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Abstract

This research evaluates the unorthodox proposition that organisational development proceeds
through the Darwinian processes of variation, selection and inheritance acting upon a non-
genetic replicating code. This new replicator represents the fundamental unit of cultural
transmission and was termed by evolutionist, Richard Dawkins, as the meme. The memetic
position re-introduces many often neglected, sometimes shunned, evolutionary arguments into
social and organisational debate by providing a naturalistic and plausible hereditary element

upon which socio-cultural adaptation operates.

The popularity of the neologism ‘meme’ initially grew through rather ad-hoc non-scientific
usage on the Internet. For some time, this geekish tendency has tarnished the idea of
memetics and impeded serious academic investigation into the subject. A more rigorous
philosophical treatment has been provided by Daniel Dennett who has argued that, while a
science of memetic cladistics may be both desirable and feasible, it remains unlikely. On the
other hand one of Dawkins’ most famous critics, Mary Midgley, heralds dark forebodings that

one-day memes may be given actual credence.

The present study necessitated the adaptation of conventional genealogical and taxonomic
methods, for novel application in confirming congruence between actual organisational
phylogeny and hereditary traits. One specific requirement was to develop a means of
identifying, capturing and codifying such traits as meme strips for phenetic analysis. In order
to handle the computational complexity inherent in the phenetic reconstruction algorithms,
proprietary software had to be produced. This was extensively tested upon meme strips
generated through simulated evolution. Western Christian denominational families provided a
source of empirical evidence and demonstrated that the methods could be successfully applied
to real organisational forms. A theological phylogeny was reliably reconstructed thereby
upholding the hypothesis of cultural descent with modification based on a memetic
replication. Further support for the claim was made in conjunction with the rendering of a
facilities management market landscape. More importantly however, the results coming from
this research suggest that the potential for formulating a science of memetics may be

significantly greater than in Dennett original consideration.
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Over memes there is, of course, a nightmare possibility of developing
Dawkins's case. In a sufficiently depressed mood, a psychologist might
really feel moved to describe the history of human thought in terms of its
progressive infestation by conscious, self-interested, parasitical bad ideas.

Mary Midgley, Gene-Juggling (1979 p458)

even if memes do originate by a process of “descent with
modification,” our chances of cranking out a science that charts that
descent are slim.

Daniel Dennett, Darwin’s Dangerous Idea (1995 p356)
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Part 1: Background for an
Organisational Memetics

What is society? I have answered: society is imitation
Tarde, 1903 p74

I think that a new kind of replicator has recently emerged on this planet. It is
staring us in the face. It is still in its infancy, still drifting clumsily about in its
primeval soup, but already it is achieving evolutionary change at a rate that leaves
the old gene panting far behind.

The ‘new soup is the soup of human culture. We need a name for the new
replicator, a known that conveys the idea of a unit of cultural transmission, or a
unit of imitation. ‘Mimeme’ comes from a suitable Greek root, but I want a
monosyllable that sounds a bit like ‘gene’. I hope my classwlst fnends will
forgive me if T abbreviate mimeme to meme. :

Dawkins, 1989 p192

“Ideas are the key you see. Ideas — we call them memes — cause learned behaviour
the way genes cause instinctive behaviour”

“Memes.” Something went click. Some of the titles she had read in the Index.
“You used to call them ideons, didn’t you?”

He blinked in surprise and looked at her respectfully. “Yes. Elementary ideas.
Like elementary particles. Protons, electrons ... and ideons. The analogies were
all physical back then. Later, when Darwin’s and Mendel’s works became better
known, biological analogies seemed more appropriate. In a way, ideas are like
viruses. People ‘catch’ them from each other through communication media. It’s a
process very much like epidemics. I could write the equations for you, if you
like.”
' Michael F. Flynn In The Country Of The Blind (1990)
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1.1 Background Introduction

1.1.1  Why are organisations?
On the basis that, for most individuals, relationships with various organisations are a

cradle to grave affair then we might be justified in asking a few questions about them.
One such fundamental question is ‘why do organisations exist in the first place?’ that
1s — what are they for? The answer would seem obvious: those bodies of society that
might be called institutions, enterprises, companies, corporations or firms exist in
order to do whatever they are put together to achieve. Whether that is to meet needs,
solve problems, make widgets, educate students, punish criminals, win trophies,
administer holy salvation or simply to make as much money as possible for their
owners, organisations would seem to be human creations in which humans participate

in order to serve some human purpose.

The word organisation itself is derived from the Greek word organon, meaning tool
and it is implicit that organisations are considered as tools designed for the benefit of
some section of mankind and in accordance with someone’s will. This is the root of
classical organisational thinking and the foundation for the majority of rational
managerial models of control, planning, reporting and strategy (Porter, 1980). The
apparent problem is that the modem orgaﬁisational tool is intangible, rather abstract,
and has tended towards greatly increasing complexity. Applying the organisation to
its intended purpose is far from trivial and has been the source of much management
anxiety. The perennial struggle to “get a handle” on the organisation has beén met by
wave after profitable wave of management fads and fashions devised by innumerable

business gurus and quacks (Price & Shaw, 1998).

Typically, the comprehension of an abstraction relies upon reference to the familiar,
which is why there is a penchant for metaphor in business dialogue. The comparison
between the sometimes ruthless predatory character of commerce and nature “red in
tooth and claw” are overly familiar to the business world and has spawned such
clichés as “dog eat dog”, “the rat race”, “cat and mouse”, “the concrete jungle” and
“going to the dogs”. Likewise, a form of corporate fofemism is often descriptive of an
organisational character such as “lumberihg dinosaurs”, ‘“vultures”, “wolves”,

“sharks”, “cash cows” and so on.
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Whether or not this totemic proclivity is deeply rooted in the human collective
unconscious, it must be remembered that a distinction must be made between signifier
and signified. Confusing the two tends to mislead rather than inform. A metaphor for
an organisation is just a way of talking about an elusive concept and not the

organisation itself (Morgan, 1986; Lakeoff & Johnson, 1980; Korzybski, 1933).

Why organisations exist, that is the purpose for which people forming into groups, is
one matter; perhaps a more personal question needs asking first. ‘Why are people?’
asks Richard Dawkins, professor for the public understanding of science, in the
opening of his controversial book The Selfish Gene (1976). Since the dawn of inquiry
this simple yet deeply profound and troubhng questlon has perplexed children and
philosophers alike. We look for the clues within our own mgenulty as purposeful,

albeit imperfect artisans, manipulating the environment in accordance with our will. If
all things bright and beautiful are created for some purpose then it is pertinent to ask :
Jor what and whose intent do humans serve? Clearly, for the oldest epistemology, the
mind of our creator must be so immense in comparison to ours that we can only guess

as to why we are here.

Organisations obviously have purpose — there is however a serious problem with the
obvious. It used to be “obvious” that mankind was a tool in the service of the divine
_ creator That was at least until Darwin and hlS followers estranged creature from
creator by showing that life can arise through accident rather than by de51gn
Similarly, just because it appears “obvious” that organisations are the purposeful
instruments of intelligent managerial forethought - is it really the case, or is it
blinding? The question ‘why are organisations?’ is one pre-loaded with purpose.
Perhaps instead, to see through the “obvious”, it would be more pertinent to ask ‘how
do organisations form?’ Are these complex social entities, these institutions,
organisations and corporations that surround and service us created through some
intentional act of genius or did they emerge blindly in much the same way as organic
life? It may be that the forces of natural selection are more influential to

organisational formation than are usually credited.
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Evolutionary views of social systems have been proposed since the 19" century; most
infamously by Herbert Spencer (1870). Unfortunately previous efforts, having been
tainted by misunderstandings and racial bigotry, have left sdcial theorists distasteful
and distrusting of applying Darwinism to society. On_ the other hand, practical
management’s chant of “survival of the fittest” vindicates callous, aggressive, and-
selfish decisions. The prevailing paradigm is still rooted in purpose, as otherwise
management’s forethought and self-importance would become undermined. In spite
of rejection however, a shift to a Darwinian perspective reveals the congenital origins

of many organisational deficiencies (Price & Shaw, 1998; Aldrich, 1999).

For evolution to proceed in organisations, as with organisms, there is a requirement
for a replicating structure that is subject to variation & selection (Gabora, 1997).
While ofgénic life uses the mechanism of replicating genes, the idea of “corpofaté
DNA” (Baskin, 1998) would seem to overstretch a metaphor. Dawkins has suggested
genes are not the whole picture however, and that other replicators may exist. One
such non-geneﬁc replicator, he argues, is the fundamental unit of cultural transmission
and evolution. Dawkins terms this a meme. More recently, the meme has begun to
attract serious academic attention and, to some, has conferred tremendous explanatory
power for many cultural phenomena. It has also been offered as a candidate
mechanism of organisational inheritance and evolution (Price & Shaw, 1998). The
concept of the meme then has potential to take the “organisation as organism”
beyond metaphor and into the proper realms of scientific investigation (Tsoukas,
1991). As a foundation for a new science of organisations this is a hypothesié‘ that

needs testing.

Concurrently, the embryonic field of memetics predominates around ‘heated
philosophical arguments and it remains to be seen whether memetic methodologies
are viable. Consequently there is no established way of testing the memetic
hypothesis. It is the role of this research then to demonstrate the feasibility of a
methodology that shows the potential of memetics as a science. By independently
reconstructing phylogeny from organisational traits it can be seen that these traits are
hereditary thereby indicating, or at least providing evidence compatible with, the
presence of a non-genetic replicator — the meme. This helps to pave the way, for a
science of organisational memetics.
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1.1.2  The question: How are organisations to be classified?
Except for the hermit, organisations have a ubiquitous influence on human

experience, yet these abstract social entities have evaded any fully coherent
understanding (Burrell, 1997). Organisations are clusters of humans but, although
humans are now widely accepted as being products of natural selection, the vast
majority of management, organisational and sociological texts (modern and post-
modern), shy away from reducing organisational complexity down to a naturalistic
basis (reviewed in §1.2.1). To reiterate, this separation of the social from the natural
has its roots within the notion of organisational purpose — the “why” question.
Perhaps much confusion could be resolved through inquiring in the first instance as to
what organisations actually are, that is - how are organisations to be classified? Are
they natural, supernatural, artificial or something else entirely‘? Perhaps at a core level

and for all our direct experience we might not actually know what organisations are!

An error in misclassification sets false premises, which could lead to overlooking
essential properties or misunderstanding a phenomenon’s origins and behaviours.
Incorrect placement of organisations therefore preserves confusions as to their origins
and acti.vities5 . On the other hand, accurate organisational classification, through
explicitly mapped characteristics, would enable better knowledge formulation with
respect to explaining organisational origins; how their structure develops; and the

‘reason why they behave the way they do.

While academia is wary of the term ‘predict’, the practice of strategic thinking in
anticipating the future is a common organisational trait and is particularly prevalent
business enterprises. Clearly it is possible for social systems to blithely persevere,

even prosper, in spite of ignorance and superstition; a more probable outcome, in the

* The underlying context of neo-positivism of the current research are considered in the assumptions of
part 2.
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absence of a guiding framework, is missed opportunity, lost competitive advantage or
organisations leaving themselves wide open to industrial quackery and parasitism. A
sound scientifically based classification of organisations, on the other hand, may act
as the foundation for better development, change-work, consultancy intervention,

problem solving, and workaday management.

The question of what organisations are, of course, is not new; definitions abound
mostly employing words like ‘people’, ‘activity’, and ‘objective’. These definitions
unfortunately tend to permit the troublesome “why” question backdoor entry. To
avoid the irﬁplicit presumption of purpose then perhaps the central issue needs

rephrasing: can organisations be classified as natural?

While a consistent classification that is descriptive of the phenomenon and lends itself
to scientific inquiry is desirable, conventional scientific approaches thus far have
failed to do justice to social complexity. This should not be taken to imply that
methodological inquiry should be abandoned, but rather that orthodox reductionist
approaches® presently do not perceive the bridging concepts that.make organisations
amenable to natural science. Establishing the presence of bridging concepts is the first
step towards realising consilience between social and natural order (Wilson, 1998)
and towards a methodological classification of organisations. The recognised natural
kingdoms do share attributes with social institutions and thereby constitute a broader
grouping inclusive of organisms, organisations, and possibly other entities.
Envisaging this potential super-class’ deconstructs orthodox organisational
assumptions and enables us to postulate (and subsequently investigate) organisational
properties that are not readily apparent. In particular it presents memetics as a

_candidate for a bridging principle.

The Trojan task of determining how organisations, in the broadest sense, are to be
classified is a big and tremendously important question; clearly way beyond the scope
of any single research effort. Nevertheless, methodical refinement into manageable

sub-questions that concentrate upon limited sub-sets of organisations, lays the steps

S In attempting to remove complexity
7 A higher rank of classification may be proposed as being a subset of complex adaptive systems (Gell-
Mann, 1994) in a hierarchy proposed in §1.1.6.3
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towards the bigger answers. The question of organisation naturalism provides the
context in which the present research operates: devising a methodology for evaluating

a naturalistic classification (for specific research objectives see §1.1.4)

1.1.3  The organisational “gene” Hypothesis
In returning to first principles and asking whether or not organisations and organisms

belong to the same natural super-class necessitates that they will have shared
(possibly derived) characteristics. Potentially, organisations may come into being, less
through purpose and design, as through some system of quasi-Darwinian evolution;
demonstrating such, in at least one instance, would provide a strong case for pursuing

- anaturalistic viewpoint.

Evolutionary processes require variation & selection upon a replicating mechanism of
inheritance; organically, genes mediate this. So, refining the question of natural
organisational classification: can organisations be classified as natural evolutionary
products of some replicator? The present research is a few steps removed from
answering that question but Dawkins’ meme concept, as ‘fundamental unit of cultural
transmission’ raises possibilities; it is a prime candidate for an organisational
replicator. Therefore the present research starts with a proposition, which put
succinctly® suggests that: The meme is the organisational “gene”. To oversimplify, an
organisations’ traits such as structure, behaviour, routines, and competences are
- expressions of some self-copying code, some replicating information. The
implications are analogous to those of the “selfish-gene” hypothesis (Dawkins, 1976)

and at least as controversial.

Empirically demonstrating the meme’s organisational role is problematic: primarily,
the organisational domain is too vast and diverse to be extensively and conclusively
investigated; secondly and more pressing is that, while theories abound, there are no
established research methods for organisational memetics. Presently the
organisational “gene” hypothesis stands irresolvable, and conseqliently a more
immediate methodological consideration is raised that constitutes the hypothesis of

the present research: a scientific method for indicating or refuting the presence of a

® This will be stated more precisely and explained in part 2
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mechanism of organisational inheritance is feasible. In other words: it may be
possible to test the organisational “gene” hypothesis scientifically (greater detail will
is given in part 2). Rather than performing the test exhaustively, the role of this
research is to attempt to provide that test in the first instance, or at least to consider
whether or not such a test may exist; doing so is the first step towards answering the

bigger questions.

1.1.4 Research objectives
The forgoing considers the possibility of a test for a mechanism of organisational

inheritance. Should this test be demonstrable then subsequent field application upon
industrial or institutional sectors could be used to determine many evolutionary
considerations; ultimately this could contribute towards establishing whether or not

organisations can be classified as naturalistic phenomena.

The focus of the research then, is upon the test for a mechanism of organisational
inheritance and is reflected by this thesis’ title: Organisational Phylogenesis:
Developing and Evaluating a Memetic Methodology. To explain, -organisational
phylogenesis encapsulates the underlying question of naturalism, implying that
evolutionary processes are instrumental to the shaping of enterprises and institutions.
Nature is amenable to natural science but, as there is no established test in the present
field, then development and evaluation of a novel methodology is crucial. The term
memetic has been woven into the title, both to highlight the appropriateness of this
bridging principle for the investigation of social evolution, and also to stake the claim,

on behalf of an emerging field, that memetics can be a valid and practical science.

1.1.4.1 Initial objective: Understand the problem
Revisiting the question as to what organisations are came from an intuition that the

meme might remedy researcher’s growing unease with contemporary organisational
paradigms. A necessary component of the research therefore, is to comprehend and
clarify the character of the problem in more formal terms. Revisiting the question may-

sound like a straightforward definitional issue but what does the organisational
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“gene” hypothesis actually mean? Is it rational®? And is it worthwhile bringing

conflict against serving organisational theories?

In appreciation of the magnitude and diversity of human social organisation then a
key objective is to establish, within the constraints of a research degree, what specific
aspect of the problem it should concentrate upon. The knowledge as trees metaphor
becomes apt'®; in the dark dense forest of theory, a seedling idea strains towards a
shaft of light. A discipline that is just germinating has a set of imperatives
significantly different to one that has already achieved maturity: Established (and well
funded) fields employ tried and tested tools and tend to drill down deeply into narrow
and ever increasing detail. For an emerging topic, on the other hand, the crux is to
gather maximal contribution from limited recourses, using uncertain (if existent)

methods; the important point is in establishing feasibility and potential worth.

For organisational memetics then, the first task is to comprehend the nature of a not-
quite-so-straightforward problem'': given the present limits, in what ways does its
relative novelty force demands upon methodological de{relopment? It is proposed that
the greatest contribution can be made at this time by focussing on the groundwork and
attempting to construct research instruments however primitive. Such effort paves the
way towards establishing specific facts and details and may eventually lead to a new

understanding of what organisations are and how they behave.

Another important aspect to understanding the problem is in recounting how
prevailing organisational thinking developed: how competing academic agendas &
taboos have marginalized Darwinian approaches to social inquiry; and how the meme
concept is now re-enabling various theorists (detailed in §1.2.4) explore and propose
evolutionary views of organisations. Should methods of organisational memetics
prove feasible (and can be subsequently honed) then much needed empirical meat can

be added to these theoretical bones.

? In the sense of being a logical conclusion from stated premises — the argument is presented in part 2
' Even in the absence memetics’ inferences.

' As distinct from the majority of social research degrees, the issue here is not about testing the
hypothesis, but at a meta-level of testing a test for the hypothesis.

Page 9



R = i =

1.1.4.2 Core objective: Assess the methodological hypothesis that a test for
organisational inheritance is possible
Arguably, memetics carries the promise of many parsimonious answers. Given the

above prerequisites then the core research objective becomes to see whether it is
possible to make a method that detects, or at least suggests, trait inheritance'? in real-
‘world organisations". At this stage a crude test will suffice, as some indication of |

feasibility would lead to refinement and greater accuracy.

Assessing the methodological hypothesis requifes a series of sub-objecfives (further
detailed in part 2): Having understood the problem, the first task is to establish the
rational criteria by which we may know that some method is showing organisational
traits are being inherited. The main criterion (argued in §2.4.2) is that: evolutionary
patterns independently reconstructed from exhibited traits are comparable to known
sequences of descent. Equipped with these gauges of success, the second sub-
objective becomes to find candidate process to measure against them. In practice, and
in keeping with the isomorphic proposition (§2.2.1.3), techniques drawn from biology

proved suitable for translation to the organisational domain (§2.5).

The organisational “gene” hypothesis’ intention is not purely theoretical but rather
applies to real-world social systems. In recognition of the methodological objective
then it would be sufficient and necessary to evaluate the positive case of the proposed
process upon one actual sample. Ideally an additional falsifiable test against a
negative case would support the methodological hypothesis; the issues, criteria and
difficulties are discussed in §2.4.2. The third sub-objective then, is to select, a suitable
organisational group that meets criteria for falsifiable évaluation of the methodology
(stated in part 3); Western Christian denominations were chosen for the present test.
However, before handling any real-world organisational data, it is prudent to validate

the candidate procedure against idealised simulations.

Manual testing of the translated biological processes would be impractical owing to
their high algorithmic complexity; to make them empirically and operationally

amenable, a further sub-objective of constructing instrumentation was required. The

2 and therefore a mechanism: the meme
' In the sense of what is commonly accepted as a real-world organisation e.g. business, government,
religious group, professional body etc.
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resulting custom piece of software (called MENDEL) automated the large number of
calculations involved and provided graphical representations of inheritance

sequences.

1.1.4.3 Auxiliary objectives: towards an organisational memetics
Depending upon the extent to which these core objectives can be met, then there will

exist a feasible prototype for a methodology and tool that recognises patterns of
organisational phylogenesis; many weaknesses will become apparent which constitute
areas for improvement for later implementations. While attempting to meet the
methodological objectives, a by-product of evaluation is that it does actually provide a
first test for organisational “gene” hypothesis. ‘In doing so it not only lends some
much needed experient support to pre-existing memetic theories but also becomes an

exemplar to encourage the development of meémetics as an empirical science.

The present research is primarily intended to yield academic understandings;
invariably such knowledge may hold practicalities. Through understanding the
presence and role of replicating patterns in organisational development then it may
eventually become possible to engineer, or cultivate, these memes as we see

economically or organisationally fit (Price & Shaw, 1998).

1.1.4.4 Limitations: what the research does not intend to show
As noted before, a research degree pursuing methodology in an uncharted field would

be struggling against serious constraints;” objectives requiref:cﬁfeﬁil prioritisation
meaning that many intriguing avenues must remain unexplored for the time being.
Moreover, in the course research, several by-products are thrown into light. Although
incidental to the present research objectives, these were chosen deliberately for their
general contribution to memetics. Confusion may arise without understanding how
the ancillary results sit at a different level to the true methodological objectives
(§1.1.4.1). 1t is worth being explicit about what the research is not about and does not

intend to show.

Although the case focuses upon a subset of western Christianity the research has little
to do with the social science of religion and is certainly unrelated to theology. While

some memeticists may debunk faith as parasitical superstition, the case was selected
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according to methodological criteria. Other candidates such as eastern martial arts and
professional associations where also considered but faith groups were the most
suitable for the study. The mechanisms of religion are a key theme in memetics
however, and it is hoped that one can assist the other without blurring the primary

research objectives.

Secondly, the research is not essentially concerned with reconstructing a definitive
organisational “family tree” for the case study. Genealogical techniques were
employed but these were used to provide a comparison within the method as opposed -

to attempting a complete canonical history of the house of Christ.

Thirdly, although organisational phylogenesis is argued for, and the meme is
implicaied, the research is neither aimed at proving any specific organisétiénal form
(religion), nor that organisations generally, evolve. As with genealogical techniques,
successful application of phylogenic methods to the organisational domain would be
consistent with descent and may be used to support the evolutionary arguments of
others (Aldrich, 1999).

Furthermore, although modified genealogical and phenetic techniques are used the
point is not to produce any definitive phylogeny based on traits; indeed the third
criterion (in §2.4.2.3) demands that the phylogeny is reconstructed solely from history
without reference to traits. Consequently the vast array of phylogeny techniques and

programmes available to biologists, have little benefit to this research.

In close relation to evolution is the matter of establishing a mechanism of inheritance.
To reiterate, the present maturity of the field necessitates methodological grouhdwork
before attempting more ambitious demonstrations of the organisational “gene”
hypothesis (§1.1.3). However, the case by which the methodology was evaluated
provides a first indication of the underlying hypothesis lending support to theoretical

arguments.

