 

' ' ' JourMI of M~JMgt.mOII ~ 
Machin. Dav1d and M 1cb 

improvisauoo"'. M!!dLo., 
Marx, K. (IIS44) 1975). FA. 



of Applied Business Research, (3(4), 

•ns: implications for organizational 

;x,ess and outcome', in Reginald T. 
uu1 Meanlltgii of Ja2Z, Detroit, Ml: 

lng strategy and learning', Human 

tplemenution and learning', Sk>ara 

aJity: A TreaJise in the Sociology of 

Sum berg and R.K. Wagner (eds), 
'lY World, Cambridge: Cambridge 

isoo, CA.: Chandler. 
iversity Pres.s. 
:JassljicatiM arad [I$ ~nsequenus, 

ng to learn: resolving tbe planning 
U . 
communities-of-practice: toward a 
2(1), 4(}....57 
1 change: linking complexity theory 
raJiYe Science Quarterly, 42. l-34. 
ru>logi.es Cause GreaJ Finns to Fail, 

rat.egjes, structures and surprises'. 

a new perspective on learning and 

9(5). 593-9' 
:imc and organizational improvisa· 

~ain: what, when, bow, and why?', 
rnlzaJton.al lmprovlsaJion, London: 

>n in cross-cultural virtual teams', 

ational improvisation: what., when, 
41. 
zations as interpretation systems', 

IVa lion in large firms', Organization 

ures for innovation'. in R. l(jlman 
tA:rdam: North-Holland, pp. 167-

wrenre(2001), 'Moves that matter. 
11, 44(4), 716-37. 
>n: organizational change in highly 
\. 
elocity environments', Academy of 

,',in Vassilis Papadakis and Patrick 
251-7. 
ie decision making in high velocitY 
7LOl, 31(4). 737-70. 
ltive processes: product innovation 
1-110. 

Improvisational bricolage 197 

Fairtlough, G . (2005), The Three Ways of Gelling Things Done: Hierarchy, Heterarchy arad Responsible 
Autonomy in Org(JJiitaJlons, Greenway, UK: Triarchy. 

Foster, Richard and Sarah K.aJ)Ian (2001), Creal/ve Destruction.· Why Companies that IJJ'e Built to Last 
Ullderperform tlu Market and How to Sucussfully Transform Them, New York : Doubleday. 

George, J.F., S. Iacono and R. Kling (l ~5), 'Learning in context: extensively computerized work groups as 
communities-of-practice', AccoWtting, MaNJgtment and Information Teclvwlogles, 5(3), 185-202. 

Gersick, Connie J. ( 1991 ), 'Revolutionary change theories: a multilevel exploration or the punctuated equilib­
rium paradigm', Acatkmy of MaNJgement Review, 32, 274-309. 

Giddens, Anthony ( 1986), The ~nsliluflon of Society: A11 Outlille of the Theory of Structwatlon, Berkeley, CA: 
University of California Press.. 

Godet, Michel and Pabrice Roubelat (1996), 'Creating t.he futwe: the use and misuse of scenarios', Long Range 
Planning, 29(2), 164-71. 

Goff man, Erving (1967), lnteracllon Ritual: &Jays on Fac.e-to-Fau Behavior, New York: Pantheon Books. 
Goff man, E.r-ing (1969), Strategic Interaction, Pbiladelphia, PA: University of Pennsylvania Press. 
Gouldner, Alvin W. ( 1954), Patterns of !nduJtrlal Bureaucracy, New York: Free ?ress. 
Greeve, H.R . (J99S), 'Managerial cognition and the mimetic adoption of market positions: what you~ is wbat 

you do', Strategic MOIWgemLnt Jour!IIJ1,19, %1-88. 
Haveman, H (1992). 'Between a rock and a bard pia~: organizational change and performance under condi­

tions of fundam~ntal environmental transformation'. AdntinlstratiYe Science Quarterly, 37. 48-7 5. 
Heath, Christian and Paul Lulf(2000), Ttdvwlogy lit Action, Cambridge and New Yor)c Cambridge University 

