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Digitalization primarily takes place in and through organizations. Despite this prominent role, however, the importance of organizational structure-building processes in the digital transformation is still underexposed in discourse. The fact that ongoing digitalization is linked to an established phenomenon and its own logic, is regularly not addressed due to the attraction potential of the semantics of the digital revolution. Digital revolution and the reordering of societal relationships, though, manifest themselves primarily in processes of reorganization. Structural automation processes in the ongoing digital transformation are limiting the scope for action, necessitating forms of structural structurelessness in organizations that cultivate opportunities for chance. Since organizations realize their operations as a dual of structure and individual, and the principle of organization is therefore based on the complementarity of structural formality and unpredictable informality. The paper discusses the topicality of the classical form of modern organization in the digital age and reflects on approaches to a contemporary design of spaces of opportunity. The reflexive handling of future openness is the central task of management and leadership in order to enable variation and innovation in organizations.
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INTRODUCTION
Digitalization primarily takes place in and through organizations. Despite this prominent role, however, the importance of organizational structure-building processes in the digital transformation is still discursively underexposed. Digitalization narratives regularly highlight a serious upheaval that affects or will affect all spheres of social life. As a specific form of societal crisis communication, narratives of disruption in particular are part of the semantics of the digital revolution. But unprecedented challenges also require unprecedented solutions. With regard to the digital transformation, hope and alarmism therefore regularly go hand in hand. Because of the attraction potential of the semantics of revolution, however, the fact that ongoing digitalization also has something to do with an established phenomenon and its own logic is regularly not addressed. However, digitalization primarily refers to the form of modern organization and its fundamental affinity for data. Narratives of disruption, though, overshadow the importance of organizational structure-building processes in the digital transformation. Organizational structures generate and constrain organizational opportunities. The associated historically grown continuity of data-driven control affinity suggests the use of software solutions. The structure-effective use of software solutions is along a continuity line of the design of modern organizations. Digital revolution and the reordering of societal relations therefore manifest primarily in processes of reorganization. However, this line of continuity in the formation of organizational structures is not identical with the fact that societal relations remain the same. Rather, the scope for action and decision-making in organizations is reconfigured through the use of software solutions. The fact that the ongoing digital transformation limits organizational scope for action through processes of structural automation necessitates forms of structural structurelessness as educational arrangements that cultivate opportunities for chance. For organizations realize their operations as a dual of structure and individual. The principle of organization is therefore based on the complementarity of structural formality and incalculable informality. Especially an educational perspective traditionally understands how to deal with uncertainty and the opacity of social processes based on the unpredictability of the individuals involved. To continue their operations and foster innovation, therefore, organizations rely on educational practices of context management that productively turn the unpredictability of social-dynamic interaction through the use of methods. This is particularly the case when innovation addresses structural changes and is not limited to the level of semantics. For this reason, innovative solutions in the digitized era should not be understood as exclusively technical or computational, but are also, above all, social solutions. Variation and innovation emerge on the basis of social processes. The paper discusses the topicality of the classical form of modern organization and reflects on the potential of a contemporary arrangement of spaces of opportunity in the digital age. Reflective handling of future openness is the central task of management and leadership in the digitized era of modernity in order to enable variation and innovation in organizations.
THE DIGITAL TRANSFORMATION OF SOCIETY
The terms work 4.0 and industry 4.0 refer to a connection between digitalization and the previous waves of industrialization. After mechanization, electrification and automation, the algorithm-based interlinking of control units and the internet of things are also claiming their own index number. As the latest variant of industrial upheaval, the digital revolution is seen as fundamentally reordering societal relationships, value creation processes and the character of workplaces (Tapscott 1996). A steadily increasing data throughput shortens innovation cycles, while at the same time accelerating the speed at which ideas, products and services are disseminated (Lupton 2015). The transformation of modern conditions is accelerated in a computational way and the more and more digitized modernity reveals features of the next society (Baecker 2007). This is also represented by the acronym VUCA, which corresponds to the common scheme of modernization theories (Reckwitz 2016) in that it serves the idea of a function of increase.
