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A B S T R A C T   

Companies major focus have been on organizational intelligent while organizational stupidity has 
received little attention. This paper tries to progress a framework of Organizational Stupidity 
(OS), and introduce its various aspects in existing literature. There are lots of investigations on 
Organizational Intelligence (OI), while, lack of study on OS is obvious. OS describes organizations 
with no reflexivity, doubt or reflection. These organizations refuse to use intellectual resources in 
order to maintain organizational order. In this study OS is analyzed in different teams and its 
contrast with organizational intelligence and critical thinking is also assessing, in order to deduct 
its factors as a separate concept. Then, OS is shown in four levels from organizations with no 
stupidity to those with high level of stupidity. Finally, a framework of OS is shaped, that shows 
the causes of OS and conclusion of adopting stupidity factor in organizations. This paper em-
phasizes on OS as a concept that has advantages and disadvantages, such as organizational order 
in preference to no critical thinking.   

1. Introduction 

In recent decades, many words such as knowledge, information, competence, wisdom, resources, capabilities, talent, and learning 
are used to describe organization intelligent (OI) (Albrecht, 2003; Mats Alvesson & Spicer, 2017; Paulsen, 2017). Numerous studies 
have been performed on OI and its positive aspect on organizations (Paulsen, 2017). With these huge focus on OI, one question raises, 
despite these amounts of not satisfied employees which just do their job with no thinking and no criticizing about their work situations, 
why these organizations do not work with high efficiency (Paulsen, 2017; Fleming, 2009; Doaei, 2012). It can be assumed that business 
intelligence and organizational knowledge are not the only tools for organizational success and do not change the work place to a 
desirable place for work (Fleming, 2009). It is the time to put aside the assumptions that know the organizational intelligence as the 
only way for organizational success (Mats Alvesson & Spicer, 2017). Actually, knowledge has a dark side that grows with it and causes 
dissatisfaction and desperation in organization (Paulsen, 2017; Doaei, 2012). Researchers have named this dark side Organizational 
Stupidity (OS) (Albrecht, 2003; Mats Alvesson & Spicer, 2017; Paulsen, 2017). Organizational stupidity (OS) is defined as the lack of 
reflexivity, substantive reasoning, and justification in organizations. It makes employees to deny the use of intellectual resources 
outside a narrow and safe conditions. The OS provides a sense of confidence that makes organizations to function smoothly and leads to 
saving the organization and its members from the frictions caused by doubt and reflection (Mats Alvesson & Spicer, 2017). OS is 
considered as an illnesses for organizations (Forester, 2003) which appeared in organizations with smart people who pretends to be 
stupid (Albrecht, 2003; Ten Bos, 2007). A smart employee is a person who can handle new situations, solve problems and adopt to 
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changes quickly (Ten Bos, 2007). OS is more visible in organizations that their managers force disciplines to restric staff relations, 
creativity and organizational reflection creativity (Mats Alvesson & Spicer, 2012). A comprehensive study on OS has not been per-
formed yet (Bakken & Wiik, 2017). While, OS has been addressed in some researches, all features of it have not been recognized well 
becuase of different reasons. One of the most important reasons that OS has not been studied is the disinterest of academic researchers 
(Bakken & Wiik, 2017). Scholars often prefer to study intelligence rather than stupidity in firms (Roberts, 2013) because studing OI is 
more appealing for them. Another reason for the lack of research on OI is that the concept of “stupidity” is very complex and there is no 
clear defenition for OS (Paulsen, 2017). The concept of "stupidity" has been interpreted and deifined in various ways by different 
researchers, and there is no clear definition for it (Bakken & Wiik, 2017; Doaei, 2012). Thus, the concept of "stupidity" in organizations 
is multifaceted that makes it hard to investigate its different aspects simultaneously (Paulsen, 2017). The last reason that scolars do not 
study OS is the moral perspective becuasean organization cannot easily be labled as “stupid” (i.e., organizations do not like to be called 
stupid) (Ten Bos, 2007). Therefore, there is a lack of study on OS and further study on OS is required to introduce opportunities for 
improving organizations and to make organizations an enjoyable workplace for employees. The goal of this article is to i) to review OS 
in current literature and to analyze its different dimensions and concepts, ii) to develop a framework for comprehensive definition of 
OS, iii) to define four distinguish levels for OS, and iv) to develop a model that accounts for all factors causing stupidity in organi-
zations to aim better understanding of stupidity and showing its consequences in the organizations. 