Press. 
Hedberg, Bo L.T., Paul C. Nystrom and William H. Starbuck ( 1976), 'Camping on seesaws: prescriptions for 

sclf-desig11ing organizations', Adminisvative Science Quarterly, 21,41--65. 
Henderson, Rebe= M and Kim B. Clark (1990), 'Architectural innovation: the reeonfiguration of exisling _ 

product technolog~es and t.he failures of establish«! firms', Admlntstrotlve Selena Quarterly, 35,9-30. 
Hod&Jc.inson, G.P. (1997), 'The cognitive analysis of compet itive structures: a review and critique', Humm1 

Relation.s, ~6). 625-54. 
Hutcbins, Edwin (1996), Cognition lit J.lte Wild, Cambridge, MA: MIT Press 
Ibarra. Henninia (1999), 'Provisional selves: ell:pedmenting with image and identity 10 professional adaptation' , 

Administrati~ Sciena Quarterly, 44,764-91. 
Jackal!, Robert (1989). MoraJ Mazes· The World of Corporate MaNJgtrs, Oxford and New York: Oxford 

University Press. 
Jollnson, Bonnie McDaniel and Ronald E. Rice (1984). 'Retavention in the innovation process: the case of word 

prooessing'. in Ronald E. Rioe (ed.), The New Media, Beverly Hills, CA: Sage, pp. l 57-83. 
Kamoche, Ken and Miguel P. Cunha (2001), 'Minimal structures: from jazz improvlsa.tion to product innova­

tion', Organization SturJUs, 22(4), JJJ-64. 
Kelly, D and T.L. Ambrugey (1991), 'Organizational inertia and momentum: a dynamic model of strategic 

change', A c4demy of Maraagemenl Jorurusl, 34(3). 591 ~ 12. 
Kidder, Tracy (1981 ), Tlu Soul of a New Macl!JM, Boston, MA: Little Brown. 
Kiesler, S . and L. Sproull (1982). 'Managerial response to changing environmenlS: pen!pectives on problem 

sensing from social cognition', Administrative Science Quarterly. 27, 548-70. 
Kondo, Doreen ( 1990), Crafting Selves: Power. Discowu arad Identity m a Japt111ese Foe wry, Chicago, ) L: 

University of Chicago Press. 
Lane, David and Robert Max.llctd (1996). 'Strategy under oomplexlly: fo~tering generauve relationships', Long 

Range Planning, 29(2), 215-31 . 
lan2ara, Oiovan Francesco (1983). 'Ephemeral organi.zations in extreme environments: emergeoct, strategy, 

extinction ', lol~rfU11 of Maraagement StiUl/ei, 2()(1), 71-95. 
lave, Jean (1988), Cognition In Pract/u: Mlltd. Mathematics. tl1ld Culture In E•·ery/UJy Life, Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press. 
Lave, Jean and Etienne Wenger (1991), Situated Learning: Legitlm.ale Peripheral PIJJ'ticipation, Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Pre!s. 
Levinthal, D .A. (1997), 'Adaptation on rugged landscapes', Management Science, 4:l(7), 934-50. 
Levtnlhal, D .A. and M. Warglien (1999), 'Land!lCapc design · designing for local awon in complex worlds', 

Dr:Kllllization Serena, 10(3). 342-57. 
Lewtn, Aric Y. (1998), 'Jv.z improvisallon as a metaphor for organizational theory', Organlzauon Science, 

9(S), 539. 
Lyles, M.A. and C.R. Schwenk (1992), 'Top management, strategy and organizational knowledge structure', 

· J~fl(}/ of MQJIJ"1gernenl Studies, 29(2), 155- 74. 
M~hln, David and Michad CiiJ'rithen; (1996). 'From "interpretative communities" to "communities of 

llllprovisation"', M edia. Culture (JJid Society, 18, 343-52. 
Man, lC ({ 1844) 197 5), Early Writing•, Ontario: Penguin . 



198 Handbook of useMch 011 sJrategy and foresight 

Matwana. Humberto R. and Franci!IOO J. Varcl~ (1980), Autopol~m and Cog11i1lor1: Th~ Ruzltzallon ofl)w 
Uvlng, Dordrecht: D. Reidel. 

McGrath, Rna Gunther and !an C. MacMiUan (1995), 'Discovery-driven plnnning', HarvtUd Bzwnn.s .Review 
July-August, 44--54. ' 

Mendonca, So.ndro, Miguel P. Cunha, Jari J(ai\lo-oja and Franks Rutf(2004), 'Wild cards, weak si&~~alt II.Od 
orgaoisalional improvi!ation', FUtures, 36(2), 201 - 18. 

