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Abstract 

This paper examines Morgan’s theorization of images of organizations from a 

phenomenological perspective using the works of Nikos Kazantzakis. The paper argues that 

Morgan’s representation of metaphors currently favours an entitative interpretation of 

influence and control, undermining novel processes deeply embedded within existential 

nuances situated in the realm of the human experience. By focusing on Kazantzakis’s 

phenomenology, the paper proposes that a theorization of transitionality demonstrates that a 

content–process struggle is rooted within a permanence–temporality struggle constantly 

conditioned against individuals’ transitoriness of existence. Relatedness, affirmation and 

temporality represent three interdependent process states and each exposes self-existential 

tensions that regulate the directionality of one’s transitions. Such transitions are thought to 

challenge the entitative form with which organizations are portrayed in the individual. The 

paper shows that a conceptualization of transitionality through Kazantzakis provides a new 

scope for understanding the structure of movements situated in the self and for customizing 

the forces of permanence and temporality. 

 

Introduction 

This paper examines the creative use of metaphors found within Morgan’s conceptual work 

(1980, 1983, 1986, 1996). In presenting a diverse range of metaphors, Morgan (1980, 1983, 

1986) identifies that images can be conceptualized as capable entities. They condition how 

human consciousness can become an extension of either conscious and/or unconscious 

motifs. For Morgan the organization is viewed as a social entity that can create attachment, 

commitment, recognition and acceptance. It is an entity that possesses an identity of its own 

and can regulate human behaviour. In discussing the power of the images, Morgan (1986, 

1996) argues for the rising importance of symbolism as a dominating factor that carries a 

catalytic effect. Hence, managers can be inspired by images of progress to create an ongoing 

impulse towards growth and development whilst seeking to stimulate interest and invite 

commitment from others (Nicotera 2013). This paper chooses to focus on the conceptual 

limitations of Morgan’s metaphors accounting for ‘process’ and ‘content’ relationships situated 

in the experience of transitionality. Hence, it advances earlier conceptualizations on process 

theory by using Nikos Kazantzakis’s process philosophy. By developing a process typology 

the paper proposes that the accommodation of organizational processes, as identified within 

the nuances of human experiences, requires a great exposition of the human existential 

struggle between ‘entities’ and ‘processes’. I argue that the presentation of a theoretical 

framework that can enable the study of human reactions requires the deployment of a 

phenomenological perspective that can account for the nuances of existence itself. Provided 

that the metaphors by which organizations are portrayed can change in light of changing 

human conditions, there is a need to account for the timely transience of this development. 

The research question I seek to address therefore is how can a Kazantzakian process 

philosophy respond to an entitative understanding of organizations as metaphors and 

advance nuances concerning the experience of human existence? By drawing insights from 

the literary works of Nikos Kazantzakis (Kazantzakis 1952, 1960a, 1960b, 1979; Kazantzaki 



1968), the paper proposes that a struggle between content and process remains part of a 

greater and existential struggle rooted between permanence and temporality. The need to 

bring forth into existence underpins a greater existential desire to use methods of production 

to achieve permanence and continuity. However, such permanence is continuously 

challenged in the course of one’s life transitions and generates repetitive voids of meaning 

that contribute to frustration and desperation (Middleton 1994, 2005, 2007). In translating 

Kazantzakis’s works my typology is based on three phenomenological states of existence, 

namely (a) relatedness, (b) affirmation and (c) temporality. The contribution of this typology 

advances earlier insights on process theory that demonstrate the instrumental role of the 

individual in making self-centred transitions that accommodate but also simultaneously 

challenge accounts of permanence and continuity. These transitions emerge from a human 

existential struggle but extend into organizational life in terms of work processes being 

identified and performed by members (Tsoukas and Chia 2002). I propose that a theorization 

of self-led transitions cannot be substituted by a presentation of metaphors, as was previously 

thought. Kazantzakis’s analysis shows that all entities are experienced as highly fragmented 

and their control is continuously self-regulated by the appropriation of existential transitions 

of permanence and temporality. 

 

The paper is divided into three parts. The first part focuses on Morgan’s (1986) metaphors, 

examining how metaphors enable the development of comparative associations that lead to 

new insights about the order by which processes are organized. Morgan’s (1980, 1983, 1986) 

reference to organizations as instruments of domination, brains, systems, machines etc. 

suggests that metaphors carry the capacity to be an alternative analytical exposition that 

situates the parts and the whole within a common frame of analysis. The creation of 

associations with and within images carries an explanatory function (Sid 2002). Images 

expose an autopoietic system of self-production and self-continuation (Morgan 1980). 

Ultimately, the function of an image is rooted in the organizing logic that makes up the core 

operations of the system that sustains it over time. Hence, a study on images accelerates the 

methods for making observations as an outcome and for producing different associations 

about the image and from different angles (Kostera 2012; Shepherd and Sutcliffe 2015). 

 

The second section of the paper finds that the interpretation of the metaphors is situated 

within a series of entitative attributes that undermine the development of human-related 

processes that interact with the entitative aspects of the organization. For example, 

organizations are considered instruments of domination, because of their power to control 

human behaviour, and as psychic prisons, because of their capacity to influence the 

perceived boundaries with the intention of fostering employee compliance. A current limitation 

that requires further development in the literature is the study of human reactions (Demir and 

Lychnell 2015), as these are triggered by the entitative power of the organizations’ 

confinement. A conceptualization of metaphors needs to account for entitative but also 

process-like qualities (Weick 1979; Weick and Sutcliffe 2001; Weick 2003). However, such 

an investigation needs to account for greater nuances behind the flow of human experiences 

(Reissner, Pagan, and Smith 2011), which can explain the interpretation of tensions that 

develop from the human accommodation of content and process properties. 

 



The third section of the paper introduces the work of Nikos Kazantzakis, focusing on the 

development of his phenomenological exposition, where the struggle between content and 

process is rooted within a much broader existential struggle between permanence and 

temporality. This section introduces a typology of three transient relationships that are 

identified as states of existence. It suggests that a conceptualization of transitionality 

advances a range of previous phenomenological motifs regarding the individual self and to 

accommodate existential tensions. These tensions are made evident through a wider 

conceptualization between permanence and temporality (Bien 2007a; Middleton 1998, 1994). 

A conceptualization of transitionality captures, metaphorically speaking, different stations in 

the course of the development of one’s life. Hence, the need for permanence comes into 

conflict with the reality of temporality. I argue that a phenomenological exposition through 

Kazantzakis identifies a greater set of structures that mobilize and organize tensions between 

content and process ultimately rooted in the struggle between permanence and temporality. 

Furthermore, Kazantzakis identifies that transitions are regulated through interpretive 

accounts of existence that are selfcentred (Middleton 1994, 1998). This view proposes that 

an accommodation of organizations as images needs to identify with the transitoriness of 

human existence within the different pinnacles of its development. 