Fourthly, testing the possibility of a memetic methodology involved the construction

of a crude prototype. Neither the resulting method nor the software was intended as
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perfect or complete but rather was meant to enable the test and, subject to feasibility,

provide a basis for later development.

Fifthly, the research is concerned with neither contemporary economic nor
management arguments (although relevant key texts are reviewed), nor does it make
any explicit claims about any organisation: economic, institutional, administrative, or
otherwise. However, it remains the researchers contention that sbcial organisations, in
the general sense, have a naturalistic basis and evolve through an analogue of

phylogenesis acting upon a memetic substrate.

Finally, the research does not provide any grand unifying theory of conciliating social
and natural sciences'® though it is hoped that the development of memetics into an

acknowledged discipline can contribute towards such a goal.

1.1.4.5 Generalisability
The Western Christian denominations used for the case study were chosen for the

purposes of simplifying the core objective of methodology evaluation. Although not a
part of the aim, it is anticipated that results could be generalised, with lessening
applicability, to wider religious cases, starting with other forms of Christianity, then
monotheistic faiths (particularly Islam and Judaism), then to other more esoteric and
cultic movements. Other forms of organisation, such as commercial business,
economic enterprises and professional bodies are also removed from the ideal case but
many do share some essential characters in terms of possessmg structures, routines,

and competences (McKelvey, 1978)"°. It is hoped that a satisfactory memetic
methodology will find its way into management research and, based on the promising
pheneﬁc reconstructions in the Facilities Management sector (Lord et. al. 2002),
appears to have a degre;: of applicability outside the religious case. In accordance with
the maturity of the fields and the research aims however, it is difficult to speculate
upon the generalisability of a rough tool developed principally for the purposes of

evaluating feasibility.

' Similar to socio-biology, social Darwinism, evolutionary psychology, evolutionary soc1ology etc.
"% A cladistic inference might argue that “faith” would be a shared derived characteristic
(synapomorphy) among religious organisations. The more general features of organisations thereby
might be seen as primitive (sympleisiomorphic) characteristics.
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1.1.5 Note on terminology and style

1.1.5.1 Neologism
Memetics is still in its infancy and is particularly eclectic which means that many of .

the emerging concepts are products of invention and of a synthesis of ideas drawn
from a plethora sources, mainly: philosophy, evolutionary biology, ecology,
psychology, sociology, economics, epidemiology and theology. Moreover, its
untamed evolution upon net-culture while, enabling creative input from all quarters
did so without regulation on quality. The terminology peculiar to memetics reflects its

heritage.

Memgtics suggests that replicating packets of cultural knowledge, occasionally
recombine or mutate into new complexes that have a greater ability to survive.
Memetics, indeed, recognises itself as a meme (hence: metameme) and owes its origin
and title to Dawkins’ (1976) re-twisting of the concept of genes to form a novel
hybrid with the concept of culture. Because of its origins and self-referential nature,
memetics tends to attract those who are susceptible to conceptual innovation and
novelty. These, so-called memeticists perpetuate the meme-line of identifying
biological phenomena that have cultural counterparts and trying to interpret what that
phenomena could imply sociologically. These recombined concepts are usually
conveyed by new, stolen or imitated terminology. A typical trick is to simply replace
the word ‘gené’ with ‘meme’ wherever it appears. Deliberate neologisms are
commonly used to provide an intuitive distinction between analogous processes in

systems that are biological (biota) and those that are not (abiota).

A few of the examples already seen have been Wilkins’ (1998)'° phemotype (as
analogous to the biotic phenotype) and Langrish’s (1999) seletemes, recipemes and
expanemes. Glen Grant (1990°) has produced an extensive lexicon of memetic

terminology.

In an attempt to preserve academic standards, this dissertation treats neologism

cautiously. In many cases however, the new terminology conveys a far clearer

'® Wilkins also presents a glossary of technical terminology.
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meaning than that which previously existed and so will be used where appropriate at

other times however, “scare” quotes may be more useful.

1.1.5.2 The Abiota
The term abiota emanates from ecology'’ and is used to provide a counterpart of the

biota. A modified meaning is introduced as referring to “non-living” yet “life-like”
complex adaptive systems. From this, auxiliary neologisms such as abiote, abiotic,

(abiology even!) may be ascribed meaning.

The biota concept suggests aggregation of a rank higher than super-kingdom, which
herein will be termed a domain’®. The biota and abiota would then be seen as separate
domains, and together (perhaps with othefs) would constitute members of some yet
higher rank of complex adaptive systems. Such clusters can be proposed as extensions
(fig. 1-1) to the classification hiérarchy of organisms though their layout and naming

remain to be determined.

Complex Adaptive Systems
I I
“Domain” : ' Biota Abiota
1 | | I
Super - .
Kingdorn Eukaryotes Prokaryotes ? ?
| 1 | s
Kingdom| Plants | {Animals “Organisations”
_ Ranks
| 1 e currently
Church Com unnamed
J

Figure 1-1. Possible extended classification to include abiota

Somewhere within the ranks of the abiota we might find commercial enterprises,
government departments, church bodies, political parties, professions, and ofher social
entities that are commonly termed as organisations. The abiota therefore encapsulates
a more general class of phenomena while avoiding differing claims from sociology,

economics, or anthropology (Price & Lord, 2000). Although the details of this

' Non-living factors which are present in and affect the characteristics of a given ecosystem
'8 I use this to illustrate the idea of higher ranks rather than attempting to coin new nomenclature. Other
terms such as continent, plate, empire, federation may be more representitive.
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proposed scheme remain to be worked out, the methodology anticipated by the

current research goes some way towards its development.
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1.2 Converging strands of literature

With an increase in the richness of descriptions and experiments, sociology is drawing
closer each day to cultural anthropology, social psychology, and economics, and will
soon merge with them. These disciplines are fundamental to sociology sensu lato and are
most likely to yield its first phenomenological laws. In fact, some viable qualitative laws
probably already exist. — [Wilson, 1975 p574]

Knowledge is often depicted as a tree, forever branching as greater detail and deeper
insights are made. Specialisms emerge, with their own terminology and assumptions,
which build upon previous knowledge in the field. Most research efforts and
discoveries can be suitably classified as a component of thé particular subject area
from which it emerged. However, because different disciplines are tightly focussed on |
their own narrow band of concemns they become insular and largely inaccessible from
outside. They no longer see what others are doing and don’t recognise commonalities

and redundancies of knowledge.

In contrast, memetics has no pedigree. Rather than branching out from an established
discipline it is a re-unification of many diverse strands of thought. Memetics is a
hybrid (or mongrel) of, among other things, philosophy, psychology, sociology,
evolution and information theory. Though easy to become distracted by academic
territorialism, it is not so easy to identify where or too whom memetics “belongs”. It
is perhaps best to abandon boxing memetics into an existing classification and to

consider it as an independent and newly “speciated” area of inquiry"®.

Emanating from the parochial struggle for recognition against a backdrop of
established theories®’, a basic question arises ‘what phenomena are meme theory
actually attempting to explain?’ The pre-existing knowledge environment has served
to shape memetics. Consequently surveying ancestral theories helps to claﬁfy the
pastiche of assumptions upon which meme theory draws and provides a benchmark
by which to evaluate whether or not meme theory provides a more elegant

explanation.

The approach here is chronological, emanating in prehistoric mythology through to

the most recent “on-topic” arguments. A summary of the history of related theories is

% 1t is partially the role of this review to differentiate the memetic approach from prior means.
%% Or as memetics would suggest, fitness landscape.
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followed by contemporary views on evolution, complexity and organisations. The
scope and maturity level of present memetics is outlined and finally brought together

as the organisational memetic theme that forms the basis for the current research.

1.2.1  Historical interlude
An excursion into history is taken in order to distance memetics in general, and this

thesis specifically, from potential look-alikes, namely: Social Darwinism,
Sociobioldgy and Evolutionary Psychology. Memetics represents a progression from
'Darwinism by arguing that para-biological evolutionary strands may exist. Applying
‘Darwinian’ as an adjective to ‘organisational theory’ results in a departure from
orthodox business, management, and sociological positions that is reminiscent of the

of the Darwinian paradigm shift from prior views.

There are notably emotive objections to “Darwinising” society, owing to its historical
justification for social oppression. So while evolutionary views may bring new
understandings of society, they also inherit prior “hang-ups” and misunderstandings.
Reviewing theories of creation, evolution, society, organisations, management as well
as early memetics in their historical context highlights potential errors and
miéunderstandings that, with reference to contemporary theory, organisational

memetics should differentiate itself,

1.2.1.1 From Creation to Darwin :
Darwinism’s natural philosophy is fundamentally opposed to pre-Darwinian theories

that have a supernatural commonality. A journey into antiquity illuminates the
essential philosophical contrast that give rise to arguments on both sides of the
evolutionary debate. The ultimate question (by definition) concerns the universe and
" everything, how did it begin, when and, perhaps more curiously, what is its purpose.
Shermer (1997, p129) suggests that, of the mythical accounts for cosmogenesis, the
supernatural being’s spoken edict variety (creationism) prevails?' in large tracts of

Western and Middle Eastern culture.

2! part 3 gives evidence that evidenced creationism is a robust self-sustaining memeplex.
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Aristotle classified causes as the aitia (Dennett, 1995; Sproul, 1995), calling the final
cause, the purpose for which something is made, the zelos. Dennett (1995) raises its

philosophical importance:

A teleological explanation is one that explains the existence or occurrence of something
by citing a goal or purpose that is served by the thing. Artefacts are obvious cases; the
goal or purpose of an artefact is the function it was designed to serve by its creator. -
[Dennett, 1995 p24]

Dennett notes the obvious purposefulness of artefacts but the purpose of nature, life,
humanity, and the universe are not so immediately apparent. Teleological aetiology,
when applied to nature, entails that behind life, the universe and everything lies the
intentional; intelligent design of the divine artificer; and in defy natural explanation,
are un-amenable to human inquiry. The biblical view contends that since genesis, and
excepting man’s fall from grace (Gen 3:7), creation is the perfect product of
intelligent design, brought into existence by supernatural forces to meet Gods
mysterious purpose; as divine quality assurance was right first time then there is no

need for re-work.

Darwin’s Galapagos finch observations, lead him to question the stability of species
from which he formulated the controversial theory of evolutionary transformation.
Evolution is such a massive paradigm shift that, because it recasts cosmogony in a
naturalistic light, it becomes not just a test of, but also a significant threat to faith.
Reliance upon an intelligent designer or supernatural conjuring tricks is obviated as
biological structures of bewildering complexity can emerge naturally and without any

intent whatsoever. As Dennett puts it

One of Darwin’s most fundamental contributions is showing us a new way to make sense
of “why” questions. Like it or not, Darwin’s idea offers one way- a clear, cogent,
astonishingly versatile way- of dissolving these old conundrums. — [Dennett, 1995 p25]

Religion’s response is that Darwinism equates to materialism (Yahya, 2000) and is
accompanied by moral nihilism, lawlessness and anarchic selfish brutality. Darwin
gives the appearance of justifying laissez-faire in which anything goes. Greed,

cruelty, and sadism are encouraged while pain and suffering are the norm*; a

22 Religion is a highly complex phenomenon regarded herein from a naturalistic and neutral memetic
stance, which would suggest that certain constituents are symbiotic (Reynolds & Tanner, 1983) while
others parasitical. On a very personal note, I believe that stripping parasitical memes away from
institutionalised memeplexes may lead to greater spiritual understanding and I understand that liberal
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misconception that continues to tarnish any natural séience of society. More recently
the evolutionary perspective has been challenged by intelligent design theory (IDT),
which downplays dogma in favour of empiricism and rationalism (Behe, 1996). IDT
contends that irreducible complexity, stemming from the astronomical improbability
of organic self-organisation, indicates that biological order must arise through
intention (Behe, 1996). Although a reasonable teleological conjecture, IDT has
become a propagandist tool for crypto-creationism and, far from contributing towards
knowledge, has become the thin end of wedge towards enforcing some pseudo-

scientific religious agenda® (Shermer, 1997).

Fortunately, creationist’s attacks enable science to correct erroneous assumptions as
the neo-Darwinian revision: Mendel’s factors, which later lead to the idea of the gene
(Margulis, 1995), the molecular structure of which Watson & Crick unravelled; the
incomplete fossil record incompatible with gradualism was reconciled by punctuated
equilibrium (Eldridge & Gould, 1972); the apparent altruism of syrﬁbiosis and

socialisation that counter-exemplified the “law of the jungle”®

was bridged by
simulations that demonstrated how blind selfishness is sufficient for evolving mutual
cooperation (Axelrod, 1986; Dawkins 1989). However, much of neo-Darwinian
theory, represented by evolutionary psychology and sociobiology, has been gene-
centric, which fails to account for many biological phenomena®. Although Dawkins
(1976) argues that The Selfish Gene is the fundamental replicating unit of biological
selection, he goes on to suggest that the gene is not alone as a replicator but is

accompanied by the meme.

12.1.2 Culture, society, organisations and management
The Enlightenment was about rationality; it was the age of Reason. With reason came

the ideal of progress: that greater knowledge would give rise to a superior way of

living, and science would solve all problems™. It is easy to see how the a progressivist

269>

interpretation of Darwin’s theory, the “survival of the fittest™” view, would sit well

theologians (Bob Spooner, private communication) acknowledge memetics’ somewhat paradoxical
contribution. ‘
2 I would like to rename this ideological hijacking as BTD (belligerent design theory); at the same
tlme I would like to see scientific challenges to the new orthodox irrespective of the source.

* a popular misconception of natural selection

The humanities consider themselves irreducible to natural science

% a phrase coined by Herbert Spencer
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with his Victon';'m contemporaries of scientists, engineers and politicians. Somehow
though teleology seemed to have crept back in to “natural” selection and was
compounded by progressivism to suppose that nature’s intention was towardé
producing the “fittest” species (Dennett, 1995); the “fittest”, being riddled with
anthropocentric bias towards anatomical superlatives. In addition, was the naturalistic

fallacy whereby what ‘is’ is confused for what ‘ought to be”’

Evolutionary enlightened science may debunk holy order, but in stripping humanity of
purpose, ethical vacuum in left in its wake. What could science offer in exchange as
social, poliﬁcal, cultural, and moral guidance? As the essays of Smith and Malthus
had assisted Darwin in consolidating his theory of evolution then it was already
conceivable that evolutionary forces also operated in the human world. Herbert
Spencer applied the principle to sociological phenomena, race, and class in a view
known as Social Darwinism. Owing to the confusions, misunderstandings and -
prejudices of the time, as descriptive, Social Darwinism may have been flawed, but as
a scientific prescription for social progress it became a pathogenic combination.
Social Darwinists advocated a laissez-faire political and economic system where the
elite had natural right of power justified by a completely selfish ethic known as
rational egoism™. Galton’s®™ argument for hereditarianism, promoted higher
frequencies of desirable character by discouraging dysgenic procreation. Taken to the
extreme, eugenic arguments were used infamously to fuel fascist ideology of
engineering a “master race”, culminating in genocide in the name of progress. This
association has daubed Social Darwinism daubed aé “scientific racism” (Hossain,
2000)", which has served to cement the irreducibility of the humanities and erect

barriers against natural science perspectives on socio-cultural phenomena

While attempting to preserve scientific objectivity both Sociobiology and
evolutionary psychology consider natural evolutionary explanations for human social
behaviour. However, neither possesses sufficient explanatory power for providing a
coherent theory of human society (g.v.). Sociobiology, is a special case of the

-adaptionist program’, which states that genetics is the sole factor responsible for the

27 A distinction ironed out by Hume http://www.talkorigins.org/fags/evolphil/social.html
%8 Galton was Darwin’s Cousin and like Quetelet, Huxley, Lombroso, Bertillon & Babbage considered
science and social progress http://www.maps.jcu.edu.aw/hist/stats/quet/index.htm
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behaviour in humans and animals. “Pop sociobiology” (Kitcher, ibid), frequently
associated Wilson (1975), particularly raises controversy as it forcedly redirects
analysis towards people. The entirely endogenic bias upon human behaviour tends to
provoke reaction especially as it threatens notions of agency and behavioural choice,
usually resulting in hackneyed and distracting old nature versus nurture debates.
Closely related is evolutionary psychology, which re-combines the two sciences:
evolutionary biology, and cognitive psychology (Evans & Zarate, 2000). In essence,
psychological aspects are dependent upon physical brain structures that arose through
primitive adaptations. This behaviourist view then contends that action is encoded in,

and for the propagation of, the selfish gene.

Extrapolating gene-centricity of both evolutionary psychology and sociobiology,
persons are reduced to ‘lumbering robots blindly marching to the orders of their
selfish genes”*, which presents both denial and abdication of morality, of rights and
responsibilities,-on the grounds that action, however sophisticated, is innate and fixed.
Furthermore, as Wilson’s ladder is a proscription of social engineering, then we are
beyond redemption®. Although an entirely molecular evolutionary basis rejects
supernaturalism or free will, exogenetic factors are discounted. From the gene-centric
perspective culture must have an entirely genetic basis - a conclusion that is clearly
untrue! Humans are capable of cultural acquisition so, ether culture crosses the
Weismann barrier, or the claim that “it’s all in our genes” is wholly insufficient for a

theory of society.

In defiance of the modern view and Wilson’s forecast that sociology will yield viable
quantitative laws, the post-modern"i abandonment of chasing positive aljasolute truths
is away from the naturalistic perspective of society; there is no one meta-narrative that
pulls everything together". Instead relativism is held and knowledge is seen as a
construct of society (social constructivism) arising from discourse between
participating agents. Such human agency is a teleological perspective of intelligent
intentional conduct. So, although neo-Darwinism has made many corrections, the
negative connotations of Social Darwinism, combined with the academic popularity

of post-modernism, have impeded naturalistic views of society.

% paraphrasing Dawkins (1976)
%% Appendix J suggests an entirely opposite perspective.
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Management perspectives have followed a slightly different path. Economic,
technological, and demographic changes that- accompanied early 20™ century
modernity necessitated a change in management style from ad-hoc intuition to
rigorous formalisation. The early theorists, Taylor, Fayol (1949) and Weber (1947)
focused upon the rational elements of work. Thoughtless workers acted on managerial
orders towards some industrial purpose. The famous Hawthorne studies
(Roethlisberger & Dickson, 1939) however, revealed that productivity varied in
accordance to sociological conditions®. The objective of Mayo (1933)"" and the
human relation school that followed him ‘was in the reintegration of the
intraorganisational factors by harmonising the formal and informal organisation. The
sociological approach (Wamer & Low, 1947), which additionally considers
extraorganisational factors, was built upon as the contingency view that rejects
Taylor’s “one best way” edict in preference to “it depends” upon the environment
(Emery and Trist, 1965), whereupon the organisation as an open system®’ (Merton,
1957). |

In difference to the analytical approach, the systems approach™ emerging from
General systems theory (Bertalanffy, 1968; van Gigch, 1978), considers complex
interconnections, relationships, dependencies and control between elements that
comprise the whole. Contingency theorists began to notionally introduce systems
ideas into organisational investigation. Contemporaneously, operational research
suggested that lessons learned from cybernetics (Ashby, 1963) could advance
management science (Beer, 1967; Johnson, Kast & Rosenzweig, 1967). The practice
of systems analysis is the organisational application of GST (Jayaratna, 1994, Burrell
& Morgan, 1979; Cutts, 1991; Checkland, 1981; Checkland & Scholes, 1990; Senge
1990). More recent notions of non-linear dynamics have introduced complexity and
adaptation into the systems paradigm and are supportive of evolutionary ideas of

organisations (as will be seen).

Returning to faith, the teleological essence of Christendom has permeated into much

secular and modern management ideology. It will be later argued that neo-Darwinian

*! the workers felt special for being included in the study
32 in difference to the Classical school’s closed system perspective
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revisions, Complex Adaptive Systems and memetics provide a reducible
dysteleological account. The extragenetic replicator may overcome prior difficulties
(patched by the elusive notion of agency) and associations with social Darwinism,
thereby re-enabling a coherent evolutionary perspectives on culture, society and

organisation.

1.2.1.3 The introduction of memetics
Attempts to introduce evolutionary concepts into socml study have been thwarted by

ideological baggage. Before discussing how contemporaneous concepts such as neo-
Darwinism, complexity and organisational evolution are starting reacquaint sociology
with science, the origins of the term meme, as a conceptual bridging device, are

noteworthy.

It might be considered that memetics has been through three eras® and is now
entering a new age. At the outset, (era 0)** understanding was essentially proto-
memetic in that early thinkers could see this thing “out of the corner of their eye” but
had no theoretical model to hang their observations or ideas upon. Era I are the
twenty years following Dawkins’ (1976) coining of the word “meme”. A new word
had been cast into the world and exploratative minds were pondering what meaning, if
any, it had. This era saw the meme following its own theoretical contagion pattern,
which culminated in the mid-nineties with a series of books, a symposium and the
launch of an electronic journal’’, in the name of an emerging new science. These
events signified the dawn of era 2 (and current era) whereby serious academic
consideration is being given as to whether memetics constitutes anything worthwhile
or is it just a rehash of a tired old ideal. Further, this era has seen attempts at
developing memetic research methodologies (of which the current research
programme is a constituent). If current research efforts deliver their promise then they
may attract favourable selection pressure and enter into era 3. This future time might

be where memetic theories gain mainstream acknowledgement, if not acceptance, and

* this is loose terminology and I employ it in the present context to separate different stages of the
development of memetics.

** These eras are numbered here from 1976 as the beginning of era 1. Before that, the proto-memetic
age is era 0. I would have liked to have concatenated Meme era into memera, but this may be taking
neologism too far. ‘

% Journal Of Memetics: Evolutionary Models Of Information Transmission. (JOM: EMIT)
http://www.cpm.mmu.ac.uk/jom-emit/

Page 24


http://www.cpm.mmu.ac.uk/jom-emit/

4 @it i, A VUiliLd 1V 4 Vipalliloativiial 1viviliviivo

methodologies start to become operationalised particularly in the organisational and

institutional domains.

This section will discuss the tender formative years of memetics up until the mid
‘nineties. Contemporary debate (of what has here been proposed as era 2) will be
detailed in a later section (§1.2.3). The anticipated emerging era (era 3) and beyond
will be speculated in part four and appendix J.

1.2.1.3.1 Proto-memetics (pre-1976)
As with the concept of evolution, there was allusion to the memetlc idea even before

the term was coined in 1976. Such thinking however wasn’t about natural selection of
social systems, as this had been covered by Spencer, but rather with the atomisation of
socio-cultural phenomena into fundamental units of analysis. Much of the early
thinking predates genetics and metaphors were based on prevailing paradigms of the

period.