In contrast to previous technology-driven industrial revolutionary upheavals, however, the digital transformation is not only fostering the emergence of new markets. Classically location-based organizations are being pressured into action. Digitalization relativizes the principle of being bound to one location (Manhart and Wendt 2019). Data streams that do not stop at territorial borders or the boundaries of organizations are increasingly relevant to growth and existence (Turco 2016). This also means, however, that questions of social and economic development increasingly come into view organizationally via processes of technical information processing (Zuboff 2018). For this reason, organizations are making increasing use of software solutions as part of their structure-building processes. As a result of increased environmental dynamics, digital-based applications should enable monitoring, control and thus also planning reliability. Digitalization in organizations follows the aspiration to avoid the well-known rationality pathologies of the organization (Brunsson 2006) - the idling of planning and its unintended effects. Digital transformation regularly means reorganization. Accordingly, the organizational worlds are changing in shape and, as a result, the relationship between organizational structures and the individuals involved is changing as well. It is remarkable, however, that the digital project is part of a long-term process in terms of how organizations deal with external and internal intransparency and the associated uncertainty. Societal complexity is inextricably linked to the principle of organization (Manhart and Wendt 2020), although organizations are internally based on the principles of regularity and procedurality (Luhmann 1976). However, the regularity and the organizational affinity for order are rarely addressed in view of the progressing digitalization. This is because supposedly more significant issues are regularly in the spotlight. The Future of Work (Herzog 2019), issues in the context of Big Data (Mayer-Schönberger and Cukier 2013), and thus also the question of what constitutes sociality in the digital age (Muhle 2018). But the principle of organization actually relates more to the present and future of societal conditions than supposedly overshadowed routines and processes would suggest (Wendt 2020a). The digital project is closely linked to the functional logic of organizations.
ORGANIZATION AND THE FORGETFULNESS OF THE FUTURE
The principle of organization serves to ensure orderly processes and regulated procedures. For this reason, organizations rely on the mechanism of structure formation (Luhmann 2006). Chaos, irregularity and randomness are not structural principles of organizations. Workplace descriptions, responsibilities and hierarchical constellations function as order-giving factors by systematically limiting the possibilities of action of the individuals involved (Whyte 1956). In organizations, only certain things are possible. Securing organizational expectations and guidelines for action therefore takes on a central role. Organizations, after all, realize their operations as a dual of structure and individual (Wendt 2019; Wendt 2020b; Wendt 2021). Organizational expectations and associated behavioral requirements meet individual demands, interests and abilities. However, the idiosyncrasies and opaqueness of the individuals involved mean that organizations always face uncertainty, which must be contained. The opacity of organizational members, the fact that their inner lives remain unpredictable, is precisely the problem that forces the differentiation of structures in order to create predictability.
The decision-making processes of organizations are always limited by structure-building processes. But that also means that organizations often focus more on the past than the future. In fact, the principle of organization stands for a specific form of time binding. Organizations aim to anticipate their own future through processes of structure formation, because structural specifications are simultaneously a prediction of needed behavior (March and Simon, 1958). Who has which task? When, where and how is it processed? The principle of organized division of labor is based on a planned anticipation of the future (Wendt 2019). Organizational structures are mechanisms of limiting contingency, and the answer to understanding the future is found in the structure-building processes of the past. Organizational routine, which is procedural and regulated, has the function of avoiding randomness and of making the organization not dependent on the individuals involved, in order to avoid putting its own time stability at risk (Coleman 1979). Organization means anticipating through structure formation what will happen and in this respect is a special mode of preoccupation of the future (Wendt 2019, Wendt 2020b). Structures determine options for action and, by structurally shaping them, determine the future of the organization (Chandler 1962). The order of the organization is therefore also the price for opportunities remaining unused. Determining options for action has a negative impact on the potential for flexibility. Routine and change are conflicting. Routine generates the need for change, while change depends on certain procedures, which in turn leads to the routinization of action executions (Brunsson and Olsen 1993). As a result, the challenges of the future are regularly pushed aside in the organizations’ day-to-day routines.
Organizations fundamentally depend on the reciprocity of structure and individual (Barnard 1970). Reflecting on organization requires the assumption that individuals act in a structurally preformed setting and thus in a self-determined manner in externally determined contexts. Structural guidelines and organizational expectations are general guidelines that need to be respecified in the organizational day-to-day operations. Unless one assumes a technical relation, there is a moment of uncertainty in the difference between specification and respecification (Wendt and Manhart 2020). The practice of the organization is constituted in the field of tension between person-independent processes of structure formation and person-bound characteristics and competencies that are inseparably linked to the individuals involved. Individuals have abilities, skills, and knowledge that are performatively proven; this does not apply to structural specifications. The fact that the mechanism of organization integrates motive generalization in addition to behavioral specification (Luhmann 1975, p. 13) implies that assumed individuality must be shaped in the process of planning (Lehmann 2011). This construction in particular shows the educational demand level of organizations, since the willingness to acknowledge artificial measures is based on reflexive distancing.