 

Images of Organizations 

Morgan’s (1980, 1983, 1986, 1993) deployment of metaphors assists with furthering 

theorization on organizations as systems of production, instruments of domination, psychic 

prisons, natural organisms etc. (Schoeneborn, Vásquez, and Cornerlissen 2016). Metaphors 

comprise conceptual schemata and carry an autonomous function contributing to the 

development of self-explanatory accounts that emerge from the primary function of the 

metaphors (Putnam and Boys 2006; Kostera 2012). For example, Morgan’s (1986) reference 

to organizations as machines advances prior understandings of the power of automation and 

repetitiveness. A machine has clear and definable structures and its control lies outside its 

design. Its organized order is championed through an exercise of rational logic and different 

forms of causal relationships (Orlikowski 2007). However, the perceived and practical added 

value of its behaviour is found in the premise that it is measurable and predictable. An 

experience of organizing through a machine metaphor can be defined by the segmentation 

of tasks and by producing controllable and measurable outputs (Baritz 2005). However, the 

power of the machine or similar images is found not only in the description of the metaphor 

itself (Morgan 1983, 1986, 1996) but also in its capacity to be used as a medium from which 

to produce insights through the making of new/different comparisons. Following the robust 

integration of machines within our society, it is accepted that their heightening significance 

demonstrates that they have generated an important outcome by simplifying prior and 

complex operations through repetition (Orlikowski 2007). Machines constitute an 

indispensable element of society whose absence can generate greater harm than good. This 

is because a system of transactions has already been built on a web of interdependent 

relationships that happen to maintain order and sustain prior functions (Orlikowski 2007). Prior 

operations cannot be replaced through non-technological means. Hence, machines created 

new constraints in terms of how human judgements and expectations on productivity and 

efficiency are created. Methods of human intervention continue to evolve with new 

advancements in automation. The advancement of robotics exerts a more self-autonomous 

and domineering pressure than ever before seen in the history of humanity. Hence, the 



attributes of a metaphor are found in the detection of repetitive behaviour patterns that carry 

a teleological scope (Kostera 2012; Schoeneborn, Vásquez, and Cornerlissen 2016). 

However, the conceptual usefulness of the metaphors is found in their capacity to reveal 

new/different interdependent qualities hidden from view (Searle 1979; Boje 1991, 2001, 2014; 

Shepherd and Sutcliffe 2015). Organizations’ members might not realize the insensitivity in 

which they operate unless such an analogy is created (Morris and Feldman 1996). Hence, 

the metaphors’ self-imaginative power is found in deciphering a new synthesis between 

cognitive and emotional forms of representation that would be difficult to obtain otherwise 

(Weick 2011). Furthermore, a metaphor becomes a meaningful construct because it carries 

different layers of understanding that cannot be easily obtained solely from the study of a 

phenomenon (Schatzki 2005; Smith 2001). Thus, it is suggested that metaphors create a 

mirroring effect, enhancing the quality of human reflexivity and used to obtain reliable 

information from within (Morgan 1983, 1986, 1989; Strati 1997). For example, the position 

that the organization is a systems of control (Morgan 1986) assumes that there is a defined 

presence of tangible and intangible boundaries that literally and/or symbolically control 

access. A system operates within reciprocal relationships that define and redefine roles and 

relationships between parts and their connections to the whole. In a similar way, members 

are several and separate entities that work in isolation from each other yet remain part of the 

same organizing body. Organizations’ members contribute to the organization as an entity 

that exists separate to themselves (Shepherd and Sutcliffe 2015; Schoeneborn, Vásquez, 

and Cornerlissen 2016). This metaphor suggests that an understanding of the organization is 

advanced through a study of natural organisms or machines. Despite the conceptual novelty 

of Morgan’s metaphors, still little is known about the conceptualization of the metaphors’ 

content and process properties situated within the different categories of the human 

experience. Berger and Luckmann (1966) initiated a discussion of different processes in 

which images are internalized. Their categorization includes (a) objectification, (b) 

internalization and (c) externalization. Through these typologies they suggest that the 

embeddedness of social reality is conditioned within a series of recursive and transformative 

stages that occur at different points in the course of the human experience. This view was 

also advanced by Weick (1995) through his concept of reification. Reification suggests that 

people exert a participatory role in enacting that which might be considered merely ambiguous 

and imaginary. Enactment enables a stabilization of the ambiguous properties that might be 

associated with an action or desire. For Weick (1995), this human action reinforces the 

presence of the seeming ambiguous act and contributes to the process of organizing. Despite 

the contributions made in the literature, still little is known about the relationship between the 

organizing principles that regulate the abovementioned transitions within the human 

experience. Hence, the research question this paper seeks to examine is how can a 

Kazantzakian process philosophy respond to an entitative understanding of organizations as 

metaphors and advance nuances concerning the experience of human existence? A study of 

a process perspective remains valuable for understanding how perceptions of position and/or 

confinement are regulated via members’ experiences (Hernes and Maitlis 2010; Langley et 

al. 2013). Following research on the phenomenology of organizations (Holt and Sandberg 

2011), it is suggested that unearthing processual motifs is still a scantly researched 

phenomenon for understanding the design of human processes. For example, one’s position 

within a specific metaphor cannot suggest that the individual has the exact same experience 

within the place of another metaphor. The variation of the members’ experiences is dependent 



on the members’ engagement with tangible events and with their own repertoire of 

interpretations developed on the basis of these events (Searle 1979; Morgan 1986). However, 

a description of the metaphor is important for determining the human reactions that emerge 

from it. Morgan’s (1986) metaphors attempt to integrate many broad theoretical positions. 

These are founded within different disciplines and include theories from sociology, 

psychology, natural science, organization studies etc. However, the emergence of process 

studies (Langley et al. 2013) shows that the study of the individual is not clearly understood 

for how entitative and process structures are organized. For example, a study of when and 

how images are internalized within the different stages of the human experience requires 

further examination to understand the timely development of the events themselves and their 

impact on members’ experiences (Oswick, Keenoy, and Grant 2002; Höpfl 2005). Images can 

be internalized within the experiences of organizations’ members so that the representation 

of the metaphors remains inadequate for understanding the unfolding relationship between 

the entity and process relationships (Demir and Lychnell 2015). A generalization of the 

function of the metaphor mechanism is associated with the human reaction that responds to 

the stimuli of that particular metaphor. For example, the achievement of a task remains a 

profound event for an organizational member (Koerner 2014). The experience of success can 

be internalized as an achievement of one’s potential success and even career progression 

(Hochschild 1997, 2003). An individual can develop a strong and/or weak association with the 

organization such that she/he can generate strong emotions that favour/resist management 

decisions. However, the internalization of success is not a stable process on its own but can 

change over time depending on other stimuli and reactions. For example, the possibility of 

one member challenging the perceived accomplishment of another can demoralize the latter 