2. A literature review on the organizational stupidity 

The first definition of OS has been presented by Albrecht Albrecht (2003). He introduced circumstances in which smart people 
pretends to be stupid. Smart people pretends to be stupid because of the dominant culture of the company (Albrecht, 2003). Group 
stupidity in organizations was introduced to complete OS definition. The group stupidity is defined as the situations in which the 
intelligent staff in organizations avoids participating in team working to enhance their own capabilities to achieve higher job positions 
(Erçetin, Cetin, & Potas, 2007). The most complete definition of OS has been described by Alvesson and Spicer (2012). He added the 
lack of reflexivity in firms to the OS defenition. In an environment with lack of reflexivity, employees refuse to use intellectual ca-
pacities unless in myopic ways and illusion of justifications (Alvesson & Spicer, 2012). Most researchers emphasize on OS as a concept 
that challenge organizational knowledge (Alvesson & Spicer, 2012), Albrecht (2003), Erçetin, Cetin, & Potas, 2007). Recently, Paulsen 
(2017) defined OS as employees and managers endeavoring to not think too much to do their job. 

Table 1 shows different defentions proposed for the OS by different researchers. The last defenision in Table 1 is the most 
comprehensive defenition. Since this definition contains the entire concepts of other defenitions in it. This definition describes afocus 
on the aspect of OS in organizations in which employes focuses on doing their job under any conditions, with the lack of critical 
thinking, not considering other people and coworkers in the workplace, not responding to the changes in the work conditions and the 
market. Critical thinking is defined as the ability to solve problems effectively by collecting information about a problem, creating 
more ideas including a different perspective and analyzing the information using logic (Paulsen, 2017). The advantages and disad-
vantages of each OS definition and differnt dimensions and acpects of OS are discussed in the next section. 

2.1. Dimensions of organizational stupidity 

An apogee of OS definitions can be seen in the theory presented by Alvesson and Spicer (2012). This prominent theory consists of 
four major indexes, including: “Economies of persuasion”, “Symbolic manipulation”, “Stupidity Management”, and “Stupidity Self- 
Management” (Alvesson & Spicer, 2012). While this is a very comprehensive theory in introducing OS, the major disadvantage for this 
theory is that this theory has never been tested in any organization. This theory could not be tested becuase of the nature of concepts of 
this theory in which most of them are unreflective concepts. According to sartre (1987) unreflective concepts are spontaneous and 
involuntary behaviors, with no awareness, while reflective concepts are voluntary behaviors that the person himself is aware of his 
work. The unreflective concepts of this theory are “Economies of persuasion”, “Symbolic manipulation”, and “Stupidity Management”. 

The first concept (economics of persuasion) emerged in developed economies. These economies prepared a condition in which 
much of what organizations produce do not have spontaneous demand. Thus, these companies try to generate seductive images of their 
products in order to create demand (Alvesson & Spicer, 2012). In economics of persuasion, activities such as brand, marketing, public 
relations, sales and creating an appropriate image of the product, often are more important than the organization products. This can 
damage the major organization activities and leads to symbolic manipulation that can have stupidity in companies under levels. 
Symbolic manipulation includes images forming and fantasies engineering. To continue with the stupidity concepts in organization, 
stupidity management emerged. According to the Alvesson and Spicer (2012) theory, the stupidity management is a manager attempt 
to compel employees and alluring them into believing in something that improves the image of their organizations, their work, 

Table 1 
OS Definitions.  

