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Abstract
Managers are often faced with the need to choose among multiple satisficing options. We call this situation equifinal choice 
and argue how it opens an opportunity for managers to choose a new trajectory for their firm—an opportunity for strategic 
action. Although equifinal choice can exist in any environment, it becomes most consequential when uncertainty is high. 
Uncertainty weakens the adherence of organizational members to a superordinate goal and the plurality of goals leads 
political processes to guide the firm’s strategy. Extant view has identified random choice as an unbiased, fair, simple, and 
swift solution to the problem of equifinal choice. Random choice is also commonly used in machine learning and artificial 
intelligence systems. As organizations augment their decision making with these systems, there is a threat that they forego 
these strategic opportunities and randomly choose actions that fail to harness commitment and trust. In this Point of View 
article, we highlight the problem of equifinal choice, explain different ways it can be approached, and motivate why strategic 
choice can be valuable for organizations over and above defaulting to random choice.
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Introduction

Rationality is a tenet of economics (Friedman 1953). Yet, 
uncertainty bounds how close managers can get to the aim 
of ‘approaching perfection” in organizational choice (Simon 
1947; Christensen and Knudsen 2010:77). Faced with uncer-
tainty managers can disagree on their goals (Cyert and 
March 1963), which leads political processes to take center 
stage and guide the future of their firms (Levinthal and 
Rerup 2021; Bridoux and Stoelhorst 2022). As uncertainty 
subsides, superordinate goals can emerge and organizations, 
as a unit, can deem choices right or wrong (March 1962). 
This allows, errors, and more importantly their minimiza-
tion, to guide organization design (Shannon 1948; Tush-
man and Nadler 1978). A pursuit subsumed in the search 
for optimal solutions (i.e., optimization) to the problems of 
division of labor and integration of efforts (Puranam et al. 
2014), such as error minimization (Csaszar 2013), optimal 

preference aggregation (Csaszar and Eggers 2013), efficient 
problem solving (Glynn et al. 2020), interdependency reduc-
tion (Puranam et al. 2012), effective conflict resolution (He 
et al. 2020), optimal policy search (Rivkin and Siggelkow 
2003), among others (see Puranam 2018 for a review).

Optimization has two necessary conditions for “design-
ing efficient organizations” (Burton and Obel 1984). First, 
management needs to agree upon a superordinate goal (i.e., 
an objective function) for ranking the performance of poten-
tial solutions (Csaszar and Ostler 2020). Second, a search 
algorithm needs to exist that either assigns multiple options 
to choose from (Posen and Levinthal 2012) or articulates a 
way to explore the universe of possible options (Levinthal 
1997). When these two conditions are met, optimization can 
reliably identify the top performing options in the local envi-
ronment (Levinthal 1997) and serves as a workable logic 
(i.e., an optimization logic) for choosing among options of 
varied characteristics.

There is a catch. If the environment has multiple options 
that achieve the highest performance (i.e., multiple global 
maxima), an optimization logic will fail to choose a sin-
gle final alternative. This can appear even in the absence 
of uncertainty (Levinthal 1997). Yet, they become more 
commonplace when uncertainty is abundant (Posen and 
Levinthal 2012). Uncertainty increases the gap between 
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bounded rationality and homo-economicus rationality 
(Friedman 1953; Persky 1995). As this gap grows, so does 
the number of satisficing options for the managers to choose 
from (Simon 1947). We call the situations in which man-
agers need to choose among a set of multiple satisficing 
options, equifinal choice. Since multiple options satisfice 
the organization’s needs, managers need a fail–safe heuris-
tic to choose among them; in its absence decision paralysis 
can set in (Schwartz 2004). Random choice is an unbiased, 
fair, simple, and swift heuristic to avoid decision paralysis 
(Denrell et al. 2015; Liu 2021).