(Michel 2014). Hence, the organizational members’ support or resistance is dependent on 

how events are internalized within the arena of the members’ own experiences and these 

experiences transition over time (Morris and Feldman 1996; Langley et al. 2013). Studies on 

well-being (Brook 2013) and emotional labour (Hochschild 2012) indicate that members go 

through different stages of identifying and transforming the significance of outer events within 

their own anticipations. Such a process enables them to conform to a challenge or to a desired 

outcome. The individual self remains an anthropomorphic autonomous schema of cognition, 

logic and emotion. It can reciprocate inputs and outputs as representing already-self-defined 

activities. This view has recently been advanced in the literature through a growing research 

interest in emotional labour (Hochschild 1983, 1997, 2003, 2012) and mindfulness (Kudesia 

forthcoming), where the accommodation of organizational pressure carries repercussions for 

one’s sense of well-being. The expectations of management can be overwhelming for 

employees, who may suppress their own feelings (Morris and Feldman 1996). However, 

studies in this literature carry a growing attention on the role of the individual in managing her/ 

his quality of life against the expectations of the organization. This view suggests that 

members move through different spectrums of consideration when it comes to conditioning 

and compliance. The decision to support and/or resist a course of managerial decisions is 

rooted in the belief that it can affect the well-being of the people involved. It is suggested that 

the exercise of human reflexivity can become a catalyst for understanding incidents of 

emotional attachment and detachment, but also for generating the capacity to manage conflict 

in the midst of power struggles (Czarniawska 1998). 

 

Nikos Kazantzakis and organization studies 



Few novelists attract as much global attention as Nikos Kazantzakis (Bien and Middleton 

1996). The Greek novelist was feted for his ability to articulate complex meanings through 

storytelling (Middleton 2007, 2010). Following his studies with Henri Bergson (1859–1941) 

and his doctorate on Friedrich Nietzsche (1844–1900), Kazantzakis (1883–1957) did not 

follow a conventional academic career that could assure him of immediate financial gains 

(Middleton 1994, 1998, 2000, 2005, 2007, 2010). Instead, he dedicated his life producing 

novels and translating works between German, French and Greek. Kazantzakis captured 

important philosophical truths and translated complex ideological problems into simple 

propositions made accessible to the common reader (Bien and Middleton 1996; 

Galanopoulos 2010). Kazantzakis was a modernist thinker but chose a phenomenological 

way to narrate his ideas (Bien 2007a, 2007b). He gained international reputation for his 

capacity to bring epistemological and ontological perspectives into a single grand 

metanarrative (Bien 2007b, 2007b). Kazantzakis realized modernity’s limitations and 

anticipated postmodern strategies for reading and living (Bien 1998). His selective use of 

symbols transcend through time and space (Dombrowski 2010). The epitome of 

Kazantzakis’s work was the experience of the human struggle in the context of man’s 

experience of (a) void, (b) creaturely existence, (c) meaning and (d) death (Beaton 1998). His 

use of imagery sought to challenge already established norms with the intention to generate 

reflexivity about the meaning of existence itself (Bien 1963; Bien 2007a; Calotychos 2010). 

His work came under severe criticism because of its alleged transgression against the 

religious and political establishment of his day (Racheotes 1991; Bien 2007a, 2007b; 

Arkoudeas 2015). He was perceived as an enemy of the state and accused of threatening the 

integrity of the Greek government and Eastern Christianity (Bien 1998; Middleton 2000, 

2007). The struggle led to political opposition and eventually prevented him from being 

awarded the Nobel Prize (Bien 2007a, 2007b; Arkoudeas 2015). Despite his own obstacles, 

Kazantzakis depicted the human struggle within the wider arena of society where 

organizations are found in tension with the individual’s struggle for meaning and self-

affirmation (Kazantzakis 1952, 1960a, 1960b, 1979). Even though his literary works are 

widely recognized and have gained growing recognition within the academic community, no 

effort has been made to translate the novelty of his work to the study of organizations. 

 

Phenomenology and the imagery of process and content relationships 

An overarching motif underpinning Kazantzakis’s works is the point of the human struggle in 

which opposing tensions permeate (Racheotes 1991; Middleton 1998). Tensions between 

content and process, certainty and uncertainty, stability and instability, life and death remain 

seminal literary motifs of his works (Middleton 2000). Kazantzakis’s intention was not only to 

dominate the plots of his narratives with captivating stories but to generate opportunities for 

understanding phenomenological transitions of the human experience of being and 

becoming, but also the absence of being (i.e., non-being) (Middleton 2007, 2010). The 

attempt to unravel the significance behind his system of thinking remains challenging (Owens 

1996). In contrast to the development of a formal academic approach, Kazantzakis decided 

to communicate his ideas through stories. Following his emphasis on the experience of 

human existence, Kazantzakis used literary works as platforms for building up a systemic 

exposition of his thinking (Paschalis 2010). In the course of his works, his attention was placed 

on the constitution of the different stages of existence that involve a struggle for meaning 

(Petrakou 2010). Three stages are part of a greater existential development and summarize 



the main premises of his thinking: first, the impulse of existence (i.e., élan vital) as an inherent 

quality found in all forms of human activity and the desires towards the act of creation (Bien 

2007a); second, the position of the individual self in experiencing an existential struggle to 

come to terms with the fleeting reality of creaturely existence whilst challenging the sense of 

permanence (Dossor 2002); and, third, the growing realization of one’s timely development 

leading to an evident and yet ill-understood separation from the world (Dombrowski 2010). 

For Kazantzakis, the human desire to bring forth into existence permeated as a metaphysical 

need to move above and beyond the necessity to produce in the physical/material world. 

However, the experience of separation from materiality becomes an adverse reality that 

challenges one’s sense of permanence (Galanopoulos 2010). In translating the above motifs 

I use a typology based on the development of existence and its transitions between different 

states of existence. These states are discussed under three headings, namely (a) 

relatedness, (b) affirmation and (c) temporality. The discussion on each separate state 

illustrates Kazantzakis’s thinking concerning the ongoing struggle between matter and spirit 

as it is conditioned within the transitions of the individual self. A primary thread of his premise 

is the presentation of two opposing tensions. First, the human capacity to create in the 

physical world is underpinned by a strong sense of permanence that corresponds to an 

existential impulse that ultimately cannot be controlled for what it is (Kazantzakis 1960a, 

1960b, 1979). Second, the timely development of one’s development constantly faces the 

grim reality of one’s own temporality. This tension operates within the individual self and 

requires the capacity of the individual to transform one’s development in the making of her/his 

life transitions (Maskaleris 2010). This can be done by developing an understanding of life as 

a rite of passage (Bien and Middleton 1996). An emphasis on transitions is rooted in the belief 

that the need for organizing but also production is underpinned by an existential impulse, 

namely the élan vital (Bien and Middleton 1996). The development of a relationship with a 

creaturely existence indicates an internalization of permanence as an inherent quality found 

in the human self. However, for Kazantzakis the individuals runs the risk of losing sight of the 

temporality of existence, thereby undermining the significance of temporality itself. 

Kazantzakis’s emphasis on the making of transitions is designed to illustrate the experience 

in which a heightening tension between content and process, matter and spirit, and life and 

death reaches an impasse and demands some form of resolution (Bien 1963; Beaton 1998). 