Author Definition 

Albrecht (2003) Smart people that pretend to be stupid 
Erçetin et al. (2007) Avoid to participate in team working, in order to enhance their own capabilities 
Alvesson and Spicer (2012) Employees refusal to use intellectual capacities 
Paulsen (2017) Endeavor to not think too much in order to do their job  
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andultimatelythemselves. Stupidity management can limit activities and relations of employees (Scherer & Palazzo, 2011). 
In the three concepts of OS mentioned above, the authority of employee does not play a role in shaping stupidity in organizations, 

thus, these three defenitions are unreflective definitions. While, the fourth concept (i.e., stupidity self-management) is a reflective 
concept, in which, the person stimulates stupidity to organization with his own authority (Scherer & Palazzo, 2011). This person stops 
critical thinking and avoid the relation with coworkers (Paulsen, 2017). 

The fourth theory contains both reflective and unreflective concepts, which makes it hard to test in the practical situations in 
organizations. Actually most of the researchers tend to focus on a single-dimension concept becuase it is hard to investigate both 
reflective and unreflective dimensions simultaneously. In other words, the human mind can be more focused on constant concepts, 
rather than concepts with variable nature (van Manen, 1979). 

Recently, Paulsen (2017) has performed an empirical analysis on OS with ethnography approach, which can be considered as the 
first qualitative research on this concept. In this study, it is assumed that OS is an unreflective phenomenon which is influenced in a 
person’s mind via some reflective phenomena such as despair, cynicism, and authoritarianism. These concepts are reflective since one 
can reflect on them without changing in character of them. While, OS itself is unreflective, so the person cannot think about it without 
being reflective, thus suspending the stupidity. 

The results of this study also indicated the move from stupidity to critical thinking, by resisting against repetitive activities. For that 
reason, OS is assumed as a concept against critical thinking. In this study the essence of OS is not explicated well, since it assumes that 
OS is unreflective concept and researcher do not analyze it. This is known as one of the drawbacks of Paulsen (2017) model. Table 2 
shows the OS dimensions and critiques on each one. 

While, Paulsen (2017) considers OS against critical thinking, there are some researches which put it in front of organizational 
intelligence. This issue is discussed in the next section. 

2.2. Organizational stupidity against organizational intelligence 

There are various interpretations of intelligence. Some recognize it as an individual capability in learning, while others regard it as 
a person’s capabilities to environmental adaptation. Some also referred to abstract thinking capabilities as intelligence. The first point 
of view emphasizes on education, the second one is focused on exposures of a person to new situations, and the last one is related to the 
person’s capability in verbal and mathematical inferences (Hadizadeh Moghadam & Farajian, 2008). 

In some literatures the stupidity is defined as the as “foolishness” and “ignorance”. Foolishness is an explorative method to 
inference, in which the work is done prior to thinking. It can be implemented in complex environments with unidentifiable, ambiguous 
and non-preferred goals (Alvesson & Spicer, 2012). Nevertheless, the meaning of ignorance is different (Abbott (2010)). It includes 
shortcomings in knowledge and awareness that can forms sets of modern knowledge. Modern knowledge is the knowledge that most 
part of it do not exist, and more precisely it is claimed that exist. This modern knowledge has clues of ignorance on its layers, such as 
decision making about politics and science (Ungar, 2008). In these sectors, the modern knowledge confirms a particular part of science, 
but is suspect about the other part. For instance, consider a scientific example about climatic changes. Modern science confirm that the 
earth get warmer in recent 10 years, but say not thing about its reliable reasons. So, this part of knowledge is ignored. In fact, by having 
a concise knowledge, people usually hide a deep level of ignorance. In this perspective, knowledge has an ambiguous side, that is 
rapidly grows by increasing it. 