Recently, scholars have shared great optimism with 
respect to the value that artificial intelligence and machine 
learning algorithms could bring to organizations (Shrestha 
et al. 2019; Murray et al. 2020; Puranam 2021). However, 
these algorithms are—by design—optimization systems 
that draw on clearly defined objective function and search 
algorithms (Rumelhart et al. 1985; Agrawal et al. 2018). 
Randomness lies at the core of information and computer 
science and thus is a commonly used heuristic for breaking 
deadlock situations (Newborn 2012).

Therefore, the accelerating inclusion of algorithms into 
organizations can amplify the use of randomness for break-
ing an equifinal choice. This can be problematic as random 
choice foregoes the opportunity for strategic action opened 
by the existence of an equifinal choice. Strategic heuristics 
of choice might be biased and lack the fairness of random 
choice. Yet in the more complex and slower strategic deci-
sion making processes lies the agency that enables managers 
to build coalitions that drive consequential change without 
any “illusion of control" (Kaplan 2008; Fast et al. 2009). A 
manager who chooses to reflect, can foresee developments 
in the firm’s environments, harness commitment within its 
organization, and build momentum to pivot towards a new 
strategic trajectory (Barnett and Pontikes 2008; Hampel 
et al. 2020). In doing so, managers step away from random 
choice towards more strategic heuristics of choice (Porter 
1996). Without acknowledging the strategic relevance of 
equifinal choice, organizations might lose their chance to 
adapt to changing environments and fall prey to the control 
of their algorithms (Kellog et al. 2020).

In this Point of View article, we aim to highlight the 
problem of equifinal choice, explain different ways it can be 
approached, and motivate why strategic choice can be valu-
able for organizations over and above defaulting to random 
choice.

Theory

The reason why multiple options can exist in a system that 
satisfice an organizational need is derived from the prop-
erty of equifinality. Equifinality being a characteristic of "a 

system [that] can reach the same final state, from differ-
ent initial conditions and a variety of different paths" (Katz 
and Khan 1978:30). Prior literature has explored multiple 
paths in which equifinality manifests (Eisenhardt 1988; 
Doty et al. 1993; Gresov and Drazin 1997; Klein and Sorra 
1996; Siggelkow and Rivkin 2005; Payne 2006; Fiss 2007; 
Marengo 2015; Matejka and Fitzmaurice 2017). Equifinality 
can exist at any level of performance, e.g., multiple global 
minima and maxima. Yet, only when equifinality leads to 
multiple satisficing options is that optimization experiences 
the problem of equifinal choice.

Equifinality causes decision paralysis

Equifinal choice is problematic, because it requires manag-
ers to choose an option without an objective reason for the 
decision—as all options are satisficing. This is also known 
as the “duplicates problem” and is a well-known problem in 
foundational theories of choice (Luce 1959; Debreu 1960; 
Gul et al. 2014). This problem is known in philosophy lit-
erature as Buridan’s paradox, which explains how “should 
[multiple] courses be judged equal, then [one’s] will cannot 
break the deadlock, all it can do is to suspend judgment until 
the circumstances change, and the right course of action is 
clear” (as quoted in Kinniment 2008:3; see Rescher 1959 
for a review).

Theoretically, equifinal choice should not have any det-
rimental effect on the organizations; any choice should 
achieve satisficing performance. Yet, Buridan’s paradox 
highlights the practical problem of equifinal choice: “a 
[decision maker], being just as hungry as thirsty, and placed 
in between food and drink, must necessarily remain, where 
[s/he] is and starve to death.” (Aristotle, 350 BCE). This 
situation emerges due to Hick’s law that explains how as the 
number of options increases so does the time for our brains 
to decide (Hick 1952). This effect is amplified by Pieron’s 
law that tells us that as the quality of options increases so 
does the time for people to decide (van Maanen et al. 2012) 
and by Fredkin’s paradox that describes a negative correla-
tion between how different two options are and the difficulty 
of choosing between them (Minsky 1988:52). As Aristotle 
explains, the problem is not the choice but the wait, while 
stuck managers will waste potential early mover advantages 
and fall prey to others who do not succumb to this form of 
decision paralysis (Schwartz 2004).