For example, an emphasis on affirmation is made to illustrate the development of the human 

virtue in which the individual is able to commit to a higher purpose without being merely 

confined by earthly demands (Bien 2012). The development of courage is underpinned by a 

moral capacity to withstand unknown adversities. For Kazantzakis, the self remains the single 

entity that needs to face the limitations of creaturely existence and yet must work with them 

and move beyond them (Kazantzakis 1952, 1960a). Existence cannot become a process fully 

attached to materiality because it moves into a developmental process where it recognizes 

that ultimately it remains a timely and temporary activity that can perish (Kazantzakis 1960b, 

1979). However, such realization generates new concerns about the value of existence itself 

and the directionality with which different forms of physical production and consumption occur. 

Hence, Kazantzakis addresses the content–process dichotomy through the lens of the human 

experience, where the capacity to create in the physical world needs to be seen in direct and 

ongoing relation to an inner realm of one’s never-lapsing existential concerns (Kazantzakis 

1979). Kazantzakis believes that the failure to recognize the transitoriness of a creaturely 

existence provides an ineffective approach to the management of human progress. Hence, 



his aim is to demonstrate that the power of creaturely existence is situated in the decision-

making realm of the individual self. It offers the opportunity to deploy alternative metaphors 

for understanding the relationship between content and process and these are made evident 

during different states of one’s existence. Hence, I argue that a theorization of transitionality 

through Kazantzakis advances prior considerations of the dichotomy between content and 

process because the human self exerts a primary role in the development of her/his 

associations with entities and processes. Such a view carries implications for the study of 

organizations and the creative deployment of metaphors for understanding their role and 

function. 

 

Relatedness 

Coming from a process philosophy and deeply influenced by the works of his tutor Henri 

Bergson (Bien and Middleton 1996), Kazantzakis’s attention was constantly situated in the 

existential implications of the concept of élan vital. An emphasis on the ontology of being is 

carefully crafted throughout his literary writings. For Kazantzakis, ontology is defined as the 

study of the human existence, situated within the unexcepted currents of life and emerging 

from the Bergsonian idea of the élan vital. Relatedness is defined as the experience of the 

present where the individual is not only developing but also internalizing relationships 

between objects and subjects that eventually come to define her/his existence. However, for 

Kazantzakis (1979), to relate within a never-ending process raises new questions about the 

meaning of existence and the struggle with ambiguity. The creative element of his work is 

demonstrated in the presentation of relatedness as a process directed by the decision-making 

power of the individual. In exposing his system of thinking, Kazantzakis (1960a, 1960b) seeks 

to develop a world view that can accommodate the wide range of human incidents within a 

homogenous framework of understanding. Through a creative constitution of narratives 

Kazantzakis deploys a phenomenological approach for capturing the timely development of 

events and the meanings associated with those events. Kazantzakis paid considerable care 

to projecting a range of ill-reflected tensions (Middleton 1998) that constantly move his actors 

and stretch to the boundaries between materiality and existence. Hence, relatedness is 

developed through an exposition of the human struggle to identify a position within a 

meaningless world. However, relatedness is also an experience that is directed through one’s 

experience and management of existence heightened during the course of one’s aging and 

self-development. Kazantzakis’s goal is to raise knowledge of the human experience within a 

polemic of different contestations that eventually seek an existential resolution outlet. 

Narratives do not serve solely as a literary vehicle for communicating information (Middleton 

2000). Instead, narratives enabled Kazantzakis to present the constitution of a system of 

thought in which an exposition of the human experience of relatedness remains a timely 

activity. Furthermore, relatedness remains an evolving phenomenon that triggers different 

reactions at different points in one’s life development. This element of his work underpins a 

progressive development of different images situated between one’s perceptions of being and 

becoming (Dombrowski 2010). Here, material entities and processes are found in constant 

tension. It is as if they are guided by an outer force that almost forces and regulates this 

development over time. The constitution of a process and structure analogy enabled 

Kazantzakis to make specific assertions about the personalization of the impulse of existence 

whilst identifying generic impulses that apply to all humanity. Hence, narratives enabled 

Kazantzakis to develop a wide spectrum of explanations where the development of an 



awakening experience emerges through one’s self-insight (Kazantzakis 1979). This is the 

outcome of a struggle where different perspectives offer a synthesis of different images that 

together integrate opposite forces. However, such literary images serve as an arena for 

presenting a contestation of different perspectives that together challenge prior dichotomies 

whilst seeking new resolutions. For Kazantzakis, to relate is identified with a strong conviction 

about the direction that someone needs to take. Kazantzakis identified that a sense of 

directionality is often forced onto the individual and this creates new constraints for internally 

seeking a direction in compliance with the eternal struggle of process. In his work Report to 

Greco, Kazantzakis (1965, 273) refers to his own experience from visiting the Eastern 

Orthodox monks at Mount Athos. In discussing his encounter with the monks, the inner 

struggle between good and evil shifted from being a subject of contestation with the Devil 

alone to now also becoming a contestation with God. Kazantzakis recounted a private 

conversation with a particular monk on the experience of the human struggle. Kazantzakis 

asked the Orthodox monk: 

 

‘Do you still struggle with the devil father Makarios?’…‘I now struggle with God … and 

do you expect to win? … I expect to lose’. (Kazantzakis 1965, 273) 

 

This brief conversation demonstrates the individual monk’s change of understanding through 

his own struggles. The Eastern Orthodox monk reaches a very distinct form of a resolution 

that cannot be understood if it is not experienced for what it is. The contrast between 

materiality and the existential tension of the self remains a key consideration in Kazantzakis’s 

work. The capacity to create in the material world constitutes only an outer extension of a 

deeper desire to create permanence against temporality (Kazantzakis 1952, 1960a, 1960b). 

Bringing something forth into existence is a symbolic act of creating order. Such an endeavour 

enabled Kazantzakis to deploy a metanarrative that moves from (a) the tangible and limited 

artefacts towards (b) the intangible and spiritual drives (Petrolle 1993; Galanopoulos 2010; 

Paschalis 2010). Kazantzakis made the effort to accommodate abstract and specific 

relationships between all contents and all processes (Bien 2007a, 2007b). Such a literary 

method remains profound because matter and spirit constitute primitive elements in which 

both are needed to create something. A struggle with materiality (Hess 2012) is by inference 

a struggle with the fundamental premise of the experience of how work is understood in 

organizations. After all, human capital is the primary means by which any form of production 

is accomplished (Kostera 2012). Bringing forth into existence remains a central topic in the 

literature and interprets the nuances of work in terms of performance, achievement, growth, 

resource utilization, branding etc. By engaging with the processual quality of transitoriness 

(Höpfl 2005; Hugo, Kuiper, and Houweling 2011) Kazantzakis was able to identify the flow 

and development of existential concerns as these are situated in different symbolic motifs and 

at different points in one’s development (Middleton 1994). Morgan’s (1986) metaphor 

representations advance prior conceptualizations of the constructive usefulness of 

organizations through the creative scope of the different schemata. However, the human 

existence of those schemata seems to be tightly confined by the entitative constitution to 

which they are subscribed in the first place (Schoeneborn, Vásquez, and Cornerlissen 2016). 