As early as 1841 Mackay had examined collective delusions & mass hysteria®® noting
that men both think and go mad in herds. Le Bon (1895) built upon this suggesting
that the individual, immersed within a crowd’s collective mentality, becomes highly
hypnotically suggestible which paves the way for thought contagion; he believed that
- people literally catch mental illness® from each other (cf Lynch, 1996). Park (1904)
ignores this preferring a sociological explanation of how people imitate & reinforce
each other in 2 circular reaction. Gabriel Tarde (1903) observed how a particular
crime appeared to spread like waves through society by the process of imitation
(Marsden, 2000%; Williams s.d.’d). Tarde proposed that, instead of the group’s or
individual’s perspective, society could be viewed as concepts or behaviours used to
classify groups®®. To Tarde, there were two forms of imitation, specifically, the
logical laws of imitation that followed a rational basis and extra-logical influences

that where imitations independent of truth or utility”. Baldwin was well aware of

%% including economic fads exemplified by tulipomania

37 Although not an academic paper, Lord (2000) suggests certain memes are pathogenic and may be
treatable through hypnotherapy

38 the “memes eye view” which would also classify an organisation by its routines & competences

*? Incidentally, Tarde also raised the possibility that it may be possible to engineer successful imitations
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Tarde’s early work and, in what is considered*" to be one of his lesser contributions -

(1894), makes the statement:

If we grant a phylogenetic development of mind, imitation ... may be considered the law
and the only law of the progressive interaction of the organism and its environment ...
Morally I am as much a part of society as physically I am a part of the world's fauna; and
as my body gets its best explanation from the point of view of its place in a zoological
scale, so morally I occupy a place in the social order; and an important factor in the
understanding of me is the understanding of it.

Here, Baldwin paraphrases abiotic evolution using imitation as the mechanism of
inheritance.

xiii

Levi-Strauss™ (c. 1950s) application of structuralist ideas (Saussure, 1916) suggests
why myths may be structurally similar despite considerable variation in the details of
characters and events. Analysis may be performed over two dimensions: the
diachronic dynamic (or melodic*®) that conveys content; or synchronic static snapshot
(or harmonic)41 that denotes structure. In order to analyse a myth’s structure it needs
to be reduced into its basic units which Levi-Strauss termed mythemes*’. In this sense
mytheme has distinct similarities to the meme although there is no inference that the
xiv

mytheme is a replicator. Bultmann’s™ structural perspective on the New Testament

was an attempt to demythologise scripture to reach the underlying karygma.

The generation of ideas and Darwinian evolution has been noted from the end of the
19th century (e.g. Poincaré and William James). Popper (1963) initially developed a
full episterho]ogy of science and spoke about conjectures and refutations. Campbell
(1960, 1974), who introduced the term ‘Evolutionary Epistemology’ (also Popper,
1972, 1984; Hayek, 1973; Lorenz, 1977; Dempsey, 1996™"), generalized Popper's
falsificationist philosophy of science to encompass knowledge processes at all
biological, psychological and social levels. However, evolutionary processes are
refined into blind-variation-and-selective-retention (BVSR) and universal selection
theory takes these to their logical extreme (Cziko, 1995, Haylighen, 1997, Edinundé,
2001"‘”). Cloak’s (1975) cultural ethology also predated Dawkins in his introduction

“® the musical metaphor can also be considered as the difference between watching a time based
oscilloscope trace and a frequency based spectrum analyser. These are related by the Fourier transform.
“! This distinction between the diachronic and synchronic (related to the genealogical and phenetic
methods respectively) is important to the development of a memetic methodology as w1ll be discussed
in part 2.

2 Mythemes as units of myth are differentiated from the fundamental units of language: phonemes,
morphemes, sememes, lexemes efc.
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of i-culture and m-culture, which Rose (1998) finds less ambiguous ‘meme’.

McKelvey (1978) introduced the fech-pool, as organisationally analogous to the gene
pool® (see §1.2.2.3.4). '

1.2.1.3.2 Identifying a second replicator
In The Selfish Gene Dawkins (1976) made the point that the gene is the fundamental

unit of inheritance, as opposed to the individual or kin; altruism is later substantiated
(Dawkins, 1989)** with reference to Axelrod’s (1986) evolution of cooperation. As
noted above gene-centricity fails to account for the culture that makes the ‘human

organisms unique (cf. Blackmore, 1999) Dawkins complains:

... I find that they [theories of kin selection and reciprocal altruism] do not begin to
square up to the formidable challenge of explaining culture, cultural evolution, and the
immense differences between human cultures around the world ... - [Dawkins, 1976
pp190-191] ,

In accordance with Campbell’s rule, organic evolution is but one instance of a more
general model of evolutionary change (Blackmore, 1999 after Durham, 1991; Cziko,

1995) then Darwinism then isn’t limited to genetics.

... for an understanding of modern man, we must begin by throwing out the gene as the

sole, basis of our ideas on evolution. I am an enthusiastic Darwinian, but I think
Darwinism is too big a theory to be confined to the .narrow context of the gene —
[Dawkins, ibid p191]

Liberating evolution from the constraints of genetic selection leads to a leads to a leap

of abstraction: there may be other replicators enable non-organic evolution.

The gene, the DNA molecule, happens to be the replicating entity that prevails on our
own planet. There may be others. If there are, provided certain other conditions are met,
they will almost inevitably tend to become the basis for evolutionary process. —
[Dawkins, 1976 pp192-193]

In the original edition of The Selfish Gene (Dawkins, 1976, p206) the meme as second

replicator was defined thus:

[the meme is]... a unit of cultural transmission, or a unit of imitation.

A later definition (Dawkins, 1982, p109) makes a more specific distinction between

the meme and its effects (as analogous to the genotype — phenotype distinction):

# Although this paper appeared two years after the publication of The Selfish Gene, it is not known
whether McKelvey was aware of Dawkins (1976), as it is not referenced. From the nature of the paper
on organisational systematics and from McKelvey’s non-use of the word meme it is more likely that
the idea arose independently.

* For consistency reasons, citations from the selfish gene will default to the 1989 edition unless
otherwise stated. '
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... I was insufficiently clear about the distinction between the meme itself, as replicator,
on the one hand, and its 'phenotypic effects' or ‘meme products' on the other. A meme
should be regarded as a unit of information residing in a brain ... It has a definite
structure, realized in whatever physical medium the brain uses for storing information ...
I would want to regard it as physically residing in the brain. Thisis to distinguish it from
its phenotypic effects, which are its consequences in the outside world. - [Dawkins, 1982,
pl109]

The first, more general definition of meme as fundamental unit has been called
Dawkins A while the meme in the head definition called Dawkins B (Gatherer, 1998
see also §1.2.3.:3.2). More recent arguments have focussed on the validity of memetics
as a science based on the distinctions between definitions. The difference is clear from

the examples provided (Dawkins, 1982):

Examples of memes are tunes, ideas, catch phrases, clothes fashions, ways of making
pots or building arches. Just as genes propagate themselves in the gene pool by leaping
from body to body via sperms or eggs, so meme propagate themselves in the meme pool
by leaping from brain to brain via a process which, in the broad sense, can be called
imitation. - [Dawkins, 1989 p192]

In the revised version such cultural elements become the effects or expressions of

memes, which are now seen as constructs of the mind (Dawkins, 1982)

The phenotypic effects of a meme may be in the form of words, music, visual images,
styles of clothes, facial or hand gestures ... They are the outward visible (audible etc.)
manifestations of the memes within the brain. - [Dawkins, 1982 p109]

Simply re-labelling a construct of the mind, as ‘meme’ however, contributes nothing
understanding culture; the explanatory power is that certain conceptual objects can

replicate analogously to genes.

The Dawkins A definition is reminiscent of Tarde’s idea of an imitation, almost a

century earlier. The meme, possessing replicator deé;; takes on'a quasi-vitality of its
own. Although Tarde had noted that extra-lbgical influences allow false or foolish
imitations to occur, this fails to exf)lain the nature of human foolishness. On the other
hand, the idea of blind, selfish replicators is illuminating; the virus of the mind image
becomes apt. The notion of a mental parasite manipulating the human body for its
own selfish ends, irrelevant of truth or utility makes much of human stupidity

comprehendible and makes sense of Tarde’s extra-logical influences of imitations.

By shifting the focus of benefit, irrational belief systems, superstition and religion®

can be understood from a naturalistic angle. It has become customary for memetics to

# Creationists, for some reason, seem to object to having their urge to spread their belief in a divine
maker compared to the symptoms of an advanced case of syphilis.
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analyse propaganda fide, the church and religion and (in many cases to mock) blind

faith’s intolerance of alternatives (part 3).

If [a meme] is a political or religious idea, it may assist its own survival if one of its
phenotypic effects is to make its bodies violently intolerant of new and unfamiliar ideas.
A meme has its own opportunities for replication, and its own phenotypic effects, and
there is not reason why success in a meme should have any connection whatsoever with
genetic success. — [Dawkins, 1989 p110]

Although a healthy dose of scientific scepticism serves to immunise civilisation from
resurgent outbreaks of mentally debilitating fideism, there seems to be more than an
element of ramming the final Darwinian nail into God’s coffin. Memetics is self-
conscious in recognising that science in general, and memetics in particular, are
nothing more than memes*. Self-reference enables an evolutionary epistemology of
memetic interpretation to be attributed to scientific processes (Hull, 1988); pseudo-
scientific (More, 1994),A>ideological hijacking and other parasitical memes can be
identified and weeded out. Furthermore, memetic self-reference recognises the
problems that science faces in that extra logical influences may be more determinant

to the acceptance of an idea than its truth or utility*’.

If [a meme] is a scientific idea, its chances of spreading through the world's scientific
brains will be influenced by its compatibility with the already established corpus of ideas
— [Dawkins, 1989 p110].

Acceptance of a scientific idea then depends upon its fitness within the existing
academic terrain; what is currently en vogue, respectable, getting media attention or
attracting research funding (and hence researchers). While the methods of science
may claim a degree of objectivity, or at least are humble enough to recognise their

own fallibility, di‘ffusion‘ of an idea may be thought of in epidemiological terms.

If a scientist hears, or reads about, a good idea, he passes it on to his colleagues and
students. He mentions it in his articles and his lectures. If the idea catches on, it can be
said to propagate itself, spreading from brain to brain. ~ [Dawkins, 1989 p192] ... If the
meme is a scientific idea, its spread will depend on how acceptable it is to the population
of individual scientists; a rough measure of its survival value could be obtained by
counting the number of times it is referred to in successive years in scientific journals. —
[Dawkins, 1989 p194]

Through memetics, self-recognition of the non-scientific aspect of the process of
science (Hull, 1988) has driven much of the ensuing debate about the validity of

memetics. The introduction of the idea of memetics itself is an object lesson in

% This is the meme-meme or the meta-meme (Brodie, 1996) and its intrinsic self-referential aspect
gives it a central role in the epistemology of memetics
47 . . . .

Assuming non-relativism, whereby not all ideas are equally true or useful
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academia’s immune response to an invading meme and is reminiscent of

Christianity’s almost allergic reaction to Darwinism.

Biologists, as we have seen, are accustomed to looking for advantages at the gene level
(or the individual, the group, or the species level according to taste). What we have not
previously considered is that a cultural trait may have evolved in the way that it has,
simply because it is advantageous to itself. [Dawkins, 1989 p200] ... Time and again my
sociobiological colleagues have upbraided me as a turncoat, because I will not agree with
them that the ultimate criterion for the success of a meme must be its contribution to
Darwinian 'fitness'. — [Dawkins, 1982 p110]

The point of difference that has marked Dawkins out as “bad boy evolutionist”
(Wired, July/Aug 1995) is .that the simple idea that something may be “advantageous
to itself”’. Cultural elements therefore may be self-effacing rather than being a product
of either human ingenuity or genetic selection. So far, the two continents of sociology
and biology have resisted merger. The meme provides an isthmus that threatens to
. overturn theories in both biology and the social sciences. For biology, the meme
means that genes are not the whole story. For the social sciences, it replaces agency

with dysteleology.

While mytheme, imitation, and tech-pool, considered by “pre-Dawkinsian™ era 0.
thinkers, come close to the concept of the meme they miss out on the rich source of
inference generated by the replicator idea. Particular value is derived from enabling
evolutionary account of socio-cultural phenomenon. Culture, society, institutions and
technology, in this view, become self-effacing systems serving their own replicators’

survival.

1.2.133 Twentieth century memetics (1976 - 1996)
The publication of the selfish gene in 1976 marked the beginning of era I of

memetics. While previous thinkers had concepts that were in need of a word,
Dawkins had introduced a word that was looking for a meaning. Before examining
more contemporary ideas (§1.2.3) of what this term has come to entail, it is worth re-

viewing some of the more important developments in the metameme’s history.

The meme brought about a few flutters of interest between the late 1970s and the
early 1990s as various independent thinkers noted Dawkins’ literary device and began
to envisage its factual (Hofstadter, 1980) and fictional (Flynn, 1990; Spinrad, 1991)

implications. By the mid 1990s the idea was starting to snowball, as more people
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spotted its curiosity value. As the deluge of literature continued, some of which was
well considered, the meme began to attract serious attention by eminent names and
instigated contemporary intellectual discourse as to the value of memetics as a

potential new area of inquiry (thus marking entry into era 2 §1.2.3).

Dennett’s (1995) argued that life could arise purely from random happenchance given
incidentally hospitable environmental conditions, without recourse to intelligent
design theories (Behe, 1996; §1.2.1.1). Although clarification of the dysteleological
argument is a common among writers of evolutionary philosophy (Monod, 1971;
Dennett, 1995; Dawkins, 1976; 1982; 1986; 1995), Dennett parts company with
sociobiology and takes on-board Dawkins’ (1976) notion that genes may not be the
whole story; he explicitly takes up the meme’s role in the evolution of human

consciousness. Bodies themselves do not a culture make. Something possesses these

bodies to act sociably. An invasion by some kind of “body snatcher” as Dennett has it.

‘The meme may circumvent the limitations a gene-centric cultural explanation but, in
preserving the deterministic adaptationist bias, also preserves much about what people
find objectionable about sociobiology. The frosty reception given by existing theorists
(for example Gould, 1997; Midgley, 1979, 2001) Dennett suggests

... that the meme’s-eye view of what happened to the meme meme is quite obvious:
“humanist” minds have set up a particularly aggressive set of filters against memes
coming from “sociobiology”, and once Dawkins was identified as a sociobiologist, this
almost guaranteed rejection of whatever the interloper had to say about culture — not for
good reasons but just in a sort of immunological rejection. —[Dennett, 1995 pp361-362]

There are perhaps simpler extra-logical influences as to why the meme is unattractive,
partly to do with antipoetic Gigeresque “parasitical” imagery™, and partly to do with
the human craving to be special (Monod, 1971). Moreover, it challenges the hallowed

ground of the gene.

Whose benefit then are adaptations are for; as Dennett puts it cui bono? Selfishness
(Dawkins, 1976) projected onto the meme-centricity of culture entails that the memes
of culture exists for the benefit of the memes of culture irrelevant of the group,

individual or for that matter even the selfish-gene. Crucially, elements of culture may

¢ Gatherer’s (1998) objection to the virus of mind metaphor (§1.2.3.3.2) is not on the grounds of
aesthetics but limitations of the over-popular metaphorical vehicle.
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actually become detrimental® to the organic platforms that they are “supposed” to
support; a position contentious to much cultural, social, organisational, managerial

and political (particularly Marxist) theory.

A far more serious problem, notes Dennett (1995), is that while memes may offer a
sound theoretical naturalistic explanation for human cultural phenomena (however
enticing or repugnant this may seem), methodological barriers inhibit the

development of a proper scientific endeavour of memetics.

... lines of descent are hopelessly muddled, and that phenotypes (the “body designs” of
memes) change so fast that there’s no keeping track of the “natural kinds.” ...even if
memes do originate by a process of “descent with modification,” our chances of cranking
out a science that charts that descent are slim. — [Dennett, 1995 p356]

Dennett does however show optimism in establishing descent in semantic properties
myth. The problem is in asserting whether two seemingly related ideas precipitated
independently owing to similar yet isolated cultural conditions (famously and
relevantly, by Darwin and Wallace) or whether imitation with variation is at work. In
raising the problem of cultural homology, Dennett explicitly suggests that the

cladistic tracing of character lineages may form the backbone of a cultural science.

This is the same epistemological problem, in the science of culture that taxonomists
confront when they try to sort out homology from analogy, ancestral form derived
characters, in cladistic analysis ... Ideally, in the imagined field of cultural cladistics, one
would want to find “characters” — literally, alphabetic characters — that are functionally
optional choices within a within a huge class of problem alternatives. — [Dennett, 1995
p357 emphasis added] :

Neither why “characters” should be alphabetic nor why Dennett does not associate
characters directly with memes (or expressions thereof) is uncertain. It becomes
apparent, however that Levi-Strauss’ structural study is tantamount to phenetic
analysis — that is classification by resemblance (Sneath & Sokal, 1973) and where
such mythemes are demonstrably inherited (i.e. are actually memes) then cladistic
analysis (Hennig, 1966) becomes relevant. It is partially the role of the present

research to improve the chances of “cranking out” a science of culture.

Lynch, (1996) makes the relationship between memetics and historiography explicit.

“ I have coined the term threshold(s) of self-efficacy to (loosely) denote the point(s) at which a meme
passes from a mutualistic to parasitic relationship with its host(s)
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Modern historiography already branches into the histories of ideas, knowledge,
inventions, and religions. Memetics, on the other hand, is a theory of how history
unfolds, one pertaining to the history of mass belief. Memetics also seeks to explain the
form and prevalence of current beliefs, and how these might change in the future. The
situation resembles the analogous relationship between the evolution theory and the
discipline of palaeontology, where palaeontology parallels historiography and evolution
theory parallels memetics theory. Though evolution refers to biological history, it cannot
incorporate a full account of that history. Likewise memetics cannot incorporate a full
account of human history. — [Lynch, 1996 p37]

Again there are echoes of that Levi-Strauss’s dimensional distinction (Fig. 1-2)
between the diachronic (the dynamic unfolding historical narrative, akin to
palacontology and historiography) and the synchronic (static ahistorical structure
dimension, akin to evolutionary theory and memetics). In a sense, the positivist

historian Buckle may also be seen as a grandfather of memetics.

Diachronic
dynamics
historiography

Figure 1-2 Relationship between diachronic and synchronic

Although Brodie’s (1996) approach is less academic, he suggests three definitions of
the meme: the biological view as a basic unit of cultural transmission (after Dawkins,
1976); the psychological view as an internal representation of knowledge (after
Plotkin, 1993); and a cognitive view as a kind of complex idea that forms itself into
distinct memorable unit and spreads by vehicles that are physical manifestation of the
inemc (after Dennett, 1995). Brody offers his own virus of the mind definition that
equates to Dawkins B (Dawkins, 1982; Gatherer, 1998) which he takes to its alarmist
conclusion. He does however join Dawkins’ (1989) rebellion against tyrant replicators
in his optimism that memetic engineering and disinfection may offer both human

development and a way out of slavery and despair.
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Fog (1996) presents a tour-de-force history of cultural selection theory and considers
the position of memetics, defined as fundamental unit of cultural selection, relative to
other evolutionary social theories. From ethology, /K selection theory (Wilson, 1975)
is adapted to fit cultural selection (Fog, 1996, 1997). Extremes of evolutionary
strategy r and K*° have been relabelled as cultural strategies regal or kalyptic
respectively; unfortunately the terminology becomes highly confused and Fog’s
- examples seem to indicate that kalyptic is more akin to r and regal to K! Criticism
aside, Fog implies memes may take r and K selection based on their cultural climate
which reflects Reynolds & Tanner’s (1983) conclusion regarding reproduction rate,

- per capita energy consumption and religious orientation.

Fog (1996) comments about the state of both memetics and the mmd of “memetlclsts
| at the time. Prevalent was the emotionally charged virus of mind strain (Brody, 1996
Gatherer, 1998) that previously had prompted Midgley’s (1979) angst. Sensationalist
non-scientific imagery (Dennett, 1990) had the meta-meme surfing the crest of a

cyber-cultural tsunami.

Meme theorists have a peculiar penchant for self-referential theories. ... This
extraordinary scientific self-awareness has led many meme theorists to present their
theories in the most popularised way with the deliberate, and often proclaimed, aim of
spreading the meme meme most effectively. — [Fog, 1996 p30] '

While much memetic rriusing was of muddled quality, the meta-meme, as ill-defined
chunk of Internet geek jargon, was diffusing; a mixed blessing as pop-science equates
to pseudo-science in the minds of “serious” academics. However, it infected enough
people that a few bégan to ponder beyond the morass and into the actual value behind

Dawkins’ innovation: what might memetic selfishness imply?

While meme theorists agree that most memes are beneficial to their hosts, they usually
concentrate on adverse or parasitic memes, because this is an area where meme theory
has greater explanatory power than alternative paradigms. — [Fog, 1996 p28]

Which not only explains Tarde’s extra logical influences but also confers with
Dennett’s previous assertion that meme theory should be accepted only if it helps us
to understand ‘deviations from the normal scheme’ (Dennett, 1995 p364). Fog

however points out the eagerness of memetics in identifying some virulent, out of

%% Whereby r symbolises reproduction (species fecundity) rate of while K is the carrying capacity
(number of individuals of a specie that the environment can sustain). Small, fast growing & breeding
organisms, such as insects and mice, are favoured by r-selection while K-selection sustains a low
population density of large, slow growing animals that are higher up in the food chain (eg. Elephants
and humans).

Page 34



s T T TTrroT T TTRTEEYT O s v s Ems et YA 4. ATATASAE YAV M

control, fad or fashion and labelling it as a meme’' while little attention has been paid
to the development of reliable epidemiological or other numerical models supported
by hard data. Perhaps this is one of the reasons why Fog shares Dennett’s pessimism

for the development of taxonomy.

The products of cultural evolution or conceptual evolution cannot be systematized into
distinct classes and it is impossible to make a strict evolutionary taxonomy of cultures. —
[Fog, 1996 p30]

The conjecture of the current research is that the limited maturity level and theoretical
strength of memetics has prevented solid empirical research. We are now however
entering an era where contemporary interdisciplinary approaches are pointing towards

the feasibility of memetic methodologies.

1.2.2 Contemporary thought -

There are problems associated with keeping up-to-date with the literature of an
intrinsically eclectic and exponentially developing field®>. The meta-meme seems to
be enjoying the epidemic of fame that it predicts. In this literary explosion, there is
probably more related research “in press” than there is in publication and so it is

important to narrow reviews to what is relevant.

This section looks at three contemporary strands related to organisational memetics.
First is the new science of complexity, which offers further explanations for the
origins of life, and societal organisation. Second, evolutionary psychology draws
upon contemporary evolutionary theory when considering human systems but avoids
the ideological baggage of social Darwinism and sociobiology. Third, current

evolutionary schools of organisational thought illustrate theoretical 6onvergence.

This review will proceed to examine current state of memetics and then finally move

onto the core theme of organisational memetics.

*! Indeed Wired magazine features a monthly list of top 10 memes! www.memepool.com does similar.
52 Bearing in mind that the bulk of memetic literature has been published since embarking upon the
current research.
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1.2.2.1 Complexity, chaos and order
Although complexity is not a direct component of the current research this “new

science” has provided fresh insights into natures puzzle and is enabling the acceptance

of neo-Darwinian evolutionary theory into the framework of social understanding.

