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Foreword

The Foresight Interviews is a research project c@sioned by thé.aboratoire
d’Investigation en Prospective, Stratégie et Orgation (Lipsor) at theConservatoire
National des Arts et Métie(€NAM) under the direction of Professor Michel @bd

The charter of this research is to conduct intevsievith prominent futurists, and
in so doing, promoting and diffusing the conceptsl foundations ofa prospective
(foresight) whether they be French, European @rmational.

This project began because of the inaccessibifityark in foresight which had
been done over the last 50 years (unavailable txthose completely forgotten—
scattered about by publishers and archivists alikie)s unavailability is a major source
of ignorance by current practitioners concerning state of the art and the underlying
fundamentals of foresight.

To pursue this objective we shall reconstruct theellectual capital” ofla
prospectivewith the aim of clarifying the present as well s discipline of foresight
itself.

The collection and management of this intellectizdital will be done by a core
group of prospectivists in France, among them thedese in Datar, the Futuribles
group, the French General Planning Commission, lapsglor. Their ongoing mission
will be; to make these sources available, to omesources, and to ensure the greatest
possible distribution of these sources. This omgtion is a cooperative and learning
network which will likely grow beyond the initialgptners.

Finally, this work will favour the establishment ofiteria for the evaluation of
projects which is all the more necessary todayhexulture of projectsvhich is being
instituted at the highest levels of government.

The Foresight Interviews are part of this procd$eeir objective is to identify,
through the direct testimony of important futurjgtee important historical concepts and
ideas which developed during the emergence of tbdemm practice of foresight in
France and around the world.

Philippe Durance (ph.durance@wanadoo.fr) is ancesgoresearcher at Lipsor.



Paris — February 22, 2006

Philippe Durance: | see on your desk there the memoirs of Bertrand de
Jouvenel. | remember that de Jouvenel was once lei@rviewed by a journalist who
began the interview with the following question:dM does one become Bertrand de
Jouvenel?" So, I would like to ask you in turn: Hdees one become Michel Crozier?

Michel Crozier: I'm going to give you an absurd answer. One becdviebkel
Crozier by accident. | never had a vision of whaghted to do, nor what | was going to
become. | suppose there were a certain number pbéramities which presented
themselves, but | hadn't expected any of them.

My first revelation was in America. | was living énworking in United States
with the aid of a scholarship which | hadn't realtgquested and just sort of fell into my
lap by luck. There were even a few colleagues waid ghat there must have been an
error. That was 1947 and at that time, | considengself a poet. | didn't know anything
about sociology, and | had a grant to study thedalmovement in the United States. |
discovered both. | forgot how to be a poet andchb®e passionate for what | had to do.
Without any preparation, | interviewed heaps ofomnmembers. That allowed me to
write a book on American labour unions [1951] aadgpmy doctoral thesis.

So, | found myself to be a sociologist. | applient & job at CNRSQentre
National de la recherche scientifigue France and | was accepted to work on a project
concerning office workers. At that time, | was arkist. More or less everyone | knew
at that time was either a Marxist or was strongfiuenced by Marxism. So, | wondered
why these employees didn't seem to have any classcousness. My first study
concerned the postal distribution center in PalB56]. | discovered that the women
who worked there had absolutely no class conscemssnit was completely over their
head—intellectually but also emotionally. Howevtdrese same women had a lot of
grievances and an acute sense of what had beestrticture of the organization. Their
bosses weren’t particularly cruel, but they fouhd system to be stupid and without
meaning. So, | followed these workers and | focusedrganizational behaviour. | had
already seen a certain approach to these kindsobfgms through the work that | done
in America. Unlike in France, there was a huge botlyiterature on organizational
behaviour in American which dealt with both unicersd enterprise. | started then to
orient my research in this direction, having falldrere, as you can see, a little by
chance.

Philippe Durance: What did you learn from that experience?
Michel Crozier: What had started out as a somewhat Marxist thopgidess,

became almost anti-Marxist—well, not really, be@dlstill respect Marx—not so much
the philosophy of Marx, but rather the author otiseeconomic studies. Marx had



analyzed all sorts of systems and why these systaris—the reserve army forces, for
examplé. It seemed simple, but it was really a big discpvie terms of how social
systems function.

| distanced myself from Marxism and | began to wank two aspects of
bureaucracy; the general aspect, and the Frenelctaghe latter enabled me understand
my own country vis-a-vis my experiences in Americaetter understood America from
the distance of France, and likewise, better undedsFrance from the distance of
America.