Hence, an organization is believed to represent a psychic prison because of its ongoing power 

to control resources but also how its intentions need to be fulfilled by its organizational 

members (Morgan 1986). Aspirations of success and growth are consciously or 



unconsciously internalized within organizations’ members (Hochschild 2012). The success of 

organizations through the deployment of organizations’ members is closely related to the 

human capacity to maintain power structures that sustain successful outputs (Baritz 2005). 

This paradigm contrasts with Kazantzakis’s view of relatedness, where the individual self 

exerts a new level of impact through the making of her/his inner associations. These 

associations cannot be fully controlled by the organization as they are emergent from within 

the individual self. Kazantzakis identifies the experience of organizations as a rite of passage 

where the struggle with materiality comprises an event that constantly moves under its own 

development (Bien 2012). The organization can be perceived as the entity that provides 

stability for the individual but at the same time can become the entity that threatens her/him 

(Schatzki 2005; Brook 2013). Kazantzakis (1960b) underlined the fragility of the interpretation 

of any form of schemata and, in particular, the sensitivity with which the schemata’s 

internalization takes place in the individual’s experience. This view carries implications for 

understanding the power of organizations as entitative structures that can regulate meaning 

but also become void of meanings. 

 

Affirmation 

In Kazantzakis’s thinking, the development of a heightening tension between individuals and 

organizations reaches a new state of development (Kazantzakis 1960b). Overwhelmed by 

the impulse of existence itself and driven by his desire to explain how existence is connected 

to a cosmic and evolutionary development, Kazantzakis (1979) designed his literary works 

around the individual’s struggle to transcend norms. His method in presenting the 

development of inner tensions is in light of an alternative set of tensions found in the individual 

self. Affirmation is defined as the development of the human capacity to sustain one’s self 

despite the forces that negate it (Kazantzakis 1960a, 1960b, 1965). Kazantzakis’s exposition 

on affirmation becomes a new conceptual territory through which he is seeking to identify with 

those inner forces responsible for organizing how contestations are situated in individuals’ 

thoughts and actions. The development of affirmation is not an individual choice that is made 

at a single point in time. Instead, it is a process that undergoes time and development before 

it comes to fruition. Kazantzakis’s (1965) development of affirmation is situated within prior 

historic, mythical and religious literary expositions of earlier writings. His argument is that the 

human self reaches a new point of development when it realizes that the self is only able to 

transcend circumstances by identifying with a specific value of the self as a property not found 

in other entities. Through his own study with Bergson, Kazantzakis (1965) identifies that a 

person undergoes a creative and transformative process when she/he is at tension with 

organizations. The act of self-affirmation is defined as a moral act where the individual is 

seeking to affirm existence against those forces that negate and challenge it. A state of 

affirmation indicates a point of development because the individual is working through a set 

of oppositions and is encouraged to associate with self-qualities that remain hidden. For 

example, the human capacity to exert a sense of affirmation against opposition requires a 

sense of directionality, which is challenged by the composition of the tensions themselves. 

This can be viewed in the relationship between employees and management and in 

employees’ decisions to go against policies and procedures. The capacity to exert resistance 

is situated within a wider sent of judgements where benefits and losses are carefully 

considered. Kazantzakis does not present affirmation as merely the exercise of opposition in 

the context of one’s disagreement. Instead, he identifies that affirmation regulates the 



development of direction in the making of one’s current and future identity. This development 

is not an ad hoc event but a long-term process that has decisive importance for the life and 

fate of the individual, but also has special importance for humanity (Maskaleris 2010). 

Kazantzakis’s presentation of affirmation is illustrated in the deployment of religious figures 

where the exercise of resistance, and even sacrifice of one’s self, is willingly made for 

achieving a higher end. The pains of this decision and associated consequences are 

contrasted with the immediate benefits that could be gained had this decision not been made. 

For example, in his book The Last Temptation of Christ (Kazantzakis 1960b) a young 

carpenter is portrayed as a skilful individual who manufactures crosses for the enemy (i.e., 

the Romans). He is suddenly confronted by his friend Judas, who senses that the carpenter’s 

aspirations are greater than his provocative role in manufacturing crosses for the enemy. At 

some point, Judas senses that the carpenter starts to consider himself a potential saviour and 

yet the carpenter remains highly secretive about it. In an angry mood, Judas unexpectedly 

confronts him, demanding to know his true intensions. His direct questioning is perceived as 

threatening and patronizing: ‘Are you the one? You!?’ Through this incident Kazantzakis 

captures the perception of one’s identity as being conditioned by the immediate social 

environment but also conditioned by one’s aspirations to become someone who is not for the 

well-being of others. Judas’s strong tone almost forces the unidentified young man to give a 

range of excuses for not being the Messiah. However, the young man is going through a 

struggle of identity reconciliation. Even though he seems to conform to the expectations of 

his local community, over time the carpenter comes to reject them. He accepts his role as 

being the Christ. This is an experience created by him rather than a property given to him. In 

this way the Christ is appropriating his own struggle, which gradually enables him to go to the 

cross and offer himself as the ultimate sacrifice for others. Following Bergson’s (1911) 

process philosophy, Kazantzakis elevates the role of affirmation as the most important 

organizing pathway that enables man to tackle existential concerns in transition (Calotychos 

2010; Galanopoulos 2010). As Bien and Middleton (1996, 11) note, such conviction started 

when ‘Bergson taught Kazantzakis that the élan vital first clothes itself in flesh and then 

divests itself’. The power of affirmation within a phenomenological approach is found in its 

capacity to reconcile being and non-being (i.e., the absence of being). The study of affirmation 

is a theme already situated within a Bergsonian process philosophy and is connected with a 

greater cosmic evolutionary development. However, Kazantzakis builds on this motif. He sees 

man represented as a ‘little worm’ who is thrown onto the ground and ‘eats mud’, constantly 

limited by time and space (Jacobs 2005). Yet, the paradox of her/his condition is that this 

same individual is capable of reaching the highest level of existence, namely God. The 

contrast between the ‘liminality’ of human existence within the confinements of society and 

the moral ‘capacity’ to overcome the boundaries created by the constitution of society 

suggests a new level of moral responsibility. For Kazantzakis, affirmation begins at the point 

of realizing that the individual is a symbolic arena of opposing forces. Against ongoing 

contestations the individual has the responsibility to transform them into a higher state of 

existence through struggle. Thus, Kazantzakis’s conceptual contribution to affirmation 

advances Morgan’s (1980, 1983, 1986) metatheoretical deployment of metaphors in 

alleviating the power of the individual self to challenge power ties that seem to be impossible 

to challenge. Kazantzakis’s works suggest how the disruptive forces found in affirmation 

suggest a greater impact that is not rooted in the formal position of the individuals who 

performed them. Instead, it is situated in the inherent power of the act itself, which has the 



capacity to generate disruption and even challenge the well-being of a social system. 