The Newtonian and enlightenment conceptualisation of ‘the universe was that it
obeyed regular laws like clockwork and sufficient investigation would eventually
reveal the formulae that are followed. The view was that complicated behaviour
would be mapped by complicated functions. Paradoxically Freeman’s (see Gleik,
1988) meteorological simulations demonstrated chaotic unpredictability of non-linear
dynamics that is: infinitely complex behaviours could arose from very “simple”
functions. The growing availability of cheep computer processing power stimulated
both an artistic and scientific fascination with the dynamics of chaos. Accompanying
this came the vocabulary and images of swirling strange attractors, the beetle-like
Mendlebrot set, garish fractals (fractional dimensions), cascading bifurcation and self-
similarity (Gleik, 1988). Many of the generated images bore an uncanny resemblance
to the patterns of order of found in nature such as trees, ferns, coastlines and clouds. It
became a possibility that, underlying the bewildering complexities of nature are just a

few elementary rules.

From absolute order to utter chaos is a continuum. Both extremes are hostile to life;
too much regularity constitutes a high entropy situation whereby energy necessary for
sustenance can no lbnger be transferred; too much turbulencé and structure is torn
apart. Between lies a narrow band of Complexity in which life is ‘poised at the edge of
chaos’ (Kauffman, 1993). Complexity essentially inquires as to how mind-numbingly
intricate and sophisticated systems arise through a set of fundamentally simple
intrinsic rules upon regularities or schemata (Gell-Mann, 1994). Self-organisation,
otherwise known as aufopoiesis (Maturana & Varela, 1980), is typically exhibited by
complex adaptive systems™", which are expression of schemata. The value of
complexity theory here is that it provides a naturalistic account™ of how living and
sociobiological systems can arise through Darwinian evolution acting upon a

comparatively simple replicating molecular substrate (Waldrop, 1992; Gell-Mann,

%3 and demolishes the irreducible complexity objection thrown up by intelligent design theorists in their
meme’s need to preserve a supernatural creator.
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1994). Human social systems too can be viewed as self-organising complex adaptive
systems. From this position it is possible to consider how culture and social
- organisation may also be complex expression of a simple non-genetic replicator. Gell-

Mann (1994) makes explicit the connection between schemata and the meme.

1.2.2.2 Towards and away from an evolutionary sociology
A debate between Runciman and Giddens held at the London School of Economics in

June 2001 represents both a mild resurgence in evolutionary considerations within
sociology while at the same time reiterates many confusions and taboos that
proliferate. Runciman and Dennett (who was in the audience) have written on the
topic of memes and while Giddens may not have, his structuration theory conveys the
notion of reproduction. However, with the exception of Marsden, the ‘M’ word went

un-uttered. A report of events is éiven in Appendix N.

1.2.2.3 Organisations evolving
Academically, organisations, as societal entities, tend to attract sociological or

anthropological treatments. As these tend to dismiss evolutionary ideas as generally
irrelevant to their concerns then institutional evolutionary theory has inherited “wild
fringe” status and ‘has become somewhat marginalized by the field. However,
“outsiders”, whose backgrounds and interest in organisations are not primarily
sociological, have begun to reintroduce more naturalistic orientations particularly in

the light of complexity and neo-Darwinism.

METAPHOR
(is a bit like)

Loose
representation

representation /

Abiotic
domain

Biotic
domain

Figure 1-3 Organisation as organism metaphor
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Positions on organisational evolution range from loose metaphorical allusion to
attempted formulations of greater rigour. Such thinking, it will be argued, has. been
converging with the current research albeit without the notion of the meme, which

offers the mechanism for evolution.

1.2.2.3.1 Morgan’s 1mages of organisations
Morgan (1997) indicates that it is common for managers (among others) to employ

imagery in their attempt to understand and control organisations; metaphorical
representations bring familiarity to complex, intangible and abstract social entities.
Morgan’s point is that the ability to see things from “new angles” (or different
metaphors) introduces new possibilities and solutions (Gordon, 1978, Lakoff &
Johnson, 1980; Tsoukas, 1991). To this end, he does not go beyond the level of
orgahisational metaphor. Although several images are explbred, the two
representations most relevant to the current investigation are organisation as machine
and organisation as organism. The distinction between “mechanistic” and “organic”
approaches to organisation and management was previously pointed out by Burns and
- Stalker (1961). These essentially opposing metaphors are reminiscent of the
contrasting views where intelligent design verses blind emergénce, and suggest the

perceived degree of management agency in organisational activity.

From the mechanical perspective managers are seen as the designers and operators of
sophisticated institutional tools and it is their foresight, calculation, experience and
knowledge thét keeps the machine “well oiled” and running efficiently. Success
depends upon the ingenuity of top-level strategies and the ability of management to
implement their policies. The view is that the organisation is a closed system and is
given the anélytical approach with little regard to extraorganisational influences.
Clearly mechanical images of organisations are related to the early classical schools

of scientific and administrative management.

The strength of this metaphor is that mechanistic approaches to organisations work
well in contexts where machines work well. That is, for a definable repetitive task in a
predictable, stable, orderly environment (cf Fordism). The drawbacks as pointed out

by Merton as far back as 1957 and rephrased by Morgan (1997, p28) are:
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.. mechanistic approaches to organization often have severe limitations. In particular
they (a) can create organizational forms that have great difficulty in adapting to changing
circumstances; (b) can result in mindless and unquestioning bureaucracy; (c) can have
unanticipated and undesirable consequences as the interests of those working in the
organisation take precedence over the goals the organization was designed to achieve; (d)
can have dehumanising effects upon employees, especially those at the lower levels of
the organizational hierarchy. —-[Morgan, 1997, p28]

So, while the mechanistic model is efficient in an orderly world, where the causal
texture becomes a turbulent field (Emery & Trist, 1965), or in contemporary parlance,
encroaches upon the edge-of-chaos conditions, then a rational rule base however

complicated can never be sufficient to handle systems complexity.

Contingency theory, with its consideration of extraorganisational influences, was a
movement from the mechanical to the organic. Organisations as organisms are driven
.by survival needs. Selection, .though market forces operating upon competitors
determines the shape 6f those who continue to exist. Here the commercial
environment is capricious & unforgiving and mefely grants those that safisfice® a
continued existence. Management decisions are relegated to epiphenomenona and the

best they can hope for is sufficiently quick adaptation to shifting circumstances.

Each metaphor, as Morgan states, has its merits and the principle advantage of the
organic model is that it emphasises lifelike characteristics and relates the organisation
with its environment in a way that the mechanical model does not. As an open system,
an enterprise is entirely contingent upon its surroundings and “needs” must be
satisfied in order it to survive (Price & Shaw, 1999). The organisation as organism
also makes the parallel to biological evolution and shows commercial competition in
the light of Darwinian natural selection. Within this analogue arises the organisational
“specie”. concept (cf McKelvey, 1978) that suggests the reason for niche activity and

differences in organisational characteristics.

There are however, as Morgan states, weaknesses to organistic image. One difficulty
is the disanalogy with functional unity whereby when organism’s subsystems work

against each other then the results may be fatal. Different elements of an organisation

3 hitp://web.uvic.ca/akeller/pw406/resources/design/satisfice.html Defines: To obtain an outcome that is
good enough. Satisficing action can be contrasted with maximizing action, which seeks the biggest, or with
optimizing action, which seeks the best.
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(people), on the other hand can and do lead separate lives. Another point, and more of
a warning than a weakness, is reminiscent to the problems of Social Darwinism that

modern theorists are keen to avoid.

... the danger of the metaphor becoming an ideology. This is always a problem in
applied social science where images or theories come to serve as normative guidelines
for shaping practice. — [Morgan, 1997 p71]

The main danger here is that while academia may deal with neutral abstractions,
practicing managers hanker after realistic solutions and so tend to be dismissive of
philosophical nuances. Misapplication of Darwinian theory by management is as

potentially tragic as social Darwinism.

Morgan’s images serve as a good starting point for seeing whether or not the
organisation as organism metaphor can lead to greater scientific rigour and
naturalistic understanding of institutions. Whittington’s strategic positioning adds

another dimension.

1.2.2.3.2 Whittington’s perspectives
Whittington (1993) also encounters the concept of evolution in the organisational

domain with the question What is strategy and does it matter?

OUTCOMES
Profit-Maximising
PROCESS- - CLASSICAL IEVOLUTIGANRY .
Deliberate SYSTEMIC l PROCESSUAL Emergent
Pluralistic

Figure 1-4 Whittington’s views on strategy

In a similar fashion to Burrell and Morgan’s (1979) sociological paradigms and
organisational analysis which positions modes of social inquiry between the axes of
regulation-change and subjective-objective Whittington locates approaches to strategy
between the dimensions of the strategy’s outcome (from profit maximising to

pluralistic) and its processes (from deliberate to unintentionally emergent). Four
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quadrants are formed (shown in Fig. 1-4) which Whittington terms: classical,

systemic, processual and evolutionary.

‘ There is some uncertainty in Whittington’s model in terms of the relationship between
profit maximisation and evolution (in the biological sense). It seems as though
Whittington has adopted the survival of the fittest misinterpretation meaning that
profit (planned or otherwise) is the criterion for survival. The processual quadrant

seems to be a closer characterisation of what is herein understood about evolution.

1.2.2.3.3 Aldrich’s alternatives
Howard Aldrich (1999), a proponent of the evolutionary view of organisations

identifies and assesses six alternative contemporary views of organisations:
ecological, institutional,' interpretive, organisational learning, resource dependence,
transaction cost economics. These approaches have leanings either towards the
objective classical analysis or the constructed post-modern interpretation. Though
'some of these perspectives already allude to evolutionary processes, Aldrich argues
that each may provide a contribution to an evolutionary understanding of
organisations. The processes that he identifies which result in evolution are variation,
selection, retention and struggle. Though this is similar in principle to Darwinism

there is the additional process of struggle.

Underlying selection pressures and the search for effective variations lies the scarcity of
resources within organizations, between organizations, and between populations.
Struggle occurs within organizations, as members pursue individual incentives as well as
organizational goals. — [Aldrich, 1999 p32]

Aldrich’s view of the processes also differs from Universal Selection Theory’s blind-
variation and selective-retention (Cziko, 1995) on the grounds that organisational
variation may be either intentional or blind. In this view intentional rational agency
plays a role (ie. formal change programmes or official tolerance to innovation) and

variation is not entirely accidental.

A core issue in this process is as to, organiéationally, what is being selected. The
focus of the evolutionary perspective has changed dramatically since the early

attempts of social Darwinism

Modern evolutionary models of social units are concerned with the processes by which
these entities change, not with classifying outcomes, as was true of earlier efforts, such as
those of E. A. Ross or Herbert Spencer. — [Aldrich, 1999 p35]
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Essentially this is the distinction between doing and being. Here the question becomes
as to what an enterprise does as a series of practices and activities rather than what an
institutional object is. The distinction clearly draws attention towards the relationship
between behavioural aspects and evolutionary processes (Aldrich, 1999). Two levels
of selection have been proposed: (1) routines & competencies, and (2) the
organisations themselves. These levels are reminiscent of The Selfish Gene hypothesis |
(Dawkins, 1976), which argues that the fundamental unit of biotic selection is not at
the kin or even the individual scope but at the level of competing genes. The selfish
gene hypothesis supports the proposition that selection is acting on routines &

competences. Aldrich elaborates:

Organizations, then, are the temporary repositories of competencies and routines that are
held by their members and embedded in their technologies, material artefacts, and other
structures. The distribution of these competencies and routines in a population depends
on the selective survival and growth of organizations that contain different combinations
of them. Analysis should therefore focus on conditions favouring the selection of
routines and competencies, with organizational survival a secondary corsideration.
[Aldrich, 1999 p36] '

Routines & competencies™ could be expanded to include other minutiae in the
organisational nexus of schemata (Gell-Mann, 1996) including the norms, taboos,
language, rituals symbols (Price & Shaw, 1998), and unwritten rules (Scott-Morgan,
1994) that determine the institutions selective inclusive fitness in a particular market

landscape (Lord et. al., 2002).

1.2.2.34 The Organisational Specie Concept
An organisational classification might indeed relate to the market landscape. It has™

been noted, however, that there is a lack of sophistication in organisational

classification as McKelvey states:

Organizational scientists have not developed a widely accepted scheme of classifying
observed differences among organizations. Nor has there been any development of
organizational taxonomy. Instead simple typologies based on one or two organizational
attributes...have been offered. ...Because of their simplicity all existing typologies
pertain only to limited aspects of organizational behaviour. — [McKelvey, 1978 pp1428-
1429]

It has been said that if a formal and scientific classification of organisations existed,

there would be no need for contingency theory; biologist do not need contingency

%5 It is as if Aldrich is wanting to use the word ‘meme’. It is not clear whether Aldrich was unaware of
the term or simply avoiding it for reasons of reputation. Certainly in 2000 (as will be noted later) he
makes the link explicit ‘Let’s take the argument that, in fact, [Susan Blackmore’s] right and that is
that; let’s take routines and competencies as the equivalent of memes.’ http://www.etss.net/
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theory (McCarthey, 1998 after McKelvey, 1975). Instead of using simplistic
typologies or reinventing the wheel, McKelvey draws upon well-established methods
of classification not traditionally associated with the functional approaches adopted by

organisational scientists.

...over 200 years of experience in biology may offer lessons that apply equally well to
organizational classification. There is some risk in adopting the biological metaphor, but
there is a reason to believe organizations have much in common with biological
organisms. — [McKelvey, 1978 p1429]

From adopting biological metaphor there arises the possibility of an organisational

specie concept (as analogous to a biological specie) that has been elaborated thusly

An organisational specie is defined as a form of organization which exists through
generations of individual organizations which are members of the specie. For a
successful organizational classification a specie concept comprised of isolating,
ecological and generational mechanisms somewhat analogous to the biological
mechanisms may be called for. The application of such a concept implies certain
assumptions about organizational forms: (a) That natural selection forces operate to
determine which forms will be viable in certain environments and that different
-environments will lead to different organizational forms (b) That isolating mechanisms
exist which serve to preserve organizational forms; (¢) That mechanisms exist which
pass forms intact through successive generation while still allowing adaptation in the
long term as a consequence of environmental pressure. — [McKelvey, 1978 p1431]

Logically, the organisational specie concept allows other ideas that can also migrate
across the analogue such as organisational evolution, speciation and so on
(McKelvey, 1982; Aldrich, 1999). Though McKelvey only produces a preliminary
sketch of a dendrogram which shows hypothetical classes of a then untested theory of
organisational difference he does propose a similar ranking scheme as suggested in
the current research (§1.1.5.2).
McKelvey draws ideas from numerical taxonomy, as a means of biological
systematics (Sneath & Sokal, 1973), although he does indicate the problems of its
organisational application (McKelvey, 1975) similar to those encountered in their

biological use. Of particular value is the concept of the polythetic group whereby.

... organisms are placed together that have the greatest number of shared character states,
_and no single state is either essential to group membership or is sufficient to make an
organism a member of the group. — [Sneath & Sokal, 1973 p21]

Or more precisely (McKelvey, 1978; Aldrich, 1999 p36).

A polythetic group is one where (1) each member possesses many properties, p, of a set
of properties, P, (2) each p in P is possessed by many members, and (3) no p in P is
possessed by all members

A polythetic group approach to organisational classification is in contrast to monthetic
grouping schemes (whereby all members possess the same set of properties)
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traditionally used by essentialists and past typologists. Such a classification of
organisations then, takes into account the plethora of characteristics (routines,
competencies and so on) that can be ascertained and renders populations amenable to

numerical taxonomic methodology (Sneath & Sokal, 1973).

The organisational specie concept then may be defined as:

. polythetic groups of competence-sharing populations isolated from each other
because their dominant competencies are not easily learned or transmitted — [McKelvey,
1982, p192]

It is debatable whether the competences are difficult to transmit in themselves or
whether ingrained epistemologies of practice inhibit learning. In explaining the reason

for isolation between polythetic groups, McKelvey all but uses the word ‘meme’.

There also seem to be mechanisms isolating the technologies of various organizational
species. The difficulty of learning methods peculiar to certain jobs, craft skills, the
extensive knowledge of various professions, and management methods peculiar to
certain workplace technologies acts as a barrier preventing the movement of core
technologies form one organizational specie to another. --- The problem of a generational
mechanism analogous to the intercommunicating gene-pool, which allows long term
evolution while preserving stability in the short term, may be solved with the concept of
a tech pool. — [McKelvey, 1978 p1432]

Seeing peculiarity of methods as being the barrier to competency transmission
however does not reveal much insight. Unfortunately, the term tech pool doesn’t
convey the principle of replication or collaborative selfishness that meme pool does.
On the other hand, seeing routines, competences (and other characters) from the
memetic point of view is in alignment with the definition of organisational specie as a
~ polythetic group. Different species may (by definition) have different competences at
a given memetic locus. As memetics alleles (alternative practices) compete for
acceptance then it can be seen how the development of new competences are arrested,
how patterns become locked in and how organisations become ossified in their own
traditions (Price & Shaw, 1998).

1.2.2.3.5 Organisational Cladistics
Conventional organisational typologies, like the original Linnaean biological system

that assumed special creation, classify without consideration of evolutionary

processes. Since McKelvey stated that

There are no examples of evolutionary classification of organizations and hereto-fore
organizational typologists have not recognized evolutionary (explanatory, casual)
typologies or classifications. — [McKelvey, 1978 p1430]
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significant mileage has been gained in adapting biological methodologies fof the
application of analysing patterns of organisational evolution (McCarthy et.al. 1997;
McCarthy, 1997). Cladistic methods (Hennig, 1966) were used to elaborate on
untested preliminary sketches (McKelvey, 1978) where upon a pattern of descent in
manufacturing systems were confirmed and a cladogram of the .automobile
construction industry was constructed. Cladistics, in difference to its rival phenetics
(Hull, 1988), directly assumes phylogenetic principles (pattemns of descent with
modification). Unfortunately, accepting phylogeny a priori presents certain
methodological difficulties (Sneath & Sokal, 1973), and it is the partial aim of the
current research to resolve these. One problem is with the ability to construct a
cladogram even where no phylogeny is present. Such a situation would construct a
pattern of coincidental similarity (i.e. phenetic) that has arisen though some process
other than evolution. ”A'ypplyingv cladistic methods alone neither demonstrates the
presence nor absence of evolutionary processes. So while the method itself may be
theoretically sound in biology, its organisational application is debatable without
providing an independent demonstration that evolutionary processes are responsible
for the patterns that cladistics show. Secondly, even if there is a phylogenetic
relationship, and if cladistics does accurately depict it, the method provides no
theoretical niechanism to explain how inheritance, variation, selection and other
evolutionary aspects are occurring or what is being selected. Thirdly, and in the
absence of a mechanism of inheritance, it is uncertain whether Darwinian evolution is
occurring or sdmethi_ng else. Fourthly, the McCarthy study focussed on the variations
demonstrate evolution of manufacturing technique and not of organisational
evolution; it is appreciated that the method could be expanded to cover wider
organisational parameters however. Should these difficulties be resolved then
cladistics would indeed become a powerful analytical tool. The current research, in
attempting to show that memetic methodologies are feasible, also provides a first test
for a mechanism of inheritance. In doing so it begins to upholster the a priori
assumption, and thereby contributes to resolving the difficulties, of organiéational

cladistics.

%6 More recent application has been performed by Fernandez & McCarthy (2002) and Tsinopoulos &
McCarthy (2002)
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1.2.3  Contemporary Memetics

For some opponents of 'memetics’ in any guise, the mere idea of it is totally
misconceived, whether because (as the Reductionists argue) cultural evolution is really
all about the workings of our genes, or because (as the Creationists argue) it's really all
about the souls implanted in us by God, or because (as the Post-Modernists argue) no so-
called theory of cultural evolution will ever explain it any better than any other so-called

theory — [Runciman, 19997,
Memetics, at the current time, may be said (as with the previously suggested
chronology) to have moved into the second era whereby scholars, starting from the
mid 1990s, began to recognise the idea’s potential. The next decade may see the
beginning of a third era in terms of operationalising the theory and finding practical
uses. Contemporary memetics seems preoccupied with establishing whether or not the
meme has mileage as an academic subject. Proponents of the memetic stance are
trying to gather acceptance through the channels of rationalism and theorising®’. A
certain amount of empirical work is however being done in actual mémetic research,

some of which is in the organisational field of memetics.

1.2.3.1 Acceptance of the meme -
As John Dunne®® put in prose ‘No man is an island entire of itself: every man is a

piece of the continent, a part of the main.’ It is universally familiar for humans, as
social beings, to learn skills from others and to pass those skills on. The basic concept
of the meme, using the literary device of a spreading infection, appeals to common
experience and is readily accessible to the layperson without recourse to scientific
sounding jargon®. The popularisation of a faddish theory without adequate theoretical
justiﬁé'éti'on places it in the same box as an “wild fn'nge” and therefore giv’e‘s"it no

place at the high table of proper scientific inquiry®.

Dawkins (1982) had attempted to preserve his own academic respectability by
distancing himself from being idolised as the father of the new scientific field. Rather

than instigating an encroachment on anthropological and social scientific territory,

57 Or, as Giddens would have it, making up “just so stories”
%8 Dunne’s Meditation 17 (1623-1624) also makes an interesting allusion to memetic recombination.

http://www.imaginary.com/~borg/Literature/Poems/Meditation17.html

% once explained the meme concept to a friend of mine, who the same day explained it to someone on ‘
a bus in Sheffield.
8 As the absence of the M word at the LSE debate shows
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Dawkins says that his intention behind christening® the meme was to illustrate his

argument about genetic replication.

My own feeling is that its main value may lie not so much in helping us to understand
human culture as in sharpening our perception of genetic natural selection. This is the
only reason I am presumptuous enough to discuss it, for I do not know enough about the
existing literature on human culture to make an authoritative contribution to it. —
[Dawkins, 1982 p112]

Released upon the unregulated agar of net culture, the meta-meme spread like
wildfire. Like so many other newly colonizing memes, the message became
somewhat marginalized simply by the nature of the medium. Towards the mid 1990s
a growing number of vociferous pundits began to expound the philosophical
importance of memetics (Dennett, 1995; Fog, 1996) calling for paradigm change
(Khun, 1962; Brodie, 1996). This can be seen as a transitional time whereby the meta- -
meme mutated from an intellectual curio into a fully-fledged contender fighting
entrenched disciplines for serious academic recognition. However, because of its
rather feral heritage, many difficulties needed to be addressed in order to tame the

meme.