Philippe Durance: Can you relate that to foresight?

Michel Crozier: At that time, | was influenced by Fourastié. | walso
influenced by my friends at the French Commissiblanning. The first team at the
Commission of Planning, which was comprised aroleah Monnet, had a very strange
organization. Monnet said that the team should exateed forty people, including
secretaries — that was particularly interesting.yWhnat rule? Well, the idea was that
the French Planning Commission should be markealgller than the Soviet Planning
Commission. From then on out, it seems we've maseder to the Soviet model
[laughing]. This man had an extraordinary powepefsuasion, even though everyone
who worked with him, most of whom were young, sorhatv Marxist, anti-
establishment types, wanted to do otherwise. Buatniét would also repeat, "No more
than forty!"

| started to come acrogsospective(foresight) in the 1960's which had been the
time of much social upheaval in France. We orgahiaecolloquium on Franée—
Pierre Massé was the key figure. He was both akepeat the colloquium and a
prospectivist. He seemed interested in what we weieg’. But, | started to have some
doubts. The planners said that they knew "how tkeraan economy function well", but
without having any idea what objectives that ecopsimould have. And they said to us,
"You — sociologists — you should tell us why we bBawe work. What objectives must
we give French society?" At that moment, | hadtharanti-prospectivist reaction, but
it didn't lasf. Anyway, this approach, which was linked to Mandgterminism, was
firmly rooted in French society and continued toamplied throughout French social
engineering. | said to them, "You don't know whgog're going. This mix of free-will

! Marx studied how capitalist reserve army forcescihwere comprised of laid-off workers, were
necessary to apply pressure on employees and ¢obafoietional unemployment.

2 In 1965, the French Planning Commission organaewlloquium in collaboration with CNRS on the
theme of development in France, which brought togreboth economists and sociologists.

3 "[...] | was immediately smitten with Pierre Massédathe fact that he held the glorious position of
general commissar of French planning, which wadlfligegarded by Charles de Gaulle, himself a
pragmatist.” [Crozier, 2002, p. 270].

4 "[...] the good intentions of planners bothered rimw could they have such confidence? And
furthermore, how could they have such confidencesdniologists to define the goals of a society?"
[Crozier, 2002, p. 271].



and determinism is completely crazy." From thenlomas the black sheep, and no one
among those with whom | worked in Planning wanteddmit that this was crazy.

Philippe Durance: Were you already at CNRS at that time?

Michel Crozier: Yes. And my suggestion to know why employees didhave
class consciousness corresponded well to the pireyaiision at that time. Marxist
determinism dictates that there needs to be classcousness in order for changes to
occur, so why wasn't there any class consciousneBsance? What was jamming it?
So, you see, that was really a non-conformist idaghter]. Nevertheless, | quickly
abandoned this path of thinking. The problem sinvpdgn’t asked because people didn't
have any class consciousness. | reoriented my &ubj¢he direction of organizational
behaviour, particularly the way in which a bureaticr organization functions.
Eventually, | started to work a little with the ppectivists as | worked through the
problems of bureaucracy, and therefore stabilityals a student of stability. | very
quickly reoriented myself towards the idea of thsence of change and what could
perturb stasis. Certain things change, while ottlerst. Why?

After my first confrontation witlprospectiven 1965 during the colloquium with
Pierre Massé on French society, | had another aota#tion in 1973. | was nominated to
the Commission '85. It was presided over by Paubleier. | presented a particular
position, which was a minority position at firsteertheless, | managed to persist—to
such an extent that Delouvrier had been impredssaid that the system of planning,
this foresight vision of the future, leads to eptkations which, in the end, are
contradictory. Change is a necessary ingredierivri@sight and all the graphs are not
going to develop harmoniously in concert. At thabment, | had a rather bizarre
altercation with Raymond Ardnbut | had the last word. Then we thought about
potential ruptures which were likely to happen irerffeh society. Some had already
taken place, for example, in 1968, when Frenchespdompletely buckled because the
government was incapable of responding to the prafocontractions which were the
result of combining central planning with a lackpaiitical will.

