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Chapter 12

6 Trends over Management Theory: 
Decolonization, Sinification, Empowerment/
Precarization, Degendering, Transdisciplinarity, 
and Environmental/Natural Challenges 

Ulaş Başar Gezgin1 

Abstract

What would be the future of management theory? To answer this question, 
we explain 3 factors behind the heterogeneity of management theory from a 
sociology of science perspective. Then we present and discuss 6 trends that are 
expected to be influential over management theory in our future estimation. 
These are: Decolonization; Sinification; empowerment and precarization; 
feminization, degendering and egalitarianism; transdisciplinarity; and 
environmental and natural challenges and issues (including global warming, 
increasing number of disasters, peak oil, energy crisis, renewable energy, 
sustainability, green management etc.). We make the distinction between 
risk-averse mainstream core academia and risk-accepting critical peripheral 
academia. These 6 trends we claim are already gaining power in the periphery, 
and it is highly like that they would be parts of the mainstream science 
in 50-100 years. Firstly, although the old-fashioned colonialism is over, 
decolonization of management theory is under progress. Secondly, the rise 
of China and Chinese scholars will bring the wave of Sinification. Thirdly, 
the industrial relations oscillate between empowerment and precarization. 
Fourthly, with the rise of gender equality, degendering of management theory 
will be visible. Fifthly, the sciences including management science will move 
more and more towards transdisciplinarity. Finally, environmental and natural 
challenges will be more influential. 
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1. Introduction 

What would be the future of management theory? Before answering this 
question, we need to set time limits for a discussion of future. It can range 
from a few years to a millennium (e.g. Tonn, 2004) and even million years 
from a cosmological, geological and evolutionary points of view by focusing 
on inorganic and organic matter. However, in human sciences, the time limit 
we set fatally determines our discussion: For example, if we would think 
about language development in a century, we can identify a set of trends, but 
if the scale is a millennium then we can’t even know whether our languages 
English, Spanish or Russian will survive as they are or evolve into some other 
languages and thus go extinct (as in the case of how European languages 
evolved from Latin historically). So it is better to have narrow time limits for 
precision, but wider enough to predict long-term possibilities. That is why, 
in this article, we decided to concentrate on 50-100 years ahead. 

2.3 Factors behind the heterogeneity of management theory 

From a philosophy and sociology of science point of view, we need to 
keep in mind that management theory is far from a heterogeneous monolith. 
In fact, it is hard to agree with the singular characterization of the area 
rather than a plural one. This heterogeneity can be due to 3 factors, when 
management theory is reconceptualized with an onion model:

2.1. Normal, risk-averse core vs. revolutionary, risk-accepting 
periphery

Management theory consists of a core and outer layers which can also be 
called as periphery. The core is always more resistant to change compared 
to the periphery. Since in our times, the change in everyday reality is the 
norm, rather than exception; the core had to be more dynamic for higher 
fidelity. But this is rarely the case. Analogous to the sticky prices and wages 
of Keynesian economics, the core has its reasons to be more dogmatic and 
resistant to the dynamic character of everyday reality. The core is in full 
control of the funds, tenure, other key positions and other sources of prestige 
and monetary returns. For the core, to think differently may be risky, as it 
would easily be translated into loss of prestige and monetary returns through 
getting rejections from the top journals, fund agencies and research institutes 
of Kuhnian normal science which expect the contributor to be more or less 
normal and similar to each other, rather than revolutionary and inherently 
different. This can also mean loss of funds and in some cases even tenure. 
Let us remember the story of Ignaz Semmelweis (1818-1865) who had 
reasons to propose a relationship between childbirth deaths and dirty hands 
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but no sufficient proof to convince his colleagues. He had lost his positions 
and prestige (Best & Neuhauser, 2004). One can’t be in both the normal, 
risk-averse core of scientific community and the marginalized periphery that 
is more eager to recognize the facts. Of course we have more remarkable 
cases of revolutionary science such as Galileo which corroborates our central 
thesis here.

So when we think about the future of management theory, we need to 
take note of the fact that there is no single scientific community producing 
and re-producing management theory, but two: Normal, risk-averse core and 
revolutionary, risk-seeking (or in better terms, risk-accepting) peripheries. 
Their future responses to the changes in reality will be different. 

