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THESIS SUMMARY.

Following an introductory chapter, I examine (i) typologies
which have differentiated the literature on organisational
culture and symbolism (Chapter 2), (ii) the contribution of
organisation theory to organisation culture (Chapter 3), and
(iii) recent literature on organisational culture and
symbolism (Chapter 4). Within these chapters, I adopt

Habermas’ (1972) notion of knowledge-constitutive interests,
assessing the contributions to understanding organisational
culture made by literature guided by technical, practical and
emancipatory cognitive interests. In doing so, 1 suggest
that more critical studies on organisational culture and
symbolism have been comparatively neglected. :

Lamenting this neglect, I suggest that Giddens’ theory of
structuration can be employed to advance the development of a

critical, emancipatory conceptualisation of organisational
culture. In particular, I argue that this Giddensian
analysis, by penetrating the existential, political and

material ©processes of cultural reproduction (Chapter 5), 1is
able to disclose some of the more contradictory features of
organisation culture.

The remainder of the thesis comprises of a critical
ethnography of the work cultures of public relations and
personnel specialists located 1in a state bureaucracy. I
begin the participant observation with a discussion of my
research methods (Chapter 6) and an overview of the
departments studied (Chapter 7). I then examine (i) the work
cultures of the specialists (Chapter 8), (ii) the
specialists’ management of the relationships with the host
bureaucracy (Chapter 9), and, (iii) opportunities the
specialists had for developing an emancipatory praxis

(Chapter 10). Finally, in a concluding section, I offer some
critical reflections on the contributions of the thesis and
suggest areas for future research.
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CHAPTER ONE: PERSPECTIVES AND PARAMETERS.

l.1. Introduction

1t takes little more than a casual browse through the
organisation theory and management science literature of the
last ten years or so to ascertain that the study of
organisational culture has become a key focus of research.
Determining quite what organisational culture is and how it
should be studied takes somewhat longer, and to really get to
grips with the subject, I suspect, might well take a
lifetime's work. This thesis is the genesis of such a
project. It is more a signpost pointing the way for future
research than a destination in itself. It 1is a beginning
rather than an end.

Some would argue that this 1is a trek not worth taking.
During the last +three yeafé I have received a number of
unsolicited comments to the effect thatl the study of
organisational culture is not only peripheral to the central
issues of management but also 1is merely a passing ’'tad’
within the management sciences. As such, it was not seen to
warrant the time and effort I intended +to invest in its
research. While I have found little written work which
shares such views, it seems that they may be privately held
by a good number of researchers, especially those who take
for granted the importance of their own quantitative or
prescriptive orientations to organisation studies. 1In

response to these comments, this chapter seeks to defend

organisational culture as a valid and important focus for



research within the management sciences. 1In addition, B
serves as an introduction to the pro.ject as a whole. 1t is
organised into three unequal parts. The first examines the
focus, history and growth of research into organisational
culture and shows that it 1is not merely a passing ’'fad’
within the management sciences. 'The following section
explores the diversity within the literature and comments on
the comparative neglect of critical, emancipatory research
into organisational culture. This leads into a discussion of
value-freedom within the research process, together with an
elaboration of the underlying values that have motivated this
work. The final part outlines the organisation ot the text

in light of the above.

1.2, Culture as a Contribution to Organisation Studies.

While there is no particular- consensus on what organisational
culture is or on how it should be studied (Smircich, 1983a;
Morgan et al, 1983; Allaire and Firsirotu, i984; Filby and
McHugh, 18898), most theorists tend to agree that, in some way
or other, it involves the study of ideologies and myths;
ceremonies and rituals; Jjokes and humour; sagas and stories
(Pettigrew, 1979). Quite how these are theorised depends upon
a number of features, but primarily upon the interests which
underlie and motivate the research. For example, research
motivated by a technocratic interest in prediction and
control has tended to be 1less theoretically rigorous than
more hermeneutic or critical work. Westley and Jeager

(1985:15) agree, noting that the more punctilious application

of the term 'organisational culture’ frequently increases

- 12 -



their interpretative powers but at the expense of
practicality. This is because an understanding of

organisational culture which reveals it to be complex and
contradictory suggests that it may not be as easily managed
or changed as some of the ’'pop culture magicians' (Ott, 1984)
have tended to suggest. In consequence, writers concerned
with offering prescriptions for the management and change of
organisational culture have tended +to concentrate on surface
features to the neglect ot ’'deeper’, more contradictory

features of organisational life (Dandridge et al, 1984).