The initial description of ‘'meme' by Dawkins is rather vague, as he admits himself,
which is a possible reason for current diverging views on what a meme really is, and how
the memetic model can be used. We are confronted with an avalanche of books, essays,
and publications scattered over different journals and disciplines, with dialogue flashing
up here and there in an unstructured manner. Many dialogues disappear after only a brief
lifespan. This chaos exists because a general framework is lacking. — [JOM:EMIT**]

Perhaps the most significant step towards acceptance, other than attracting Dennett’s
eye, was the launch of the Journal of Memetics: Evolutionary Models of Information .
Transmission (JOM: EMIT) in May 1997. This electronic journal set out to resolve
some of the more serious issues in memetics by adding some structure to the situation
and bringing some respect to the emerging discipline. Although other memetic forums
and sites of varying quality existed on the web at the time, the JOM: EMIT attempted
to confer kudos and quality by being the first peer-review approved journal by

university academics.

In collaboration with the Principia Cybemnetica Project, the JOM: EMIT organised the
first symposium on memetics, as part of the 15th International Congress on

Cybernetics in Namur (Belgium) in 1998. Papers presented discussed the

%! to mix a metaphor
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fundamentals, computers and networks, evolutionary mechanisms and the relationship

to the social sciences™.

Another sign of the growing acceptance of memetics was a conference held a Kings
College, Cambridge entitled ‘Do memes account for culture?’ (Aunger, 1999).
Discussion revolved around whether memetics contributed anything more to the
understandings de{leloped by anthropologists or whether it was an unnecessary
distraction. Although Dawkins (1982) had made his caveat about the memes value to
cultural understanding, he seems to once again changed tack at the discussion at
Cambridge. Presumably, the growing recognition of meme theory means that his

acquaintance with it would no longer threaten his respectability.

Many of the arguments concern whether memetics should be treated as an actual
science or just as a meaningless diversion from sensibility. Agreed, memetics is to
some extent a radical and currently unsubstantiated intrusion upon established

academic territories. As Gatherer (1998™) points out

Memetics as it currently stands is a strange beast, an unrealistic psycho-epidemiology,
laden with neologisms, neither theory of mind nor theory of culture. To make it into a
science, we need to move forward into territory already occupied by diffusion
sociologists and social psychologists — [Gatherer, 1981]

Indeed, flowing from the analogy that the memetics itself is a virus of the mind then
the corpus of knowledge can be seen as being infected and its “immunological
defences” (Dennett, 1995) against the non-trivial threat of paradigm change (Khun,
1"9'6'."2:)Ware being activated by launching counterattacks of the invading contaglous
thought (Brodie, 1996). Biologists, anthropologists and sociologists have been
provoked into making the most violent reactions as it is in their areas that memetics
threatens greatest reforms. Here, various criticisms have been made that the meme is
a useless abstraction, that memetics has nothing to contribute to cultural evolution or
that culture does not evolve. Memetics, though predominantly deterministic has

however begun to make inroads into humanism (Arcaro & Brown, 1999)

Memetics seems to spend a disproportionate amount of time protecting and promoting
itself (Fog, 1996), and positioning its theories with relevance and relation to existing
fields (Edmunds, 1998). Though rich in theory, memetics leaves an empirical chasm

(De Jong, 1999). Paradoxically meme theory, as meme theory rather self-referentially
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would anticipate (Fog, 1996), is in danger of transcending its own threshold of self-
efficacy™ meaning that it exists solely to justify its own existence. Memetics has been
preoccupied with defending the philosophical merits of a science of memetics to
buckle down and actually do a science of memetics! As Hull said at the 1999
Cambridge conference (Aunger, 1999)® its time to stop talking about it and start

doing memetics.

1.2.3.2 Main themes of Memetic research
The majority of considered opinions about the nature of memetics have been

contributed through the Journal of Memetics and this (along with a few other
publications) is the primary source of literature concerning contemporary memetic
research. Contemporary treatments of memetics can be partitioned into four main
categories that have varying degrees of relevance to the current research
Philosophical, historical and definitional aspects; Socio-cultural dynamics; Modelling
memetic evolution; and Proto-cultural analysis among non-human species (which will

go unelaborated).

1.2.3.2.1 Philosophical, historical and definitional aspects
By far much of the debate on memetics has revolved around the issues of whether

memes exist in the first place, if so, what are they and where do they reside? Does the
meme theory tell us anything new and useful or is it misleading rehash of failed

theories? Rose (1998) neatly encapsulates these issues as four controversies.

The first controversy is concerned with whether memes are internal or external and
stems from definitional ambiguity between internal representations and external
expression. Rose says that Cloak’s (1975) i-culture and m-culture® are less confused
and perhaps more useful than memes. Gatherer (1998) suggests that Dawkins initial
and revised formulations might be called Dawkins A (DA)* and Dawkins B (Dg)
respectively. The Dg view is the internalist view of Thought Contagion (Lynch, 1996,
1998; Dawkins, 1993) or Virus of the Mind (Brodie, 1996), whereby individuals have

2 The most academic way I could invent to say a meme has turned from being a mutualistic symbiote
with its host into a parasite. A more spreadable way is to say it has become a klingon.

¢ paraphrased from memory

8 instructions in the nervous system & manifestations of instructions as material structures respectively
% 1 shall introduce and use this symbolism for convenience
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memes that are transmitted by imitation (Blackmore, 1998). Lynch (1998) takes an
extreme internalist view by introducing the term mnemon. While Dy has been given
attention by meme theorists, Gatherer argues (as does Langrish, 1999) that this view
of memetics is retarding the field and that D, should be afforded serious
reconsideration. The problem: D4 is ambiguous while the Dg view of individuals
carrying unobservable memes, prohibits empirical study. Gatherer (based on Benzon,
1996) offers a “soft” behaviouralist alternative where observable expressions enable
positive inquiry, particularly the present study of organisational routines and
competences (McKelvey, 1978; Aldrich, 1999). Marsden (1998) suggests that social
contagion theory has a long history and is evidence-rich even if theoretically bankrupt
in the social sciences; memetics, on the other hand, is ‘a body of theory without
evidence’ (ibid). He (1998) argues that thesé theories are two sides of the same coin
and calls for their synthesis into a comprehensive body. Marsden (1998) further
argues that the individual perspective is the wrong level of inquiry. While arguments
still rage across discussion boards; the hankering for a definition has become a
research impasse; perhaps we should adopt Aunger’s (1999) reasoning that
‘Definitional uncertainties should not stand in the way of progress, it certainly did

not in the case of genetics during the first part of this century’

The second controversy in meme theory (Rose, 1998) is whether or not memetics is
Lamarckian. In biology, the inheritance of acquired characteristics is now widely
rejected, as exogenous influences to the phenotype cannot cross the Wisemann
barrier. However, cultural information transfer between brains requ.ires66 some
mediating phemot-ype‘” (Wilkins, 1998) and imitated action necessarily affects the
recipients’ mental structures (Rose, 1998; Blackmore, 1999). So, while the causal
arrow from genome to morph is strictly unidirectional, cultural transmission b.etween
brains, via mediating artefact (etc.) bi-directional: phemotype affects memotype®.
Affected characters of a mediating artefact may become inherited entailing that

cultural inheritance would be Lamarckian rather than Darwinian. This Lamarckian

view emanates from definitional controversies between internalist and externalist

% in the absence of telepathy (Rose, 1998), the hundred monkey syndrome (Shermer, 1997) or other
dubious mechanisms

%7 one posting on the memetic discussion list proposed the use of deliberate centre capitalisation of
“pheNotype” and “pheMotype” to visually distinguish between genetic and memetic expressions.

58 Used to denote the substrate independent code of the meme and used in analogue to the genotype —
sometimes called memome (as with genome).
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memetic perspectives (Rose, 1998). The Dg “mind viruses” proposition (Gatherer,
1998) enables the bi-directional Lamarckian causal arrow between meme encoded
brain and expression (Rose, 1998). The D4 view does not demand rigid partitioning
between memotype and phemotype but rather that “mind, matter, and motion” offer
different memetic substrates®®; under certain conditioﬁs, they are interchangeable.
Memes no longer leap from brain-to-brain, but flow along media lineage in which
brains may participate. Whether this view is Lamarckian, Darwinian or something
else has received little attention in the literature. Marsden’s (1998a) argument that the
individual is the wrong level of inquiry, suggests a wider social scope that sheds Dg’s
anthropocentricity. Rather than a population memetics (Gatherer, 1998), focus is
shifted to adherents of ideological clusters™ that are persistent in character but
variant in size as individuals switch their allegiances. In accordance with neo-
Darwinism’s prohibition on traits acquisition, then character innovation represents

novel cluster formation.

The proximity between theories (§1.2.1) raises the third of Rose’s (1998)
controversies: is memetics just a sanitised rehash of sociobiology (or social
Darwinism, or evolutionary psychology etc.l..) or can the meme contribute a clearer
way of understanding culture’'? Rose (ibid) concurs gene-centricity’s insufficiency
but requires ‘the addition of cultural mechanisms where they are necessary in order
to accurately describe or explain behavioural phenomena.’ (Rose, ibid). Memetics
supplements the gene by which to compensate for sdciobiology’s deficiencies. By
definition’?, memetics is not socio-biolbgy: postulating the existence of memes
implies that it is not all in the genes. Darwinian natural selection however, is
preserved and arguments against this position involve metaphysical philosophy

beyond the scope of this research.

While Westoby (1994) wrote ‘Memes share the farmyard with us and it is up to us
which of them we let push us around’, Dawkins concludes that ‘We, alone on earth,

can rebel against the tyranny of the selfish replicator’ (1989 p201) Rose’s fourth

% Other options are written, digital storage and so on. Recent memetics list mailings also go so far as to
say that genes are just another form of meme.

™ As Marsden doesn’t specifically state this scope then my mterpretatlon (in concordance with the
research findings) is offered briefly here. It will be covered in greater detail in part 4.

! Although I think the understanding of culture is just a component of what memetics has to offer.

" Definitional uncertainties aside.
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controversy is whether we can rebel through foresight or are we deterministically
predestined. Rose argues that ‘...[Dawkins] assumed there was “someone' beyond the
constructs of the memes and genes who could do the overthrowing.” To say that
cultural norms (memes) can bypass instinct (genes) is one thing, but what decides
between competing memes? Rose (1998) rejects the notion of some “central executive
self” with foresight or rational choice that ‘undermines the value of meme theory as
an evolutionary process’ and that ‘We might as well attribute meme selection to
magic’ (ibid). While philosophical issues of free will and ethics are outside the current
inquiry, invocation of some ‘“higher” selecting intelligence, ob\}iates memetic
explanatory power without further contribution. This is a problem with the Dg virus of
mind view that attempts to distinguish “you” from “invaders” (Langrish, 1999)
wherein ‘The independent mind struggling to protect itself from alien and dangerous
memes is a myth’ (Dennett, 1995, p365). Fortunately theoretical consistency méy be
maintained without transcending the meme concept. An epistemic meta-context
(More, 1994 is sufficient for cultural selection (also Price 1998, 1999; Price and
Shaw, 19987%). Memetics’* would contend that epistemologies, paradigms, and other
more abstract philosophical knowledge real.ms are themselves evolving memeplexes;

or selectemes in Langrish’s (1999) terminology”.

1.2.3.2.2 Socio-cultural dynamics
In contrast to gene-centric theories that have had limited penetration in the social

sciences, memetics, by introducing novel Darwinian arguments, is deliberately
trespassing on the hallowed ground of social inquiry. At the same time ésr arguing for
social evolution, meme theorists need to distance the idea from prior theories. Gabora
(1997) lists a revision of Darwin’s prerequisites for evolution as being: A pattern of
information; a means of generating variation; a rational for selecting ﬁt»var'iations;
and a way of replicating and transmitting selected variants. Accordingly they should
also be evident in culture.

Gabora (1997) considers information from a mathematical stance (Shannon, 1948,

Shannon & Weaver, 1963) of a system’s combinatorial state space. If a social system

3 The fifth attribute is covered in §1.2.4.2
™ or at least my view of memetics
> my term is epistememe meaning epistemological memeplex
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1s considered within cultural state space, then it is easy to see how the meme; as unit
of cultural transmission is a pattern of information. Practical notions of signal error
and correction (particularly Hamming’s ideas) become relevant to the social research
methodology particular]y in the mapping and metrication of cultural forms. The
simple existence of a cultural information pattern gives no indication of its origins,
however it is clear that culture is far from static: there is variation in cultural patterns.
As Gabora (1997) states ‘the bottleneck in cultural evolution is the capacity for
innovation.” So how is this innovation generated? Does culture advance through the
enlightenment dream of intelligent rational progress or though a series of cumulative
serendipitous blunders? Cultural innovation is traditionally seen as brought about by
the special few; much has been written human ingenuity (Koestler, 1964; Dilts, 1994;
Dilts, Epstein & Dilts, 1991). Pretti & Miotto (1997), draw attention to the familiar
link between creative genius and mental illness; psychiatric pathology, they argue,
also provide mechanisms for innovation and cultural evolution. The connotations are
that the individual is faulty where deviating from collective normalcy (Brant, 1985;
Castelfanchi, 2001) however, the epithet of “delusional” may be seen as maintaining
the theoretical, theological, ideological, or political’® status quo (Rosenhan, 1984;
Watzlawick, 1984; Horwits, 1984; Orwell, 1949!) and enforced through power vested
in regulatory memes, such as education, psychiatry, law and polity’’. There is
however and espoused premium on creativity which is bounded’® within the existing
presidents — to be sufficiently new but not intolerably so (cf. Toffler, 1970). Tolerance
of a certain amount of variety, analogous to a healthy gene-pool, enables not only

cultural adaptation but also cultural adaptability (Fog, 1997 after Sahlins, 1960).

Arguably, social impositions (higher-level memes) pre-govern creative direction,
acting contraceptive to certain innovations while feeding others. According to
Gabora’s (1997) third prerequisite, creative variants are selected for retransmission.
Gabora (ibid) notes ‘brains select memes that satisfy biological and cultural needs’.
For situations too complicated for genetically determined instincts then innovated or

imitated behaviour steps in and the brain’s role is in storage and selection of what is

76 An extreme example being Soviet psychiatry http:/www.geneva-
initiative.org/geneva/info/gipinmedia/interview.htm

"7 The present research suggests that the Episcopalian meme (appertaining to the presence of bishops
for example within Roman Catholicism) is regulatory to others within the memeplex.

78 A ‘significant and original contribution to the body of knowledge’ within the regulations of academia -
is an example.
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appropriate. By analogy to alleles then generated or acquired ‘allomemes’ (Durham,
1991) compete for selection by the brain for space. Allomeme selection reflects
Rose’s (1998) fourth controversy: whether some “central executive self” chooses, or
the epistemic meta-context (More, 1994) inured by preceding memetic encounters is

determinant.

- The final prerequisite for cultural evolution is that selected variants spread through a
population. Social science has noted patterns under the guises of social diffusion,
social epidemics, and social contagion. In line with Darwin and Dawkins, memetics’
preferred term is replication; the relationship between memetics and social contagion
has been covered by Marsden (1998). The contagion view of the memetic stance has
its basis in the “virus of mind” model (see the first controversy) and enables
explanations for the spread of non-rational behaviours in terms of fitness of the
behaviour itself. Examples include religions and cults (Dawkins, 1993; Lynch 1996),
scripture (Pyper, 1997), Usenet content (Best 1997), management practices (Price &
Shaw, 1996; 1998), consumer behaviour (Brodie, 1996) and the Werther effect of
suicide contagion (Marsden, 2000b, 2001).

1.2.3.2.3 Modelling memetic evolution
The third main strand of memetics, as categorised here, concerns attempts to identify

the components & dynamics of memes and to form & apply mathematical models.
This area is directly relevant to the current research for encoding and analysing
organisational characteristics. Edmonds (1998), notes that memetics is oi)en to outside
influences leading to healthy variation in memetic models but points out the current
uncertainty over what constitutes a good memetic model. He suggests that inclusion
in a complete explanatory chain from theory to phenomena will determine their

utility.

Langrish (1999), like Gatherer (1998) argues that, by ignoring Dawkins’ original
formulation of a second evolutionary process, viral models (Lynch, 1996; Brodie,
1996) impede memetics. To overcome this, three broad non-viral types of meme are

identified: recipemes are competing ways of doing things, which may be compared to
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Price’s technomemes” or the work of McCarthy et. al. (1997); selectemes are
competing ideas of “betterness™ that provide frameworks for selecting recipemes and
resemble the value meme concept (Beck & Cowen, 1996); and explanemes are
competing accounts of why things work and, at a higher level, are related to
epistememes®’. Whereas recipemes may be transmitted by imitation (e.g. Blackmore,
1999) explanemes, to tell their particular narrative, require some specialised mediating
symbolic language. More importantly for the academic study of organisational
memetics, Langrish has associated explanemes with the formation of institutions.
Institutionalised explanemes can be interpreted not only as abstract competing
“schools of thought®' whereby adherents engage in a given conversation, but also as
organisations (as they are commonly understood) that maintain a given rational of
practice. The Christian church, with its own special symbolism, terminology and

ritual, for example, is based upon reasoning from theistic premises.

Wilkins (1998) proposes a close and strict analogy between biology and memetics,
arguing that shifting from the narrow focus on vertebrate animal evolution that gives
rise to apparent disanalogies, would enable perception of general evolutionary
properties of both domains. Similarly, Price & Lord (2000) have conjectured an
isomorphic proposition (Tsoukas, 1991) between the biota and abiota. In both cases,
the proximity of biology to memetics has indicated methodological translation.
Aspects of this translation, owing to its centrality to the current research, are relevant
to part 2. Lynch (1998), in difference to Wilkins (1998), relanguages core memetic
concepts to emphasise dysanalogy to biology; introducing mnemon (referring only to
memory abstractions without their expression), Lynch takes a particularly internalist
perspective. He attempts an algebra for representing host populations and diffusion
dynamics but unfortunately is lost in clumsy grammar, especially as readily applicable
notations exist. Best (1998) accuses Lynch (1998) of misusing mathematics and of
doing damage to the memetic research program. Lynch (1998b) points to the

suspicion that scientists hold for fields without mathematical expressions. Moreover

7 Price used this term express the idea of a phylum of memes of technique on the memetics discussion

list 1997 http://aldebaran.cpm.aca.mmu.ac.uk/~majordom/memetics/old/0238.html
80 My suggestion (http:/aldebaran.cpm.aca.mmu.ac.uk/~majordom/memetics/2000/5717.html) that

epistemologies are evolving memetic entities (meta-evolutionary epistemology) the meta-meme can be
viewed as an epistememe.
81 perhaps a school of thought has similar dynamics as a school of fish
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he suggests that Best’s statement may discourage people from pursuing mathematical

investigations.

Ignoring the argument between Best and Lynch, Kendell & Laland (2000) take
models from cultural evolution and gene-culture co-evolutionary theory (Cavalli-
Sforza & Feldman, 1981; Boyd & Richaerson, 1985; Feldman & Laland, 1996) and
introduce them into memetics. They argue that despite technical and linguistic

differences, the two disciplines have similar goals.

Part of the excitement generated by the memetics movement surely reflects the fact that
the meme concept by its very existence operationalises culture, breaking it down into the
kind of discrete packages that can be subject to scientific enquiry. We believe that
mathematical analyses, using cultural evolution and gene-culture co-evolutionary
models, can be profitably employed in restricted domains, where cultural traits or memes
are easily defined and quantitative studies are possible. — [Kendal & Layland, 2000]

They formulate an example to illustrate how hypotheses, such as Blackmore’s idea of

imitation advantages, may be theoretically tested using mathematical population

genetic methods.

1.2.4  Organisational memetics
Previous sections have covered historical and contemporary themes relating to

memetics. Here the central topic organisational memetics is considered as this points

directly to the research question.

1.2.4.1 Memes into management
As detailed previously, Tsoukas (1991), following Morgan (1986) suggests greater

rigour in the organic model of organisations while Aldrich (1999) has covered the
principle of organisational evolution. McKelvey (1978, 1982) has introduced the
organisational specie concept along with a classification schemata based upbn
routines & competences. McCarthy et. al. (1997) have produced cladograms of
manufacturing methods. None of these however, make reference to the meme concept
although Aldrich (2000™", following Blackmore, 1999) later makes an explicit
connection between routines & competences and the meme as the fundamental unit of

selection in organisations.

Let’s take the argument that, in fact, [Susan Blackmore is] right and that is that; let’s take
routines and competencies as the equivalent of memes. Humans, decisions, strategies, all
those things become not our focus anymore. Those are all, again, simply ways in which
routines and competencies make copies of themselves. It's a fairly radical way of
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thinking about selection logic. It means that if we truly focused on routines,
competencies, practices, we would NOT follow people anymore in our research. We
wouldn’t follow people anymore, we would follow how competencies spread, replicate,
and insinuate themselves into organizations. People would sort of disappear from our
equations. [emphasis added]

Polythetic grouping upon different sets of routines & competencies when equated
with memes certainly supports McKelvey’s (1978) organisational specie concept82 by
suggesting a plausible evolutionary mechanism for inheritance and differentiation

among organisations.

While Campbell (1960, 1974) had considered evolutionary epistemology, Price (1995
and later Price & Shaw, 1996) viewed organisational learning as a selection process
and draws direct inferences from biological proéesses and particularly to the work of
Dawkins (1976). Price (1994) draws a parallel between self-serving unwritten rules
(Scott-Morgan, 1994), and DNA in order to suggest that ‘companies are creatures.of
their memes in the same way that organisms are creatures of their genes’. Langrish
(1999), in his three-way typology has made a similar connection between explanemes

and institutions.

For organisational memetics (Price, 1995) then, components of an enterprise’s
culture®® such as routines, competences, knowledge, unwritten rules, taboos, norms,
traditions, structures, explanations, epistemologies of practice and so forth are
conveyed as fundamental memes units. As price (1997) puts it ‘Until some such
shared pattern emerges, ... no organisation exists.’ This is the “corporate DNA”
(Baskin, 1998) that has the phemotypical (Wilkins, 1998) expression as an

organisation.

The memetic stance clearly supports evolutionary perspective of organisatidns and
strategy (Whittington, 1993; Aldrich, 1999) and by providing a candidate mechanism
of cultural variation, selection and inheritance (Gabora, 1997). Obviously,
memetically mediated autopoisis (Maturana & Varela, 1980) is a radical departure
from classical management theory’s notion of rational design. The issues are then,
how does meme theory explain change and persistence in organisational forms and is

there any empirical method of demonstrating this?

82 1t also equates McKelvey’s tech pool with the idea of a meme pool analogous to a gene pool.
% The term organisational culture is perhaps used here in a broader sense than normal
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1.2.4.2 Organisational persistence and change
Speel (1997) defines ‘Institutions are rules stipulating which specific actors have the

power to make decisions’ while De Jong’s (1999) shifts from power to coping in
defining institutions as ‘rules which enable actors to cope with uncertainty when
making decisions’. Notably both definitions are closer to Langrish’s (1999)
selectemes than explanemes in that that institutions act as an information filters that
allows certain dominant arguments to be expressed and discussed while ‘recessive'

ones are latent.