2.2. The mainstream core vs. critical periphery: This distinction has 
implications for critical and self-critical approaches to management theory. 
The periphery can be more critical and self-critical, criticizing the theory as 
well as their own role in, for example, social control. Management theory, 
as critical and self-critical thinkers know very well, is never science alone; 
it always involves values which open the gates for politics. Again critical 
and self-critical thinkers are aware of the influences of the world wars in 
particular and military motivations in general over the origins and history of 
management theory. The aim of management theory, in that sense, is not only 
maximizing efficiency and accordingly boosting financial indicators such as 
profit, revenue, return of investment etc., but also pacifying resistance to 
authorities, authoritarianisms and norms. Thus, the way the future dynamics 
will be received and responded to will be different among the mainstream 
core and the critical periphery.

2.3. The fields, sub-fields and overlaps: Another major source of 
heterogeneity for management theory is due to the fact that there is no 
management theory with capital ‘M’ and ‘T’ that has the explanatory and 
predictive powers over all fields and sub-fields of management. A few 
candidates for such a comprehensive theory making appeared such as systems 
theory, chaos and complexity models, but so far they are far from full-fledged, 
thus we don’t consider them as MT. Rather than a single theory explaining 
everything in management, which is the case in, for example, physics, we 
have tens of theories in management with differing scope, and explanatory 
and predictive power, and considerable overlaps. So a question concerning 
the future of management theory is based on the false assumption that there 
is a single management theory. Contrary to this singular view, if we take it in 
its plural, then we need to concentrate on each, to come up with satisfactory 
responses. 
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A way to stick to a singular management theory would be periodization 
of the history of management theory on the basis of the most common 
approach for each period. This typical textbook point of view, seen for 
instance, in Pearson (2018) brings about 4 major periods of management 
theory: Classical view which is characterized by “[e]mphasis on purpose, 
formal structure, hierarchy of management, technical requirements, and 
common principles of organisation” (p.43), human relations view which 
can be summarized by “[a]ttention to social factors at work, groups, 
leadership, the informal organisation, and behaviour of people” (p.43), 
systems view which relies on “[t]he integration of the classical and human 
relations approaches, [i]mportance of the socio-technical system, [and] [t]
he organisation within its external environment” (p.43), contingency view 
which proposes that there is “[n]o best design of organisation. Form of 
structure, management, and ‘success’ of the organisation [are] dependent 
upon a range of situational variables” (p.43). However, this point of view is 
not comprehensive enough. Its focus is only about organizational aspects, 
but management theory covers many areas other than organizations such as 
supply chain management, operations management, project management 
etc. Secondly, we should keep in mind that historically speaking, overlaps are 
likely. Thirdly, these are rather characterizations of the mainstream academic 
core rather than marginalized peripheries, which lack the description of the 
mechanisms that lead to transition to another approach, in other words, it 
does not provide a dynamical account. 

Nevertheless, a number of future studies of some of the management 
theories can be noted in this context. Kessels (2001) states that the time for 
traditional management theory is over, as we have been moving to knowledge 
economy. The knowledge work needs to be up to date. That is why to survive 
in the future, the companies have to be learning organizations. In the same 
vein, Koski (2001) proposes companies to be intelligent organizations. 