Philippe Durance: Did you know Bertrand de Jouvenel?

Michel Crozier: | knew him, but rather late in his life. In any easour
relationship was not an important one.

Philippe Durance: How is a discipline born? How were you able to &ted a
sociology of organizations?

Michel Crozier: Sociology had already existed elsewhere, in America
essentially, and a little in the countries influedcby America, including the Anglo-
Saxon countries, the Nordic countries and GermBay;. it hadn't really been developed

® Raymond Aron was Michel Crozier's thesis supenagdhe Sorbonne.



and that was intellectually irresistible. | waslugihced by the Americans, both by the
early analysts of organizations, and then by thktiga scientist, philosopher, and
economist, Herbert Simon. | had the good fortunbeanvited to the United States, to
the Center for the Advanced Study of the BehaviS@aénces in Palo Alto, where | had
an extremely rich and exciting y&ar read a lot, worked a lot, and a started toewtite
phénomeéne bureaucratique" [1963]ingratiated myself in the American intelligeiats
and | wrote my book directly in English. | startééh English there and | continued it in
English here, which was absurd [laughing]. Nevdett® it was a good idea because it
gave me access to an American readership, withawing to wait for the translation.
And, above all, I discovered that, by writing ahéhking in English, the book's content
fit into the American mould, and was understood ediately by American readers. |
was immediately known throughout the United Stadesl the book had as much
influence in the United States as it did in Frarkethat time, between 1964 and 1965,
writing that book put me smack in the middle of thebate going on in America. And
so, it was through this experience that | camedany research on the sociology of
organizations, and then later to develop it in EearFor a long time, | was received
better by the general public in America, than by ititellectual community. I'm still not
taken seriously by the French intelligentsia; hosveuhis is not case in the United
States.

Philippe Durance: What is the sociology of organizations and whatiesrénks
to la prospectivgforesight)?

Michel Crozier: Many things. First of all, it's a capacity to inggiiln the 1960s,
| equipped a small group, which ended up beingeratiell known, to study the
phenomenon of organization. The organization waduhdamental problem of modern
societies—if you will allow me to indulge in a lwf megalomania. | also had the great
fortune to benefit from the Marshall Plan. That hedn the point of departure for my
work. In return for financial aid, the AmericansnaEnded that recipient countries
allocate a certain amount of the funds to educatimhresearch, and they also forced to
the French to do research on these problems. M&sea commission on productivity,
which got some money but didn't know what to dohwit So, they sought out people
who wanted to work in this domain, but they didfitd any. For most French
intellectuals, doing only research was below tlaggnity. So, | happily stepped in and
had research support for two years.

At this time, the Commission for productivity hacdm entrusted to the
progressive financial inspector, a friend of Mendesmed Gabriel Ardant, who believe

® In 1959, Michel Crozier was invited to the Ceraethe request of Daniel Bell.

" This work includes the thesis of sociologist Micl@rozier, written between 1960 and 1961, and
supported by the Sorbonne. A part of this thesis wrtten in Cerisy-la-Salle in "a tiny office wiiavas

also used by André Gide" during a stay in "this@anand austere chateau, whose proprietor, Madame
Heurgon, organized many cultural symposia thereradition started by her father [...]" [Crozier, 2002,
p. 195]. Much later, in June 1990, a 10 day sympusivas organized at Cerisy by Edith Heurgon with
and on the work of Michel Crozier [Pavé, 1994].



he had the right to this position because he had b® general delegate to the director
of the development of productivity, Pierre Grimdinéh compensation, Grimanelli was
offered the position of general directortabac$ at the ministry of finance. Under these
circumstances, Grimanelli asked the commissiorota dtudy on the state monopoly of
the tabacs which seemed to him an economic aberration. | wathe process of
constructing a new institute for the social scieoteork when the study was brought to
my attention. | wasted no time, and immediatelydmegiorking on théabacs The study
thus became a model for the study of the sociotdgyganizations in the French style,
or at least, sociological analysis of organizatiamsrance. That had been a rather
extraordinary phenomenon. There again, the sogyolags founded on stability, which
was the subject of our study. One of the fundantedtas had been the "vicious
bureaucratic cycle"; as in — we've always donaig tvay... and so we'll continue to do
it this way..and nothing will ever change.