Researchers have recommended various definitions about these two opposite terms. For example, consider terms such as hardness’ 
and ‘softness’, ‘dryness’ and ‘wetness’, or ‘accuracy’ and ‘error’. These terms are reciprocals and complement. They are better to be 
considered as semi-synonyms. But, terms like “static and dynamic” and “organic and non-organic” are unequivalent and diametric 
opposites. By these two categories of synonym terms, it’s time to investigate the stupidity nature. Ten Bos (2007) believes that 
considering the stupidity as the opposite side of wisdom is not a correct logic and causes to simplifying this concept (Ten Bos, 2007). On 
the other word, the relationship between and wisdom or knowledge is unclear (Ten Bos, 2007). He continues, “Being wisdoms always 
requires some stupidity, as well as, stupidity has always some latent wisdom in itself.” Boxsel (2003, 30-31) emphasizes on this idea 
and recognizes the stupidity “as an independent concept with the general logic for itself” (Boxsel, 2003). It means that, for expressing 
stupidity there is no need to speak about intelligence. In the other word, in the cases that stupidity doesn’t exist, the absent of stupidity 
should be checked. 

The question that arises is that whether the OS means the lack of organizational intelligent. Some researchers believe that OS is the 
counterpoint (or opposite) concept for organizational intelligence. For example, Kerfoot (2003) and Ten Bos (2007) introduced OS as 
the lack of organizational intelligence (Kerfoot, 2003; Ten Bos, 2007). They stated that any factor which causes the organization not to 

Table 2 
A critique on OS dimensions.  

Researcher Dimensions Critique 

Alvesson and Spicer 
(2012) 

Economies of persuasion”, “Symbolic manipulation”, “Stupidity Management”, 
and “Stupidity Self-Management” 

1. the nature of concepts are reflective concepts and 
unreflective concepts 
2. researchers tend to focus on a single-dimension 
concept 

Paulsen (2017) despair, cynicism, and authoritarianism, suspending stupidity 1. OS is assumed as a concept versus critical thinking 
2. OS is an unreflective concept  
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do intelligently is considered as an action with OS characteristics.However, there is no empirical study in confirming this idea. 
There are some studies which introduce OS and OI as opposite terms by reciprocals and complement characters (semi-synonyms). 

For example, Alvesson and Spicer (2012), and Paulsen (2017) suggested that intelligent organizations can simultaneously be stupid 
(Alvesson & Spicer, 2012; Paulsen, 2017). In this perspective, these two concepts don’t stay on the two extremes of a single spectrum; 
rather than, they are introduced as concepts that move hand in hand. Generally, one can assume the OS andOI as two counterparts, 
which an increasing on one of them equaled to increasing the other one. Fig. 1 shows this perspective. 

Fig. 1 indicates the funnel of OS and OI increasing in line with each other. When organizational intelligence is low, OS is low too, 
and when organizational intelligence increases in this funnel, the OS increases, too. 

2.3. Organizational stupidity as a management fashion 

Investigating the OS concept and its dimensions play a vital role in analyzing the management as a complex concept. It can move 
the boundaries of organizational studies and influences on management thoughts. But unfortunately, this novel concept has been 
redirected from placing in academic researchers toward converting to a management fashion. A management fashion is an unsuc-
cessful debate among organizations and society which leads to the publication of a list of terms (Collins, 2000). The management 
terms, which find their way toward the society, face with ambiguities in their definitions. As they become more popular, their am-
biguity paradigm will enhance more and investigating they will be accompanied with more complexity (Rolfsen & Knutstad, 2007). 

A management fashion emerges in a society with two features. First, fashion selectors identify a novel activity and second, publish 
positive opinions in which confirms that this novel term is rational, interesting and causes organizational progress (Nijholt, Bezemer, & 
Reinmoeller, 2015). The motivation for this factor is called “norm of progress”. The norm of progress suggests that each concept can be 
accepted when it appears to be a novel and proved one (Abrahamson, 1996). 