Similar to Frank’s (1999) view that investment memes has little or no correlation to
economic soundness, Vos & Keller (2001) discount the rational of wealth
‘enhancement & efficiency behind corporate mergers and acquisitions because of
appallingly poor levels of success. A more tenable account, they argue, is that those
memeplexes that purchase management power through imperialism increase their

own replicative ability.

In suggesting that a meme is the component of language which maps a single
organisational | feature Giroux, Taylor & Cooren (1998™") go on to posit that
organisations are ‘discursively realized phenomenon’. Interestingly, their starting
point is with Giddens’ structurational hypothesis that replication of the organizational
pattern enables it to persists over space & time.

Price &‘ Evens (1993) reflect upon their industrial experience, drawing from
biological theory, to suggest that organisations change, not through gradualism but
through punctuated equilibrium (Eldredge & Gould, 1972) whereby long peﬁods of
stability are punctuated by environmental catastrophe and radical change.
Organisationally, the tendency is towards stability and tradition of underlying mental
models and memes replicate themselves. Organisational change occurs in accordance

to shifts in memetic or mental patterns (Price, 1997; Price & Kennie, 1997).

Building upon Price (1994), Price & Shaw (1998) consider Shifting The Patterns of
limitation in which management become entrapped. They note the self-propulsion

within the fad industry and that silver bullets and miracle cures often, once the initial
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novelty has worn off, fail dismally. The reasons for this, Price & Shaw argue, are
ingrained patterns: urgency, being “fixed” and abdicating responsibility®. Of course,
any cycle of quick relief addiction (Senge, 1990) is all very profitable for drug-

5 855

pushers, pharmaceutical giants, “management guru’s” or other “fad vampire’s®” who

have a vested interest in the problem’s perpetuation and propagation.

More importantly, Price & Shaw’s (1998) equation between patterns of management
and memes makes pertinent Dennett’s (1995) question ‘cui bono?’ Adopting the
selfish-meme’s eyes view reveals the source of change resistance. Not only is the
organisation an expression of the meme but also is the machinery for the meme’s
replication. A replicator conveys sameness, so from its “perspective”, high fidelity
maintenance of the status quo is a matter of self-preéervation and so a “successful”
corporate meme is one that has acted as an ‘invisible antibody to change’ (Price &

Shaw, 1998 p139).

Memes that inhibit change may be in contention with the demands of a turbulent
environment thereby posing a threat to the organisation’s very existence. It is not
enough to merely see limiting patterns but also to be able to shift them to empowering
ones®®. Price & Shaw (1998) mention four parallel attributes across the isomorphism
(Price & Lord, 2001) that provide clues towards memetic health.
i. Flexibility through minimum specification

ii. Diversity and variety

iii. Isolation and intérconnection

iv. Pattern shifting capacity
The commonality is evolvability, by analogy to the genetic capability for evolution,
confers an innate ability to adapt (Sahlins, 1960). Price (1995) points to the flaw

within the classic icon for “the survival of the fittest”:

The cheetah, fastest of all land animals, is the most specialised, leanest and fittest
member of the cat family. It is also a genus of its own in that family and it possesses less
surplus genetic material than other big cats. The genetically lean cheetah “strategy” has
proved far less adaptable than the more genetically diverse mainstream gene of the lions,
tigers, leopards and wild cats — [Price, 1995].

8 Watzlawwk et. al. (1974) note similar patterns in psychotherapy & the failure of 1* order change.
> as phrased by Michael Doyle of Meme Works (private communication)

% Several practical intervention techniques are discussed which have distinct analogues in

psychotherapy. Unfortunately, how they work is not covered from a meme theoretical perspective.
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Sharing this fitness ideal, initiatives like Six Sigma or Lean Production seek to

Oxxvi

eliminate muda in order to improve value (Pyzdek, 2000™""). Fitness does not equate

to health and overspecialisation becomes an -evolutionary straightjacket®’. Adaptive
designs carry excess genetic capacity, which gives them an escape route for when
their world changes. Correspondingly, provision of requisite mental variety may be
derived from enabling different conversations in organisations — acting like gene-

shuffling transposons (Price, 1994).

Price & Shaw (1998) argue for a fifth attribute that has no naturally occurring

equivalent.

As a species we alone have grown beyond our biological inheritance, we can also grow
beyond our cultural inheritance. — [Price & Shaw, 1998 p313]

This concerns leadership in the sense of intentionally going above and beyond

limiting patterns and moving closer to the edge of chaos.

Marsden (1998b) raises a few issues regarding Price & Shaw’s (1998) ‘unorthodox

understanding of the relationship between meme and organisation’ and points to the

problems with the disanalogies between organisations and organisms®®

Organisations are not physically bonded, rather relations between their constituent parts
are informational: Organisations themselves do not reproduce whereas organisms do:
Unlike organisms, organisations have phylogenies: Companies do not have any needs
themselves, unlike organisms. — [Marsden, 1998]

Price & Shaw (1999) reply

... extended phenotypes are not physically bonded neither are, say, symbiotic organisms
co-evolving, yet replicator theory explains the resultant complex order. Second
organisations, or at least organisational strategies and processes, are very definitely
reproduced through imitation. Third McCarthy et. al. have demonstrated organisational
phylogeny and introduced the prospect of the twin sciences of organisational memetics
and organisational cladistics. Finally, while companies may start as vehicles to deliver
individual needs we would argue they become institutions with, in a sense at least, their
own - or their memes' - needs. Who in an organisation has not heard the expression “what
this organisation needs is ....... — [Price & Shaw, 1999]

Indeed the current research undertakes to at least explore these issues.

87 As McCarthy said at the 2002 conference of the Manufacturing Complexity Network (paraphrased
from memory) ‘the British supermarket supply chain may be the leanest and most efficient in the world
but it is killing us’

8 1 suspect the line reading ‘Unlike organisms, organisations have phylogenies’ was intended to be the
other way around.
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Marsden goes on to make a few other minor criticisms before hitting one of the
central controversies of memetics (Rose, 1998) saying that Price & Shaw ‘promote a
velvet revolution in corporate culture’ where managers are able to ‘rebel against the
tyranny of selfish replicators’ (Dawkins, 1976). Free will, choice and determinism, as
philosophical abstractions are an interesting aspect of memetics. Crossing the gulf
between academia and practical ‘management, such “rebellion” becomes a‘ critical

point and Aldrich (1999) point to how a manger’s would view such an issue.

Managers, almost by definition, believe that most of what they do is not blind; they
assume that they can use their skills, when faced with uncertainty and risk, to improve
- their situations — [Aldrich, 1999 p25]

Of course a purely deterministic book aimed at decision makers would be
meaningless (and un-saleable!) and Marsden, in stating that ‘homuncular-speak sits
uneasily with meme theory’ suggests that the Price & Shaw may have stated their case
more élearly by employing existing non-memetic theories. The autho;s contend
however that dualist homunculi are unnecessary as there are memetic patterns that
permit inquiry into other memetic patterns. Based on this argument, Price (1999)

takes a more philosophical perspective and observes that:

Indeed, finally abandoning any self outside memes and genes seems to demand more, not
less, self awareness.

1.2.4.3 Most recent directly related research
Methods of organisational cladistics (McCarthy et. al., 1997) have more recently been

applied in electronics manufacturing (Fernandez & McCarthy, 2002) and methods of
drug discovery (Tsinopoulos & McCarthy, 2002 )

Price & Lord (2000) had suggested an isomorphic proposition between biota and the
abiota (for terminology see §1.1.5). This offered the translation of biological methods
across to the abiotic domain. Lord & Price (2001) demonstrated the validity such
* domain transfer by applying phenetic methods for the reconstruction of phylogeny of
western Christian denominations. A further demonstration of method was performed
upon players in the Facilities Management field. (Lord, Lunn, Price & Stephenson, -
2002). These papers are direct components of the current research and will be detailed

in relevant parts of this volume.
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1.2.5 Summary of Literature
The strands of thought spanning from primal myths of supernatural cosmogonies to

recent speculation around social systems as evolving complex adaptive systems splits
and intertwines many times, but finally comes to full convergence when the
organisational “gene” is introduced.

The enlightenments rejection of dogma and blind faith in exchange for modern,
progressive, rational science paved the way for Lamark, Darwin, Wallace, and their
contemporaries, to speculate evolutionary accounts for species; although the likes of
Spencer and Galton considerd social implications, the confusions and agendas
presented Social Darwinism as justification for racism and atrocity. While the new-
synthesis corrected many misconceptions for biology, evolutionary theory upon
sociology was tarnished; socio-biology suffered but evolutionary psychology éttempts

to steer clear.

New twentieth century working practice attracted scientific approaches to
management. Subsequent studies lead to the recognition of the importance of social
factors. Later, organisations became viewed from the perspective of systems theory.
More recently, organisational theory has abandoned reductionist principles, drawing

instead upon post-modern perspectives of society and culture.

Tarde’s imitations had faded into obscurity long before Dawkins and the selfish gene.
Definitional ambiguities, fringe associations, and a methodological void arrested the
fecundity of meta-meme and it took nearly two decades to gain serious academic
recognition. Although riddled with controversy, the meme promises explanatory
power for socio-cultural evolution. On the other hand, complexity principles
resurrected thoughts around social self-organisation and natural selection; teamed up
with the meme, a science of organisational evolution becomes coherent without the
taint of social Darwinism. While theoretical space is being explored, it is being left
empirically unfulfilled for want of methodological maturity. The role of the present
research is to provide evidence that such a methodology is possible; part 2 proposes a

test.
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Part 2: Towards the Development
of a Memetic Methodology

We can scarcely imagine a problem absolutely new, unlike and unrelated to any formerly
solved problem but, if such a problem could exist, it would be insoluble. In fact, when
solving a problem, we should always profit from previously solved problems, using their
result, or their method, or the experience we acquired solving them. Hence the question:
do you know of a related problem

- How to solve it: George Polya (1957, p98)
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2.1 Methodology Infroduction

If we were to accept memetics in its epistemological capacity, it would peel away the
altruistic fagade of knowledge to expose its selfish core. This sceptical slant gives us
the ability to challenge accepted truths and envisage the possible existence of

alternative explanans.

Any newly emerging strain of scientific thought, en. route from daydream to
established fact, has to run the gauntlet of criticism. The evolutionary mechanisms
described by the philosophy of science selectively weed out spurious ideals and

preserves legitimate claims that do carry substance (Hull, 1988).

Evolutionary biology and organisational theory, despite crossing paths on several
occasions, have historically managed to maintain mutual segregation by prohibiting
theoretical hybrids. Complexity, neo-Darwinism and memetics challenge this self-
serving dichotomy. By providing a dysteleological minimal heuristic by which
organisations can arise, there is motion towards theoretical unification. Furthermore,
and on a pragmatic note, thé memetic stance on organisational maladjustment is

promising in terms of corrective intervention (Price & Shaw, 1998).

The introduction of a second, non-genetic, replicator is producing an explosion of
socio-cultural hypotheses and it is the role of science to determine which endure. As
part 1 saw, memetics is currently theory laden as opposed to being an empirical
science; the role of the current part of the research is to exemplify such maturation’s
feasibility. A method of evidencing the presence of an organisational inheritance
mechanism may be constructed by building upon contemporary theory. Application of

the method to empirical evidence is tested in part 3.
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2.1.1  Objectives and structure of this section
As part 1 showed, the current research has an extensive and eclectic and, in terms of

memetics, almost exclusively theoretical, background. Having identified the yawning
empirical gap in organisational memetics, this section concerns itself with the first
part of the core objective: seeing whether or not a memetic methodology is possible,

by attempting to build a prototype.

The, existing literature contains the foundations upon which the method can be build;
these cover among other things, the epistemology, the means of modelling and other
assumptions used in constructing a methodology and later selection of the test case. A
key supposition is the isomorphic proposition drawn between the biota and abiota as
this enables justification and clarification of, the organisational “gene” hypothesis

and also suggests domain translation of appropriate biological methods.

Secondly, it is important to know whether or not the method works; validation criteria
require setting whereby the uncertain method can be compared to a known quantity.
The specific stages and techniques of the proposed process can then be described in

sequence along with specific methodological difficulties that may arise.
Owing to computational complexity of the method’s implementation could only be

achieved practically through computerisation. Implementation is covered here (and in

more detail in appendix C).
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2.2 Premises and assumptions

In the vast corpus that surrounds this research there are many, varied, often
conflicting, concealed or confused assumptions. In order to present a coherent
method, the selected assumptions are explicitly stated and clustered according to their
source. |

1. The epistemological and ontological premises that underpin the methodology
and subsequent assumptions.

2. Metaphorical models of organisations are viewed. Particular emphasis placed
on the organic analogy, as this is one of the key starting premises in
developing the both the organisational “gene” hypothesis and the memetic
methodology.

A simplified model of biotic evolutionary concepts and processes.

4. Systematics, cladistics and numerical taxonomy conéepts are covered to show

how attempts have been made to reconstruct evolutionary patterns within

biology. These offer pointers towards the development of the method.

2.2.1  Philosophical Stance

2.2.1.1 Metaphysics and epistemology
Social systems have evaded natural understandings and the question of what

organisations are remains open. Can organisations be classed naturally? The starting
point of this question is natural science. This relates to the metaphysical theory of
naturalism, which holds that all phenomena can be explained mechanistically in terms
of natural (as opposed to supernatural) causes and laws. The Sceptic’s Dictionary’

says that

Naturalism posits that the universe is a vast machine or organism, devoid of general
purpose and indifferent to human needs and desires

Related to this is dysteleological aetiology, which rejects the premise that natural

events are intentional; rather, events are results of antecedent blind natural forces.
With roots in the natural sciences, this work leans upon positivism not merely because

of its evolutionary orientation but also by Comte’s ideas about classification and

development of human thought. Further, positivism has been used to refer to the unity
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between natural and social sciences and has echoes in social Darwinism and socio-

biology.

Postmoderism (after Toynbee, 1939) and the abandonment of the scientific pursuit
and technological conquest of nature’s absolutes, has made its presence felt
(particularly in the social sciences) and perhaps this experience gives positivism the
opportunity to mature into neo-positivism'. This term requires explanation. The
positive values are upheld: evidence over opinion; reason over dogma; and sense over
superstition. The neo prefix infers a variant on positivism: not strictly in an original
naive realist, progressive, objective sense as characterised by Newtonian physics.
Consequently, pragmatic and rigorous science can be conducted while acknowledging

the context of, but un-distracted by, relativism’s caveats.

Dawkin’s idea of the meme is a rational extrapolation from naturalism to culture that
has spawned a body of theory that invites a positive treatment. Memetics, however, is
a fledgling epistemology in its own right and has peculiar relationship with
postmodernism®. Constuctionism sees knowledge as a social construction; similarly
knowledge, viewed as evolving selfish replicator (Gabora, 1997; Cziko, 1995) and as
Tarde’s extra-logical influences would suggest, has no necessary connection to

objective “truth™,

Moreover, the meta-meme’s acknowledgment of its own selfish viral nature raises -
certain Russelian paradoxes that are beyond the scope of this discussion®. For the
purposes of this research epistemological emphasis is placed on the positive aspect: it
is about a science of memes and of social organisation; the Latin etymology of ‘fact’,

should be borne in mind at all times".

! Although this term has been associated with the Vienna Circle and is closely related to logical
positivism, that use had an abstract philosophical orientation. Here I prefer to give a meaning to neo-
?ositivism that is associated with the philosophy of science.

And Price (private communication) has described ‘memetics as postmodernism red in tooth and
claw!’
* Although purporting to be true within an environment where “truth” is valued would increase a
particular meme’s fitness along with the fitness of the “truth” memeplex.
* Perhaps therefore, pan critical rationalism (More, 1994) offers an epistemic meta-context in which
symbiotic memes can be cultivated using the instruments of natural science.
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2.2.1.2 Homomorphism ,
A characteristic of the natural sciences is their aim in producing rigorous models’

therefore a naturalistic science to organisations would consider a rigorous model of
such. The process of modelling produces a representation”’, which in mathematical
terms is related by homomorphism whereby some éspects of the phenomenon being
modelled are deleted or distorted. Different assumptions to modelling will produce
alternative representations or homomorphs, as different types or amounts of
information will be lost (Fig. 2-1). Some homomorphs are more representative than
others and it is fhe role of methodology to suggest which are which. Progress in
explaining biological phenomena, from superstitious creation myths through to neo-
Darwinian evolutionary theory, illustrated this point (in part 1). The role of this
current research is to test a memetic methodology, which entails a rigorous
naturalistic model of organisations. The specific relationship between biology and
organisations will be investigated later; an abstract approach to modelling using

mathematical logic is treated here.

Phenomenon

Homomgdrphism j Representation 1

Homomoyphism i v Representation k

Representation j

Representation i

Figure 2-1. Alternative homomorphs
Starting with metaphorical abductive reasoning®, from the all the possible
explanations for an observation, the more plausible are worth pursuing. To exemplify:
Observations of phenomenon (A)’ suggest an array of competing representations® (i.e.

homomorphs) yet a scientifically rigorous model remains to be developed. However,

3 model and theory are taken here to mean the same thing

§ Abduction plays the role of generating new ideas or hypotheses; deduction functions as evaluating the
hypotheses; and induction is justifying of the hypothesis with empirical data. The methodology of the
research follows this pattern.

7 Although the example is intended to be abstract, A could be read as Abiota while B is the Biota as
this is what they later refer too.

¥ Taking a homomorph as a meme then competition becomes based on fidelity, fecundity and
longevity.
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there may already be some other phenomenon (B) that has tried and tested rigorous
model (B;) and from which inspiration can be drawn (Polya, 1957). Noting that one
particular model (Ax) resembles B; then this may help formulation of, or at least
speculation about, a rigorous model A, for phenomenon A. From here (Fig. 2-2) we
can begin to develop upon the most promising homomorph of A using scientific
methods (Tsoukas, 1991).

Phenomenon A B
Phenomenon B
A has arange —

- has a
of loosely O T, scientifically

fitting models o © A4 v rigorous model
N | Ak \/ > B
T A - i’ '
¢ AT

One model of A resembles B,

Figure 2-2. Developing a promising homomorph

2.2.1.3 . The isomorphic proposition
It is possible to contrive homomorphs (for two phenomena) that are isomorphic’ (see

Krippendorff, 1986" for definition of isomorphism). However, where the models hold
résemblance, yet the phenomena are very different, then one or both of those models
must be poor. On the other hand, where the phenomena are in proximity and one of

their models is known to be reliable then it likely that the other model is also'°.

The methodological value of homomorphism and isomorphism arises through what

Price and Lord (2000) termed the isorﬁorphic proposition (Fig. 2-3) that, for the sake
of argument, proposes that the models are the same. Continuing from the example
above, assuming that we are now speculating about a n'gorous model A;; the loose
model Ay has resembled B, therefore phenomena A can be approximated to B. We
can now propose a new model, A, is isomorphic to existing model B,. In doing so we

presume that A; has been generated with the same rigour as B; (by the same methods).

® Isomorphism is a special case of homomorphism where no information is lost — the two models are
structurally identical and interchangeable.

' A mathematical ideal would be where the phenomena were identical and perfect modelling achieved
a loss-less homomorphism — the isomorphic relationships between phenomena and models would
constitute an equivalence class
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Inference that <, Phenomenon B
A,is made by ‘. hasa
scientifically ‘. scientifically
rigorous model ) rigorous model
Isomorphism proposed
between models

Figure 2-3. Making an isomorphic proposition

The isomorphic proposition doesn’t so much require proof in itself but rather it offers
a starting point for building a better model of some poorly understood phenomenon.
Its first strength is in generating a series of hypotheses (constituents of A;) by
translating B,; one of which the organisational “gene” hypothesis. Its second strength
is that, because it also translates proven methods, then there is a means by which each
individual hypothesis may be tested (Fig. 2-4). It will be shown how phenetic
methods are may be applied to the abiotic domain. First the problem of organisational
homomorphs will be’ considered. Then evolutionary processes and biological

taxonomy, as constituents for translation will then be detailed.

//"’m"—\\\\
A D
Transfer of L L

: proven methods S
Testing of ; across domain /é; ‘‘‘‘‘‘

model against
evidence using
proven methods

Generation of hypotheses
in model of A

Figure 2-4. Generation and testing of hypotheses using the isomorphic proposition

2.2.2 Organisational theory

Central to this research is the question of what are organisations? Although the
process of ‘organisation’ indicates a structuring, within the context of management
and business an organisation is taken to mean Complex bureaucratic organisation

(Etzioni, 1961; 1964), corporation or enterprise. Here however, a more abstract
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working sense of any social grouping with a discernable order is provided as this
-assists understanding without predetermining the result. Perhaps the best exemplars
are where people form groupings by some common “purpose” altﬁough other forms
are to be borne in mind and teleology is not implied. In any ensuing text where greater

specification is required, the word organisation will carry a relevant adjective.

Organisms
(Biota)

Organisations
{Abiota)

A 4

Models of
evolutionary biology

Figure 2-5. Images of organisations as homomorphs

In attempting to understand what organisations are Morgan (1986) suggests

... that all theories of organization and management are based on implicit images or
metaphors that lead us to see, understand and manage organizations in distinctive yet
partial ways ... The use of metaphor implies a way of thinking and a way of seeing that
pervade how we understand our world generally — [Morgan, 1986 p4]

But that

We have to accept that any theory or perspective that we -bring to the study of
organization and management, while capable of creating valuable insights, is also
incomplete, biased, and potentially misleading. — [Morgan, 1986 p5]

Models, theories, images and metaphors of social organisations, are just
representations of predominantly intangible, complexed entities consisting of people,
property, knowledge, routines, competences, practices, stories & traditions, tangled
social relationships, emotions, ambitions, fears and so on. As models are homomorphs
they delete, distort & generalise; various organisational models that focus on differing
aspects. Morgan presents several images of organisations (machines, organisms,
cultures, brains, political systems, psychic prisons, flux and transformation and
instruments of dominion; Fig. 2-5) with the intention of providing alternative
metaphorical viewpoints and while there are overlapping elements focussing on one

does not deny the value of another. From the point of view held here though, the
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issue is with Jogos rather than mythos (Reyervik, 2000) aﬁd thereby with conferring
the rigours of natural science to organisational theory (Tsoukas, 1991). Although it
might be possible to draw up an isomorphic proposition for each of the metaphors'’,
abductively the prime candidate, and the one perused here, is the ‘organisations as
organisms’ variant. A few common and intuitive observations give rise to this
speculation:

(a) Organisations exist in marketplaces (and environments): Although competitive
commercial activity operates in marketplaces a wider conceptualisation is
beneficial and non-commercial arenas of activity should be acknowledged'?. The
market is widely regarded as one element of a complex interplay of environmental
factors which include those which are economic, technological, legislative,
demographic, cultural and so on. Many different kinds of market places exist
supporting different industries and institutions.