Towards a strategic view of equifinal choice

In computer science, decision paralysis is circumvented 
by implementing fail–safe heuristics to choose between 
the multiple satisficing options. For example, IBM’s 
Deep Blue famously managed to defeat Gary Kasparov 
by employing one such fail–safe. In an important part of 
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a game, the algorithm “defaulted to a last-resort fail–safe 
in which it picked a play completely at random… [this 
choice] was likely what allowed the computer to beat 
Kasparov” (Silver 2012:288; Newborn 2012). Note that 
Deep Blue only chose at random, because multiple paths 
were predicted to achieve the same performance.

As in the case of Deep Blue, random choice is a popular 
heuristic used to avoid decision paralysis (Saunders 2008; 
Denrell et al. 2015; Liu 2021). It has been employed for 
hiring decisions (Berger et al. 2020), promoting employ-
ees (March and March 1977; O’Flaherty and Siow 1991), 
granting research funding (Smaldino et al. 2019), among 
others. The reason for its popularity lies in the fact that 
random choice is an unbiased, fair, simple, and swift way 
to choose among equifinal options (Liu 2021). Random 
choice is used in these situations not, because the deci-
sions are inconsequential (Ketel et al. 2016) but because 
a choice—any choice—is needed to break the decision 
paralysis. Further investments in searching for an optimal 
choice could lead to bias (Liu 2019), unfairness (Eliaz 
and Rubinstein 2014), cost more than it would benefit 
(Schreurs et al. 2018), lead to errors in the long run (Den-
rell et al. 2017), and waste opportunities for coordination 
and experiential learning (Puranam and Swamy 2016).

When faced with multiple satisficing options, managers 
need to choose one. Yet, the burden of being accountable 
(Tetlock 1983) and having true agency can be frightening 
to many managers. Random choice provides a cop-out, 
e.g., a simple and swift way of escaping the task at hand 
while still making an unbiased and fair choice. These char-
acteristics might give managers the “illusion of control” 
and rational choice (Fast et al. 2009). However, they are 
not always beneficial for organizations. Indeed, the formu-
lation of what is strategy presented by Porter (1996) intrin-
sically asks for managers to perform equifinal choices. 
Porter (1996) requires the decision-maker to position its 
firm’s among a continuum of positions along the possibil-
ity frontier and which are expected to achieve the same 
performance (Adner et al. 2014). Organizations might not 
face a continuum of positions to choose from but as Gans 
et al. (2019) explain in their reconceptualization of entre-
preneurial strategy, it is paramount for organizations have 
at least two satisficing options to choose from. Any heu-
ristic of choice that stops after the first satisficing option is 
found, fails to engage in the strategic opportunity at hand 
(Posen et al. 2018). So does any heuristic that chooses 
to wait until the uncertainty induced by the equifinality 
subsides (Folta and O’Brien 2004) or chooses at random 
amongst the options (Liu 2021). Therefore, we argue that 
strategic choices are inherently equifinal choices.

Organizational Zoos as a symptom of equifinality

Equifinal choice requires the redirection of a firm’s strat-
egy (Kelly and Amburgey 1991). In environments with high 
uncertainty, such as industries in the “era of ferment” of a 
technology cycle (Anderson and Tushman 1990), manage-
ment will need to lead the collective action of multiple stake-
holders for the organization to function properly (Bridoux 
and Stoelhorst 2022). Any change in the firm’s trajectory 
requires the political alliances to be reconfigured (March 
1962; Kaplan 2008) and as in uncertain environments people 
follow a plurality of goals (Levinthal and Rerup 2021), when 
faced with an environment that provides multiple satisfic-
ing options, different organizations will choose differently. 
This variance can be seen as a precursor to the diversity 
of organizational forms present in many industries, the so-
called organizational zoos (Puranam and Håkonsson 2015; 
Burton et al. 2017).