| worked on the foundation of something which haerb very important for me
— the vector of the sociology of organizations. dsaan empiricist, in contrast to my
colleagues. | attached little importance to thecatiguestions. | was more interested in
the practice of sociology and listening to peofleerefore, the first study, which was
very sophisticated, was an analysis of the huméatioaships amongst those on the
inside of thetabacsystem based upon oral testimony. | developedvibik by relying
upon the work done by my American colleagues, &t &y inventing a sociological
model of oral testimony which could be adaptedry iastitution and has been widely
adopted. That's the first part of my story. Now floe second part which is about the
development of a school for sociologists whichinspart, a result of the crisis of 1968.
It wasn't possible to have a university that traosiologists in a strictly theoretical way,
we had to train them on the job. So, | took respmlity for this school and we
essentially adjoined the Science Po, which watite university-like institution at that
time which was not a university, and therefore exefrom the ridiculous Edgar Faure
law. This law, among other well-intentioned plawas certainly necessary, but it had an
absurd side, which blocked practically everythimat task of building a school was
passionate and difficult work, and it took sevem@hrs to achieve the results that | was
wanted.

Philippe Durance: How does this association relate to @entre de Sociologie
des Organisation§CSO)?

Michel Crozier: The CSO was, and still is, a research institutlaomingled in
both organizations. I'm not a proponent of doinghbresearch and teaching, which
poses a lot of problems, but to achieve my goaFrance, | had to draw on both
organizations. If you're not smart enough to wear hats at the same time, you'll never
succeed at anything. | made an analysis of thibleno, actually, which is rather
fundamental unfortunately. Personally, I've manatredake on both duties (teaching
and researching) successfully. Now, you will likeééfi me that that's done, at least in

8 The State Tobacco Monopoly Administration.



theory, throughout France, since professors arén lpybfessors and researchers.
However, it doesn't always work like that in preeti simply because the professors
don't have the time to do their research, andd¢learchers are in a completely different
world. I've truly managed to do both. We were affgrcourses at Science Po, but it was
a rather awkward relationship since | wasn't realfyrofessor there. | was essentially an
adjunct [laughter]. I've always had as a gener& to be as accommodating and
diplomatic as possible. So, | was able do prettychmwhatever | wanted to do. For
example, we didn't want to assign grades, which'dgb over very well at Science Po,
but we worked it out anyway. The curriculum for @aciologists lasted a long year (we
started before everyone else and finished after tlagre were no vacations), which went
against all the rules at Science Po. Neverthetegsyone at Science Po just accepted it.
I'm exaggerating a little, but anyway, we had angadous amount of independence,
which was indispensable. | used the centre of rekda train future professors from the
pool of doctoral candidates, and at the same tinhad a lot of research done by the
doctoral candidates, which was inexpensive andvalibus to do a lot of things. Also,
the students supported the researchers. At theoketite year, we decided that all the
students had to do some sort of master work, a tesgarch report over which they'd
have complete independence. This exercise was st important part of the degree
programme. They obviously had to find some resetrdo. Finally, we discovered that
the students themselves were full of ideas, ofterpgsterous ones [laughing], but
nevertheless those on which we were able to redytlams find new research. Thanks to
my students, we were able to study a wide rangesiftutional and organizational
milieu—everything from schools to hospitals, asations, and other types of
organizations in both France and elsewhere.

| came acrosk prospectivea second time. This time, the confrontation ocsdirr
as we studied the phenomenon of services. | wasupded by American and
Scandinavian research that this phenomenon wasfugctal. | traveled to Stockholm
where | met Richard Normahfor the first time. He was a talented and inténgsman
who, unfortunately, recently passed away. He wa®@ologist and a rather curious
character. He was a brilliant man who had discayeegvices first as a domain of study,
and then as a concept. Normann had also writtethisnsubject. We worked a little
together [Normann, Ramirez, 2000]. | was struckeeglly towards the late 70s, by the
transformation of society from the industrial te thervice model. | very quickly realized
that a revolution was occurring, comparable to tfahe industrial revolution. At that
time, in France, no one wanted to accept the fattgervices were important. It would
take another dozen years for anyone in Francerteedo that realization. | remember a