While these kinds of studies partially explain how the economy will be 
transformed, it is not the case for management theory. As explained above, 
there is no deterministic relation between everyday reality and management 
theory. Management theory usually falters, and delays are typical of the 
theory due to the resistance and risk-averseness of the core. At the same 
time, we need to remind that this article was written in 2001 which means 
well ahead of theory construction in this area, which makes it one of the 
precursors of these idea but not that of the conclusive ones. This is the price 
to be paid when you think earlier and faster than the mainstream academic 
core. 
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In fact, future-oriented discussions on structural changes of the economy 
seem to be popular among the futures scholars: García-Olivares & Solé 
(2015), for example, discusses how we would ultimately move “from 
capitalism to a symbiotic economy”; while Cohen (2013) claims that we 
have already moved from consumerism to post-consumerism “expressed 
in terms of stagnating wages, persistently high unemployment, widening 
income inequality, sluggish consumer demand, volatile financial markets, 
contracting middle-class security, and general public malaise” (Cohen, 
2013, p.42). Let us also note that this futurological interest in structural 
changes of the economy is not recent; it dates back to 1970s and onwards 
with discussions of the role of informal economy in post-industrial society 
(Gershuny, 1979), “services in the new industrial economy” (Miles, 1993, 
p.653), and the post-Fordist economy (Belussi & Garibaldo, 1996). But 
even in these comprehensive accounts, how these changes will influence 
management theory is missing. Likewise, another popular topic among 
futures scholars appears to be innovation. These works cover diverse areas 
such as entrepreneurial innovation (Colwell & Narayanan, 2010), corporate 
innovation management (Gracht, Vennemann & Darkow, 2010), national 
systems of innovation (Archibugi & Michie, 1997), how innovation would 
affect human resource strategies (Johnson, Baldwin & Diverty, 1996), 
innovation networks (Duin, Heger & Schlesinger, 2014) etc. Again, the 
focus is on how to support innovation, but not about how management 
theory would respond to these recommendations. Thus, we need to shift 
our interest from future studies about management to research on theory 
building in management.

In the case of theory building in management, converging with our 
characterization of academic communities above, Trim & Lee (2004) 
state that “[a] researcher may also need to adopt a rather “risky” research 
strategy that encapsulates the critical theory approach, if they are to 
achieve something unique” (p.473). On the other hand, they have a more 
cognitivistic understanding of theory building:

“However, gaps in our knowledge do arise and prove challenging with 
respect to motivating us to eradicate our deficiencies and at the same time 
spur us to find new solutions. This implies that it is necessary to generate 
new insights into management theory and at the same time broaden the 
parameters of management development” (p.474). 

Dent & Bozeman (2014), from a historical point of view provides a 
more colored and realistic description of theory building in management. 
They list “social Darwinism and religion, the rise of social science, the promise 
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of the scientific method, and the perspectives of the business tycoons” as “the social 
ideas and influences that created the conditions for modern management to be 
formed and established” (p.145). Although this list is far from full-fledged 
(for example it does not include funders) it is more social than the account 
provided by Trim & Lee (2004) which was based on the widespread 
assumption of ‘a curious individual scientist’ rather than aggressive needs 
of the corporate interests. Theory building in management is not cognitive 
only, social factors can be said to be stronger, as these theories serve a set of 
vital social functions such as maintaining the status quo and social control. 

Dent & Bozeman (2014) reminding us that in fact the first management 
theories emerged during slavery period in the United States state that

“What was undecided in mid-nineteenth century America was whether 
wage-earners would be treated more like partners, apprentices, slaves, or 
in some other manner. Modern employment has largely forged a different 
form, often providing health insurance, pensions, and other benefits. 
Modern management, in its approach to the employed work force, is 
primarily designed to operate objectively and instrumentally toward human 
“resources”” (p.147).

3. Trends to influence the future of management theory 

Before presenting and discussing the trends to influence the future of 
management theory, let’s listen to what Scott (2007) says about peer review 
which is the foundation of the modern science: 

“[Peer review] is the main form of decision-making around grant 
selection, academic publishing and the promotion of individual scientists 
within universities and research institutions. It also underpins methods used 
to evaluate scientific institutions. Yet, peer review as currently practiced can be 
narrowly scientific, to the exclusion of other pressing quality criteria relating 
to social relevance. It is often also controlled and practiced by scientists to the 
exclusion of wider groups that might bring valuable perspectives” (p.827).

Furthermore, 

“[p]eer review plays a significant role in many of the key moments in 
science, as it is the main form of decision-making around: who receives 
money to do what science; who gets to publish in the scientific literature; 
and which individual scientists are selected and promoted within research 
institutions” (Scott, 2007, p.828).

In fact, this is no longer completely true. Some of the functions usually 
attributed to peer review are now assigned for non-academic actors of the neo-
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liberal model such as CEO of the university, Human Resource Departments 
etc. Nevertheless, even in the ideal situation, peer review can’t be 100% 
reliable. It is where some of the ideas are marginalized and underfunded 
especially in social and administrative science fields.2 Recognizing this fact 
and summarizing the relevant reports, Scott (2007) adds that

“other problems with peer review include fraud, bias (i.e., institutional bias, 
bias in favour of positive results, bias against women or young researchers), 
‘cloning’ (i.e., favouring topics and researchers with characteristics similar 
to those of incumbent paradigms and researchers), and inefficiency” 
(p.834).  