Despite these theoretical differences, much ot the
organisational culture literature contributes to organisation
analysis by recalling, to a greater or lesser degree, that
organisations are, at least in part, socially produced and
not just ‘given’ or determ;ped by impersonal, unchangeable
forces (cf., Silverman, 1970). Accordingly, the relationship
between structure and action is not theorised as
one-dimensional (structure defining action) but as
two—dimensiqnal where structure guides action and action

reproduces structure (see Chapter 5 for an elaboration of

these themes). Sadly, much of the theoretical insight that
the concept potentially offers has, as yet, not been
exploited. For example, 1in focusing on organisational

culture as a shared system of wvalues, symbols and beliefs
(Louis, 1981), much of the literature has failed to expose
the relations ot domination and oppression through which
symbol-systems are socially negotiated and defined. This

theoretical incapaciﬁy to recognise that organisational



culture is constituted and reproduced in and through
asymmetrical relationships of power has effectively
emasculated much of its analytical potency. Nevertheless,
organisational culture research still potentially provides a
valuable and penetrating means of understanding more of the
richness and complexity of organisational life. The denial
or marginalisation of its significance can only impoverish

organisation studies.

Studies which attend to the culture of organisations are, of
course, not new. In fact, they stretch right back to the
founding fathers of the discipline (e.g, Barnard, 1938;
Roethlisberger and Dickson, 1939). Even though the notion of
organisational culture appeared only in embryonic form in
much of this eariy onrk, it still provides a valuable
reminder of a long-standing.. awareness of its relevance for
understanding organisations. Having said that, foundational
work guided by more emancipatory intents has provided insight
that is still relevant today. Indeed, some of it ©points out
a path for future researchers to follow. Nichols and Benyon
(1976), Willis (1977) and Burawoy (1979), for example, have
provided particularly penetrating analyses of the
relationship between organisational culture and structure
(see Chapter 3). The concern with organisational culture,
therefore, cannot be dismissed as merely another fad in

management theory.

What is lamentable, however, is that much of +this rich
foundational material (illustrated in Chapter 3) has been all

but ignored in the present quest to understand organisational

= 14 =



culture. Had time been spent analysing the contribution that
these seminal studies in organisation theory have made to the
understanding of organisational culture, it would have become
apparent that many of the contemporary ideas are not new, but

merely a return to themes that have always had a presence

within organisation studies (see Chapter 3 and 4). For
example, much of the current work which examines the
development of ’strong’ or ’'excellent’ cultures (e.g., Deal

and Kennedy, 1982; Peters and Waterman, 1982; White, 1984) is
reminiscent of Barnard’s concern to show how values and
beliefs might be inculcated within organisation cultures
through the executive’s skilful mobilisation of incentives.
An important concern of +this thesis, therefore, is the
appreciation of the contributions of these earlier works to

the current understandings of organisational culture.

1.3. Accounting for the Interest in Culture.

Although organisational culture has had a long history within
organisation studies, it is now becoming a more central and
respectable focus of study. Without doubt, one of the most
marked teatures of organisation studies during the last
decade or so has been the re-emergence of this interest in
organisational culture. In fact, the present growth has been
remarkable (Broms and Gahmberg 1983). Most of the leading
organisation studies journals have dedicated special issues

to the topic or have published an array of relevant articles

(see, for example: Administrative Science Quarterly, 1983;
Organisation Dynamics, 1983; Journal of Management, 1985;
Organisation Studies, 1986 ; Ilnternational Studies in

= A8 =



Management and Organisation, 1987). In addition to these, The
Standing Conference on Organisational Symbolism (SCOS} have
tfounded ’'Dragon’ as a journal to tocus specifically on the
issues of organisational culture and symbolism. Moreover,
the study of organisational culture has been legitimised to
the extent that it is now widely accepted as an essential
part of organisational analysis. Indeed, as Salaman noted in
the early stages of the debate (1979:45): ‘clearly no
worthwhile analysis of organisational experience would ignore
this cultural dimension’. It is therefore, without doubt, a
legitimate and important focus of study within the management

sciences.