The OS seems to be a novel term, however demonstrating all its influencing factors and identifying all of its aspects requires more 
study in organization (Nijholt et al., 2015). Therefore, its conversion to a management fashion has increased its ambiguity and, 
scholars would have fewer dimensions in hand to study this field. After all, converting OS to a management fashion in different or-
ganizations, especially in European societies, is considered as one of the reasons which caused the researchers address this term in their 
studies fewer times. 

2.4. The alignment between managerial hegemony and organizational stupidity 

There is an idea that states critical management studies should not foster challenges in the organizational managerial hegemony, 
rather it should modify them very slowly (Spicer, Alvesson, & Kärreman, 2009). The term hegemony applies to describe the dominance 
of one class to the other by a mixture of different means and the political and ideological approaches, in which the element of 

Fig. 1. The funnel of organizational intelligence and OS.  
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“satisfaction” is considered as an inseparable component (Bagheri Deh-Abadi, 2014). The “managerial hegemony” produced via 
various means such as managerial theories and influences the ideas, norms and common culture of organization. This influences tools 
such as “managerial hegemony”. An aspect of cultural hegemony incorporates “private” fields of life (Keane, 2001). 

If the critical thinking structure is implemented in the organization more than ever, it will put the organizational structure at stake; 
therefore, the organization will lose its abilities. Thus, an organization can facilitate its works by minimizing its critical thinking and 
applying the OS to a little extent. As such, the organizational calmness will increase and the organizational hegemony will not change 
suddenly. It is necessary to discuss the impacts of critical thinking on OS which is presented in below sections. 

2.5. Organizational stupidity versus critical thinking 

Researchers define critical thinking as the capability and tendency of assessing and decision making based on evidence. Actually, 
when a person interacts with the environment and faces conflict, he/she moves to the “unbalancing mode”. This unbalancing mode 
causes modifying or changing in his/her previous structure of thinking. The thinking structure also incorporates logical issues, 
emotions and feelings which are inner motivation factors. Critical thinking engages the person’s innate motives to learn. Therefore, the 
critical thinking incorporates two dimensions: i) cognitive and ii) motivational (Moradi-Mokhes, Heidari, & Puti, 2018). Recently, the 
scholars added up the metacognitive dimension to the critical thinking (Soliemanifar, Behroozi, & Safaei Moghaddam, 2015). Met-
acognitive mode of assessing cognitive behaviors includes knowledge, process and strategies assessing. In summary, the positive and 
negative beliefs will convert to innate patterns, which constitute the metacognitive dimensions. For example, the continuity of 
negative beliefs causes the formation of negative assessment in someone, which will threaten his/her mental health (Soliemanifar 
et al., 2015). Thus, it seems ta balance between intelligence and stupidity in the organization, along with a bit of critical thinking can 
lead to the success of organization. Conversly, with the loss of this balance, various levels of stupidity are created in the organization as 
described in the next section. 

3. Levels of organizational stupidity 

In this section, the status of organizations facing with stupidity is identified, which consists of four general level as described below. 

3.1. Organization with no stupidity 

Organizations with no stupidity equipped with critical thinking tool, which is an attracting tool for decision makers and managers 
of these organizations. Shaping this type of organizations requires culture and climate that is embracing critical thinking (Khosravi & 
Karamati, 2016). In such organizations, staff are fostered with tendecies for critical thinking. Those staff with critical thinking are 
knowledgeable and understand any changes in organization and environment. The managers of these organizations support any novel 
and critical idea and create a supportive climate for criticizing in which, organizational relationship grows and organizational learning 
and the critical thinking improves. But there are some issues that these kinds of organizations face with when they have a critical 
thinking culture. For instance, high level of critical thinking may bring the work speed down. Butler (2016) has introduced too much 
critical thinking too much as a dysfunctional smartness (Butler, 2016). In an environment with dysfunctional smartness, smart and 
professional employees criticize everything in the organization which leads to an organization with a low performance. Application of 
dysfunctional smartness will be gained in the cost of losing organizational unity and decreasing productivity (Butler, 2016). These 
organizations face with maximum critical thinking and minimum levels of stupidity. 

