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Rationale 

Although not often discussed, generating theories about organizational phenomena inevitably 

involves philosophical questions. These are meta-questions that focus on the frameworks, 

categories, and concepts, that is, the dominant ways of thinking about, researching, and 

justifying knowledge claims within organization studies (Mir, Willmott and Greenwood, 2016; 

Tsoukas and Chia, 2011; Van de Ven, 2007). As such, philosophical questions are generated 

from outside the scholarly practices within which organization scientists ordinarily carry out 

their research.  

 

Of course, scholars can carry out their research without ever having to bother with 

philosophical meta-questions. However, when they stumble in their efforts to make sense of 

the empirical world, when their theories are challenged by rival ones or when there are calls 

for conceptual clarity and integration of existing theories, accepted frameworks and concepts 

of organizational inquiry come under scrutiny. Philosophical questions enter the scene (Powell, 

2001; Tsoukas, 2019; Tsoukas and Chia, 2011).  

 

Philosophical questions are essentially conceptual in character (Uygur, 1964): they are 

concerned with the nature (or meaning) of the concepts we use to describe, interpret, 



understand, and explain organizations (including the concepts ‘describe’, ‘interpret’, 

‘understand’, ‘explain’ and ‘organizations’). For example, questions such as how we should 

think about organizational change, routines, strategy, learning, decision-making, leadership, 

organizational ethics or aesthetics are not empirical but conceptual. They, therefore, invite us 

to think more clearly, systematically and/or creatively about the conceptual categories we 

habitually use to make sense of phenomena of interest. A philosophical approach to 

organization studies aims to scrutinize, critique, and elucidate key concepts, modes of thinking 

and researching, as well as ways of justifying knowledge claims commonly used in the 

scholarly practice of organization studies (Tsoukas, 2019).  

 

Similar to other institutionalized practices, organizational research legitimates and takes for 

granted particular ways of engaging with, observing, and talking about the world. Insofar as 

this is the case, some closure of meaning is inevitably brought about.  Philosophical inquiry 

helps to counter such closure by questioning commonly accepted meanings underlying research 

practices, as well as cultivating an inquisitive disposition and openness. As Foucault (1985: 9) 

eloquently put it: philosophical inquiry is first and foremost an “endeavor to know how and to 

what extent it might be possible to think differently, instead of legitimizing what is already 

known.”  

 

This is exactly what PHILOS aims to achieve to encourage researchers to conduct 

philosophically informed exploration of organizational phenomena that problematizes existing 

conceptual categories and frameworks and, based on that, make fresh distinctions, create new 

concepts, and open up new inquiry spaces that lead to the development of novel and impactful 

theories.  

 

Purpose, Venue, and Organization 

The aim of the PHILOS Colloquium is to consolidate and further develop ongoing efforts to 

advance a philosophical approach to organization studies. The aim is not to contribute to 

philosophy itself, but to advance a more philosophically oriented organization studies that will 

pursue both critique and new conceptual advancements in the field.  

 

PHILOS is affiliated with the International Symposium on Process Organization Studies 

(PROS). It is an annual event that takes place immediately before or after, and at the same 

venue as, PROS. 

 

The Fourth PHILOS Colloquium will take place on 21-23 June 2024, at the Coral Beach 

Hotel and Resort, Paphos, Cyprus (https://coral.com.cy/). The Colloquium venue, 

comfortable, relaxing, and situated by the sea in one of the most beautiful parts of Cyprus, will 

provide an ideal setting for participants to relax and engage in creative dialogues. 

 

Similar to PROS, the PHILOS Colloquium is organized in two tracks – a General Track and a 

Thematic Track. Each track is described below. 

 

1.The General Track includes papers that explore organizational phenomena from any 

philosophical perspective. 

 

The general track invites papers from researchers who, drawing from any philosophy, wish to 

critique and/or further develop current understandings about any organizational topic or type 

of theorizing in organization studies (e.g., routines, sensemaking, leadership, improvisation, 

organizational knowledge and learning, institutions, change, innovation, decision making, 

https://coral.com.cy/


strategy, etc.). Thus, papers in the General Track can draw on any kind of philosophy to explore 

particular organizational phenomena. The intention with the General Track is to be as broad as 

possible, not to favour any particular philosophical perspective or theme.   

 

2. The Thematic Track includes papers addressing the particular theme of the Colloquium 

every year.  

 

For 2024 the theme is: 

 

Human Conduct and the Good Life: Ethics and Organizing 

 

Is there a universal goal that all humans share? For many philosophers, that goal is to lead a 

good life - one that endows it with value and meaning - which Aristotle identified as the 

foundation of ethics (Vogt, 2017). As Rosa (2019: 19-20) notes, “human actors [individuals 

and collectives] are only capable of acting and making decisions when they possess at least an 

implicit answer to the question of the good life that provides them with both positive and 

negative direction in their lives.” But what does it mean to live a good life? Inquiring about 

how to live a good life involves questioning how we ought to shape ourselves as moral 

individuals and collectives, which standards to uphold, and which objectives to pursue (Paul et 

al., 1992) Examining the good life frequently involves, among others, questioning deeply 

ingrained habits, customs, political ideologies, institutions, and organizational structures that 

guide and shape human conduct. 