This begs the question of why this interest has only recently
come to be seen as a core rather +than a peripheral concept
within organisational analysis. The following discussion
offers some explanation of tgis phenomenon. Inevitably it is
not a full account, for the motives of researchers and
practitioners are complex and cannot easily be encased within
neat sociological theorisation without allowing some degree
of reductionism. Nevertheless, it seeks to identify some of
the main factors involved in this Elossoming ot interest and,

in doing so, offers some explanation of why culture has been

pursued along some lines rather than others.

Here the work of Alvesson (1986) proves to be useful by
identifying the two general, albeit ideal-typical,
explanations offered to account for the growth and acceptance
of a particular theory. The first, which Alvesson labels

'internal-scientific theories,’ claim that knowledge develops

- 16 =



autonomously through its own inner logic; the second,
'sociological’ theories, maintain that scientific views are
conditioned through the political, economic énd social
processes of their development. On their own, as Alvesson
points out, these ideal-types provide inadequate explanations

tor the growth in interest, research and publications. The

first grouping of explanations have tended to over-emphasize

the autonomy of academics to the neglect of the constraining
influence of dominant meta-theoretical assumptions and

research ideologies which are embodied and reproduced in the

key traditions of +the social sciences, most notably in
functionalism and rationalism (Kuhn, 1970; Burrell and
Morgan, 1979; Reed, 1985). Furthermore, research cannot be

understood fully outside the recognition of the historical
context of its ‘production. For example, it would be

simplistic to explain current +trends within management
studies, such as the concern with flexibility.and culture, by
regarding it as an autonomous development. In addition, it
would be necessary to consider the ability and desire of
industry +to support and tund research, the ideological
concern of the Thatcher Government with ’'value for money’ and
the ’'most efficient wuse of assets’', the apparent desire
within the social science funding bodies to show the utility
of social science research against strong competition from
the .research bodies with other interests (e.g., engineering

and the sciences).

Conversely, to claim that knowledge is exclusively socially

determined, as the second set of ideal-typical theories tend



to do, overstates the hold that dominant paradigms have over

the development of theory (Reed, 1985) and reduces

researchers to the status of ‘'cultural dopes’ lacking the
ability to choose and to act. Such a position would be
difficult to hold within the management sciences. For,

despite predominant trends, the management science research
community, unlike other disciplines such as physics, tends to
be fragmented and disconnected (Whitley, 1984) with little

coordination of research strategies.

Between these two ideal-typical views lie a number of
theories which broadly argue that the growth of theory is due
both to the degree of Scientific autonomy as well as being
shaped by the material, political, social and ideological
dimensions of research production. Alvesson (1986:94)

succinectly summarises these arguments and writes:

For a theory to expand rapidly during a certain
period, it must be sharper, more elegant or have a
greater explanation potential than earlier
theories, or it must strongly appeal to the
'Zeitgeist’ or to some of the predominant
coalitions in society. To some degree those

coalitions might also exist in the academic world.
The social factors that stimulate or obstructs the
discovery, acceptance and expansion ot a particular
theory are partly connected +to society and culture

in 1its entirety, but the subcultures in the
academic world, with its fractional interest and
more or less '"openness" to society in general (or
various elites in it), also have some independence

in relationship to society and cultural change in
the overall level.

Turning specifically to organisational culture and symbolism,
there are four predominant factors that have facilitated this

growth in interest and legitimacy (Filby, 1989a). Firstly,
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the increasing problems ot competition and productivity tor
much of the Western industrial world has created a
receptiveness to new ideas and potentially new solutions to
the above problems. The increasingly international nature of
business has lLed the West to take note of the economic
success of Japanese companies, in particular, and to question
how far this is due to their distinct cultural forms. This
concern with Japanese management techniques is widely
considered to be an important contributory factor in the
growth of this concern with culture (Pascale and Athos, 1981;
Hill, 1981; Peters and Waterman, 1982). Ouchi (1981:3), for

'one of the most-

example, quotes one vice-president from
respected and largest firms in the United States’ as saying
’the key issue’ facing American business over the 1980s ’'will
not be technology or investments, nor regulation or
inflation. The key issue wili be the way in which we respond
to one fact - the Japanese know how to manageibetter than we
do.’ The close linkages between American businegs
organisations and universities has provided +the necessary

context for managerial oriented research into the nature of

organisational culture to take place.