Miller. C .C. and L.B. Cardinal ( 1994). 'Strategic planning a!W firm performance: a synthesis of more than two 
decades of research', Ac.!JLkmy of Mtlllagement Journal, 37(6), 164~-65. 

Miller, D3.11ny (1993), 'The. archiu:cture of simpl iciLy', A ctukmy of t.fantJgtm<:nt Review, 18(1}, 116-38. 
Miner. A .S .. P. Bassoff and C . Moorman (2001 ), 'Organizational improvisation a nd learning: a field study', 

Admimstrall~e Science Quarmly, 46(2). 304-37. 
Minlzberg, Henry and Alexandra McHugh (1985), 'Slratogy formation in an adhocucy', AdmlnistMtiw: 
&len~ Quarterly, 30, 160--97. 

Miotzbtrg. Henry and Jam<:!' A. Water-. (1982), 'Tracking str3Legy io an entrepreneurial firm'. Academy af 
Manogemerrl Journal, lS, 465- '}9. 

Mirvis., Philip H . (1998), ' Practioe improvi~ation ' , Orgonl:a/l(m Science, 9(5}, 586-92. 
Moorman, Christ me and Anne Mtner (1998a), 'Tbe COn'lergenoe between planning and execuuon: tmprovtsa­

tion in new product development', Jour711J) of Morketmg. 62, 1-20 
Moorman, Christine BJ\d Anne Miner ( 1998b), 'OrganizAtional improv isalion and organizational memory', 

Atodtmy of MtuJag~~~ &view, Z3(4), 6~723 . 
Monow, P.C. (198 1), 'Work-related oornmunicauon, enviro.o.mo:ntal unC(rt.aioLy. and subunit ellectiv(ness: a 

second look at the infonnat.ion pt'()OeS$ing approach', Academy of MOMgemellt Journal, 24, SSI-B. 
Orlilcowsk.i. Wanda.J. (1993a), 'CASE tools as orgaoiz.atiooal chaogc: Jnvestlgatingincremeot' , MIS QrUJrtniy, 

17(3), 309-)9. 
Orlikowski, Waoda J. (199J h), 'Learning from notes: organiz.atiooal iss-ues in voupware implemenlation', 

lnformnt/.on Society, 9(3), 237- 50. 
OrlilcoWiki, Wanda J. (1996), 'lmprovisiog organizational transformation O\lcr tim<! : a !Utualed change perspec­

tive', lnfornwtion Systems Research, 7(1 ), 63-92. 
Orr, 1. (1990), 'Sbaring knowlodge, celebra ting ideollty: war &1ori~ and community memory in a serviet 

OJ !lure', in D .S. Mtddleton and D. Edwa.cds (oos), Colll'ctive Remembuirtg: Mmwry in Society, Beverly 
H11ls, CA: Sage, pp. 3S-47. 

Paich, M. and J .D . Stt:rman (1993), 'Boom, bust, a.nd failures to lc:atn in experimental markets', MDJUJgem£711 
Scle~. 39(!2), 1439-58. 

Pascale, Richll.fd T . (198.4), 'Perspecti~.s 011 ~tr.ltegy: the real story lxhiod Honda's success' , CaJifornlo 
MaMgenuml ~view, 16, 47- 62. 

Peplowski, Ken (1998). 'The procets of improvts3.tton'. Organization Science. 9(5), 5ro-61. 
Pew~. Thom!U J (1992), Liberation MOllllgemLnL· The Nues.sary Disorganuationfor the Nor.o~cmlli Nwties, 

New York: Alfred A. Knopf. 
Picken . Joseph C. and Gregory G . Dcss ( 1997), 'Out of(strategic) control', Org011i2alicm.al Dynamics, 25(1), 

35-47. 
Poole. Mai'Shall Scolt and Andrew H. Van de Veo (1989), 'Using paNidoK 10 build management and organiza· 

lion theories', Acalkmyof M01111gemen1 Review. 14(4), 562-78. 
Repennlng, N P .• P GoJJcalves and L.J. Black (2001), 'Pa~l the tipping p<Jint: the permtcnoe of tirefig)Jting in 

product dcvclopmen!', CAJljorrJ.a ManogemJ!fll R.ev/.ew, 43(4), 44-63. 
RomancUi, E. and M .L. Tushman (1994), 'Organizational Lransformalion a§ punctuaJed equllihrium: a.n 

empirical test', A.tockmy of Management Journal, 37(5}, 1!41-66. 
Sacks, H. (I ~2). 'An mitiaJ investiga1ion of tbe usability of conversational data for doins sociology', tn D. 