Existential considerations in the development of one’s identity are often subdued through an 

emphasis on the organizational requirements that determine the development of the specific 

identity accounts (Willmott 1997; Searle 2009). Hence, an affirmation of the ‘self’ offers a 

power-comparative contrast with the organization as an entity that operates through its 

concentrated resources and power structures. This view extends to supporting the 

unprecedented impact of work by individuals like Edward Snowden and Aaron Swartz. 

 

Temporality 

For Kazantzakis there is an ongoing struggle between existence and materiality. Both 

elements exist in an interdependent relationship. They enable processes to occur as changes 

over time. Yet, the tension between the two entities is made evident when acknowledging the 

temporality of human existence as a liminal process that carries an ontological end 

(Kazantzaki 1968). Since the study of process represents the core element of a new synthesis 

generated through an ongoing collision between processes (Hernes and Maitlis 2010), 

change remains an inevitable reality that cannot be escaped from in one’s creaturely 

existence (Heidegger 1927; Giddens 1984). The struggle between life and death is 

manifested in the development of a wider tension between (a) the need to create in the 

material world, and at the same time (b) to operate within the temporal span of existence. In 

advancing the Bergsonian process philosophy, Kazantzakis is faced with the person’s 

management of existence as a response to acknowledging the temporality of existence itself. 

In stretching the philosophical paradigm that supported the development of his earlier roots, 

Kazantzakis identifies that the liminality of existence actually presents a new opportunity to 

reconsider the meaning of human development, not only as a system but also as a human 

experience in transition. This phenomenological endeavour can be materialized through one’s 

long-term engagement with the underpinnings of one’s experience of separation from 

materiality (Galanopoulos 2010). For Kazantzakis (1965), the possibility of non-existence is 

not considered a finite event that will take place in the future. Instead, it is a process that 

needs to challenge the engagement of one’s existence within the timely space of temporality 

(Jacobs 2005). The management of one’s experience in the present gains new significance 

for the future and when it is seen in light of the upcoming absence of one’s existence. In an 

effort to capture the friction created between opposites (e.g., life and death, or being and non-

being), Kazantzakis constructs his plots so that the management of temporality becomes an 

event of the present (Middleton 2005). This act is illustrated through a creative range of literary 

means, including the Abyss and the Cretan Glance (Kazantzakis 1965). For example, the 

imagery of the Abyss is rooted in earlier biblical and mythological contexts where man is 

confronted by an unavoidable void that cannot be escaped for what it is. The Abyss is 

complemented by a different imagery schema, the Cretan Glance. Its purpose is to alleviate 

the position of one’s outlook and to come to terms with the Abyss. By deploying these literary 

metaphors, Kazantzakis dwells on the development of an attitude that concerns not only the 

individual as a unit but also the development of humanity (Bien 2007b). The Cretan Glance 

represents the development of a new state of being that can account for the absurdities of life 

but yet work through them (Bien and Middleton 1996). The desire to account for temporality 

is driven by his earlier engagement with a Bergsonian understanding of process where life 

and death remain interchangeable entities and the individual has the responsibility of diffusing 

their force within the territory of creaturely existence (Galanopoulos 2010). In expositing a 



phenomenological position of separation from attachment, Kazantzakis examines the process 

of internalizing images of permanence through the experience of self-creation and self-

development. However, in doing so, Kazantzakis understands that the desire to achieve 

permanence, especially within a society dominated by a steep growth of production, 

innovation and technology, does not only culminate in the production of the material world per 

se (Bien 2007a, 2007b). Instead, it carries a deeper connotation: transcending the anguish of 

temporality into materiality. Despite this experience not being fully realized at the time the 

individual is bringing forth into existence, it nevertheless becomes apparent in the fleeting 

course of time. The fear of temporality is made evident as a process of retrospection, where 

the possibility of the absence of one’s being becomes the ultimate threat to the representation 

of existence itself. Hence, accounting for a final and permanent separation of materiality 

raises new existential concerns about the social, economic and political structures on which 

society is creating order (Middleton 1994, 1998, 2000, 2007). For Kazantzakis, the rigid failure 

of society to account for the weight of its own temporality undermines the painful realities of 

human existence (Bien 2007b). The implications of such a development undermine the 

responsibility of the individual for grabbling with life and death through the realities of 

existence (Bien 2007a). 

 

Theoretical implications 

Following recent attention on Morgan’s (1980, 1986, 1996) work on organizations as images, 

there is growing interest on the relationship between content and process relationships 

situated in these images (Schoeneborn, Vásquez, and Cornerlissen 2016). Despite Morgan’s 

conceptual advancements, still little is known about the entitative constitution of organizations 

(Knights 2005) in regulating human experiences and in light of their organizational structure 

and expectations (Kostera 2012). Studies on the human receptivity to organizations triggered 

new research interest in the embodiment of organizations (Weick 1979, 1995; Oswick, 

Keenoy, and Grant 2002; Gergen 2009). In particular, earlier attempts that sought to theorize 

the relationship between meaning and existence focused on the development of the different 

stages of self-development (Kudesia forthcoming). For example, Berger and Luckmann 

(1966) suggest the role of (a) internalization, (b) externalization and (c) objectification as 

different states that explain the inner and outer representation of images. This 

conceptualization explains the presence of an ongoing and transient development 

responsible for regulating the flow between entities and processes. For example, the 

experience of objectification suggests that the experience of an event is transformed from an 

inner property into outer symbols. Ambiguous properties are codified through the making of 

tangible representations. However, ambiguous properties are also internalized, shifting away 

before they can be accepted and supported by other members. This view was further 

developed through Weick’s (1995) concept of reification, in which the individual is assuming 

an active role by self-enacting the ambiguous organizational processes through the 

performative space of her/his own existence. The individual is responsible for a process of 

transformation where the intangible and ambiguous are converted into tangible and ‘real’ 

entities. Despite the conceptual advancements made in the prior literature, still little is known 

about the constitution of a conceptual paradigm that can account for how individual nuances 

can be connected to a wider spectrum of content–process tensions situated in organizations 

and their members. In developing Kazantzakis’s philosophy, I argue that a conceptualization 

of transitionality advances organization theory in three ways. First, it identifies that the 



structural relationships between a content and process tension is situated within the human 

experience but also triggered through the human interactions with organizations. In contrast 

to Morgan’s (1986) entitative interpretation of organizations, a conceptualization of process 

via Kazantzakis is rooted in a wider existential repertoire where permanence and temporality 

remain in tension and constitute greater forces that operate and transcend the nuances 

behind the human experience. This argument suggests that organizations represent social 

entities that remain emblems of permanence, yet their entitative qualities trigger new 

reactions that are connected to an inherent existential struggle. This struggle is an impulse 

that forces man to struggle not only for existence but also for assurance about the creation of 

permanence itself. Thus, a conceptualization of transitionality, viewed through the lens of a 

typology that identifies different states of existence, suggests that individuals play a primary 

role in customizing content and process tensions within their own experience. Such tensions 

are intensified during the different states of development but are also embedded in the 

manner in which methods of production are organized within organizations. For example, the 

design and championing of process entities like achievement and success are situated within 

a specific context of interaction that is organization-centred (Czarniawska and Joerges 1995; 