Next, the widespread disillusionment with quantitative
management science techniques (e.g. the Aston Studies) has
led to a shift away from precise measurement to more
qualitative analysis in an attempt to rebuild the credibility
of the ©practical wvalue of management research (Hofstede,
1986; Knights and Willmott, 1987). This disillusionment has

been partly due to the fact that the increasing rate of



change of modern business organisations is difficult to
accommodate in research which focuses on structure, [t is
hoped (by some academics and practitioners$S alike) that
research which focuses on organisation processes rather than
on structure, such as studies of organisation culture, will
provide more practical insights tor +the management of

organisations in a changing environment.

Thirdly, and relatedly, research into culture has captured
the interest of both academic and pragmatic researchers, the
former being partly tuelled by the publicity and public
interest in culture generated by the latter. This is rather
an unusual occurence within modern management theory, for as
Alvesson (1986) notes, management theory is often caught in a
contradictory position between the requirements of the
academic community for Sciengific research on the one hand,
and the demands from business organisations  for practical
management tools on the other. However, the organisational
culture idea, being difficult to precisely define, forms a
caveat managing to satisfy both camps, and thus adding to its

popularity. (1)

Finally, it is worth noting that the fragmented nature ot the
academic community within the social sciences has provided a

responsive environment for the growth of interest in, and the

growth in diversity of, the organisational culture
literature. Whitley (1984), tfor example, argues that the
management research community is something of a ’fragmented

adhocracy’ characterised by a low degree of coordination

between researchers and research sites together with a high
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degree of task uncertainty. By this he means that management
researchers do not need to convince any single dominant
establishment of the importance of their research
contribution. Rather, the ftragmented state otf the research
community enables them to address a plurality ot audiences
without having to coordinate problems and priorities across
them. Thus, in comparison to the laboratory sciences,

management research has generally not produced ‘visible,
réproducible results and reliable outcomes which are stable
under different conditions of their production’ (1984:341).
This fragmentation of the research community has enabled
researchers of organisational culture to 'focus on distinct
topics or issues which they can tackle as individuals or as
small, locally based, groups without needing to incorporate
the work of others’ fibid:341). The outcome of this is that
the literature, like the community in which it is ©produced,
is fragmented and disconnected. In short, the term has come
to be a conceptual umbrella covering a vast range of concepts
and perspectives (Filby and Willmott, 1988) -with little

)

agreement on what organisational culture ’is’ and/or how it

should be studied.

1.4. A Taxonomy of Culture Literature.

Attempts to make sense of this diversity of approaches to the
study of organisation culture has prompted the construction
of a number of typologies (see Chapter 2, below). Some
theorists argue that the 1lack of consensus within the
organisational culture literature merely reflects a similar

state of affairs within the different anthropological schools
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from which the term culture has been ’'borrowed’ (Smircich,
1983a; Allaire and Firsirotu, 1984). Others identitfy the
cause ot this fragmentation to be the different
meta-theoretical assumptioné which wunderlie the literature
(Louis, 1981; Morgan et al, 1983), while a third set classify
the literature according to the different cognitive-interests
(Habermas, 1972) that have motivated the research (Westley
and Jaeger, 1985; Stablein and Nord, 1985; Deetz, 1985b;
Knights and Willmott, 1987). While each of these frameworks
has something to offer, the attraction of the latter is that,
in addition to differentiating approaches within the
literature, it contributes to the development of a more
critical, emancipatory study of culture. In brief (to be
developed in the following chapter), Habermas argues that
knowledge does not éxist as some abstract entity but as the
product of intentional human activity. Knowledge is

therefore always sought with a purpose, goal or, as he terms
1%, 'cognitive-interest’ in mind. He identifies three

cognitive-interests and associated forms of knowledge: the
technical, the practical and the emancipatory. With

reference to organisational culture, knowledge motivated by a

technical interest is concerned with exploring the
relationship between culture and the regulation and
eftficiency ot the organisation; knowledge motivated by the

practical interest examines culture from the perspective of
securing and expanding mutual understanding between
organisational actors, while knowledge motivated by the
emancipatory interest examines culture and symbolism with the

intent to reveal and transcend socially unnecessary forms of

- 29 =



organisational restraint and control that frustrate the
ontological potential of human beings for free,

interdependent relationships. (2)

In the management sciences, knowledge motivated by technical
and practical interests has tended to predominate. In the
absence ot a critical, emancipatory dimension that attends to
the relations of domination and oppression through which
organisations are constructed, and reproduced, much of this
literature has had the effect of sustaining, reifying and
legitimising existing structures of power and domination, and
thus serving as ’ideologies of the status quo’ (Knights and

Willmott, 1987}).