Working on the structure of the organization classically corresponds to the task of management (Wendt 2020a). Since the beginning of modern management theory, the goal of successful organization has been attempted to be realized through various forms of structure formation. These include, for example, methods of measuring work processes (Taylor 1919), the calculation of the organization (Gutenberg 1929) or the visualization of organizational action (Gilbreth 1921). The classic management aspiration is to contain the uncertainty of the moment with the help of structure-forming processes and thus to guide behavior in a goal-oriented manner in order to ensure that organizational processes are free of disruptions. Opening and closing organizational spaces of opportunity occurs through work on the structure of the organization. In constraining and generating opportunities at the same time, the management of organizations therefore realizes itself as a genuinely educational practice (Wendt 2020a; Manhart and Wendt 2020). The action-guiding efficacy of organizational structures disposes over opportunities and the extent to which person-bound potentials can be expressed.
In order to ensure its routine functioning and to establish reliable procedures, the organization uses a series of practices of blocking spontaneous and arbitrary actions. Forms, files and lists define what is possible within the organization. As a result, the use of regulatory notation systems leads to a data affinity of the organization. An available data base relativizes the fluidity of the moment and enables case-based processing across different responsibilities, departments and hierarchical levels, which is not dependent on single individuals. The logic of the organization suggests the use of digital structure-building tools and thus forms of data-based contingency management. The organization's affinity for data and the increasing effectiveness of algorithm-based structure formation mean that reorganization and digitalization are increasingly becoming synonymous. Progressive digitalization in particular can work into the hands of the organizational forgetfulness of the future.
DIGITALIZATION AS REORGANIZATION
Understanding the form of modern organization as a dual of structure and individual makes it possible to focus on the path of organizational theory and management theory into the digital age along a predefined line of continuity (Wendt 2020a). From this perspective, digital transformation is less a revolutionary event than a continuation of existing organizational options. With this in mind, the fact that software solutions are becoming increasingly influential in organizational structuring (Aneesh 2009) is not exclusively new and digitalization-related, but should also be understood as a further chapter in the history of how modern organizations are structured. Software solutions also determine what is possible within the organization. Novelty is a matter of perspective. The new is already contained in the old, just as the old can still be found in the new (Manhart 2014). This also applies to organizational structure formation. In the history of organization and management, new chapters stand not only for the continuation of established conditions, but also for updating them.
The ongoing digitalization implies that the part of algorithm-based computing processes is increasing in organizations. Algorithm-based software solutions such as digital documentation applications, standard business software, or digital case management systems extend the course of form use, file regularity, and list formality, which have always been applied as forms of data-based control in organizations on the planning side (Wendt and Manhart 2020). While the use of files, lists and forms already preforms the available options for action, this also applies to software solutions that represent a new i.e., digital, form of structuring processes (Kelkar 2018). Organizational options, however, are now increasingly found visualized on screens in the form of tabs and buttons, or are depicted on displays as in app-based platform solutions. What is possible in organizations now results from input possibilities and is shifted towards dynamic interfaces. Thus, shaping organizational opportunities shifts toward the side of organizational structure formation.
In the course of digitalization-induced reorganization, the relationship between structure and the individual is changing in that individual scope for action is being rearranged (Pors 2015). Human consciousnesses cannot be involved in the computational operations because of their speed. During application, the mathematical routine behind it remains hidden (Pasquale 2015). Due to the fact that the participation of individuals remains limited to the observation of structural specifications mapped onto displays (Pariser 2011), individual scope for action dwindles in organizations. Despite the supposed analogy of “analog” and “digital” structure formation (Büchner 2018), a readjustment of the initial constellation is the consequence. The computational routine of the software creates a substitutability of the user (Acemoglu and Restrepo 2019). Based on computation, the principle of independence of persons reaches a new high (Reichmann 2019). On the operational level, calculation-based connectivity makes person-bound potentials such as experience-based intuition, moment-dependent perceptual ability, or case-based application knowledge superfluous (Beer 2017). Processing algorithms are not contingent, so alternatives are computationally excluded (Bartlett 2018). Structural elements of organizations become fixed coupled (Heiland 2018). The linkages of numbers are mathematically regulated and so the claim to conceptualize the organization as an interconnection of technical relations (Ezzamel et al., 1990) in planning terms can be realized in the form of a calculating machine. The classic data affinity of the organization is thus supported by new tools (Wendt and Manhart 2020). This is extremely functional for ensuring organizational processes.