(b) Organisations have traits: Characteristics commonly considered by
management studies are the organisation’s structure, which includes the division
of work, headcount, authority, order, location. Organisational behaviour also
contributes characteristics such as routines & competences (McKelvey, 1978)
rules & procedures, practices, efficiency, quality, revenue among other classic
definable parameters (Khandwalla, 1977; Hrebiniak, 1978). Along with these are
intangible sociological parameters such as: taboos, subcultures, traditions,
epistemic practice and ‘unwritten rules of the game’ (Scott-Morgan, 1994). ‘

(c) There is a diversity of organisational forms: Clearly, many there are a diverse
range of organisations, governmental, commercial or otherwise. This commercial
diversity is differentiated by their traits.

(d) Viability is governed by organisational traits and market forces: Organisations are
transient; there is a time of their inception, and a time of their ultimate demise.
Their success is a contingent relationship between what they do in the face of
market forces, technological developments, competition (and so on) and through
investment in adapting to meet with changing environmental pressures (Emery, &
Trist, 1965). An organisation’s viability and therefore its continued existence, is
influenced by its structure and behavioural response to the pressures of the

marketplace. The organisation (particularly commercial) that has some character

' Price (1999) argues substance of other non-mechanical metaphors within the memetic stance.
12 Such as faith groups competing for adherents shown in part 3.
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that provides it with a competitive edge has more favourable chances of -

continuation than its rivals.

These simple observations, in accordance with the ‘organisation as organism’

metaphor, have clear biological analogues (Fig. 2-6) between:

(a) the marketplace in which an organisation competes and the environment of
animals and plants;

(b) structural & behavioural organisational traits and organism’s phenotype;

(c) commercial diversity and biodiversity and ‘

(d) an organisation’s economic viability in the face of market forces and natural
selection acting upon an organism’s fitness.

Given these analogues then there is reason to pursue the isomorphic proposition with

a more rigorous biological model, which will be presented in the next section.

Abiota

ORGANISATIONAL TRAITS & PHENOTYPE &
COMMERCIAL DIVERSITY BIODIVERSITY
viability fitness
MARKET FORCES NATURAL SELECTION
' '
MARKETPLACE ENVIRONMENT

Figure 2-6: loosely analogous characteristics between biota and abiota

2.2.3 A model of evolutionary biology

In order to speculate that a biological model may lead to a better model of
organisations the concepts and methods of biology need to be considered. Here much-
simplified models of evolutionary biology and means of phylogenetic reconstruction

will be overviewed.
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2.2.3.1 Biological principles
The basic assumption is that of Darwinism; reproduction, variation and natural

selection suggests a naturalistic explanation for the origin of the species (Darwin,
1858). Although the details of the actual process of biological evolution are fiercely
debated (e.g. Dawkins, 1976; Midgley, 1979; Dawkins, 1981; Dennett, 1995; Gould;
1997) an idealised model is assumed here that has the constituent elements shown in

figure 2-7. Each is discussed in turn.

2.2.3.1.1 Environment
Living system exist within and depend upon their surroundings which consist of

climatic conditions, natural hazards & climate changes, food sources, competitors,
predators, symbionts and parasites (Fig. 2-7 - a). There is a complexed interplay
‘within such an ecosystem, which may at times be pacific but can also be subject to
turbulent and unpredictable dynamics (Gleik, 1988; Waldrop, 1992; Kauffman, 1995).
These factors mean that the environment has a finite carrying capacity that limits the

level of sustainable population (as pointed out by Mélthus, 1798).

2.23.12 Anatomical characters :
A biote'?, being incarnate, has physical anatomical characteristics that constitute that

specie’s phenotype'® (Fig. 2-7 - b) and determines the behavioural repertoire of the
organism. A specie must have at least one differentiating character or character state
from all others (Panchen, 1993) and the range of instantiated states constitutes
- biodiversity (Fig. 2-7 - c). The resemblance between characters has been used since
Plato and Aristotle not only to distinguish between species but also to aggregate them

into genera, which forms the basis for systematics - the science of classification.

22313 Reproduction and Inheritance
It is long accepted that species reproduce (Fig. 2-7 - €) “according to their kind” (Gen,

1:22) in that offspring inherit their parent’s phenotype and behavioural capacity. As
reproductive ability is inherited (Fig. 2-7 - f) the concept of lineage is derived. A
further implication is that multiple offspring can imply geometric increase in

populations although this is curbed by the carrying capacity of the environment.

'3 Taken also as applying to plants, fungi, prokaryotes etc.
' Gk Phainomai to appear (OED)
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22314 Natural Selection
The fitness” of an organism’s phenotypical traits, in relation to environmental

conditions, is instrumental to that organism’s survival or expiry (Fig. 2-7 — d).
Cuvier’s comparative anatomy (circa 1800) between mastodons and modern elephants
demonstrated that speéies extinction could occur (Osborne & Benton, 1996). Darwin
(1858) suggested that characters that enhance survival chances are favourably
inherited and thereby become more pervasive; over time and in lieu of limited

resources, natural selection eliminates ill-fitting dysgenic species’”.

"% 1t is noted that the existence of species systemically feeds back into the environment.
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Figure 2-7. A model of components of biotic evolution
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2.2.3.1.5 Variation
Although reproduction and selection are necessary for continuation of fit species, they

are insufficient, as they do not allow new morphs to emerge. A third necessary
condition is the transmutability of species through the introduction of variation (Fig.
2-7 - 1) in phenotypical characters (Fig. 2-7 - b). Lamark suggested that organismé
could acquire novel characters in accordance with environmental pressure; he also
held the view of orthogenesis (that species had an innate tendency to evolve) and that
changes made during an individuals lifetime are transmitted to its progeny. Darwin’s
theory, on the other hand has no component of orthogenesis. Although he had no idea
about the process -of variation (Cziko, 1995), the principle factor in an evolving
population is in the production of individuals, through variation that are slightly better
adapted to the environment and therefore more likely to be selected for. The steady
accumulation results in modification of structure. In Darwinism, it is the interplay
between reproduction, variation and natural selection that gives rise to vicariance -

initiation of speciation (Fig. 2-7 - k).

2.2.3.1.6 Phylogeny
Tracing intra-specific lineage (particularly applied to human family trees) is the

subject of genealogy. From the Darwinian premise that new species can arise
(phylogenesis) through transmutation, there exists inter-specific lineages or pattern of
evolutionary relationships (descent) between species (Phylogeny (Fig. 2-7 - 1)). In
terms of assumed specific evolutionary pattern, anagenesis is rejected in favour of
cladogenesfs. Anagenesis constitutes evolutionary change within a lineage with a

continuum of inter-specific morphs (Fig. 2-8).

Figure 2-8. Anagenesis

Cladogenesis (Gk Clade branch), on the other hand (Fig. 2-9), posits vicariance
though splitting of a lineage into two as characterised by the branching pattern of a

tree called a cladogram.
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Figure 2-9. Cladogenesis

Another important assumption made here is that of punctuated equilibrium over
gradualism. Gradualism, originating in the formulations of both Darwin and Wallace,
says that evolutionary change is taking place on a regular and continuous basis with
selection acting upon tiny ’ adaptive differences. Eldredée & Gould '(1972)
alternatively suggested that punctuated equilibrium is the pattern of evolution
whereby species exist in a stable state (equilibrium) for long periods that are
periodically “punctuated” by sudden bursts of evolution. Or as quoted by Price (1995)
Ager's Life of a Soldier - Long periods of boredom interspersed with short moments

of Terror.

2.2.3.1.7 A molecular replicator
Assuming a naturalistic explanation for inheritance occurring through reproduction

then there must be some hereditarily mechanism for the passing of anatomical

characters. Mendel’s experiments in plant hybridisatiofl (1865)w1th Pisum sativum

revealed that discrete ‘factors’ were inherited during reproduction and expressed (Fig.
2-7 - h) as physical traits as the plant developed thereby demonstrating that
characteristics where codified in some way. Johannsen (who coined the term'genel 6
for these fundamental units of inheritance) showed that through variation in characters
arose due to mutation in the genetic code thereby driving evolution. Late 19™ century
microscopy had established the presence of chromosomes in the cells out of which
bodies are composed and in 1903, both Sutton and Bovery, independently made the
association between chromosomes and Mendel’s factors (genes). From 1909

Morgan’s research on the experimentally conducive fruit fly Drosophila

16 also geneotype and phenotype where Johannsen’s terms: the genotype (now called genome) is the set
of genes that is expressed, though ontogeny and environmental factors manifests as the phenotype
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melanogaster, further establishing the chemical basis for biological inheritance and
mutation .(Panchen, 1993). In 1953 Watson & Crick revealed the ‘double-helix’
structure of the DNA molecule, as the chemical substrate of the gene, DNA is capable
of duplicating itself with near perfect fidelity while comparatively rare chemical

copying errors account for genétic mutation (Fig. 2-7 - j) that drives evolution (Fig. 2-

7-g).

2.2.3.2 Systematics, Cladistics and Phenetics
The foregoing was a simplified set of assumptions about biology. A brief account will

be presented of the scientific methods of classification that support the evolutionary
biology’s claim (Fig. 2-7 - m).> It is noted that each taxonomic method does have its
shortcomings, which is the reason why there are so many. Numerical taxonomy is

later used in construction of the memetic methodology.

2.2.3.2.1 - Classification
Classification is critical survival function that allows for the differentiation between

safety and danger, between recognising what we might like and eat or what might like
to eat us (Lakoff, 1987). As a philosophical exercise, the classification process has
notable links with classical Greek thinkers and has become foundational to scientific
knowledge. The process exposes relationships between entities'’ according to their
characteristics thereby enabling hypotheses to be deduced and subsequently tested.
While there are numerous approaches to classification (Reiners, 1998; van Overveld,
2000) monothetic clustering predominates'® whereby essential characters define a

grouping and are used to assist identification of what “kind” of thing something is.

Taxonomy is taken to mean ‘the theoretical study of classification including its bases,
principles, procedures and rules’ (Simpson, 1961 p11; McKelvey, 1978; Sneath &
Sokal, 1973). In this way, taxonomy supplies concepts and definitions that offer
understanding (and choice) of alternate methods and strategies of classification and a
terminology by which the choice of assumptions may be communicated. Although

taxonomy is at a methodologically higher level than classification, the terms are often

' and concepts

'® I would suggest that differing clustering strategies constitute competing memetic alleles and that
Aristotelian essentialism (especially in vulgar classification) has some fitness advantage probably
owing to its comparative simplicity.
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used synonymously (Sneath & Sokal, 1973). Both classification and taxonomy are at

the same time processes and the products they generate'”.

A taxon (plural taxa) is a taxonomic element. Taxa can be aggregated by some
defining characteristic (like a class) into a taxon of a higher rank. The definition is
recursive, thereby forming an aggregational, inclusive, hierarchy of ranks (i.e. a tree).

The lowest ranking taxa, the leafs, are without defined constituents.

Systematics attempts to understand diversity and origins of phenomena, their
relationship with the environment, and to arrange them into a meaningful order
(McKelvey, 1978). In particular systematics is concerned arranging zoological and
botanical organisms into taxa, naming them and then attempting to account for these
arrangements (S.impson, 1961; Sneath & Sokal, 1973). The mid-eighteenth century
Swedish naturalist Carolus Linnaeus is seen as the father of systematics of natural
history. Linnean systematics utilises physical traits and aggregates taxa by general
similarities and differentiates by specific differences thereby providing the binomial
system of nomenclature for classifying and identifying species; this is still in use
today (Osborne and Benton, 1996; Freeman, 1972). The principle upshot of this is that
naming is unique and identification of species is clear. Furthermore contingency rules
for inclusion of newly discovered species, resolving name clashes and correcting
taxonomic misclassification, exist within its methodology (Freeman, 1972), thereby
avoiding the ambiguities inherent in vernacular naming. This system of taxonomy is
set-theoretical and inclusively aggregates species into a hierarchy of ranks* according

to commonality of anatomical features and forms the well-known structure.”

Linneaus lived in a time when specific creation was unquestioned and therefore the
origins of systematics are entirely based on resemblance and devoid of evolutionary
inference. Before Darwin, the consensus opinion was that the systematic
arrangements of biodiversity had and would continue be the way it was. Species’

lineages were like vertical blinds spanning time from the creation to the eschaton.

' A taxonomy for example is a result of the process of taxonomy.

® ‘the traditional categories of rank, such as order, family, genus, may not be numerous enough even
when expanded by intermediate ranks produced by prefixing the terms sub-, supet-, and infra-. Words
such as “supersubfamily” would be ugly and prone to lead to confusion.’ (Sneath & Sokal, 1973
p294)
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Darwin however, said that species were not immutable and that the processes of
reproduction with variation and natural selection resulted in gradual reshaping of
organisms over extended periods of time. The implication became: because evollution
causes minor transmutations then separate species may be related by their ancestry
wherein approximate species will probably bear a resemblance. More importantly the
implication is in both directions: species that resemble each other are probably
related by lineage®’. Consequently, it is reasonable to assume that a classification of
the biota by similarities and differences might trace the patterns of descent through
natural selection. The assumption that systematics can be used to establish phylogeny
also casts an evolutionary light on the aggregational hierarchy whereby each
branching suggests the introduction of van'.ations in the tree of life stemming from

some primordial organism.

2.2.3.2.2 Phylogenic Systematics or Cladistics
The concept of branching also explains why Hennig’s (1966) ‘phylogenic

systematics " is otherwise known as cladistics. The fundamental assumption is that
new species originate through cladogenésis - the branching of lineages (§2.2.3.1.6) -
whereupon two sister species result. These differ in at least one character but are
predominantly similar because of traits inherited from a common ancestor. Cladistics .
then, iteratively uses these shared derived character or synapomorpies” in order to -
identify groups with a common ancestor (monophyly) thereby attempting to
reconstruct patterns of decent and expressing such in a cladogram (Patterson, 1982;

Hickman et al 1974; Hennig, 1966).

2.2.3.2.3 Numerical Taxonomy or Phenetics
The assumptions that cladogenesis is brought about by minor variations in characters

(mutations on a replicating genetic substrate §2.2.3.1.7) suggests that applying

2! situations such as convergent evolution whereby environmental conditions have shaped two separate
lineages into very similar pheotypes (eg. The European wolf (eutheria) and Tazmanian wolf
(metatheria) look fairly similar) cause anomalies in simplified interpretations of evolution.

22 derived from linguistics

2 Cladistic terminology is peculiar to itself and while a full treatment of cladistics is beyond the
intention of this volume, a good glossary can be found on the Society of Australian Systematic
Biologist website (http://www.science.uts.edu.au/sasb/Glossary.htm)
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numerical methods may be used to reconstruct phylogeny**. Phenotype encoding
upon apparent character states enables phenetic distance or similarity to be
measured (e.g. Hamming; Jaccard; Yule etc.) between species. Comparative distance
measures suggest which species are most likely to of the more recent common.
Applying cluster analysis techniques to phenetic distance measures as an indicator of
phylogeny is called numerical taxonomy or phenetics” (Sneath & Sokal, 1973). Like
cladistics, phenetics has terminology peculiar to itself although it operates on different
principles and this has caused something of a methodological rift between
evolutionists (Hull, 1988). Cladistics takes evolution as axiomatic in a concerted and
deliberate attempt to reconstruct phylogeny from emerging characters. Phenetics, on
the other hand makes its analysis upon all available characters without the a priori
evolutionary assumption; 'c;ny phylogenetic inference is made later. Sneath & Sokal
have reviewed applications of factor and cluster analysis in the social sciences and

have indirectly alluded to reconstruction of cultural phylogenesis.

2.2.3.2.4 Palaeontology and iteration
The fossil record, though incomplete, provides direct evidence of the history of life

and offers another approach to the reconstruction of phylogeny. Various methods of
dating may be used to assess the age of the fossil thereby conferring a chronological
account of evolution. Phenetics and palaeontology work upon different data yet
towards the same ends and therefore should yield similar results. While phenetics
works on an ahistorical snapshot, palaeontology works on the time-line. These, along .
with other techniques (Such as molecular taxonomy), provide independent iterations

of phylogenetic reconstruction (Fig. 2-7 - n).

2% Shifts in characters can be modelled in terms of digital error (See appendix B)

% Phenotype and Phenetics refer to observable expressed traits; the terms are related to phenomenon as
shown to the senses; and phenol which used to be used in lighting.

%6 The algorithms of cluster analysis will be discussed in due course
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2.3 Hypothesising organisational “genes”
Based on certain analogues, the abductive method has suggested that the biology may

provide a foundation for a naturalistic theory of organisations. So far, a certain degree

of poetic licence has been reserved, but now it is time to apply reason and precipitate

the metaphors into the semblance of a science: the deductive stage has been reached
wherein the isomorphic proposition met earlier can be used to rationalise a series of

organisational hypotheses that might be tested.

The research task is to check the possibility of a methodology for investigating, what
has informally been termed, the organisational “gene” hypothesis. Although the
organisational “gene” hypothesis is not the main concern, as the basis for developing
and evaluating a memetic methodology, more precision is required and special

attention is given to the organisational “gene”.

2.3.1 Hypothesis rationale

One premise of positivism (and also of neo-positivism) is with the unification of
natural & social sciences and from this it is possible to have a natural science of

organisations.

There are distinct analogues between abiotic organisations (Ay)*” and a natural
science model of biotic organisms (B;) in terms of (a) dependency upon a
surrounding environment, (b) characteristics, (c) diversity of form, and (d) viability

with respect to selection forces. (Fig. 2-10 also §2.2.2)

Existing analogues (i.e. a to d) New constituents (i.e. € onwards)

Figure 2-10. Translating constituents into the organisational model
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By the isomorphic proposition a good model can be translated from biology (Fig. 2-
10) such that each constituent within the biological model (B;) has a testable

counterpart in the organisational model (A,).

Constituents of biological model that do not yet have a commonly recognised
counterpart in the organisational model require are identified as (continuing the list):
through (e) reproddction (f) characters are inherited via the mechanism of, (g)
replicating molecular substrate (genome) and (h) expressed. (i) Variation through

() mutation induces speciation through (k) cladogenesis thereby producing a (1)
phylogeny.

Each missing constituent forms a hypothetical aspect of a more scientific
organisational model. The isomorphic proposition may initially seem to present
major disanalogies; the literature provides allusions or anecdotal evidence®® as to
how these disanalogies may be reconciled by equating concepts between domains.
The potential meanings of the translated constituent may be as the following
suggest” (Fig. 2-11): |
(e) Reproduction: As Giddens & Pierson (1998 p77) note ‘Society only has form, and
that form only has effects on people, in so far as structure is produced and
reproduced in what people do'. An organisation can make copies of itself or,
anthropocentrically, when one group of people copy the formative actions of
another group, an organisation is copied. Franchising might be considered an
intra-specific example. Organisational reproduction has its basis in rules’
conveyance through processes of communication, learning (cf. Senge, 1990),
training®® conditioning (Skinner, 1971), apprenticeship, induction, indoctﬁnation
(Hassan, 1988; Singer, 1995), role modellingsl, team building, “norming”

(Tuckman, 1965) by peer & social pressure, coercion (Schein, 1971; Cialdini,

27 Subscript notation is chosen to be consistent with previous models (§2.2.2)

28 As the basis for future research

% only non-meme theory based references are made here

3% A notable example where emphasis is placed on replicating the franchise is education at Hamburger
University — (they don’t make burgers out of ham either).
http://www.mcdonalds.com/corporate/careers/hambuniv/

*! The term “duplication”, is used by the Amway corporation (network marketing), to encourage
distributors to model the exact behaviours and attitudes of their “up-lines”.
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1993) or authority (Milgram, 1974; French & Raven, 1959) et cetera from
existing members of the organisation to new members or people outside the
organisation. It may also take the form of benchmarking, industrial espionage or
reverse engineering. lterated reproduction would imf)ly both organisational
lineage and a population dynamic (Aldrich, 1999). We might call organisational
“reproduction”, following Amway terminology, duplication*". |

Character inheritance: By the process of duplicating form, the new organisation
will bear a close resemblance to its parent(s*?). In the previous example, traits
such as: products, promotions, standards, reporting structures, corporate image

etc. are preserved through inheritance or imitation within each franchise.

(g) Replicating substrate: The organisation itself is not copied but rather an

underlying business blueprint; the information pattern for building another copy
of the organisation is replicated. The substrate may be composed of power
structures, policies & prohibitions, strategies & plans, rules & regulations,
standard operating procedures, skills, knowledge, trade secrets or various informal
traditions, cultures or unwritten rules (Scott-Morgan, 1994). This blueprint would
be the mechanism of organisational “inheritance” and is congruent with the idea

of the meme (discussed in more detail later).

(h) Expression: The underlying substrate is expressed as the organisational phenotype

®

G

where the business blueprint is actualised (or literally incorporated) as activity,
services, products, buildings, logos & trademarks, structures or other observable
traits.

Variation: While inheritance ensures therrganisational descendent may bear a
phenotypical likeness to its parent, variation would entail that the resemblance is
inexact and that certain characters might be different. Such a variant would
constitute a new organisational form. Variation may be vimposed though such
legislative acts as patents, copy-write and other means of protecting intellectual
property. On the other hand, internal variation may be proscribed by corporate
regulation. Market viability then selects which novel features rise to the “stars” or
go to the “dogs” (Boston Conéulting Group, 1970‘”“)

Mutation: Organisational variation is generally claimed, particularly by

management, to be the result of deliberate rational foresight and planning (Porter,

32 the means of reproduction are not considered here. It is possible that exotic processes exist that have
not been exploited in biological design space.
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1980). At the other extreme, the efforts 'of management can be seen as
epiphenomena whereby blind variation is introduced through happenchance (cf.
Whittington, 1993). Innovations are occurring upon the ideological substrate of
the business blueprint via mechanisms of: miscommunication, misunderstandings,
duplication error, transpositions & re-combinations of existing ideas, learning of
new concepts, or the reinterpretations of old ones from alternative frames of
reference. (Koestler, 1964; DeBono, 1971, 1985, 1992; Buzan, 1991; Gardner,
1983; Dilts, Epstein & Dilts, 1991).

(k) Speciation through cladogenesis: Introduced variations means that a new

organisational form would coincide with the branching (cladogenesis) of an
organisational lineage. These separating lineages represent organisational species
whereby each specie is identified by its phenotypical characteristics (McKelvey,
1975, 1978; McCarthey et. al. 1997; McCarthey, 1998).

(I) Phylogeny: Iterated splitting events of organisational lineages result in an

organisational phylogeny whereby different branches relate to businesses or

institutions with a wide range of characters, operating in different marketplaces.

Although the apparent disanalogies (Marsden, 1998b reviewing Price & Shaw,
1998) between organisms and organisations can be accommodated by theories
present in existing non-memetic literature, the meme concept provides an efficient
way of consolidating the model. The meme not only supplies a credible analogue
for the gene (as organisational blueprint in point (g)), but also furnishes a consistent
theoretical®® basis for the other constituents: (a) Giddens, who suggests that social
structure is reproduced but couldn’t see how evolution could help sociology (debate
with Runciman Appendi){ N), has yet to argue against a non-genetic replicator; (b)
the meme offers a mechanism of character inheritance as (h) expression as
organisations traits: routines & competences etc.; i) organisational variation and
creativity are introduced through (j) mutations or erroneous copying of the meme (k
& 1) leading to organisational schism (speciation) and therefore phylogenies.
Because the meme balances the biotic an abiotic domains so conveniently then it

could be considered to be equivalent to an organisational “gene”.