3.2. Organizations with low level of stupidity 

In organizations with the low level of stupidity, the employees feel indifference about work they do, why they do it and what the 
consequences of this job are (Alvesson & Spicer, 2012). There is some levels of unwillingness to the critical thinking among employees. 
This unwillingness can be considered as a result of response to motivating factors. For example, in organizations which the payment 
system is based on working hours, it is observed that employees tend to do more routine work, and are less engaged in organizational 
conflicts and innovations. In these organizations, even if managers engage the novel ideas and want to implement such ideas, the 
employees are unwilling to new issues and prefer to do their designated duties. It is a result of environmental conditions and created 
organizational climate. In such cases, the management plans may not be done, or mistakes in management decisions may be observed. 
Thus, the organizational intelligence will not be appearing very well; and employees’ capabilities will not observe and grow in the 
organization (Erçetin & Bağcı, 2016). 

3.3. Organizations with high level of stupidity 

In organizations with high level of stupidity, managers encourage the employees to be stupid, in the way that they get stuck in an 
environment with no permit to conflicts and doubts. As a result, questioning about the organization is minimized. In this kind of 
organizations, managers try to keep disciplines and to create a stable organizational structure to maximize the productivity. Thus, 
managers influence the motivation of employees to follow their orders. Alvesson and Spicer (2012) called it “stupidity management” 
(Alvesson & Spicer, 2012) since managers mange stupidity in organization. 

In this level of OS the functional stupidity may happen (Alvesson & Spicer, 2017; Paulsen, 2017). Functional stupidity is a level of 
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stupidity which leads to improving the employee’s performance and creates a positive and unambiguous climate in the firm. Func-
tional stupidity makes staff believe in the organizational function by reducing critical thinking (Alvesson & Spicer, 2012), and 
following the organizational goals with no criticism and uncertainty Dysfunctional smartness was introduced at the first level and 
stand as the counterpart for functional stupidity (Butler, 2016). As a result, the works will better progress throughout the organization. 
Alvesson and Spicer (2012) introduce this case as “limiting the stuffs cognitive capacities”. In Fig. 2, the functional stupidity, and its 
conflict with dysfunctional smartness is depicted. 

3.4. Fully stupid organizations 

The fourth level is located beyond all other levels of stupidity. In this level, managers orient their employees toward reducing 
doubts and encourage them to believe in the organizational function. By adopting this behavior from employees, stupidity migrates 
from motivation and cognition phase to the metacognition phase. In this phase, employees prohibit themselves from doubtful be-
haviors and it seems in their idea as an improper issue. As a result, they prevent to think about any doubtful issue. This is called 
“stupidity self-management” (Alvesson & Spicer, 2012). Stupidity self-management is in fact the management efforts to form em-
ployees’ mental sets. One of the major aspects of it is creating a level of organizational faith which will lead to their adaptation to the 
organization and will limit their critical thinking level (Fleming, 2009). Consequently, the employees assume that their organization is 
an excellent place. In such conditions, a sense of organizational reliability about the activities of firm is created among employees, 
which in turn leads to positivism (Sennett, 2008). In such organizations, the employees do not engage in organizational problems, they 
don’t complain about organizational issues, and they have a low level of job engagement. As a result, they face routines, which can 
compromise their mental health within the organization (Soliemanifar et al., 2015). Although, the productivity is high in these or-
ganizations, they avoid to response to inquisitive questions. In such cases, the organization may fail to reconcile to the environment, 
and it may suddenly collapse. Therefore, the scientists assume a bit stupidity presence as a necessity for any organization, and believe 
that it contributes to improving people activities within the organization. The stupidity levels, its underlying factors, characteristics, its 
intermediating factors, as well as the consequences of its implementation at various levels are summarized in Table 3. 