° A Swedish national born in Finland, Richard Normamoved to France in 1977. He held simultaneous
teaching positions at Copenhagen Business SchabHafsinki Institute of Technology, in addition to
consulting. In 1980, he founded Services Manager@otip (SMG), a consulting firm specializing in
strategic change and development. R. Normann isatlibor of several books on management and
services, of which certain have been translated Frtench. Michel Crozier had been the scientific
counselor at SMG between 1992 and 1995.



particular discussion that | led at the Council tfee future of Franc8 on the subject of
an interesting book by Stoffaes, [1978]. Well, t garried away and took the logic a bit
too far. Giscard interrupted me and said with tlaracteristic look, "Yes, but you
know that all those things are auxiliary to the remmy. They don't have any real
importance.” It was classic. The socialists thougbtsame way. Chevenement laughed
when we talked about services.

The idea of services had nevertheless, allowedons#uate the work that | had
done at thenstitut de I'Entrepris&" and led td_'entreprise & I'’écouté1989]. This book
had been important for me. In 1984, the Businesstlite commissioned me to write a
report on the future of organizations. Jacques lwesowas in charge of a second report
on the future of enterpriSe My thesis showed that, although industry andcajtire
would remain important sectors, much change woalke tplace in the service sector.
The shift towards the service sector had been naejdiit represented already more than
50% of employment in France at the time. | analythedvarious social upheavals which
might entail, and identified the managerial reviolmtwhich absolutely must accompany
such a transformation. Services, in themselveseg l@vinfluence on industry which is
composed, at least partially, of services. Theisesvinterior to an industrial system
allow the bureaucratic machine to function. If adaucracy doesn't change, then it's
because it's incapable of responding to contempgablems—problems situated in a
world of connected services, and not the fabricatid goods according to some
theoretical vision of consumption. However refirtbs erroneous theory of production
may be, production and consumption can not be mieohin this way.

La prospectivenust consider this managerial revolution. | wascit by the fact
that the United States seemed to be in the thrb#siorevolution, which clearly had
both an up- and a down-side. The Price of Excedlidieters, Waterman, 1982] had
been a revolution for management consultants in rioael followed Peters’ work a
little, which continued with re-engineering. Allahinterested me.

% public policy organization on social problems teeain February 1982 by Valéry Giscard d’Estaing
former French president.

™ Forum for the exchange of ideas aimed at busiriesaded in 1975 by Francois Ceyrac, president of
CNPF [Conseil National du Patronat Frangais], JEarnevier (British Petrolium) and Frangois Dalle
(L'Oréal), which was an extension of Centre de Redlies et d’Etudes des Chefs d’entreprise (CRC),
created in 1953 by Georges Villiers (see interviwith Armand Braun.) Michel Crozier worked on
several projects there, including one very inte@steport on mobilizing employees in an enterprise
[Crozier, Gingembre, 1987] in which, after havingted that the success of an enterprise dependge ab
all, on the human factor and the organization,ahinors showed the importance of personal engagemen
of management, and organizational simplicity, ofspeal participation, of the acceptance of longnter
goals (which should not be confused with slowneas)] the role of motivating employees through
challenge. This report is available at the web @iitdthe Business Institute (www.institut-entreprige

2 0n the theme of Business in the next ten yeais,wbrk's goal was, "to educate managers and the
public at large on the transformations that werangoto happen to this fundamental unit of economic
life[...]" (Jacques Lesourne, 2000n homme de notre sié¢lParis, Editions Odile Jacob, p. 514) This
work was the subject of a book'entreprise et ses futurgpublished in 1985 (Masson). Michel Crozier
and Jacques Lesourne would have plenty of oppaiesrto work together after its publication, nojaht
theInstitut Auguste Comte



10

Marc Mousdli: Your definition of actor in the context of orgaational behaviour
and your work on the interplay of actors within amgsations has been indispensable for
Foresight, since it demonstrates and supports firenations that the future is not
written and remains to be created, and that arr &#® change agent who is capable of
redirecting his own future.