Within this context of imperfect peer review systems, a set of trends are 
expected to influence the future of management theory. Some of these have 
been very-well recognized by futurologists while some others have rarely been 
under the spotlights. Let us stress the fact that they are not only influential 
over management and companies, but also management theory. The reason 
is that there are already a reasonably high number of marginalized researchers 
mostly in the academic peripheries that form a loose coalition of heterodox 
voices in academic circles of management. In our next time horizon (i.e. 
in half-century or in a century) they can be a part of the mainstream if the 
conditions will be ripe for their academic revolutions. These trends are:

- Decolonization

- Sinification

- Empowerment and precarization

- Feminization, degendering and egalitarianism

- Transdisciplinarity

- Environmental and natural challenges and issues (including global 
warming, increasing number of disasters, peak oil, energy crisis, sustainability, 
green management)

2 As a reviewer for some other scholarly journals, of course I am not against peer review, 
however I think we need to find better ways to do it. The reviewers in all the occasions 
listed by Scott (2007) need to be aware of their own blind spots, biases and other forms of 
subjectivities; and never think for a moment that they are infallible. Secondly, I feel lucky that 
we have futures studies journals that are more receptive, if not accepting for heterodox views. 
Finally, let us also note that in a considerably high number of countries, the endowers of 
research funds are explicitly or implicitly ideologically-oriented in their funding decisions. This 
is the case in almost all undemocratic countries which corresponds to more than half of the 
world population. In those countries, in addition to reviewers’ blind spots, biases and other 
forms of subjectivities, the researchers also need to tackle with discrimination, mobbing, threat 
of unemployment and hunger, civil death, and other forms of social and political repression. 
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Some of these are belated and some others are just-in-time responses to 
the outdated model of the management theorist: This theorist is a Western 
patriarchal, colonial, individualistic, anti-egalitarian, anti-democratic, 
narrow-disciplinary male theorist which take natural and environmental 
resources and conditions as granted. This model is challenged through these 
trends to be presented and discussed below.

3.1. Decolonization

Management theory still has colonial relics in its workings. Usually we 
have Western-origined theories which claim universality without considering 
non-Western work settings. In fact, these theories can be applicable only if 
its assumptions about society hold true. Western-origined theories are useful 
in former colonies only if those distant lands were completely colonized not 
in terms of military and economic relations, but also through sociological 
and psychological dimensions. When non-Western people act as if they are 
Westerners, and if they act so well that their act becomes the reality, then the 
Western management theory is applicable for a former colony. This shows 
the hidden connection of management theory and colonialism. Despite of 
the enormous harm inflicted on colonized, subjugated subjects and countries 
as a whole, with the rise of countries like BRICS, management theory 
will be forced to question itself as a response to the challenges posed by 
former colonies. Research viewing management theory from a post-colonial 
perspective is rare (e.g. Banerjee & Prasad, 2008), but some other vocal 
critiques using other terms are notable such as Fang (2010): 

 “Hofstede’s cross-cultural paradigm has stimulated academic interest in 
value and behavioral variations across national borders and helped practitioners 
to capture national cultural stereotypes in concrete and measurable terms. 
Nevertheless, the Hofstede paradigm with its focus on cultural differences 
can hardly capture today’s new cross-cultural management environment 
characterized by change and paradox in borderless and wireless cultural 
learning, knowledge transfer, and synchronized information sharing. In the 
twenty-first century, management faces new challenges because people in the 
twenty-first century are increasingly no longer bipolarized and isolated creatures 
but of multicultural identities and multicultural minds. Asian management 
researchers need to learn from the West but at the same time need to have self-
confidence and courage in using indigenous knowledge to make contributions 
to theory building with global relevance” (Fang, 2010, p.155). 