The existence of organizational zoos has been puzzling 
scholars for decades, Organizational zoos counteracts the 
evolutionary pressures towards the “Iron Cage” of isomor-
phism (DiMaggio and Powell 1983; Nelson and Winter 
1982; Nelson 1991). We conjecture that the existence of 
organizational zoos is likely the result from the presence of 
diverse organizational forms that satisfice the performance 
needs of the organization (Levinthal 1997). This is because, 
in the presence of marked performance differences between 
the “animals” in the organizational zoo, competition would 
shake out the ones with the lowest fit and narrow down the 
variety on display (Hannan and Freeman 1986).

Yet, as the literature in technology cycles explains, many 
phenomena take long time to occur (Anderson and Tushman 
1990). With time, aspects of the environment can change, 
some uncertainties subside, while others emerge, and differ-
ent payoffs materialize that give rise to marked performance 
differences between the options that initially satisficed the 
organization’s needs (Raveendran et al. 2020). During the 
“era of ferment”, multiple organizations can be active in 
the market and achieve similar performance. However, at 
one point, a dominant design will appear. A phenomenon 
that marks the start of the “era of incremental change” 
and with it, the variety of the organizational zoos starts to 
erode. Firms that made the right choice during the “era of 
ferment” thrive, the ones who chose other options either 
adapt or perish.

Model

So far, we have presented equifinal choice in an abstract 
manner. Yet, the task of choosing among multiple satisfic-
ing options is a common problem in organizations. In this 
section, we explain how equifinal choice is performed in a 
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less abstract manner using an example from the literature in 
decision structures (Sah and Stiglitz 1988).

Multiple satisficing options in decision structures

The literature on decision structures formalized the core pro-
cesses required for creating decision-making organizations 
and estimating their respective commission and omission 
error rates (Christensen and Knudsen 2010; Csaszar 2013). 
However, for every commission and omission error rates, 
there exists infinitely many organizational forms that achieve 
identical rates.

Taking the data from Table C.1 of Csaszar (2013:1099), 
Fig. 1 shows this phenomenon, for decision structures with 
less than six members. Observe that the performance of a 
single agent (in yellow square) is compared with various 
organizational forms. While some forms are able to achieve 
lower error rates as compared to the single agent, others fail 
to do so. In Fig. 1, errors for all forms are plotted in terms of 
multiples of the error rates corresponding to a single agent.

As Csaszar (2013) explains, there is “an efficient fron-
tier in organization design”. Given this information, man-
agement can create an objective function to rank order the 
performance of various alternative organizational forms. A 
common way of doing this is using a weighted sum to fore-
cast the expected overall costs incurred by the firm due to 
the two types of errors. Different organizations will estimate 
different costs for the different types of errors. For example, 
air transport and nuclear power suppliers have very high 
commission error costs (Perrow 2011), whereas video game 
design and venture capital firms tend to have high omission 
error costs (Puranam and Håkonsson 2015).

For the sake of simplicity and following prior research in 
decision structures, we assume that both errors have identi-
cal cost in our analytical exercise. In doing so, we follow 
work on mutual funds (Csaszar 2012) and banking industries 
(Christensen and Knudsen 2010, 2020). If we use the error 
rates from Table C.1 of Csaszar (2013), we can rank the 
different organizational forms according to the minimum 
summed error rates:

We can then transform this measure into the final objec-
tive function Qi, following:

The objective function, Qi is a more intuitive performance 
measure than the summed error rate. Qi has a range between 
zero and one, the highest value, 1.0, is given to the options 
with the lowest summed error rates (i.e., the optimal). In Fig. 2 
(blue line), we rank the organizational forms according to 
their objective value, with the top-performing on the left. The 
organizational forms are color-coded to show the organiza-
tions that either: a) have summed error rates higher than the 
error rate of an individual—in red, (b) have similar summer 
error rates as individuals—in green, or (c) have lower error 
rates than individuals—in blue. As shown in Fig. 2, a total of 
six distinct organizational forms achieve much lower summed 
error rates than the individual. Of the six, two achieve the 
lowest error summed error ratio (i.e., �i∕�Individual ) of 67.0% 
summed rate of an individual, and thus Qi = 1.0. The four oth-
ers achieve a summed error rate, just 0.1% higher. For the 
example, we will call these six options, the equifinal set from 
which the firm needs to choose.