Michel Crozier: Precisely. Furthermore, | have shown in sevefahg books
just to what extent this non-determinist conceptodrthe individual and his action in
society could be a powerful factor of change if aeeepts it and if one lets it play out.
That is not always the case in France, where wejaite attached to bureaucracy and
complicated situations with lots of rules. This whe impetus for my appeal at the end
of the 1980s for a “modest state” [1987]. The peofd of the state and those of
enterprise have several points in common. The ocexifidation of modern
organizations, considerably aggravated by inforomattechnology and economic
globalization, require that we leave it up to theelligence of management to properly
run their own organizations. Otherwise, they'll giymapply their intelligence to skirting
the impossibly complex rules and structures impogpdn them. The most forward
thinking entrepreneurs quickly understood thisjtaoesn't take an army of operations
engineers and planning bureaucrats to be succe3s$iey understood, as | described in
L’entreprise a I'écoute[1989] that management’'s role was to establishodaable
conditions in which employees could work, and toy set ambitious objectives. We
don't so much as “motivate” people, as we “mobiliteem. We simply need to give
them the opportunity to motivate themselves.

Philippe Durance: Do you assign a lot of importance to the pragmsitle of
your work? Was it in the United States that youcoN®red this epistemological
"posture"?

Michel Crozier: Yes, exactly. However, | will add that France isauntry in
which the elite have been, and continue to be, dated by a theoretical vision which
situates it in its own prerogatives, in its own estific monopoly, and its own
consciousness. However, ultimately, France survbagsause it's a pragmatic country.
Many things have been done here in this pragmatig. un the battlefield of ideas,
someone like Claude Bernard, for example, withelxjserimental method, has been very
important®. The biologists were more open than the physicisfs have really suffered

3 Medical doctor and physician, Claude Bernard (18838) is one of the founders of the Scientific
Method. Bernard said this, "The enlightened mawrie who both embraces theory and experimental
practice. First he observes a fact, then an idsasafrom this fact in his mind, then upon reflenti he
reasons, forms an experience, contemplates andiries®adhis idea in material terms, and then this
experience becomes a phenomenon which needs tadiecsmore carefully. The mind of the enlightened
man is constantly wavering between two modes afighg one which serves as the point of departure fo
reason, and another which allows him to form a kaien." (ntroduction a I'étude de la médecine
expérimentalg 1865). The application of this method allowed riged to advance medicine in several
domains. The scientific principals of the experitaémethod have elicited in France several impdrtan
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at CNRS [laughter] from the unconscious tyrannyhef mathematicians and physicists,
while the human sciences have been spared the matical models and theoretical
visions of the physics. But, my colleagues were,th@ most part, influenced by the
physical model—in other words; they wanted to diommutable laws. There is a
tendency ida prospectiveo follow a more pragmatic approach.

Philippe Durance: To my knowledge, sociology was a rather young gisee
when you started.

Michel Crozier: Yes, fortunately. It's because sociology was aeraoung
discipline, an appendix really, and not terriblybley that a lot of innovations were
possible. The professional license for sociolodisin't exist before the middle of the
1950s".

Philippe Durance: Gaston Berger was also general director of higdecation
at the time and he had been one of the artisarBi®fcreation. At the time, human
sciences, or what some call the sciences of mamered essentially two large domains;
psychology and sociology.

Michel Crozier: Exactly.

Philippe Durance: | would be very interested to know the vision that have

of the current evolution of the discipline of sdomy, which has been transformed these
last few decades. Besides the sociology of orgdoirs there is among others, the
emergence of the sociology of science with somddwee Bruno Latour, who, like
yourself, has been widely recognized in the Uniiates, and less so in France. Isn't
one of the characteristics of a sociologist to b#ha intersection of several disciplines?
And furthermore, being so placed, are not socisksgipoorly classified into the
predefined academic niches of academia—a probleticylarly acute in France?

Michel Crozier: Unfortunately, yes. And I've suffered much fromsthit's a
little less the case now. The fact that we havenlsepported by Sciences'Pand that
Sciences Po is gambling on opening up admissiorsntanternational student body
bears testimony to the changes taking place indirasademia. That has allowed us to
really change people's mentalities. Richard Degsithe director of Sciences Po, is
someone rather extraordinary. He has really inecasnrollment—close to 7,000
students come through Sciences Po, of which 2,0680ram abroad. Descoings has
really set up an internal organizational model thather close to the American one.

epistemological controversies (see for example Ridr@m, "La méthode expérimentale : un mythe des
épistémologues (et des savants ?)" in Hamburgan)J&986,La philosophie des sciences aujourd:hui
Paris, Gauthier-Villars, pp. 7-20.)