 

However, even a cursory assessment of recent events suggest that what constitutes the good 

life is highly precarious and contested. For instance, rules that restrict individual freedom and 

promote survival during the Covid-19 pandemic (Sünter, 2022); technological advancements 

that challenge to human reasoning (Parisi, 2021), such as the integration of racialized 

algorithms into various aspects of life (Benjamin, 2019); the ongoing decline of nation states 

and institutions (Bauman, 2014), leading to the hollowing of democratic principles (Fraser, 

2022; Brown, 2019); the emergence of post-technical solutionism, singularity, and Silicon 

Valley libertarianism (Hui, 2017), post-truth, alternative facts, and conspiracy theories; the 

blurring of gender identities and categories (Butler, 1990; Halbestam, 1998); and the reckoning 

of racial and colonial inequities (Du Bois, 1903/1994; Davis, 2016; Mbembe, 2019; Mohanty, 

2003; Moten, 2018; West, 2001). There is also a growing awareness of the interconnectedness 

of life on the planet (Cassin, 2021; Mbembe, 2021a,b) and the responsibilities that come with 

ongoing symbiotic relations between humans and non-humans in wider socio-ecological 

processes, indicating that nature is not a passive entity but a lively one, brimming with patterns 

and thought (Kohn, 2013). Furthermore, objects such as carbon, nuclear waste, and viruses are 

now actively influencing the potential for human life (Morton, 2013). The rise of digital 

technologies has further complicated the situation, as they increasingly intervene in – or 

entirely replace - human decision-making processes (Rosenblat, 2018; Stark & Pais, 2020). 

 

Organizations play a central role in these transformations, and there is now a renewed urgency 

for those working within organizations, those who educate organizational actor, and those 

impacted by their activities to re-evaluate the possibilities for leading a good life (Holt & 

Zundel, 2023). Searching for and living an ethical life is, thus, a crucial question for both 

individuals and organizations, especially for academics who study (and often justify) the 

actions of both. Several cases that have received publicity recently bear thus out: should 

members of organizations have the right to express themselves in public, taking positions that 

may not be held by their employers? Should companies (including universities) work with 



governments that are known for their corruption and brutality? Would it be right for firms to 

publicly challenge state legislatures when they disagree with laws enacted? And so on. One 

does not need to be well versed in moral philosophy to realize that ethics is embedded in 

organizing. A deeply inter-connected, 24/7 world creates a public agora in which individuals 

and organizations are called upon, or at least prompted, to take a stand (Tsoukas, 2005).  

 

The question of what constitutes a good life and how it can provide direction in our current and 

future ways of living, therefore, forms the remit of the Fourth PHILOS symposium next year. 

We invite a wide range of contributions concerned with ethics and organizing:  

 

Judgment, practical reason, and good conduct. Philosophical thinking about the ‘good’ raises, 

in the first place, questions about how normativity is established. Interrogations of ‘reason’ 

(Thaning et al., 2020), drawing both on Anglo-American analytic philosophy as well as 

German Romanticism have been central in how normativity is understood. But contributions 

of continental European philosophies - particularly phenomenological, poststructuralist, and 

postmodern insights - raise questions regarding language, perspectivism, and the potential risk 

of relativism, which demand critical examination. Insistent questions of judgment, and ‘good’ 

decision-making in managing, organizing and governing, in a world that is evidently more and 

more in crisis (Covid-19 pandemic, deepening socio-economics inequities and conflicts, 

climate emergency, wars), urgently invite careful explorations of phronetic reasoning and its 

possibilities for the good life (Contu, 2023; Sandberg & Tsoukas, 2011; Tsoukas, 2019).  

 

Criteria for ‘measuring’ the good life. What criteria can be used for evaluating the good life?  

According to Rosa (2019), the most common criteria in modernity are levels of resources in 

terms of money, health, and community (social relationships). However, there are likely to be 

other criteria than those fixated on resources. Economists, for example, have increasingly 

discussed measures other than GDP (Stiglitz, Sen & Fitoussi, 2010) and have sought to include 

“happiness” in their thinking (Oswald, Proto & Sgroi, 2015; Layard, 2011), while neo-

Aristotelian philosophers have suggested human “capabilities” to be better descriptors of what 

make human life fulfilled (Nussbaum, 2011). 