Sudnow (ed.), SN«lies bt Socia/ ln~Poction, Now York: Free Pre~. pp. 31- 74 . 
Sa.stry, M .A (1997), ' Problema aJid paradoxes in a model of punctuated organizat ional change', A.dmini.ltralive 

Science Qparler/y, -42. 2.37-75. 
Scribner. Sylvia (1986), 'Thinking in act.ion: some charact.Gristics of practica l thought' , in RJ . S1ernberg 

and R.K. Wasner (eds), Proctlcallntelltgeru;.e: Nawre tmil OriginS of Compe1ence il1 th~ Everydoy Wo,ld, 
Olmbridgt: Cambridge University ?res.!., pp. I J- 30 

Sillcin, S1m B. (1992), · Learnicg Lhrough failure: the mategy of small losses'. irt B.M. Staw and L. L. Cumminp 
(eds), Research In Org011izallo11Dl &lul~lor, Greenwich, Cf: JAI Press, pp. 231-66. 

Slaughter, R .A. (1989), 'Probiog beneath the surfaoe: review of a decade'& futures work", Futuru, 21(5), 
447-65 

Slaughu:r, R .A. (1996), "Mapping the future: creating a muc.tural overview of the next 20 yean'. Journal of 
Futuret Stud/tj, 1( I), 5-25. 

Slocuro , John W .. Jr. Michael McGill and David T . Lei (!994). 'The new l~ming wateg)': anytime:, anything, 
aoywhere', Orgtllll.:ation Scle11ct, 22(2), 33-47. 

Starbuck. W. and F. Millilct 
}./aJIDg~nl StuditJ, lS. 3 

SLubbart, Ch:uks I. (1989), · 
of Management Studies, 1A 

Suchman, tuc:11le Ali~ (198' 
C:uDbridgc: Cambndge V 

Sucbman, Lucille AJj~ 09?! 
Tltcvtnot., Laurent (1999), P 

T. Schauki and Eike v Sa 
56-74. 

Tnpsas. M:uy and 0 . Gav• 
Slrottgic Monagemenl JOt 

T~hrnan, M .L. aod P. An• 
Admlnistrat1~ Stlencl Qu 

TtJShman. Micha.el L. and ( 
revolutionary change', Co 

Tverilcy, A. and D . Kahne1 
1124-31. 

Tyr~. M. aod E. von Hip~! 
Scltnce, 8, 714!3 . 

Van de Ven, A.H. and Poole 
of Monagtr>~n~t JlLy~w. 'b 

von H ippe!, Enc (19S7), Tit• 
von Hippel, Etic(t994), '"S 

MCU11Jgtltl<!11l &lt nte, 40(• 
Weick, Karl £ (1981), 'Sub 

Ballinger, pp. 221 - 33. 
Weiclc:, Karl E . ( t 993), 'Org 

(O<b} Organi2allonal Ola 
Weick.' Karl E . (1996). 'D 

Quarterly, 41, lOl-1 3. 
Weide, Karl E. (lml), ' I 

Organization Science, 9(5 
w~ick., Karl E . (1999). 'Tl 

Gestao, S(l), S-22 
W"hy1e. W F . (1948), Hum(ll 



I nitltm: The R.eal/zaJ/on of U.e 

ng', Hanwd Buswss R.ev1ew, 

I Wild cards, weak signals and 

1 : a syn lhes1s of more than 1 wo 
I 

I 
Review, 18(1), 116-38. 
~and learning: a field stud)'', 

1 n adhocrru;y', A dministratiYe 

1 opreneurial firm'. AIXJdJ!my of 

11-92. 
I ing and ex«Jeution: improvisa· 

and organilallooal memory', 

'1, and subunit effectiveness: a 
u Journal, 24, 851--S. 
1g increment', MIS Quarterly, 

1 groupware implementalion', 

I ne: a situated change perspec. 