Software solutions shift the organizational dual of structure and individual toward the side of structure. From this perspective, digitalization is a mode of dealing with uncertainty resulting from the participation of individuals. The undermining of organizational expectations in organizations is always a consequence of the peculiarity of the individuals involved and, at the same time, of practices that are not calculable. Classically, this is illustrated by the distinction between formality and informality (Tacke et al., 2015). For forms of oral tradition and related forms of collegiality it must be assumed that, first, they depend on the individuals involved and, second, as language-based communication, they always provide opportunities for misunderstanding. Because empirically, consensus is pure chance. This uncertainty, typical of communication, is erased by computational connectivity (Manhart 2018). Thus, the relevance of communicative practices (Fahrenwald 2011) is coming under pressure, because the outsourcing of structure-guided work processes into datafied orders (Duttweiler 2018) reduces individual scope for influence and possibilities for communicative negotiation. There is no need to think about how something is possibly meant. No content is to be deciphered and thus the necessity of negotiation, of person-dependent interpretation and therefore also the meaning of individuality recedes to the background. Number links and arithmetic operations are not contingent, so that the yes-no form (Luhmann 2005), which constitutes language use, does not apply.
Understanding digitalization as reorganization implies understanding the work on the organizational structure as the increasing establishment of a computation-based auto-logic. Progressive digitalization therefore points to the basic problem of every organization and refers to the question of the topicality of the organizational structure-individual duality. The classical principle of organization, after all, is based on the complementarity of structural formality and unpredictable informality (Roethlisberger and Dickson 2017). Predictability and unpredictability mutually increase each other.
ORGANIZATIONAL SPACES OF OPPORTUNITY AS A COUNTERBALANCE TO ADVANCING DIGITALIZATION
At first glance, when structural performance increases, the organizational relevance of the individuals involved decreases through forms of digital structuring (Danaher 2016). However, if the scope for action is reconfigured in this way, in a contrary momentum, increasing relevance is attributed to spaces of opportunity in organizations, in order to maintain the complementarity of structure and individual (Wendt 2020a). Understanding digitalization only as a decline in the relevance of individuals therefore falls short. Organizations need alternatives for decision-making in daily business (March and Simon 1958). Organizations need uncertainty, which is not absorbed computationally and thereby inhibited. This also applies to innovation that does not result from the logic of computational routine, but rather stands for leaving the path of routine (Besio 2018). This cannot be achieved by a computational continuation of the past.
The recalibration of the structure-individual duality of the organization is a central challenge of management and leadership in the digital age (Wendt 2020b). Instead of the structure-guided excommunication of chance, it is about the reintegration of the unpredictable. Organizations therefore face the task of structurally enabling opportunities for forms of reciprocal attention and reference. Spaces of opportunity in organizations must therefore be conceptually thought out to get members out of their offices, dissolve the anonymity of the cubicle, and productively turn the structure-led juxtaposition around (Chesbrough and Bogers 2014). Encounter, conversation, and thus controversy become organizational resources (Page 2007). Being communicative practices, they are an attempt to conceptualize the openness and contingency of the future not as an unpredictable risk, but as a reservoir of organizational opportunities. The starting point of management theory as a practice of arranging behavioral specifications with an affinity for order is therefore transformed in current concepts into the antidote of contingency-free computational operations (Wendt 2020a). Systematically excluding future openness through the mechanism of structure formation is recognized as a problem that leads to path dependencies, inflexibility, and the risk of lack of alternatives. Future openness and associated hopes take the place of future forgetfulness in contemporary management. Variation and innovation are the result of a practice that understands contingency as a productive force.