1 The professional license for a sociologist wasiee in 1957 in France.

15 L'Institut d’études politiques de Pariss about 10 centres for research. With respesbtilogy,
there are two, the CSO and tBbservatoire sociologique du changem@gC).
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On the other hand, in the traditional intellectunallieu, we have not been
accepted. There was a time when | was acceptech asssayist, but not really as
sociologist writing an essay. My books sell welighing] and so they are immediately
suspect by the French academic establishment.

Philippe Durance: A work such as thé&’acteur et le systemf977] had been
and remains, nevertheless, a references in thgsamal organizations.

Michel Crozier: Yes, up until the present it has been used asceerefe. There
are now quite a few books on organizations, but tme still holds sway. | learned
moreover that with the paperback edition, we haazhed 150,000 copies sold. That's
not bad for a book that is both difficult to redaugher] and doesn't have a particularly
large target readership.

Philippe Durance: | don't think that a single business school déesnbmmend
reading it during the first year of studies.

Michel Crozier: Exactly. The fact is that however much companieseha
evolved since its publication, there remain certminariants like divisions among
employees and hierarchy. The world of the big CEOfiuch more open today than it
was then. | collaborated, if only for a short timéth Bertrand Collomb. He had been
the president of thmstitut de I'Entrepriseand he just got elected to the Institute, and so
we're colleagues ndW He wrote a rather long and laudatory articledanagazine on
my bookL’entreprise a I'écoute— and so there is a certain rapport and respeth®n
highest level between us. But most French CEOs'tdithderstand, contrary to the
American executive$, who were able to put these ideas to use. Foetlynaonsultancy
firms functioned as an intermediary. When we wariteglace graduates that we had
trained, the consultancy firms had been, throughbetcourse of a decade, the most
fertile ground for us in terms of influen€e We had placed a good part of our
sociologists there—perhaps 20 per year. Of coumsewanted to be known for our
quality, not for our quantity. In the beginningetiompanies wouldn't accept women,
even though they represented, on average, halirajraduates. They took men who had
our DEA [Master's Degree] along with another degide those who had graduated
with an engineering degree. We even had two oethredents from "X" [X is one of the
most rigorous engineering schools in France]. SHatance for you—the reverence for
excellence. It's a little like the United Statespwever, in the United States, the

16 X-Mines, founder of theCentre de recherche en gesti6BRG) de I'Ecole polytechnique, Bertrand
Collomb is the CEO of Ciments Lafarge. He was elgcto theAcadémie des Sciences morales et
politiques within theEconomie Politique Statistique et Finanae December of 2001.

7 Michel Crozier had been a professor of sociologyseveral years at Harvard. He also taught at UC
Irvine.

8 Michel Crozier had been scientific counselor twesal consulting companies, including Andersen
Consulting (now Accenture), in which he attemptedntegrate the different dimensions of the sogglo

of organizations, without much success.
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executives rarely do their undergrad at Harvard-tpe to Harvard Business School,
which is completely different [laughing].

Marc Moudli: If we were to describe, very schematically, thethptaken by
management during the last century, we could satyTaylor had reduced the employee
to his hands, Elton Mayo and the school of huméatioms added his heart, and you,
with your model with the actor, the brain. How gl arrive at this conception?

Michel Crozier: the observation of a functioning organization e&g two
things; first, that the rules dictated by managenaewl technocrats are useful, but only
constitute a single perspective, | would even géas@s to say a stage, on which actors
behave according to the particular setting. In pfdean enterprise to function well, the
employees must interpret the rules, complement tlam even skirt them. Employees
seize the inevitable ambiguity, which is transfodnieto margins of freedom and use
this freedom to attain their own objectives. Itasthe margins that all individuals
operating in a concrete system of action — an esgioe | prefer to that of organisation
— realise their power. Every actor is of courseampetition with his colleagues, who
are also looking for ways to occupy the margins aawbance their own objectives.