Likewise, Blunt & Jones (1997) compare and contrast ‘current Western 
leadership ‘ideal’’ with leadership in East Asia and Africa on the basis of 
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“influences on leadership practices”, authority, uncertainty and relationships 
(p.19), and concludes that the differences are paradigmatic, in other words 
the Western leadership theories largely diverge from the real situation in East 
Asia and Africa. 

Jack et al. (2013) ask a timely and useful question which will be relevant 
for the next trend as well (i.e. Sinification):

“Is it possible and desirable to create a universal theory of management 
and organization? Scholarship about the boundary conditions of endogenous 
theory and the need for indigenous theories of management as well as 
geopolitical changes in the world order have animated this debate” (p.148). 

3.2. Sinification

The rise of China is discussed usually in international relations, politics, 
economics, trade and military circles. But futurological discussions of the 
implication of this Sino-rise is rare in the discipline of management. Chinese 
management scholars are quite active. They have their own journals in which 
the implicit, underlying discussion is the following: Should we fix the false 
and self-proclaimed universality of Western-oriented management theory by 
introducing Chinese inputs including concepts, methodologies, approaches, 
facts, findings etc. or should we rather develop our own Chinese management 
theory? This question will be even more meaningful as China will progress 
in One Belt One Road project (also known as the New Silk Road) (see 
State Council, 2018), merger and acquisitions operations directed towards 
European and American companies (cf. Drahokoupil, 2017; Yang et al., 
2011), and investments elsewhere such as in Latin America and Africa (cf. 
Narins, 2018). So Chinese management research (e.g. Cao, Zhang & Xi, 
2011; Li & Peng, 2008; Qi, 2012; Stening & Zhang, 2007; Xi, Cao & 
Xiangli, 2010; Xi, Zhang & Ge, 2012), following these economic trends 
will stop being a matter of Chinese only. The first answer for the question 
above will be the strongest challenge against Western-origined management 
theory, as it will not only question its epistemology, but also cultural givens 
and hidden motivations. 

These discussions will be coupled with those asking whether China is the 
new colonialist power considering its interest in buying raw materials from 
low and middle income countries and selling processed products (Larmer, 
2017; Mourdoukoutas, 2018).3 In this way, the argument goes, and with 

3 A Forbes article was provocatively, unfairly and unrealistically entitled ‘China is treating Africa 
the same way European colonists did’; however possibly due to world-wide reaction it was 
revised as ‘What is China doing in Africa?’ after release. However, the extension of the article 
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the infrastructure projects, China makes these needy countries economically 
dependent on himself. However, Chinese would reply stating that the data 
are distorted with a Western bias (Yafei, 2014), they have no military goals 
to conquer the world and they committed no massacres among Africans in 
the name of colonialism nor involved in slave trade, unlike what Western 
colonialists did. So overall, this analogy is not applicable, but obviously it 
serves ideological functions for Western and pro-Western commentators 
through hiding the brutal history of Western colonialism. In summary, one 
thing we can be sure of for the next century is that China will be more 
powerful, Chinese will have larger share of media time, and Chinese 
management scholars will publish more works that will be even more 
influential in global management circles. 

3.3. Empowerment and Precarization

Let us note that management theory was developed by managers and 
employers without any participation of employees. Thus it needs to be 
debunked to come up with a more democratic and egalitarian theory that 
empowers employees. However, recent forms of capitalism is increasingly 
getting more characterized by the notion of precarization, while struggle for 
empowerment continues. Precarization means labors’ forced transformation 
into becoming ‘copy-paste’ elements of insecure job conditions, usually 
without a contract or with an unfavorable one (i.e. zero-hour contracts 
or adjunct positions or sessional lecturing in academia). Precaria, as the 
new proletariat has no job security, they can be fired any time without any 
compensation. They are not offered permanent contracts which also mean 
that neither social security nor health insurance are provided. This is the 
best arrangement for the employers as the labor force will be docile, easily 
replaced (i.e. made to function as a copy/paste element) and will not be 
associated with costly payments such as social rights. Increasing number 
and percentages of people are precarized all over the world with the obvious 
example of higher education where adjuncts, part-timers and sessionals are 
plenty and appear to constitute most of the academic staff in the future. From 
a different perspective, but with a similar result, Williams & Windebank 
(1999) discuss informalization and post-formalization of labor in our times 
of high formal and informal unemployment and underemployment. 