�i = POE(i) + PCE(i).

Qi =
�i −Max

(

�x

)

Min
(

�x

)

−Max
(

�x

) .

Fig. 1  Ratio of organizational error rates over individual error rates Fig. 2  Organizational forms rank-ordered by performance
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The Anna Karenina principle binds our expectations from 
the optimization logic: “All [optimal solutions] are alike; each 
[suboptimal solution] is [suboptimal] in its own way” (Tol-
stoy 1877:1). This expectation is key to the rugged landscape 
model (Levinthal 1997). In this model, only one organizational 
form, achieves the highest performance and deviations from 
this form decrease performance. To show an environment with 
a sharper performance decrease, in the green line of Fig. 2, we 
show the average rank-ordered performance of NK models 
with N = 6, and K = 2. The main difference between the deci-
sion structure model (blue) and the NK landscape (green) is 
that the NK model has a single and clear global maximum. On 
average, the global maximum of the NK models achieves a 
performance around 8% higher than any other local maxima in 
the landscape. Therefore, managers in an NK-like environment 
benefit from searching longer and finding the global maximum 
and after the global maximum is found management is obliged 
to employ it as any other choice would be negligent behavior.

In the case of decision structure, there are six different 
organizational forms that achieve practically the same per-
formance and thus management can enact their agency in 
harnessing support for their choice. Importantly, as shown in 
Fig. 3, these six organizational forms differ significantly in 
how they structure their agents. They differ in the number of 
agents that compose them (4 or 5), the number of hierarchical 
levels (2 or 3 columns), and the number of routes that lead to 
an option being chosen (2 or 3 rows). Due to these structural 
differences, it is plausible that each organization will adapt dif-
ferently to changes in the environment and the firm. Presented 
with these six organizational forms: how should a manager 
choose?

Heuristics for equifinal choice

Equifinal choices are not per se objective. To choose among 
the satisficing options organizations need to garner support 
for a new measure for ranking the options that is independent 
(e.g., non-collinear) to the original objective function. In other 
words, the selection of one of the multiple satisficing options 
indeed requires an additional objective, but the reasons that 
motivate the choice are intrinsically subjective and directly 
dependent to the organization in which they originate.

Independent of the proselytizing, in making the equifi-
nal choice, management can follow multiple theoretically 
grounded heuristics of choice. Below we enumerate a set 
of heuristics of choice managers can employ for choosing 
among multiple satisficing options. These heuristics are built 

from insights from behavioral strategy and organization sci-
ence, some are strategic, some are not. We present several 
of these heuristics to highlight how varied opinions our field 
has developed for making equifinal choices and thus the pos-
sibility of acting strategically instead of simply at random. 
We separate them in two main groups: a) search and select-
ing, and b) search then select. The former performs the two 
actions in parallel, whereas the latter follows a sequential 
process, where the equifinal set is identified first and fol-
lowed by a choice within the set.

Search and select

Resources tend to be limited and thus firms engage in broad 
search only when the prospect of a valuable opportunity is 
foreseen. In other cases, firms might choose the first solution 
that is good enough, wait, or experiment with a couple of 
options to see how they develop.

1. Problemistic search: The original search heuristic 
from March and Simon (1958) bypasses the need to make an 
equifinal choice by always choosing the first organizational 
form that satisfices the needs of the organization instead 
of looking for all possible satisficing options (Posen et al. 
2018). Similar to the secretary problem the use of boundedly 
rational logics can fall prey to choosing suboptimal choices 
(Ferguson 1989).