Kostera 2012). To an organization, success means advancing the organization’s goals. An 

exploration of Kazantzakis’s thought demonstrates that the act of production remains a 

metaphysical need triggered by two elements. First, it is triggered by an inherent impulse for 

creation that challenges the individual’s confrontation with materiality. Second, it is triggered 

by the impulse of self-aspiration, where an effort towards permanence complements the 

temporal span of existence. An experience of organizations as metaphors situated within 

Morgan’s (1986) typology suggests that the human experience is confined to content–process 

associations regulated by intentions emerging from the metaphor itself. For Kazantzakis, a 

content–process tension is intertwined within a permanence–temporality tension. This 

process remains integral throughout all forms of human existence and cannot be contained 

in organizations or by organizations as the entities that regulate this relationship. Hence, a 

theorization of transitionality is conceptualized as the process that is seeking to engage the 

individual self as the primary entity responsible for customizing nuanced interactions and in 

the course of the development of one’s life. Kazantzakis’s process philosophy advances 

theoretical conceptualizations that further phenomenological thinking as previously found in 

Bergson and Heidegger. However, this is done by furthering the power of the experience of 

one’s existential struggles and these are reflected through the creative power of literary 

narratives. Kazantzakis shows that, apart from a systematic analysis of phenomenology, an 

engagement with literary narratives demonstrates that these can used as instruments for 

advancing insights into the transitions in the struggle between content and process. A 

theorization on relatedness explains that there are different positions in one’s process of self-

development that cannot be accounted for at a particular point in one’s existence. Time exerts 

considerable force on the constitution of the self, also causing the position and perception of 

the world to change. This view suggests that a consideration of reification, as developed by 

Weick (1995, 2001), is not exerted as an individual choice. Instead, it is conditioned by the 

forces of permanence and temporality within the parameters of the individual self. This 

Kazantzakian insight advances an alternative conceptualization of the order and sequence of 

human transitions that challenges the fashion in which an organization’s structures and 

operations are extended to its members and how they are experienced within the 

organization. In particular, the human experience of organizations cannot be interpreted as 



an entity that remains receptive and accommodating to the direction and control exerted by 

the organization. Instead, it is an experience that grows through selfcentred struggles. The 

regulation of the organization becomes contingent only on the realization of the permanence–

temporality tension as it emerges through one’s own life transitions. Following current 

emphasis on the study of integration between organizations and their members, it is also 

suggested that a state of perceived alignment remains necessary for the success of an 

organization (Hernes and Maitlis 2010). This view advances the development of a new state 

of strategic alignment, where an organization’s members are invited to be supportive of the 

organization’s actions (Hochschild 1997, 2003, 2012). Furthermore, it is suggested that the 

state of integration between the organizational self (Pratt and Kraatz 2009) and the members’ 

individual selves (Hochschild 2012) remains detrimental for the overall performance of the 

organization as a coherent unit in action (Pratt and Kraatz 2009; Brook 2013). In light of 

Kazantzakis’s conceptual expositions, it can be argued that a need for integration is fostered 

by a greater existential need to secure a predictable and stable working environment. 

However, such a view undermines the human reactions that emerge from this very interaction. 

Thus, a conceptualization of transitionality shows that the weight of those deeper human 

considerations can be understood as responsible for the creation of permanence, which itself 

is to be understood as the desire for continuity through extrapolating the humancreated 

entities that can withstand the passing of time. In this sense, permanence is associated with 

the human desire to establish actions that carry a predictable orientation in the production 

and distribution of outcomes. Kazantzakis demonstrated that the human reaction for 

permanence is triggered and reinforced by a realization of temporality and the need to 

separate from it. Hence, the possibility of an individual exerting rejection of permanence might 

be triggered not by the individual actions situated in the organization and in seeking to meet 

its goals but, rather, by the individual’s self growing an awareness of the limitations of a 

content-oriented development that gradually comes to ignore life as a temporal activity. 

Hence, a consideration of transitionality identifies that the development of an amounting 

confidence in organizations becomes heightened through the creation of permanence. 

However, this seeming permanence acts as prime cause to generate new and different 

accounts of deeper tensions between and within organizations’ members. 

 

A second contribution made through Kazantzakis’s work is found in the conceptualization of 

the self as the entity that unites but also needs to regulate transitions between permanence 

and temporality. An emphasis on the self should not be understood as merely an attempt to 

satisfy one’s needs or satisfy one’s needs at the expense of others. Instead, a 

conceptualization of affirmation suggests a self-creative process in which the individual seeks 

to organize reactions that challenge the sense of stability and continuation. The self is the 

entity that acts as the nucleus of decision-making considerations. It is predominately 

concerned with the possibility of being and non-being (Tillich 1956). Moreover, it exerts 

directionality in the appropriation of tensions and in an effort to affirm existence despite those 

forces that negate the self. As with Bergson (1911), Heidegger (1927) and more recently 

Tillich (1956), the affirmation of one’s self is considered a moral act where the internalization 

of outer forces are creatively transformed through the makings of the individual’s judgement. 

In organization theory, a conceptualization of affirmation/courage (Koerner 2014) is further 

heightened through a contestation of different images where the organization can act as a 

powerful social and political entity (e.g., a psychic prison) that can regulate the conscious and 



unconscious traits. Kazantzakis’s personal experience of this tension was heightened through 

his long-term decision to adopt literary and religious images that could foster a clearer 

understanding of the person’s existential struggle. The literary schema did not conform to the 

religious establishment of his day and faced rejection. Through his own struggles Kazantzakis 

identified that the human self constitutes the most valuable entity, whose capacity to reach a 

higher set of ideals can only become possible through an experience of appropriating the 

inner struggle and in light of the capacity to transform it. It is for this reason that a constitution 

of affirmation through an understanding of courage is viewed as a moral act. It carries the 

power to transcend the self beyond the organized entities of her/his time. Studies about 

employees as social capital that carries potential for innovation, creativity, imagination, 

leadership etc. are attracting increasing attention in the literature (Michel 2014). Researchers 

have identified that the development of an awareness about a desired course of action 

requires the prior act of selfcommitment (Schatzki 2005; Koerner 2014). Self-determination in 

leadership remains an eclectic process where mindfulness is situated against interpersonal 

sociopolitical forces that challenge its development (Weick 1995; Brook 2013). The decision 

of the individual to affirm or reject a course of action is contrasted with the organization’s 

interests, either supporting or disregarding the creative capacity of the individual to bring 

change (Miceli, Near, and Dworkin 2008). For Kazantzakis, the development of a capacity 

towards the making of self-affirmation is predominately rooted within an internalization of a 

deeper permanence–temporality tension that ultimately seeks an existential resolution outlet. 