How did we come to these dire conditions for labor? We have mainly 3 
interconnected reasons: The decline in trade union membership, the collapse 

still reveals the original title: china-is-treating-africa-the-same-way-european-colonists-did/ 
(Mourdoukoutas, 2018). 
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of Soviet Union and almost all of its ideological allies, and the implementation 
of neo-liberal policies. With a higher number of ununionized labor, each 
worker became more expendable. European bourgeoisie had been afraid 
of a Soviet-like revolution in Europe, and by then labor and social rights 
movements were strong, that is why European governments had granted 
social rights to people. With the collapse of Soviet Union, this ‘red scare’ 
ended. Finally, neo-liberal policies cut government funds over schools and 
hospitals which were supposed to operate for public benefit rather than 
profit. They turned all sectors into profit-making companies, success of which 
was evaluated on the basis of private profit rather than public benefit. As a 
result of these 3 factors, precarization is fast approaching unexpectedly high 
proportions. Let’s also add the fact that China’s inhumane work conditions 
also dovetail with worldwide precarization. The rise of China will be the 4th 
factor behind this process. 

We can change its name, we can call it in another way, but it doesn’t 
matter: Class struggle is a reality of life and it persists in different forms in 
different centuries. A higher level approach to the notion of class struggle 
would focus on the relations of hierarchy in work settings to cover not only 
economic differences, but also social ones. Contrary to what the mainstream 
human resource management discipline tries to convince us, the interests of 
the employer, managers and employees are irreconcilable. With due respects 
to exceptions, in most of the capitalist enterprises of the world, the workers 
are made to believe that the company interest is identical with their own 
interest. So if the company wins, they win. We incisively saw that that was 
not the case considering the bonus schemes the CEOs were entitled to for 
failing their companies in 2008 Economic and Financial Crisis.4 The notion 
of class struggle will pop up again and again, and a future outlook without 
considering this is far from reality. So we will see whether empowerment 
and industrial/economic democracy movements which apply the notion of 
political democracy to work settings will prevail or not (cf. Johanisova & 
Wolf, 2012). The class struggle, as well as the trends towards precarization 
vs. empowerment will be influential over management theory. A theory 
aiming for precarization would focus on how to motivate staff although they 
are stripped of all their rights, while another for empowerment will focus on 
humane work conditions. That is a big difference.

4 Why are we insisting that the crisis was both economic and financial, why don’t we say financial 
only? If a crisis is economic, we should be able to find the reasons in the real economy such as 
oversupply of housing which was applicable for 2008 in addition to the financial reasons. 
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3.4. Feminization, Degendering and Egalitarianism

The management theory was developed by predominantly male 
theorists. A number of challenges posed by feminists are to be noted. 
For example, under capitalism the low-paying jobs are mostly allotted to 
women; support workers which are mostly women such as cleaners are 
demeaned; house work is not counted as productive activity (but in fact it 
helps labor to refresh for the next day) etc. Women’s studies scholars are 
expected to come up with even more radical criticisms of the male theorist 
behind the management theory. While currently, feminist and pro-feminist 
future studies are rare (e.g. Milojević, 2008; Szalai, 1975), the disconnect 
between women’s studies in general and feminist studies in particular and 
future studies will likely be mended in the future through the collaboration 
of scholars from both sides. 

3.5. Transdisciplinarity

While the mainstream academia is getting more and more specialized, 
transdisciplinarity is also recognized as a drawer of a more realistic picture. 
In fact, in the future some of the management theories may go extinct as they 
are too narrowly engaged with their subject forgetting to look at a greater 
picture. This move towards transdisciplinarity is also visible in future studies 
(e.g. Cilliers & Nicolescu, 2012; Darbellay, 2015; Jahn & Keil, 2015; Klein, 
2014; Serrao-Neumann et al., 2015). Transdisciplinarity requires team work 
as each individual scientists’ cognitive capacity is more limited than needed. 
As a result, transdisciplinarity emerges as a way to refute the individual and 
individualist theorist behind management theory. 