A number of recent publications have focused on more critical
aspects of organisational culture (c.f., Linstead, i985b;
Rosen, 1985a; Stablein and N;rd, 1985; Deetz, 1985b; Filby
and Willmott, 1986; Knights and Willmott, 198?}. Nonetheless,
there is still, by and large, a comparative neglect of suéh
perspectives within the literature (Stablein and Nord, 1985).
Stablein and Nord (ibid: 20) have argued that this neglect is
somewhat difficult to understand since organisational culture
and symbolism ’would seem to be conducive to the development
of research in the emancipatory .;nterest.’ Attention to
organisation culture studies on values, beliefs and discourse
etc., they suggest, allows for an examination of (and perhaps

a means of transcending) the asymmetrical relationships of

power through which symbol-systems are constructed and

reconstituted.
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This up-beat message needs to be tempered by the recognition

that the generation of emancipatory knowledge tends to be

demanding and disturbing. It is perhaps especially so for
Westerners who, since the Enlightenment, have internalised
rationalistic worldviews which have had the effect of

filtering out emotional and spiritual experiences as valid
sources of knowledge (Wimber, 1985 Burnett, 1988).
Subsequently, having few supportive traditions of critical,
emancipatory thought such as Zen Buddhism or Taoism might
offer to those in the East, the type of deep, reflective,
meditative thinking that might lead to enlightenment and
emancipation often comes as something of a shock. As Jung

(1967; quoted in Powell, 1978:8) insightfully writes,

Wherever there is a reaching down into innermost
experience, into the nucleus of personality, most
people are overcome by fright and many run away...
The risk of inner experience, the adventure of the
spirit, is in any case, alien to most human beings.
Such self-reflection is pre-requisite for critical social
science. A focus of critical social science is upon modes of

domination and alienation. Moreover, the uncovering of modes

of domination and subordination must be accompanied by a

desire for change (if the research is to be critical in any
true sense), and this requires reflexivity and action both at
the individual and collective level. It is not sufficient to

read a volume such as 'Learning to Labour' (Willis, 1977) and
reflect upon how working class school kids unintentionally
sustain the conditions of their own subordination and

oppression. One must take the analysis further to reflect

- PR



upon how we, as actors in our own organisations, contribute
(otftten wunwittingly) to our own exploitation. This requires
an uncomfortable level of self-reflection and willingness to
change (Friere, 1972; Pirsig, 1976). Moreover, should we, as
researchers or practitioners, be able to retlect deeply upon
our own experience of social reality we must then face the
challenge of turning our newly sensitised consciousness into

a liberating praxis. But, in the face of a massively reified

status quo, the fear of freedom, of autonomy and of
responsibility can often be both overwhelming and
paralysing.

The production of emancipatory knowledge requires radically
different skills, especially in the areas of self-reflection,
than +those needed to pursue technical and practical
knowledge. However, as Stablein and Nord (1985:24) do

acknowledge,

Neither scientific institutions devoted to the
study of organisations nor academic institutions to
which most students of organisation are closely
linked have the means to evaluate or reward such
reflection and commitment to change. Moreover, the
skills and talents needed are not well known and
certainly are not included in the training of
people in organisational science. In tact, those
with activist, emancipatory inclinations may be
screened out by professional training, selection,
and advancement processes.

Although there has always been a liberal tradition within
academe which has accommodated, and sometimes encouraged,
commitment to self-reflection and change, academics are

increasingly assessed primarily on the number of their



publications and their acceptability as transmitters of
received wisdom rather than on more qualitative, and perhaps
more important, criteria such as the personal liberation,
growth and change which they may have engendered in their
academic peers, students (or others). As Stablein and Nord
indicate, the difficulty of pursuing and presenting such
critical, emancipatory work in formal, written publications

is likely to frustrate a rapid growth of such work.

Finally, the demands for value-freedom within the social
sciences have had a detrimental effect on the production of
critical, emancipatory work. The dominance of research
motivated by technical or practical cognitive-interests has
resulted in the legitimisation of work that deals with
’means’ by labeling it ’science’ and this continges to
marginalise more c¢ritical, emancipatory research, which
guestions the wvalidity of‘ 'ends’, by dismissing it as
’ideology'. All critical research mu5£ theretore

self-consciously confront this issue of value-freedom. In

the case of this thesis, such a project is undertaken in the

following discussion.