In order to sufficiently irritate themselves and not close the sources of unpredictability, organizations therefore resort to certain participatory methods and practices of fostering innovation (Schröer and Wendt 2018). Interaction-based and methodologically structured processes (Brown 2009) thus become the complement of increasingly efficient forms of computational structure formation. At the level of connectivity, the organizational complementarity of structure and individual, or calculable formality and incalculable informality, is equivalent to the difference between computation and communication. Methodological approaches and participatory methods such as simulations, gamification or scenario development, large group methods or innovation labs are examples of this. They aim to productively turn the disordered and controllably unavailable dynamics of social interaction within the organization’s orderly context (Manhart et al., 2020). Instead of relying on organized computing and interference-free processes of digitalization, the focus is on communication and the uncertainty that is always associated with it as a consequence of the mutual lack of transparency of the individuals involved (Manhart and Wendt 2019). This means that the unpredictability of social interaction is systematically exploited. The organizational tension between closedness and openness is thus intended to be effective less as a restriction of opportunities and more as a catalyst for alternatives. However, the openness resulting from the intransparent and unavailable mutual references in social interaction is always unpredictable (Wendt 2019). Communication logic, after all, does not follow the logic of regulated and orderly procedures. The potential of communication is based significantly on productive coincidences, which are enabled by the simultaneous presence of the individuals involved. Methodically, the focus is primarily on the potential of the individual and the communicative generation of contingency, not on a computational negation of contingency. Computational processes recombine and analyze what is already available and are thus always oriented to the past. The future, however, requires alternatives, and that means unused opportunities.
Dealing methodically and productively with future openness is a traditional educational challenge. The paradox of structural structurelessness that marks the organization’s production of contingency in order to provide the necessary openness for participation opportunities therefore follows a corresponding line of discourse. Since the question of how freedom can be cultivated through coercion (Kant 1964, p. 711) at the latest, organized education has been familiar with its role as paradox management (Handy 1994). The reciprocal limitation and production of opportunities is constitutive for the principle of organization. Organizational opportunities are always a consequence of structure-guided constraints. In organizations, negation and production of contingency relate to each other in a reciprocal way. Conceptualizing organizational spaces of opportunity therefore presupposes the reflexive handling of contingency.
Participatory methods and approaches to fostering innovation represent the renaissance of chance in the digital age. As a result, ironically, the hope of the organization becomes what was identified in the rise of management theory as the cause of the organization's failure to achieve its targeted daily routine of frictionless operation: the intransparency of the individual. Now, however, the singularity of the individual becomes relevant in the context of social dynamics, as is also practiced in the context of non-directive approaches to counseling (Wendt 2016; Wendt 2019). Variation and innovation are always results of social processes. Organizational educational interventions cultivate chance and with it the hope for irritation and variation, for novelty and innovation (Wendt 2021). They exploit the nonlinear dynamics of interactionist immediacy through a methodical support. Only the potential of chance offers the opportunity to leave the well-trodden path of routine. But in doing so, they also cultivate opportunities for individual participation. Simulations, gamifications or scenario development, the use of large group methods or innovation labs are therefore also about the democratization of the production of chance.
Relying on the systematic production of contingency and thus on the methodsupported production of alternatives in organizations is an approach that can be justified from three different perspectives. A normative perspective of claiming participation and spaces of opportunity for their own sake is only one possibility. But a normative critique, like a critique of the instrumentalization of the individuals involved, sometimes falls a bit short. The ability to develop ideas, to judge in a balanced way, the courage to make decisions and to take responsibility for them are not limited in their relevance to organizations. Despite all the justified criticism of the increasing responsibility of organizational members (Hartz 2011) due to participatory practices, the skills and abilities required to deal with contingency and complexity do point beyond the boundaries of the organization. Especially in light of the current conjuncture of complexity-reducing descriptions (Nassehi 2017), the required practice in dealing with uncertainty marks a central relevance for modern democracies (Manhart and Wendt 2020). Societal participation always means participation in organizations.
But for the organization, two other distinct reasons are equally important. The different modes of numerical and communicative connectivity, first, offer an approach for a semiotic argument. The mutual stabilization and enhancement of both modes on each other is constitutive for the principle of organization. Organizations cannot be reduced to an exclusive form of connectivity. This is because while linkages of numbers are not contingent, this is precisely not the case for communication and decision making (Wendt and Manhart 2020). When computing is done, no decision is made (Provost and Fawcett 2013). This leads to the third, an organizational or decision-theoretical argument. The fundamental necessity of alternatives for organizational decision-making processes and the associated contingency are at stake here. Without alternatives, there is nothing to decide. Niklas Luhmann made the corresponding statement that the organization would cease to exist in a state of complete self-determination (Luhmann 2006, p. 186). The organizational structure has the function of making decisions superfluous through the ordering of processes, whereas variation and innovation presuppose the social production of alternatives. Understanding organizational spaces of opportunity as forms of methodically generated complexity therefore also implies that variation and innovation in organizations is the result of a social process. Innovation is always social.
