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My research has always focused on organizing humongous, long-established companies with relatively mature technologies for sustained or ongoing product innovation (e.g., autos, telephones, textiles, chemicals, shipping, and now adding pharmaceuticals).  These companies have roots in the 19th century, and have truly “been there, done that” with all managerial fads and fashions.  But these companies must now continually generate new products within and across their numerous businesses to remain viable, which means that they must create, combine, and recombine numerous technological capabilities with various market insights and experiences.  These activities of innovation are real, everyday aspects of everyone’s work and cannot be treated as unusual or separated from “regular” work.  Organization design, I argue, must be based on the actualities of the work that is to be organized – in my case the work of sustained product innovation – and cannot float free of these realities.  Organization development (and design!) along with positive perspectives, have languished for years, in part I suggest because they have been separated from, abstracted from, real work.  
Based on more than 400 interviews with people working on new products in more than 35 companies, I have developed a model of designing big old companies for innovation that embraces four fundamental tensions that are inherent in actual, everyday work that involves innovation, rather than emphasize one side or the other.  This “model” is a set of basic principles for defining work and jobs, grouping or differentiating jobs into sensible units, integrating those units, and controlling the overall flow of work.  This model is instrumental and grounded in actual everyday collective work, not premised on any sort of ideology (like AI, for example, other than the assumption that work needs to get done).  However, by embracing the true tensions of innovative work, the four principles of organizing result in a flexible, humane, positive, AND goal/task oriented work organization that generates profits.   I outline the four tensions of collective innovative work and the associated design principle that I propose can embrace the tension, below.
One tension is freedom versus responsibility, and is most associated with the definition of work (an essential design element since people need to know what their roles are).  The work of innovation is complicated, confusing, always requires teams and multiple perspectives, and by definition shifts over time.  People who work on innovation (new products, new manufacturing to support new products, etc.) must continually set their problem by negotiating with others, rely on peers to achieve what they personally are held accountable for even though they have no control over their peers, do their own work in sync with others’ work, and maintain a deep understanding of their own specialty along with an intimate appreciation for the systemic impact of their work on the project at hand.  These are very sophisticated skills that can be enacted only if others also enact them.  People must be free to do what is necessary in the moment, yet also be responsible about the use of collective resources and how their work fits with that of others.  The traditional definition of work is to precisely define responsibilities and eliminate freedom (except at the officer level) which fails to address this tension.  Understanding work in terms of professional practice (Schon’s professional practitioner) embraces the inherent tension between freedom and responsibility.
A second tension inherent in the work of innovation is to balance old versus new, and is most associated with work differentiation (also an essential design element because it simplifies work, enables people to come to work everyday with an idea of what they are to do already in their heads, and is the basis for self-designing).  Even “hi-tech” organizations must leverage existing resources and share these resources with diverse products, so all new products must be designed to weave together old and new, albeit in varying proportions.  Balancing old versus new requires that everyday work be grouped or chunked up around flows of old and new, so that people can creatively solve all these problems in a sensible, coherent, and doable manner.  Typical approaches to work differentiation – by function, product, business, market, and location – do not embrace old versus new.  I propose the primary boundary around work be by problems of innovation management, each of which embraces the entire flow of old vs. new problem setting and solving.  These are: managing new product projects; developing R&D, marketing, IT, manufacturing and etc capabilities to anticipate and support all the new products over time; managing businesses by bundling new and old products into families and searching for new opportunities; and managing the corporation over all strategically for innovation by making investment choices, shifting charters among businesses, and assuring the linkages among the various activities.  The balancing of old and new in new product development can proceed separately from technology development and in sync with business management if these horizontal flows are bracketed out and explicitly managed.  Each is a coherent community of practice whose members can proceed on their own, provided the other communities are in sync.
The third tension is balancing markets with technologies (and outside with inside), which is associated with integration (also an essential design element since the four kinds of communities of practice can easily track off on their own).  All employees must reach beyond their own specialty insides to absorb others insights and make sense to others, all products must have integrity with the firm and the market, all functions and businesses must be networked to some degree at least with external systems.  The challenge is to enable these myriad connections in a fluid and emergent manner.  The necessary mutual adjustment can occur easily within the communities of practice since markets and technologies are incorporated within each.  The integration challenge is mutual adaptation across the four overarching communities of practice.  Conventional integration by hierarchy cannot balance outside and inside over time.  I propose integration by ongoing strategic sensemaking across communities.  Within each, practitioners juxtapose new issues with established ones (e.g., in the product development community people juxtapose the strategic product concept with existing and new technologies and customer needs to create the product; business managers build product families to reach new opportunities; technology managers oversee platforms and create new ones as needed).  However, the strategic frame within a community becomes a source of new insight across communities: the variety of product concepts reflects trends in markets and technologies, the technologies being developed suggest new opportunities, new business models reflect new technology development tracks for the corporation.  Ongoing and formal strategic dialogues juxtapose these generically subjective frames with intersubjective insights to create new sense about the market-technology tensions.
A fourth tension is emergence versus determination, most associated with systems of control.  Innovations always involve surprises since customers, technologies, marketplaces and etc. are new and untried, and often emerge via trial and error learning.  Yet the very expensive systems of IT, manufacturing, technology development must be built over time deliberately, and activities at different levels must be kept in sync somehow.  The activities of innovation must be controlled in the sense that the right activities are carried out at the right time with the right resources, otherwise everything else unravels.  Conventional control by standards and supervision ignores emergence, which makes innovation out of control.  I propose two new thrusts: one, process controls that map out the various linkages and surface problems in the processes; and two: enabling three simple generative rules and resources that guide and enable everyday action.  The resources that everyone has access to: the time and attention of others; the ability to control one’s contribution and how it is used, and control over everyday choices among options and alternatives.  These resources “energize” work and workers for innovation straightforwardly. No mystical culture is necessary.  
This innovative organization design embodies the essence of appreciative inquiry, not as an add-on or an ideology, but as something that is baked into and arises from everyday work design.  This design couples the real and necessary constraints of innovative work with open and emergent social action.  In fact neither can exit without the other.  These “new” (actually not surprising at all) principles of organization design also fundamentally redesign managerial work.  I argue for the need to anchor any “positive” ideologies in real, actual work.  