1.5. Beyond Value-Freedom.

Since Weber’s (1949) seminal work on objectivity and values
within the research process much has been written on this
subject (see Gouldner, 1973 and Riley, 1974). I do not intend
to add to this debate here save to describe the position 1

take for the purpose of this thesis.
The essence of Weber's argument is that once the subject to

- 26 -



be researched has been identified, the =social scientist
should bracket his or her values during the research process
so that the ’facts® relevant to the research pro.Jject can be
allowed to speak for themselves. What Weber ftails to fully
acknowledge, however, is that the process of collecting facts
is not a value or interest-free activity. The suspension of
deeply held values during the research process is
impossible. Saying this, it is not to deny that +the pursuit
of truth-for-its-own-sake, which underlies his
conceptualisation of value-treedom, is a noble if
unattainable ideal. It is Weber’s self-understanding of this
ideal, rather than its motivating desire, which must be

questioned. For, as Gouldner has recognised (1973:65-6),

The pursuit of ’truth-for-its-own-sake’ is always a
tacit quest for something more than truth, for
other wvalues that may have been obscured, denied,
and perhaps even forbidden... What are the values
that lie obscured in the long shadows cast by the
light of truth? In Western culture, these often
enough have been freedom ... and power - to know in
order to control. Underlying the conception of
truth as objectivity there 1is, however, still
another value, a faint but enduring image of the
possibility of wholeness... Underlying the quest
for objectivity, then, is the hope of dissolving
the differences that divide and the distances that
separate men by uniting them in a single, peace
bringing vision of the world (emphasis added).

Here Gouldner demystifies the notion of objectivity to show
how the pursuit of truth and knowledge is not an end in
itself, as the traditional formulations of the value-freedom
debate would have us believe (Weber, 1949; Nisbit, 1974) but
is itself motivated by other interests. Gouldner identifies

two interests which motivate the production of Lknowledge.
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The tirst is akin to Habermas’s (1972) technical knowledge -
"to know in order to control'; the second is like Habermas's
emancipatory knowledge pursuing the quest for ’'wholeness’.
GGouldner goes on to argue that it 1s only when social
scientists give their primary commitments to values (e.g.,
'the hope of dissolving the diftferences that divide and the
distances that separate men’) that objectivity can hope to be
reached. Having argued this, Gouldner maintains that if
social scientists can reflect upon, and make explicit the
underlying values that have motivated +their research, then
their work can be more ’objectively’ assessed in the light of
the value commitments that have motivated its production.
Ultimately, of course, such a value position, as Weber (1949)
points out, is a matter of ’faith' and, most often, can
neither be ultimately proved nor disproved. Nevertheless,
'faith’ commitments are of such central importance to all
stages of the research process, trom the choice of subject to
the writing up of the research findings, that they must nét
be left unexamined. Accordingly, I will now offer a brief
overview of the value commitments, or ’faith’ positions, that

underlies this work.

At the heart of this project to develop a critical,
emancipatory conceptualisation of organisational culture 1is
the desire to see the dissolution of ’the differences that
divide and the distances that separate men’. To this end it
seeks to disclose the socially unnecessary oppressions that
are harboured and reproduced within work organisations,

oppressions which inhibit the realisation of wholeness - the
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potential to become fully human and fully alive (Friere,
1972; Powell 19768). By ’'ontological potential’ I mean, and
this is my ’'faith’ position, that human beings can only
experience the power of their humanity through
tfree-interdependent relationships characterised by Shalom,
the root meaning of which means to be 'whole, safe, sound’
(Harris, 1970). Shalom assumes a dialectical interplay

between the individual and society expressing a harmony of
interdependent relationships, {free from exploitation or
domination. As Taylor (1977:42) ©poetically notes, Shalom

means 2

a dancing kind of inter-relationship, seeking
something more free than equality, more generous that equity,
the ever-shifting equipoise of a life-system.’ It expresses
a fundamental idea of totality, with God as the source and
ground for Shalom, and where anything that contributes to
this wholeness makes for Shalbm and anything that stands 1in
its way hinders Shalom. By this, I mean thaﬁ the pursuit of
Shalom is the desire for the liberation of human beinés
through the transformation of relationships of domination gnd
dependence, rooted in asymmetrical relations of power, into

relationships of genuine interdependence, or in its fullest

sense, relationships of love (Fromm, 1985).