Contingency, complexity and future openness appear less as a risk for organizations in this context, and more as a potential to be exploited. Using and productively turning the complexity of social-dynamic interaction, as context management, however, comes down to paradoxical models of intervention. In this way, not only has the path to the age of digital organization already begun in the past. There is also a corresponding course line for the productive handling of contingency. The proximity to classical figures of educational reflection is evident, because already theories such as von Humboldt, 1960, Schleiermacher (2000) or Rousseau (1971) focus on contingencies that the world as a space of experience holds in store. Complexity generated by educational practices of context management therefore points to the topicality of classical educational theory, which early on addressed the issue of dealing with unpredictability. Not acknowledging the unpredictability of individuals and the dynamics of social interaction, educational problems would be part of machine theory, which addresses the frictionless and person-independent processing of information (Wendt and Manhart 2020). The classical concept of Bildung in particular is based on productive confrontation with the unintentional contingencies of the environment and addresses a reflexive form of self-organization (Manhart 2003; Manhart 2018). Contemporary approaches and methods are therefore not without presuppositions, but stand in a direct line of educational reflection.
UNPREDICTABILITY AS THE KEY TO THE FUTURE OF THE ORGANIZATION
The assumption that time will not forgive those who try to resist change in circumstances is part of the semantics of disruption. But at the latest when narratives of disruption become routine, it is important to reflect on the complex reciprocity of old and new. At the moment, the world of digital modernity is still the world of organization, in which structure and individual meet and therefore more than can be modeled via computational calculations and structure-forming processes.
The focus on technical links is contrasted with a spectrum of genuinely educational methods that are the result of reflection on the educational technology deficit (Luhmann and Schorr 1982). The reflexive handling of contingency therefore also functions as a complement and regulator of the ongoing digitalization. Organizational structures are compatible with democratic principles, but they regularly do not coincide with them. So the decisive question of digital transformation is the question of the individuals involved and the cultivation of their scope for action. Methodologically, this requires organizational spaces of opportunity as forms of structural structurelessness (Wendt 2020a). Taking advantage of the openness of the future is not a matter of course, considering the need for structure-building processes for organizations and their affinity for data. Variation and innovation, however, require openness to results. Participatory methods and approaches of fostering innovation are realized in dealing with contingency and are based on the reflexive handling of unpredictability. In order to be able to function as a counterbalance to the increasingly computational organizational structures resulting from digitalization, the dynamics of social interaction is seen as a source of opportunities. Solution finding and decision making in organizations do not follow a computational logic (March 1988). They are and remain unpredictable and are based on a practice that cannot be controlled in a linear-causal way due to its intransparency. The logic of organizations and their structure are therefore not the only educational issues. The same applies to methodical support for variation and innovation. In organizations, they emerge on the basis of dynamic social processes.
The reciprocity of structure and individual were constitutive for organizations until the digital age. In the digital transformation, the intra-organizational distinction of the different connectivity of numerical and communicative logic is updated. Focusing on the algorithm-based recombination of existing elements and the growing efficiency of structure formation processes, the thesis of the inferiority of the individual is obvious (Grunwald 2018). This raises the (not least socio-political) question of the non-organizable remnant that cannot be systematized in terms of computation (Nassehi 2014). In contrast, focusing on the indispensability of individuality and social dynamics for the functioning of the classical form of modern organization (Burns and Stalker, 1961), it becomes clear that the reflexive handling of contingency cannot be substituted computationally. The challenge of recalibrating the duality of structure and individual therefore frames an organizational education research program. The changing relationship between formality and informality, numerical and communicative self-logic, and the updated decision making allow a variety of necessary empirical questions.
One question that is currently not yet answered is: What comes after digitalization? To avoid anticipating the answer in the direction of computational self-logic, an understanding is required that organizations cannot be reduced to the execution of routines. Formalization gaps (Simon et al., 2008) present opportunities that are a prerequisite for variation and innovation. To achieve this, it is necessary to reflect on the organizational tension between restriction and enabling. History of organizational theory as a history of de- and reconstruction of classical assumptions of rationality (Becker et al., 1992) illustrates that the end of former certainties and the recognition of limits of planning and control enables hope for a future that is not yet fixed. The future holds various alternatives only because of its openness. The dialectic of organization runs counter to the dialectic of digital progress in this respect: Unpredictability offers the key to the future of organization.
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