3 A meme theoretical approach to each of the model’s elements has been reviewed in part 1.
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Figure 2-11. Biotic inference of characters in the abiota
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2.3.2 The organisational “gene” hypothesis explained
The organisational “gene” uses imprecise imagery intentionally yet it conveys the gist

of the research in one snappy phrase. On approaching the development of a prototype
methodology (based on that hypothesis), then emotive phrasing needs replacing by
formality andaccuracy:

In certain types of existing abiotic societal entities there is some substrate
that enables information replication that, through the development of a
new entity, may be expressed as inherited characteristics.

Each part will be examined in turn:

i. In certain types of existing abiotic societal entities: abiotic (§1.1.5).
societal entities is intended to convey a most general class of social construct
that might be conceptually clustered centrally around what are commonly
referred to as organisations (§2.2.2). Determining the extent to which the
hypothesis applies is for future research. Here however, it is thought to apply
at least to the pilot group.

ii. there is some substrate that enables information replication: Although it is
unnecessary to define the mediate substrate itself, its existence is necessary in

order to enable information®*

storage, iterated transmission and replication
(Gabora, 1997). Such replicating information may be considered synonymous
with memotype.

iii. that, through the development of a nmew entity may be expressed as
inherited characteristics. : During formation of an organisation (of the
certain type) its characteristics are implementations of the blueprint that has

been replicated by an existing organisation (expressed memes).

The organisational “gene” hypothesis is potentially as controversial to management
science as the selfish-gene is to biology and is starting to attract the attention of
management theorists (as reviewed in part 1: Price & Shaw, 1998; Aldrich, 1999).
Rather than exploring the theoretical implications, this research now takes the
hypothesis so as to propose a methodology for balancing the remaining constituents of

the isomorphic proposition: biological methods.

** Information: To give structure; to give vital organising power. Webster’s Revised Unabridged
Dictionary. It is the researchers view that information is the principal of organisation
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2.4 Methodology development

The organisational “gene” hypothesis offers to bridge the gap between naturall and
social sciences. Given this hypothesis is worth perusing (at some point), the objective
becomes to find positive evidence of a mechanism of organisational inheritance.
Should there exists a discernable pattern consistent with traits being hereditary then
there would be a case for asserting the existence of an inheritance mechanism (i.e. the
meme); other constituents of the isomorphic proposition would also be supported
(§2.3.1). Hence the issue can be rephrased:

e How can we discern a pattern that is consistent with hereditary traits in
organisations? (as per organisational “gene” hypothesis previously in §2.3.2)

e Where can such patterns be found?

e What do they look like?

In part 1, it was argued that under present constraints, research objectives should be
modest. Clearly the above issue is overly ambitious (especially in proving the
universal case) so the study requires strictly limiting to what can reasonably be
achieved. Moreover, as organisational memetics is a fledgling concept and, as no
methods have been sufficiently established, then research is confined to performing
the groundwork of methodological feasibility. In a similar deduction of the
organisational “gene” hypOthesis (§2.3), it is possible to reason out a methodological
hypothesis: that memetic methods are possible®. As previously alluded, it will be

proposed that biological methods might be applied to this task.

This methodological hypothesis raises a third and central issue: if we can find,
translate or develop a method that works, even thdugh the genealisability and
accuracy may remain unknown, then that would be sufficient to demonstrate that
memetic methods are at least possible (this is what the research sets out to answer).
How do we know a method works? The obvious answer would be to try it out®, but
against what? It cannot be gauged against known patterns of inheritance because,
paradoxically, there has been no validated method for establishing those patterns;

perhaps this is why a science of memetics has been inhibited. The real contribution of

% for showing the presence of a mechanism of trait inheritance among organisations
36 which is done in part 3
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the present research might be regarded as its methodological bootstrapping in

breaking the impasse.

This remainder of this section will adduce that the feasibility (of a memetic téchnique)
can be judged relative, according to prescribed criteria, to a second independent,
“non-memetic” iteration. The overall approach is discussed here, while a breakdown
into operational research activities is detailed later (in §2.5); part 3 applies the method

to a pilot case.

2.4.1 Methodological isomorphism

The isomorphic proposition has so far had a balancing effect between a set of
constituents of the biotic and abiotic models and in particular has given rise to the
organisational “gene” hypothesis. The preservation of isomorphism, from its
mathematical origins (§2.2.1.2 & 2.2.1.3), also requires an equivalence of operations
between domains; biological methods of investigation should translate to some
hypothetical organisational equivalent. A case for methodological isomorphism can be

- made which suggests that phenetics is a strong candidate for a memetic method.

24.1.1 In biology, phenotype & diversity have been the basis for systematics
The mechanisms of biological evolution (2.2.3) have produced patterns of descent and

immense biodiversity that have been reconstructed through systematic methodologies
such as iterations between cladistics, phenetics, molecular genetics, palacontology and
so fourth (Fig. 2-7 — m). These rigorous scientific approaches have given the
naturalistic phylogenetic explanation for biodiversity credence over supernatural
accounts of special creation. Methods of phylogenic reconstruction then reveal
evolutionary pattemns of reproduction, variation and natural selection — mediated by

the biological mechanism of inheritance: the genome.

2.4.1.2 Commercial diversity & traits have biological analogues
In the isomorphism, biodiversity is seen as analogous to commercial diversity

(abiodiversity) that is evident from the array of existing organisations and their traits.
Furthermore, vernacular typologies have traditionally agglomerated organisations into
divergent hierarchies of classes such as government, commerciél, charities,

associations, cartels, activist or political, criminal, religious and so on. A conventional
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explanation for organisational morphology would be akin to the view held in
Linnaean times where phenetic relationships existed without phylitic ones. The
isomorphic proposition, on the other hand, would contend a phylogenic hypothesis:
the divergent agglomerative structure of commercial diversity (based on their

apparent traits) results from a pattern of descent with modification.

2.4.1.3 Biota to abiota method translation & existing theoretical arguments
Presuming organisational phylogenesis for a moment, then to some extent, it should

be possible to trace patterns of descent from organisational traits. A trait-based
method of reconstructing organisational phylogeny is required; fortunately biological
methods of phylogenic reconstruction have been extensively tested. Preserving
methodological isomorphism might be achieved through analogues of cladistics,
phenetics, molecular genetics, palaeontology, and so on (Fig. 2-12). Trait based
phylogenic reconstruction would also be consistent with the presence of an

organisational replicator; the mechanism of descent with modification.

Notably Dennett (1995 p357) has pointed to ‘the imagined field of cultural cladistics’
(see §1.2.1.3) though complains that ‘lines of descent are hopelessly muddled’

entailing that ‘a science that charts that descent are slim’ (ibid, p356). Wilkins

(1998) on the other hand, is more optimistic®’ *®

The methodological future of memetics lies in the use of techniques drawn from
information theory, modern taxonomy and computer science. By interpreting memes as
messages, we can make use of Shannon-Weaver entropy [and] cladistics ...

The problem of classification lies at two ends of the scale - identifying cultural traditions
as they exist now and over time, and identifying elements of those traditions as they
persist and recombine. Although this sounds subjective, it need not be. Behavioural
regularities indicate that something objective has been spread, and even if the underlying
memes cannot be formulated in some universal logical language, the structure of memes
can still be identified in the same way as Mendelian genes and molecular sequences,
through the use of consensus maps and by noting when their absence or presence makes
a difference.

The analytic tools available to us are legion, having been developed in biology over a
century or more. They include Wagner groundplan methods (unrooted character
similarity trees based on presence-absence matrices), Hamming Distance measures (the
sum of the number of simple differences between two memes), cladistic reconstruction
using parsimony methods, and pattern recognition methods that use neural networks and

*” Indeed the methods employed in this research relates to what Wilkins has noted on modern
computational taxonomy (Appendix C) using Shannon’s and Hamming’s ideas (Appendix B).
38 Until recently I was for some reason, unaware of this part of the Wilkins paper. Although my
research methods had been developed independently by this time (1998).
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other connectionist models. Eventually, these and other methods will no doubt be
incorporated into a body of canonical techniques within the memetic enterprise, and 1
expect they will be generalized as methods applicable in a range of social disciplines.

In terms of practical application and following McKelvey (1978), cladistic methods
have been applied to manufacturing and drug discovery (McCarthy et. al., 1997,
McCarthey, 1998; Tsinopoulos & McCarthy, 2002; Fernandez & McCarthy, 2002).

2.4.1.4 Methodological difficulties for cladistics
The application of cladistics requires the a priori assumption of phylogeny (see

§1.2.2). For biology, cladistics is made applicable by the modern synthesis between
Darwin and Mendel. The organisational application therefore is faced with a certain
methodological difficulty: phylogeny is not a premise but rather a hypothesis® that
remains to be tested. The danger in not challenging the assumption is that, in
reapplying biological methods it is possible to construct phantom pattérns of
organisational descent. Cladistics (and other approaches to evolutionary parsimony)
may become powerful as memetic tools if it could be known that traits, in a given
organisational study, were inherited. Hence, establishing organisational phylogenesis

is a prerequisite for any attempt in determining the exact pattern of descent.

24.1.5 The methodological hypothesis and phenetics ,
Methodological isomorphism suggests that divergent agglomerative structure of

commercial diversity may result from a pattern of descent with modification. A
 further component of the isomorphic proposition isomorphism is a methc;;i&logical
hypothesis, that there is a feasible method for indicating the presence of a mechanism
of trait inheritance among at least one group of organisations. Although cladistics
suffers from methodological difficulties, thefe are other trait-based methods, such as
phenetics, which do not carry the a priori assumption of phylogeny. Indeed, as Sneath
“and Sokal (1973, p9) point out there is ‘... a strict separation of phylogenetic
speculation from taxonomic procedure ... these phenetic relationships do not take into

account the origin of the resemblance found.’

% As generated through the isomorphic proposition. see §2.3.1 — property (1)
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Figure 2-12. Biotic inference of characters in the abiota

2.4.2 Evaluating the methodological hypothesis

The situation is thus: Commercial diversity and traits can be classed within a
divergent agglomerative structure; organisational phylogeny offers a plausible
explanation, which would implicate a mechanism of trait inheritance. We know
neither that a pattern of descent exists nor do we currently have a means of showing
that such a pattern may exist. It is nof even known whether such a means is viable,

which this research aims to address.

2.4.2.1 Iterations betiveen methods _
In isolation, methods of phylogeny reconstruction in biology face similar problems of

validity. Although natural selection may be continuous, geological timescales have
prevented humans from directly witnessing the occurrence of evolution. Lack of
immediate observation has fuelled the creationist argument. Direct observation may
not be possible but then neither is it necessary. Biological methods are not used in
isolation but rather as independent iterations using differing methods; should these
iterations corroborate then a picture of natural history can be built up. Particularly

useful are the links between palaeontology’s account from fragmentary fossil records
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and phylogenetic explanations of extent species. This idea of independent iterations

may be translate to the organisational domain.

A prototype to show inherited organisational traits may involve analogues of:
cladistics, phenetics, molecular genetics, palaeontology. Cladistics has been ruled out
because it inherently assumes that which is to be tested for. Molecular genetics may
be the equivalent to semiotic or linguistic analysis, such as lexical phenomenography

(Lissack, s.d.), which might become useful as the field of memetics progresses.

Phenetics, on the other hand, offers a very general technique for clustering according
to traits; it doesn’t take phylogeny a priori, nor does it attempt to show phylogeny
directly. However, given the additional premise of trait inheritance then phylitic

relationships might be inferred.

Palaeontology’s reconstruction from fossil records may equate to historical methods
based on archaeological or archive information; genealogy may be regarded as a
special case whereby archival evidence is used to build ancestral family trees. In
contrast to biology, organisations are the pr\oducts of human endeavour and therefore
. most have existed within recorded history. Certain.organisational groupings have
extensive and reliable historical archives*® wherein, at least in part, an organisational
“family tree” is immediately discernable; consequently the issue of the assumption of

descent can be resolved reliably.

2.4.2.2 Diachronic / Synchronic convergence
Phenomena may be analysed from either a chronological perspective that examines

dynamics (on the diachronic axis); or from the snapshot perspective of structuralism
(on the synchronic axis). Although diachronic and synchronic analyses may be
independent, naturalism posits a relationship between them (Fig. 1-2). Where there is
phylogenesis then patterns of trait inheritance, through the mechanisms of descent
with modification, are likely to be reflected in a trait-based classification because

similar appearances stem from similar origins.

“® This is one criterion for test group selection of the pilot study.
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Consequently, structure, distribution, and diversity of the biota, as they stand today
(synchronic), should reflect evolutionary history and the origin of the species as
partially corroborated by the fossil record (diachronic). The relationship between the

two axes is provided by the inheritance mechanism of the gene.

The hypothesis of organisational phylogenesis would suggest, similar to the biological
case, that trait inheritance patterns by descent (diachronic) are reflected in a trait-
based classification (synchronic). Stated another way: where descent reflects
classification then a likely explanation is that traits are hereditary, which supports the

organisational “gene” hypothesis.

2.4.2.3 Insufficiency of phenetics alone and methodological critert;a
Returning to the methodological hypothesis (§2.4) that a method can be found which

indicates the presence of a trait inheritance mechanism among organisations. The

difficulty is in knowing whether the method works or not.

Although phenetic cluster analysis does not suffer the a priori assumptions of
cladistics, phenetics alone is insufficient. Firstly, as an abstract algorithm, it may be
jﬁst about applied to any common set of characteristics from any group of objects
irrespective of origin; doing so does not necessarily yield any useful information other
than mapping apparent similarity. Secondly, althdugh it is safe to say that clustering
might possibly reflect evolutionary decent, saying that it necessarily does,
reintroduces the problems faced by cladistics: a risk of producing phantom

phylogenies.

Certainty needs adding to the possibility provided by phenetics; fortunatély, the
iteration between synchronic and diachronic analysis provides a resolution. On the
one hand organisational history can be reconstructed directly from the records; on the
other hand, phenetic clustering can be performed upon organisational traits. The
historical iteration reconstructs phylogeny without regard to traits, while phenetics
clusters traits without regard for historical information — they are independent from
each other. Where the two reconstructed patterns do concur then it is arguable that the

pattern of traits arises as a result of the pattern of descent through inheritance.
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Consequently the methodological hypothesis is dependent upon the following criteria:
1. A method of reconstructing an accurate pattern of descent directly~ from
historical evidence along the diachronic axis, without regard to traits. This
criterion is met by “phylogenealogy”: a version of genealogy (§2.4.3.1)
modified to reconstruct monopylitic groups. The result is depicted as a tree
known as a phylogram.

2. A method of clustering a pattern of resemblance between traits along the
synchronic axis, without regard to historical information. Phenetics
(numerical taxonomy), common in biology, is abstract enough an algorithm to
be translated to the organisational domain. It should be noted that this criterion
could be met providing there are a common set of traits irrelevant of the first
criterion. The difficulty is that thére are many options to choose from across
many parameters (§2.4.3.2). The result is depicted as a tree known as a
phenogram.

3. The two methods are mutually independent. The synchronic and diachronic
axes are mutually orthogonal: phenetics is based entirely on trait data;
phylo genealogy entirely on ancestry.

4. The pattern of trait resemblance sufficiently matches the pattern of actual
descent. As the first three criteria are assured by the methodology (and pilot
selection §2.4.2.5) then this fourth criterion is what provides the test. The two
resultant trees: phylogram and phenogram can be compared. Unfortunately
this is the greatest area of subjectivity on the grounds that there is no known*'
metric of similarity between the two patterns (§2.4.3.3). It is assumed that
there is a subjective threshold whereby there appears to be a match.

Notably there are many systems, algorithms and readily available software that
attempt to tries to reconstruct phylogeny based on character information, under the
assumption that characters are inherited. (cf. DNA sequencing, Wagner Ground plan,
or other parsimony methods). While it may be tempting to use these to meet the
second and fourth criterion, because like cladistics, they assume a priori that
characters are inherited, then they violate criterion 3 and must be | rejected.
Consequently, neutral clustering meets criterion 3, while any inference of an

inheritance-based match should be made a postiori.

*! The research has not been able to find one.
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2.4.24 Outcome matrix
The first two criteria can be selected for, while the third is inherent. Assuming due

diligence in applying research techniques then the actual test for success is gauged on
the fourth criterion. It is supposed that: where the synchronic-diachronic iterations

match*?, then traits are inherited; where there is mismatch then they traits are not*.

There are two dimensions: (a) iterations mismatch or match; (b) inheritance is absent
or present (Table 2-1). The question is how can the supposed correlation be claimed
when (paradoxically) there is no established way of determining inheritance directly?
Introducing a third method of reconstruction would defeat the object of the research.
The answer is to systematically eliminate the inverse correlation. The quadrants are

dealt with as follows:

24.2.4.1 Inheritance is present
In the presence of inheritance mechanisms then methodological error might result in

mismatch. A particular problem is with error multiplication wherein inaccuracies are
introduced at various stages and is most likely to manifest as a mismatch-present
condition. By simulating a pattern of descent with inheritance then a resultant set of
traits can be generated; reconstructions from the traits can be tested against the known
pattern of descent. In this way, simulation circumvents the paradox. Extensive testing
of the method using software™, while reducing the mismatch-present problem,

supports the match-present case.

There is however a problem where lineages are, as Dennett (1995, p357) puts it,
‘hopelessly muddled’; or where replicator fidelity is so low that offspring would have
limited resemblance to their ancestors. Presumably, there might be many cases of
rapid evolution that would be unamenable to the methodology suggested herein.
Again the research aim, at this juncture, is to test for the possibility of method; such

cases should be set aside while empirical memetics sophisticates.

“2 Subject to methodological limitations

 As will be shown in light of the pilot, the principle holds although the processes and reasons turn out
to be a little more involved.

* The role of EDEN-ML (Appendix C) was to facilitate extensive testing of the method by simulating
memetic evolution. '
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2.4.24.2 Inheritance is absent
Is still possible to produce a match in the absence of inheritance, even assuming

testing has supported the method. Taking a phylitic inference of phenetic analysis
where there is no inheritance might produce a phantom that coincidentally matches
descent. The combinatorial probabilities of producing a false positive match for
randomised character states rapidly tend to zero the more characters aré introduced.
The methodological difficulty stems from the researcher selection and de-selection of
taxa, characters, and.character states; even with the aim of impartial objectivity,
unconscious motives may bias selection producing an unwarranted match. Within the -
confines of the present study such a bias neither easy to detect nor eliminate. A
solution can be envisaged however: firstly, to determine the probability of
coincidental match (or degrees thereof); and secondly, to distribute various research
tasks (algorithm selection, taxa selection, character data capture, and processing etc.)
among independent and unprejudiced parties. By taking steps to reduce bias then it
would be better known how significant a match was for showing inheritance or a

mismatch was for dismissing it.

2.4.2.4.3 Correlation
The inverse correlation, subject to research constraints, is either unlikely, or due to

methodological errors, or screened out. Eliminating these two quadrants from table 2-
1 leaves a correlation between matching and inheritance. The match between actual
and phenetically inferred descent can now be tested against pilot data to see whether

the method is feasible.

Comparison between patterns of descent and trait resemblance

Outcome matrix '
Mismatch Match

. Likelihood of producing correct tree
Absent Hypothesis unsupported from coincidental characters is
(combinatorial) very low.

WISTUBYIW
souejLIAYUY

Methodological hypothesis invalid or
Present | jogical error in method — only testable
through simulation

Hypothesis supported

Table 2-1. Outcome matrix of possible test results
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Pattern of descent accurately
construction using historical
archives of events
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Current state
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— _/

~

Synchronic axis:
Current trait resemblance approach to reconstruction

Figure 2-13. Relationship between phenetic and genealogical iterations

2.4.2.5 Using a pilot study
In addition to the above criteria, there is the additional need for a pilot study. The

iterations are well known in their biological context; their translation to the
organisational domain is un-established. Insofar as the methodological hypothesis
goes, it is necessary to perform a pilot study otherwise the method will remain an
untested abstraction. This research concerns method rather than any particular type of
organisation. In order to perform the test, it is necessary to have historical and trait
data available (to conform to criteria 1 & 2). Further, as the phenetic construction will
always produce a rooted dendrogram then, to validate the test (criterion 4), then the
pilot should be a "monophyletic" group (criteria for pilot selection are made explicit
in §3.2.1). ’

24.2.5.1 Validating the test: Testing for vs. Testing against
Ideally, two test cases would be required (although repeating in other organisational

sectors may reinforce the claim)

+ A positive case match-present case between phylogram and phenogram
— A negative case mismatch-absent case between phylogram and phenogram

Once more, the problem is the paradox of methodological bootstrapping: we can't
validate the method against proven benchmarks where inheritance exists or not, as
this is what the method is trying to demonstrate. Even where there is a strong hunch
(i.e. Western Christian Schism used in part 3) this method is testing for hypothesised

inheritance, and not testing against known inheritance; however we might anticipate a
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positive result. On the other hand, attempting to a real case where phylogeny is known
and where characters are though not to be inherited is even more difficult. For this

reason, simulations on virtual "meme-strips" was conducted.

2.4.2.5.2 Possible scenarios
In considering a real world pilot, a few scenarios need to be considered:

A. What if there what if there is no descent between any organisations? That is, fhey
were only related by resemblances. In this case, the present methodology would
be groundless, as the first criterion could never be met: the possibility of a
memetic methodology would have been falsified. Absence of descent would be
difficult to show however, and research would be then tasked to explain
spontaneous organisational formation. This case can be ruled out though, as
descent has been positively asserted among the éroup used in the pilot (part 3).

B. A negative case choosing deliberately unrelated” organisations. Although such a
case would defeat the objective by failing the first criterion, it is at least worthy of
thought experiment even if actually conducting it has little value. Reconstructing a
direct picture of descent where there is none would be erroneous. Phenetic
analysis could still be performed in any case but, having asserted the absence of

| descent, offers resemblance without phylogenic interpretation; it would be
concluded that any similarity between organisations arise though some non-
inherited route such as directly from the environment, or are coincidental (again a
measure of significance might be helpful).

C. Descent is known to exist but the pattern cannot be reconstructed directly. Where
descent is assumed then cladistics (or other potential methods drawn from
biology) may be betfer suited to reconstruction. _

D. It is uncertain whether descent is present or not. Again, reconstruction methods
may be better although a falsely assuming of descent might produce a phantom.
The value of reconstruction methods in these cases is providing a clue to a more
detailed historical investigation.

E. Descent is known to exist and can be reconstructed directly.
1. This known pattern of descent meets with criterion 1 (the previous scenarios
do not);
2. phenetics can be applied to any common set of characters (criterion 2);

It is not known whether there are organisations unrelated by descent or whether they all share a
common ancestor.
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