This work, however, is not a theological document, and many
of the key issues affecting Shalom have had to be bracketed.
From a theological perspective two of +the key things that
work against Shalom are mans’ rebellion against God (Snyder,
1985) and the work of the Principalities and Powers (Campolo,

1984; Green, 1981), both of which raise a number of



ontological and epistemological issues and, as a result, will
not be touched wupon in this work. While I believe that the
omission of such considerations weakens the thesis, 1 have,
as yet, tound no coherent way of incorporating such theology
into my sociological analysis. As a result of this

bracketing, the perspective offered in this thesis is closer
to a radical humanist position (Burrell and Morgan, 1979),
than a full-blown attempt to incorporate a Judao-Christian
sociological analysis 1into the study of organisational
culture. This being the case, the focus of the thesis 1is
upon the existential, material and political (rather than
spiritual) processes through which organisational culture is
constructed, mediated, challenged, and defended. By

uncovering the_ideqlogical content of what may appear to be
shared-symbol. systems, it seeks to expose the relatiénships
of domination and Dppressioﬁ through which organisational
cultures are produced and transformed. Howevér, it is not my

intention to prescribe or moralise on how such domination can

be overcome. Rather, by unpacking the processes through
which organisational personnel actively, albeit
unintenfionally, reproduce the very relationships (5 &

domination that oppress them, it is hoped that +this work
provides a spark which may ignite the deep, self-reflective
thinking, necessary for the development of a liberating
praxis and the attainment of free, interdependent

relationships.



1.6. An Overview of the Thesis.

Having laid bare, to the best of my ability, the beliefs and
values that have motivated this work, it is now appropriate
to outline the thematic organisation of the text. In short,
the thesis 1is organised into three parts, excluding this
introduction and the conclusion. These are discussed in
greater detail in the following paragraphs. The first part
assesses how far the existing body of literature has been
able to penetrate the complexities and contradictions of the
existential, material and political processes through which
organisational culture 1is produced and maintained. The

second develops a critical, emancipatory conceptualisation of
organisational culture that is sensitive to the above
processes. The third part applies this perspective to a
concrete situation (in this case to the work cultures of
groups of public relations and personnel specialists located
within one geographical division of ANIP, a large state
bureaucracy) 1in order to add empirical flesh to 1its
theoretical bones and, in addition, to assess how far it is
able to take wus 1in the understanding of this process of
cultural construction and reproduction. Finally, in the
conclusions, 1 suggest theoretical and empirical research
that could be usefully undertaken to further improve our

understanding of organisational culture and symbolism.



a. Part One: The Literature Review.

It would be ftoolish +to start any new work without an
examination of past and current literature for two important
reasons. Firstly, a literature review, by giving the

researcher a thorough grasp of state-of-the-art theoretical
and empirical research in the field, provides a means of
substantiating or moderating any claims s/he intended to make
about the work’s contribution to existing stocks of
knowledge. It is only through +the process of assessing
research in the light of accepted stocks of knowledge that
its value, originality, or more sadly, its plagiarism can be
identified. At the very least, then, a thorough literature
review should prevent the researcher from losing tface within
the academic community by making over =zealous <c¢claims that
cannot be corroborated. Secondly, a literature review throws
up ideas that can be wusefully incorporated within current
research projects. For example, this thesis has drawn upon
past theoretical and empirical research to help make sense of
organisational culture. Accordingly, Part One of the thesis
(Cﬁapters 2-4) has been set aside to identify and review the
different perspectives on organisational culture within the
literature and to measure the contribution they make to

understanding the complexities of organisational culture.

In seeking to understand how organisational culture has been
theorised to date, Chapter 2 identifies five key typologies
which differentiate +the literature according to: (i) the

differences in definitions of culture +found 1in competing



anthropological schools from where its organisational usage
has been 'borrowed’ (Smircich, 1983a; Allaire and Firsirotu,
1984); (ii) the different meta-theoretical assumptions that
underlie the literature (Louis, 1981; Morgan et al, 1Y83),
and (1iii) the different cognitive-interests that have
motivated the research (Stablein and Nord, 1985). Having
acknowledged that all typologies, given their need to
attenuate complexity in order to clarify it, inevitably end
up concealing as much as they reveal, +the Chapter examines
the strengths and weaknesses of each approach. This

facilitates the selection of a typology that is sensitive to
the issues I want to focus on in my own literature review
(see Chapters 3 and 4). In particular, this review clearly
reveals that critical studies of organisational culture and

symbolism have been comparatively neglected. In fact, only

two of the typologies examined have incorporated any
critical/radical dimension(s) into their framework (Burrell

and Morgan, 1979; Stablein and Nord, 1985). The other three
(Louis, 1981; Smircich, 1983; Allaire and Firsirotu, 1984)
are insensitive to the more critical, emancipatary issues
that I focus on. The Chapter concludes with a brief

explanation on why the typology developed by Stablein and
Nord (based on Habermas’ notion of cognitive interests)
provides the most wuseful framework for reviewing the
literature given the purposes of this thesis to explore and
develop a critical, emancipatory conceptualisation of

organisational culture.