I munity memory in a servic~ 
Memory In SocLCty, BeveTly 

11ental markets', Manilgement 

Honda's success', California 

I). 5~1. 
tfor the Nnno!l<'cond Nwtle1, 

tanlzat/.oMI DyiUllrllcJ, l5( I), 

1 d management and organiza-

: persistence of firefighting in 

pu.octuatul equilibrium: a.n 

a for doing sociology', in D. 

ional chMge', Adml.nlst.raJlve 

thought' , in R.J. Ste.tnberg 
1 :ozce In the Everyday World, 

M. Staw and L.L. Cummins­
~. 

lttures work'. Fua1res, Zl(S), 

I he next 20 years', JourMl of 

strate!!)l: auylirne, anyt!Jini. 

lmprovisatinnal bricolage 199 

S~.arbuck, W. and F. Milliken (1988), 'Challenger: tine-tuning the odds until somcth111g breaks', Journal of 
MQfUJgement Studies, 15, 319--4{). 

Stubban, Charles 1. (1989), 'Managerial cognition: a missing link in strategic management research', Journal 
of Munagemen1 StudleJ, 24(4). 325---47. 

Suchman, Lucille Ali~ (1987), Plan.s and Situated Awons: The Problem of Human- Machine Communicallon. 
Cambridge: Cambridge Universuy Press. 

Sucbman, Lucille Ali~ (1~5), 'Making work visible', Communications ofwACM, 38(9), 56-6! . 
Thevenot, Lauren I (1999). 'Pragma1ic regimes governing the engagement with the world', inK. K.noJT-Cetina, 

T. SchauiU and Eike v Savig,ny (eds), The Practice Turn in Contemporary nreoty, London: Routledge, pp. 
56-74. 

Tripsas, Mary and G. Gavetli (2002), 'Capabilities, cognition, and i11enia: evidence from digital imaging', 
Strategic Management JOtJ.rna/, 21, 1147---6! _ 

Tushman, M.L. and P. Anderson (1986), 'Te<:hnological di&COntinuities a11d organizationa.l environments' , 
Administralive Sciencl! Quarterly, 31, 439---65. 

Tushman, Michael L. and C.A. O'Reilly (1996). 'Ambidextrous organizalions: managing evolutiOilary and 
revolutiona ry change', California MQfUJgement Review, 38(4), 8- 30. 

Tversky, A. a11d D. Kahneman (1974), 'Judgement under uncertainty: heuristics and biases', Science, 185, 
1124-31. 

Tyre, M. and E. von 1--{ippel (1999), 'The situated nature of adaptive learning in organizations', Organization 
Scunu, 8, 71---83. 

Van de Ven, A.H . and Poole M. Scott (J 995), 'Explaining development and change in organizations' , Academy 
of Management Re view, 20(3), 5!0----40. 

von Hlp pel. Eric (I 987), The Sources of /TITU)Vail.on, Oxford and New York: Oxford Universit)' Press. 
Von Hippe! , Eric (1994), "'Sticky information" and tbe locus of problem solving: implication~ for innovation', 

MllJUJgcm~:nl Scienu, 40{4), 429-39. 
Weick, Karl E. (1987), 'Substitutes for strate-gy', in D.J. Tccce (oo.), Competitive Challenge, Cambridge, MA: 

Ballinger. pp 22!-33. 
We1ck. Karl E. (1993), 'Organizational redesign as irnptovisauon'. in George P. Huber and William H. Glick 

(ecls), Organizational Change and Redesign, O~ford and New York: Oxford University Press, pp. 346-79 
Weick, Karl E. (!996). 'Drop your tools an allegory for orga11iza1ional studies' , Admilli.strallve Science 

Quarterly, 41, 301-13. 
Weiclc, Karl E . (1~9&), 'Introducto ry essay: imprcw>saLions a s a minds.et for o rganizational anaJysls'. 

Orgtmlzalion Science , 9(5), 543-55. 
Weick, Karl E. (1999), 'The a.estlle1ic of imperfection in organizations', Comportamento OrganizadoMI e 

Gesliio, S(l ), 5- 22 . 
Whyte, W.F. (194&), Humall Relations in the Restauumt!nduslry, New York : McGraw-l-Ull. 