2. Waiting: The manager could wait until the equifinal set 
is winnowed down. This delay could avoid switching costs 
that might have appeared if the designer had chosen wrongly 
(Schilling 2002). However, waiting is a choice, another firm 
could avoid the wait, choose well, and accrue early mover 
advantages (Folta and O’Brien 2004).

3. Experimentation: Testing hypothesis by making small 
investments in one or multiple options can be a valuable 
choice that allows the organization to learn more about 
their true value (Kerr et al. 2014; Camuffo et al. 2020; Zell-
weger and Zenger 2021). However, experimentation requires 
resources, and competitors that do not experiment could use 
the corresponding resources to solidify their competitive 
advantage.

Search then select

Instead of trying to choose before the multiple satisfic-
ing options are found, management could first search then 

Fig. 3  Organizational forms 
with lowest summed error rates
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select. Selection then can be at random, or via a new per-
formance measure. Note that this set of heuristics require 
the search process to find the multiple satisficing options 
that compose the equifinal set, This task is known as the 
enumeration problem in computer science literature and 
is known to be computationally much more intensive than 
finding one or a few satisfying options (Creignou et al. 
2019). Strategic choice comes at a cost.

4. Random choice: A manager could employ a lottery 
and choose at random. Random choice will have the posi-
tive effect of removing any bias (Saunders 2008; Good-
win 2013). However, random choice is hard to justify as 
managers are accountable for the future of their firms (Liu 
2021; Tetlock 1983).

5. Elimination by aspects: Management could deter-
mine which new performance measure they prefer (e.g., 
commission errors) and filter out the satisficing options 
that do not reach the highest value on that measure (Gul 
et al. 2014). If this elimination process leaves behind sev-
eral options, they can continue with other aspects (e.g., 
hierarchy levels) until just one is left (Tversky 1972). 
Below we list a set of measures that could be used to per-
form elimination by aspects.

a. Lower screening cost: Screening events are costly 
and the manager could select the organizational form that 
decides with the least number of screening events (Sah and 
Stiglitz 1988). Cost minimization is an advisable heuristic 
in the short term but might limit the scalability, because, 
by design, each agent will be busier.

b. Fewer agents: Similar to screening events, higher 
number of agents could also incur costs, such as salaries, 
coordination costs, etc. Manager could prefer options that 
require the fewest agents and choose to employ the saved 
costs for another projects. This heuristic can be valuable 
for startups or Skunkworks that have limited resources 
(Rich and Janos 2013) but could lead to problems as 
“being efficiently fickle” (Nickerson and Zenger 2002).

c. Flatter organization: Management could choose 
organizational form with the flattest hierarchy, as this will 
lead to an organization being more adaptable to changes 
in the environment (Child 2019). Conversely, they could 
choose the tallest organization as this will lead to more 
knowledgeable managers at the top (Klapper et al. 2019).

d. Fewer interdependencies: They could instead choose 
the options that lead to organizational forms with fewer 
interdependencies (Puranam et al. 2012). These designs 
might be more modular and potentially easier to scale and 
adapt (Henderson and Clark 1990).

To be clear, the selection of measure as well as the 
heuristic itself requires manager’s subjective judgement 
on both the political environment within the organiza-
tion as well as foresight about changes in the external 
environment.

Discussion

In this Point of View article, we outline the relevance of 
equifinal choice. Organizations often face problems that 
can be solved effectively in multiple ways, leaving the 
decision makers in a philosophical dead end—a situation 
that can lead to decision paralysis (Aristotle 350BCE; 
Schwartz 2004). Spinoza (1677) argued that when para-
lyzed, we are not fully rational. As Puranam and Swamy 
(2016) have shown, decisive action can be valuable for 
organizations even when the wrong decision is chosen. 
This can explain why heuristics that limit the frequency of 
equifinal choice are common in organization theory (i.e., 
search and select heuristics, as in Posen et al. 2018, Folta 
O’Brien 2004; or Camuffo et al. 2020). Yet, in this Point 
of View article we have argued that the equifinal choice 
is valuable, and it can help organizations make strategic 
actions and drive change.

