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2b Paradigm Plurality: Exploring Past, Present, and Future Trends

Mihaela Kelemen and Fohn Hassard

Chapter 2b maps out the development of para~
digm plurality in a number of organizational
disciplines such as organization theory, strategic
management, international business, operational
research, and technology studies. In so doing,
it argues that the benefits of paradigm plurality

outweigh its shortcomings and that it is im-
portant that researchers preserve and encourage
theories emerging from multiple paradigmatic
viewpoints. Not only is this scenario possible
from a substantive and theoretical point of view,
but it is also highly desirable in light of the