In this way, the individual’s act of affirmation is found in the capacity to streamline but also 

transform that which remains highly individualistic yet capable of having transcending power 

on entities outside the individual. Furthermore, a tension between the individual and the 

organized system of society is demonstrated in the capacity to undertake risky decisions 

(Smith 2001; Palmer 2012). For example, some organizations’ members (e.g., whistle-

blowers) exert resistance against a coordinated power structure that ultimately remains more 

capable than the individual (Miceli, Near, and Dworkin 2008). A range of individuals that 

resisted organizations (e.g., Sherron Watkins, Edward Snowden) were perceived as 

threatening to the greater establishment and were even treated as traitors. Despite the wide 

proliferation of the political motives that might influence an organization’s member to exert 

resistance, it is also evident that a similar development happens in individuals who support 

the interests of the organization even where the firm commits some misconduct (McDonald 

and Robinson 2009). However, the powerless individual is contrasted with the powerful 

organization. An act of self-affirmation can be perceived as threatening to the integrity of an 

organization, despite the direct contrast of the different power structures. Such a threat is 

situated within a polemic of different interpretations of what is ‘right’ or ‘wrong’ (Palmer 2012). 

For Kazantzakis, the advance towards one’s state of affirmation remains the aftermath of the 

development of a primordial inner tension (Bien and Middleton 1996). It offers a unique 

opportunity for the individual to express that which remain integral part of a cosmic struggle 

(Bien 2007a). Furthermore, it contributes to the authenticity of the human experience, which 

itself alleviates the significance of one’s sense of being. A third theoretical contribution to the 

literature is made in the conceptualization of temporality as a state in which the absence of 

one’s being acts with force to challenge prior considerations about the value of permanence. 

Kazantzakis’s emphasis on temporality is not intended to generate a nihilistic representation 

of the human existence (Dossor 2002). Instead, he uses it as a tool to trigger considerations 

about the boundaries of being with the intention of generating a creative set of reactions that 



can reaffirm the importance of existence for what it is, namely a temporal activity. Thus, a 

conceptualization of temporality challenges the boundaries of existence because it is an 

element barely integrated into conceptualizations about human development and progress 

(Dombrowski 2010). However, the development of a phenomenological exposition that can 

accommodate the weight of the temporality of existence suggests a new level of consideration 

about the meaning of permanence and its translation within the different forms of organizing 

and production. A creative retrospection of temporality, found in the internalization of the 

experience of permanence, is a property that can withstand the flow of time itself. Hence, 

Kazantzakis did not seek to refute the decision to produce and develop through the 

deployment of resources and through organizations. However, he did seek to challenge the 

extent to which a consideration of temporality can act as a catalyst to enable the individual to 

reconsider one’s ultimate approximation to permanence. Despite the Bergsonian 

development in Kazantzakis’s thinking, where the ongoing flow of change remains the 

overarching process that overpowers all content and process interactions, a conceptualization 

of transitionality shifts the focus to the social structures by which aspirations of permanence 

are established in organizations. Considerations of temporality are often associated as 

negative. They demonstrate pessimistic reactions to the possibility of human progress (Höpfl 

2005; Putnam and Boys 2006). However, Kazantzakis challenged this position through his 

works. He demonstrated that a consideration of existence, when performed through an 

awareness of temporality, acts as an organizing force that constitutes a seminal platform for 

the evaluation of human development and progress. This view challenges current 

assumptions about the development of human progress situated within a theorization of 

organization as systems of production and where the mobilization of human capital advances 

and extends organizational success (Boje 2001, 2014). 

 

Conclusion 

Following prior calls for further research on the relationship between content and process and 

in light of Morgan’s (1980) metaphors of organizations (Schoeneborn, Vásquez, and 

Cornerlissen 2016), this paper advances conceptualizations through the phenomenology of 

Nikos Kazantzakis. In interpreting the relevance of his work I concentrate on the case of the 

transitionality between different progressive states of existence. A theorization of 

transitionality suggests that content and process transitions follow differ ent states of 

existence. This development challenges the dominance by which the images’ entitative 

attributes are associated in organizations and conditioned within the course of one’s 

existence. Kazantzakis’s work demonstrates that a struggle between content and process 

remains part of a wider tension that remains highly personal and existential. A state of 

relatedness identifies a position of existence where associations with physical and non-

physical phenomena go through different transitions and these are regulated by the life-path 

of existence itself. Kazantzakis identified that the struggle for achieving permanence against 

life’s time span is a metaphysical need that often undermines the constraints of creaturely 

existence (Bien and Middleton 1996). Kazantzakis noted that the capacity of the individual 

self to accommodate and transform this struggle enables her/him to identify with the 

liminalities of existence and to work through them. By dedicating large parts of his work to re-

enacting the experience of affirmation and separation from materiality, Kazantzakis was 

interested in exposing transitions that offer people alternative perspectives for understanding 

their struggle towards existence (Middleton 2005, 2007, 2010). The conceptual implications 



of his work could be viewed in light of a theory of transitionality where the development of an 

awareness of the different states of existence offers new outlets for understanding the 

confinement of organizations as systems that can exert influence on human behaviour. 

Kazantzakis’s work demonstrates that the struggle between content and process advances 

understanding of the process by which the individual develops different representations of 

organizations. This understanding carries implications for understanding the use of Morgan’s 

(1986) metaphors. In particular, Kazantzakis demonstrates that people exert considerable 

force in the management of their existence through a realization of the different progressive 

states of their lives but also in realizing death. This view carries theoretical and practical 

implications for understanding the management of tensions through which organizations 

support the continuity of their members but also threaten their existence. Such threat does 

not necessarily come from the organization itself but from the associations that the individual 

creates with the entitative and process aspects of her/his interaction with the organization as 

an entity in transition (Weick 2011). A struggle with organizations is a metaphor for an 

existential struggle with materiality but also with the attachment to the symbolic permanence 

with which materiality is envisaged at the time of production (Bien 2007a). Such a 

conceptualization positions the work of the individual self above the constitution of 

organizations as metaphors. The individual’s regulative capacity to identify with an existential 

repertoire of motifs moves beyond existence represented as a temporal activity that has a 

beginning and an end. A final contribution made by Kazantzakis is made by eliciting the 

creative but also destructive power of the human will to bring into existence something which 

carries greater permanence and stability than the immaterial consideration of existence. In a 

similar way to Bergson, Kazantzakis identified with the human frustration and the possibility 

of meaninglessness deriving from the human incapacity to accommodate the absurdity of life 

within the different domains of existence. A phenomenological interpretation of human 

progress, in light of relatedness, affirmation and temporality, suggests that an appropriation 

of existence requires different qualities, which are not made evident in the current metaphoric 

articulation of organizations, that is, as entities that contribute to the creation and development 

of fundamental meaning-making associations. 
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