The second lesson learnt from this observatiorh# e all operate within
systems. The operation of human systems has beémunderstood since Bertalanffy.
Individuals — elements of an organisational systencount of course, but the most
important variables within a system are the refeiops amongst them. When we
understand the importance of power, conflict, apstesnic relations, we can analyze
any organisation, regardless of its size or infagen

Philippe Durance: How is your work related to that of the science of
complexity?

Michel Crozier: We all fell into complexity. There wasn't any wdrking done
on organizations that took this dimension into aderstion. Already, in the 1980s, | had
been struck by the analyses coming out of Amefcam my own work, | was able to
draw a rather radical conclusion: the only possibponse to complexity is simplicity.
The habitual bureaucratic response to complexityase complexity of structures and
procedures, which inevitably leads to complicatjomkich of course leads to the more
bureaucracy. The only possible response is onexglisity in terms of both structures
and procedures. Structures and procedures, byitt@finare stupid; only humans,
individually, are intelligent. My slogan at the ®mwas, "Make humans more
sophisticated, rather than procedures and strigcturéat's very obvious in the practical
evolution of organizations. The height of stupiditgs General Motors with its nineteen
levels of hierarchy and a code of procedures camgrisome several hundred pages. At
the same time, the Japanese auto-makers easilyGidatvith only five levels of
hierarchy and no code of procedures.
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The beginning of the American managerial revolutiovhich started with
Japanese competition in the 1980s, gave me a lttin& about. The Japanese won
because their intellectual model was simplified,atdhe same time, relied much more
on human intelligence. From that moment, the Anagrschad to rethink the problems of
organization. That's why Peters’ "The Price of Heree" was so successful, while, in
the end, his advice is rather questionable. Lest gay that Peters’ advice corresponds
to American traditions, in which there is also adbgood.

A few years later, the phenomenon of globalizattonerged and at the same
time, | started to come across organizational gmoislin financial systems. | wasn't able
to integrate this dimension. There was a conflietween my vision of management,
based upon simplicity and human openness, andyjies tof problems found in the
domain of international finance. | was able to rezl® the Nipo-American system, in
which the Japanese financed American developmeatigh the purchase of American
treasury bonds. Now, we find ourselves in a systémch goes way further, where
Chinese workers, with their slave-wages, financeeAoan consumption, to such an
extent that the entire American system would cskaip China were to fold in on itself.
This extraordinary system, allows China to develod America to continue a course of
consumption which it will have to stop one day—treees don't grow all the way to the
sky, you know.

Michel Godet: What is your opinion of the work of Edgar Morin?

Michel Crozier: | like Edgar Morin. He says a lot of passionategk. But, for
me, he's not an empiricist. Personally, | had ocdyisidered systems as concrete
systems. For him, it's about a systems perspedive,method of analyzing reality. For
me, the systenis the reality. | even had an expression for thikjcv | rarely use
anymore, "the system of concrete actions.” Weiliveystems of concrete actions which
are enmeshed, and these systems create problemgethaed to study.

Marc Mousdli: In several of your publications, particulatliacteur et le systeme
you treat change sometimes as a function of stralctnechanisms, and sometimes you
lament the fact that France has a difficult timatthg to external change. How do you
explain this difficulty to change in France?

Michel Crozier: the explanation often advanced concerning thiiqadl rigidity
of France due to a specifically French “resistaimechange” is absurd. When we
understand how an actor, even the most modestcoaates his own power within the
zones of incertitude of a system of action, we imdiaely realise that all change
imperils this fragile construction. To accept tlassertion, the individual must have
something to gain from this rigidity, including $® who operate in the underground
economy whose activities are not always capturexficial reports.

Change assumes the cooperation of actors who aggatnongst themselves for
(informal) power. It must be accompanied by collextearning. It's not sufficient for
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the employees to simply read the new mission setémprinted on glossy paper.
Collective learning is a cooperative process bycwhhe actors discover and elaborate,
sometimes by trial and error, sometimes by deliimra an entirely new set of
behaviours forming the system. They can approptlag knowledge, but it is neither
the most important nor the most difficult aspectted process. That which truly counts
is inventing new ways to work together and codifyithese behaviours. Once these
behaviours have been codified, they can be tratesinito new arrivals, and be
perpetuated — at least last for a certain periddre.
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