4. Conclusions and model presentation 

A summary of OS characteristics are proposed in Table 4. 
By investigating the main factors affecting OS, a conceptual model for OS is proposed which contains all factors influencing the OS 

and the relationship among them. This model shows factors such as economies of persuasion, symbolic manipulation and stupidity 

Fig. 2. Functional stupidity vs. dysfunctional smartness.  

Table 3 
A summary of stupidity levels.  

Stupidity level Underlying factors Major characteristics of this level Intermediating factors Consequences 

Organizations with 
no stupidity 

⋅ Management support from high 
organizational communications 
⋅ Organizational culture and 
appropriate atmosphere for 
critical thinking 

⋅ Critical thinking is implemented by 
managers 
⋅ Nurturing organizational people as 
critical thinkers 

⋅ Reducing the speed of 
works in such organizations 
⋅ Creating dysfunctional 
smartness 

⋅ Elimination of people 
unity within the 
organization 
⋅ A reduce in 
productivity 

Organizations with a 
low level of 
stupidity 

⋅ Environmental conditions and 
organizational atmosphere 
supportive of repetitive works 
⋅ Employee reluctancy to critical 
thinking 
⋅ A deficiency in managerial 
views 

⋅ The management support of novel 
ideas will lead to the employees’ 
indifference regarding organizational 
activities 

⋅ The management 
forecasting will not be 
realized 

⋅ Within organization 
people’s capabilities 
remains latent 
⋅ Doing work routinely 

Organizations with 
high levels of 
stupidity 

⋅ Employees live in an 
atmosphere, in which conflicts 
and doubts are boycotted 

⋅ Senior management encourages 
people to implement stupidity 
(stupidity management) 

⋅ Retaining disciplines as 
well as creating a stable 
organizational structure 
⋅ Functional stupidity 

⋅ Improving people’s 
performance within the 
organization 
⋅ Creating a positive and 
unambiguous 
atmosphere 
⋅ Maximizing 
productivity 

Fully stupid 
organizations 

⋅ Organizational atmosphere, 
supporting stupidity 
⋅ Management orientation 
toward fully removing doubts 

⋅ Forming and formatting employees’ 
“mind sets” 
⋅ Creating thoughts without any 
doubts among employees (stupidity 
self-management) 

⋅ Low levels of job 
engagement 
⋅ Compromising employees’ 
mental health 

⋅ High productivity 
⋅ Minimizing doubts and 
ambiguities 
⋅ The possibility of the 
organization collapse  
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management as unreflective factors and the stupidity self-management factor which is a reflective factor. All of these four factors lead 
to organizational adaptation, which confirm the organizational situation and do not criticize the company. Consequently, employees 
continue the work with highest levels of unity and coherence, and the organizational performance will improve. In this situation, the 
OS mayoccur and moves the organization to the collapse. Fig. 3 shows the conceptual model of OS. 

According to Fig. 3, the OS causes unity and coherence in the organization. This is a good feature for short term, because it improves 
the organizational function, increases the employees satisfaction, and finally leads to a positive climate for the organization. These are 
the advantages of OS. However, this situation may cause the organizational separation from its environment and may decrease the 
organizational flexibility in long-term. It is a risky situation for organization that may destroy them without organizational conscious 
which is the disadvantage of OS. 
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Table 4 
Factors of OS.  

main concept Resource 

High organizational performance Paulsen (2017) 
Unity and coherence of Organization Butler (2016) 
Organizational adaptation Paulsen (2017) 
Cognitive capacity-limitation management Alvesson and Spicer (2012) 
Reflective and unreflective behavior direction Paulsen (2017) 
Cognitive capacities self controlling Alvesson and Spicer (2012) 
“Economies of persuasion”, “Symbolic manipulation”, “Stupidity Management”, and “Stupidity Self-Management” Alvesson and Spicer (2012)  

Fig. 3. Conceptual model of OS.  
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