Equifinal choice differs from the optimization logic in 
two ways. First, the optimization logic tends to focus on 
the short term (considering a steady environment), because 
goal interdependencies do not allow for long-term effects 
to be measured accurately, whereas equifinal choice is 
based implicitly on forecasts of possible futures for the 
organization (Raveendran et al. 2020; Gavetti and Menon 
2016; Tetlock and Gardner 2016). A second key differ-
ence is the agency that management holds when making 
the equifinal choice as they can choose among different 
heuristics to decide (Gans et al. 2019). Therefore, we can 
view equifinal choice as a subsequent but separate process 
to optimization. Management first curates a set of satis-
fying options through optimization and then, in parallel 
or sequentially, makes the equifinal choice by choosing 
the option they foresee will achieve the highest long-term 
performance. Future studies can learn a lot from follow-
ing managers who are required to choose among equifinal 
choices on a routine basis (Hampel et al. 2020). As Tetlock 
and Gardner (2016) explain, forecasting and anticipating 
changes in the environment is something people can learn 
and an important addition to organizations as they con-
tinue to be augmented by algorithms.

Uncertainty is a central aspect in equifinal choice. 
As March (1962) explained, only in stable environment 
can the idea that people in organizations follow a single 
organizational goal make sense. A view highlighted by 
Levinthal and Rerup (2021) who show that when multiple 
goals are present in an organization political processes 
among others are needed for action to be decisive. Yet, 
uncertainty has to be low enough so that from the start 
management can form a “truces” on the objective func-
tion used to rank the performance of options (Nelson and 
Winter 1982). Truces are fickle in nature and need to be 
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reformed as the environment evolves. Equifinal choice can 
serve as a way of reforming such truces and keeping com-
mitment up through a periodic update whenever multiple 
options open up to reorient the firm’s strategy.

We also have pointed at the threat that machine learn-
ing and artificial intelligence systems presents to equifinal 
choice. When faced with equifinal choice, as organization 
design scholars we can draw on the literature on random 
choice (Liu 2021) and prescribe randomness when faced 
with multiple satisfying options based on it being an unbi-
ased, fair, simple, and swift solution to the problem of equi-
final choice. However, by giving away the strategic oppor-
tunity inherent in equifinal choice to chance, we might be 
making a big bet in the future of our organizations. Indeed, 
the importance of strategic heuristics of choice is heightened 
when we consider the fact that artificial intelligence sys-
tems tend to require extensive data. Data that is increasingly 
shared across firms and industries (Zuboff 2019) and thus 
can strengthen the “Iron Cage” of isomorphism. As in the 
case between Deep Blue and Kasparov (Newborn 2012), the 
few occasions, where multiple satisfying options exist will 
increasingly turn into important battleground upon which 
competitive advantage is captured and winners decided.

This dire state can be abated by following developments 
in human–machine interaction, such as human-in-the-loop 
and active learning frameworks (Cohn et al. 1996; Grønsund 
and Aanestad 2020). Effectively, these frameworks function 
as a double-loop learning organization (Argyris 1977; Rerup 
and Feldman 2011) in which the algorithms perform the day-
to-day actions and managers handle exceptions (He et al. 
2020). In a double-loop learning organization, decisions 
are escalated to managers when strategic action is needed 
the most. Furthermore, use of random choice for equifinal 
choice is also problematic, because change in organizations 
requires a redirecting the collective action and political 
processes that hold firms together (Bridoux and Stoelhorst 
2022; Levinthal and Rerup 2022). If multiple options are 
open to an organization it would be a happy coincidence that 
random choice select the option that can harness the most 
support within the firm. Without such luck, random choice 
will not only forego the strategic opportunity but also fail to 
garner commitment to enact the new random choice. There 
is value in acknowledging the strategic opportunity inherent 
in equifinal choice.
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