3.6. Environmental and Natural Challenges and Issues 

A number of environmental and natural challenges and responses such 
as global warming, increasing number of disasters, peak oil, energy crisis, 
sustainability, renewable energies, green management etc. are on the table, 
and how these can transform the management theory should be discussed. 
A high number of future studies articles address these issues (e.g. Abas, 
Kalair & Khan, 2015; Almeida & Silva, 2011; Crivits et al., 2010; Eastin, 
Grundmann & Prakash, 2011; Enserink, Kwakkel & Veenman, 2013; 
Floyd & Zubevich, 2010; Heinonen, Jokinen & Kaivo-oja, 2001; Hjorth & 
Bagheri, 2006; Hughes & Johnson, 2005; Jamison, 2003; Jokinen, Malaska 
& Kaivo-oja, 1998; Kemp, 1994; Maiteny, 2000; Mathews, 2012, 2013; 
Moriarty & Honnery, 2015; Newman, 2006; Roy, 2000), but discussions 
about their implications for management theory is rare.
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Economically speaking, management theory is usually based on the 
notion of homo economicus championed by classical economics. According 
to this approach, human beings are rational, they pursue their self-interest 
following a simple hedonistic algorithm: Pursue joy, avoid pain; or get 
rewards, avoid punishment. This approach further assumes that markets are 
naturally self-balancing. However we have seen on every occasion that these 
two assumptions are not true. As Freud and many other psychodynamically 
and cognitively oriented psychologists showed us, unconscious, subconscious 
and preconscious processes are more important than publicly recognized in 
decision making and human behavior. So irrationality can’t be discarded. 
Furthermore, for numerous times, the so-called ‘free markets’ fail and their 
failure may lead to even worse problems such as economic crisis. Despite 
of these deficiencies peaked on 2008 Economic and Financial Crisis, the 
homo economicus assumption of the management theory persists in the 
mainstream academic core, but it may change in the future with increasing 
pressure from the marginalized peripheries. 

A statement closely tied with this outdated notion of homo economicus 
was that “the resources are scarce”. But this scarcity was a relative and 
conditional one: Our needs were infinite, thus we could never have sufficient 
resources to meet our needs. This hedonistic assumption is also problematic. 
The whole idea of Buddhism and the discussions of degrowth are based 
on the idea that we can minimize our needs. The notion of needs is not a 
universal and ahistorical given. Our needs depend on our times. However, 
in the next century or so, this notion of scarcity will have another form with 
the recognition of the fact that the scarcity is not relative or conditional, but 
absolute and universal. Why? That is because the environmental and natural 
resources that were taken for granted, for example clean air will be recognized 
to be vulnerable to anthropogenic harms such as ozone depletion. 

Other likely trends can be noted as well. For example, the exploding uses 
of AI for production will be another trend for management theory to reckon. 
To what extent the epistemic assumptions reserved for human workers 
will be granted to AI would be one of the questions to consider. Let us 
remember one of our discussions above which reminds us that management 
theory emerged during slavery in the United States. This situation may have 
its parallel in AI discussions. 

One view is that in fact the prevalence of AI does not bring a categorical, 
qualitative difference for capitalism: Machines are always used in capitalism, 
and in fact they are the basis of capitalism. So use of more machines in 
production does not make any difference. Whereas some others claim it 
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to be a major difference (e.g. Makridakis, 2017). Whatever the conclusion 
would be, this discussion will be one of the agenda items of management 
theory in the future. 

Other than Makridakis (2017) and AI as a trend, we can also mention 
social media as another trend. Pang (2010), rather than talking about social 
media use, propose to study social media contents to come up with new 
information; while Kostakis et al. (2015)’s arguments revolve on ‘commons-
based peer production’ which is expected to take place in the post-capitalist 
future. 

4. Conclusion

In this article, we tried to reflect on the future of management theory. 
We proposed that it is not homogeneous. We mentioned 3 factors behind 
this situation. We proceeded to present and discuss 6 trends that have been 
affecting management theory: Decolonization, Sinifacation, degendering, 
empowerment and precarization, transdisciplinary, and environmental and 
natural challenges and issues. Of course there may be other factors that 
are not discussed here. However, as a starting point, the presentation of 
these 6 trends would hopefully help the interested readers to reflect on their 
implications for the future. 
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