 

Virtuous conduct and virtuous organising. The revival of virtue ethics within organisation 

studies and business ethics has brought about conceptual gains and enables the raising of 

critical questions. For instance, Communitarian approaches (Alasdair MacIntyre, Charles 

Taylor, etc.) raise various questions regarding the boundaries of such communities, and the 

processes for differentiating between internal and external goods. When do communities yield 

inclusive practices that generate meaningful and equitable relations and when do they generate 

practices of exclusion and discrimination? What conceptions of good life underlie particular 

communities? How do organizations couple internal and external goods? When such coupling 

fails, why does it and how?  

 

At a time when the very sustainability of the modern way of life is in crisis, re-imagining the 

good life has been exercising thinkers from a multiplicity of philosophical perspectives and 

persuasions (e.g., Mbembe, 2023; Sandel, 2012; Segal, 2018; Skidelsky & Skidelsky, 2012). 

Despite their differences, these authors are re-thinking virtuous conduct, focusing on how 

individual and collective flourishing maybe possible, beyond the constrictions of single-

minded profit-maximization and utilitarian thinking at large. How does such a radical impetus 

play out in our organizational theorizing? How do we theorize re-organising for the good life? 

In conducting research on the good life, we must also take epistemological questions seriously, 

acknowledging the importance of critical performativity (Contu, 2020, Fleming & Banerjee, 



2016; Spicer, Alvesson & Kärreman, 2009). The question remains: how can we devise more 

inclusive, multidisciplinary approaches to understanding what it means to ‘organize for good’ 

(Holt & Zundel, 2014; Rhodes & Westwood, 2016).  

  

Critical conduct and critical questioning. We welcome contributions that acknowledge the 

limits of current approaches to ethical organising as it is manifested in ethics management 

processes, international business ethics, ESG reporting practices etc. Organisational 

interventions often suffer from an inherent instrumentality that obscures ontological, 

epistemological, and ethico-political questions, in a rush towards solutions and programs that 

purport to address the ethical dilemmas we face globally, while glossing over the contradictions 

and aporias that are generated. Several organisational scholars have drawn on the work of 

philosophers such as Levinas, Derrida, Deleuze, Heidegger, Dussel, Butler and others to 

critique such approaches and to reinscribe critical questioning and relationality as the essence 

of ethics. How can we take forward such critical thinking? What else do we need to query about 

and how?  

 

Ethical Organizing. Ethical organising lies at the interface of global, organisation and 

individual processes and practices. Themes we invite submissions for include (the list is merely 

indicative): 

 

• Rethinking global initiatives towards ethical organising from the perspective of world-

forming (mondialization). This requires a much more critical analysis of questions of 

political-economy and the systemic failures of global capitalism (Zanoni et al., 2017), 

the ethical and political challenges of organizing in the Anthropocene (Ergene, 

Banerjee, Hoffman 2020; Ergene, Calas & Smircich, 2018). 

 

• Ethical organizing requires thinking through what is meant by notions such as “ethical 

corporate cultures”, “community”, virtuous organizing as practice, etc.    

 

• Ethics and the uses of technology in organizations, such as the ethics of AI, robots, and 

life under the impress of automation and augmentation (e.g., Weiskopf & Hansen, 

2023). 

 

• At an individual level, the way in which agency and subjectivity have been rethought 

within organisation studies raises questions about intentionality, decision-making and 

normativity. The transcendental subject with its claims to rational aloofness have been 

brought under question, as has Enlightenment assumptions around our capacity for 

reaching principled, universal decisions in isolation of others. Phenomenology, 

psychoanalysis and decoloniality have further deepened our insights on the 

complexities of subjectivity (Contu, Jones & Driver, 2013; Ibarra-Colado, Clegg, & 

Rhodes 2006; Jones, 2010; McMurray, Pullen & Rhodes, 2011; Painter-Morland, 2012; 

Painter, Pérezts & Deslandes, 2021; Spicer, 2011). An acknowledgement of embodied 

subjectivity with power dynamics invites the integration of feminist, queer, and 

postcolonial philosophies (Alcadipani et al., 2012; Burchiellaro, 2021; Nkomo, 1992; 

2021; Phillips et al., 2014; Prasad, 2012).  

 

• The relationality that ties humans, animate and inanimate entities together. How do new 

insights into socio-materiality, critical realism, etc., play into our understanding of what 

it means to organize good conduct and conduct good organizing? 

 



• Freedom, justice and the ethics of organizing. How are they interconnected, and how? 

 

We hope that the Fourth PHILOS Colloquium can attract a more critical interrogation of the 

causes of ethical failures and successes at various levels of organisational life, while 

considering a more embodied response to such challenges. We also welcome contributions that 

seek to find a more artistic, intuitive and creative response to ethical organising. 
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Submissions 

Interested participants must submit  an extended abstract of about 1000 words for their 

proposed contribution by February 15th, 2024 via our PROS symposium website:  

 www.process-symposium.com  

 

The submission should contain authors’ names, institutional affiliations, email and postal 

addresses. Authors will be notified of acceptance or otherwise by March 15, 2024.  Full papers 

must be submitted by June 5, 2024.  
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