In Chapter 3, Stablein and Nord’s framework is applied to



surface and examine the important contributions that
organisation theory has made to the understanding and
development of issues now classified wunder the generic
umbrella of ’'organisational culture’. Here 1 demonstrate
that many of the key 1issues associated with organisational
culture are not new, as much of the literature tends to
implicitly suggest, but rather can be traced right back to
the founding fathers of organisation theory. In writing this
chapter a choice had to be made between covering a great deal
of literature superficially or concentrating on only a few
studies, but in more depth. The second approach was favoured
because while a number of writers have noted this connection
between organisation theory and organisational culture (e.g.
Turner, 1971; Morgan et al, 1983) there have not been any
detailed studies of the contributions that the tformer has
made to the latter area of study. The in-depth review of a
few texts therefore makes an original contribution as well as
uncovering details prerequisite for later discussions in ‘the
thesis. The works of Barnard (1938), Roethlisberger and
Dickson (1939), Burns and Stalker (1961) and Ouchi (1981) are
taken as illustrative of analyses guided by a technical
interest in prediction and control; Gouldner (1954), Selznick
(1949Y), Becker et al (1961) and Pettigrew (1973) are reviewed
as representative of works guided by practical cognitive
interests; and to complete the overview, Silverman (1976),
Nichols and Benyon (1977), Willis (1977) and Burawoy (1979]
are examined as contributions guided by emancipatory

cognitive.



In Chapter 4 1 explore contributions to the literature whose
specific focus 1is organisational culture and symbolism.
These texts are differentiated from those reviewed in Chapter
3 by specifically and self-consciously focusing on
organisation culture and symbolism, rather than on other
organisational phenomena (e.g., bureaucracy, informal work
groups, etc.). The chapter contributes to the overall thesis
in three ways. First, I show where themeé introduced in
Chapter 3 have been adopted and/or developed in the more
recent literature on organisational culture and symbolism.
Second, I give a brief overview of the strengths and
weaknesses of literature motivated by technical, practical
and emancipatory cognitive interests. Finally, the chapter
highlights the comparative neglect of theoretical and
empirical reseafch motivated by critical, emancipatory

cognitive interests.

b. Part Two: The Conceptualisation of Culture.

In Chapter 5, I develop the argument +that a critical,
emancipatory understanding of organisational culture can
provide a rich and penetrating analysis of the important, but
comparatively neglected, existential, political and haterial
processes of cultural production and re-constitution. By
existential processes I mean the processes through which
organisational actors routinely secure a sense of identity
and self through what is often instrumental participation in
the social relations of cultural reproduction. A

prerequisite for examining these processes, 1 argue, is the

development of a theory of the subject that is sensitive to



the ways that actors come +to construct, define and detfend a
*solid’ sense of identity within their organisational
experiences. By political processes, [ mean the ways in
which sectional definitions of work reality become
naturalised, reinforced and resisted in day-to-day
organisational and occupational interaction. Finally, L

examine the material process of cultural reproduction. By
this, I mean the processes through which human beings
organise themselves in order to transform nature and thus

secure their material existence.

In order to explore the question of how meaning is mobilised
within forms of power it 1is relevant to develop aﬁ
appreciation of the organisation and control of the labour
process. Actors enter into the labour process ~ that is, the
process through which nature is transformed into useful
commodities - in order to e;E, be clothed, be housed. Within
capitalism most people are constrained to ;ell their labour
power in return for a wage. By selling their labour power,
employees necessarily enter into the labour process as
subordinate to and dependent .on capitalists (or their
agents). Their positioning within the labour process,

dependent on such factors as the demand for, and scarcity of,
their skills, determines to a large extent their degree of
control over scarce material and symbolic resources. It is
insufficient to examine organisational or occupational
cultures without reference +to these material processes
through which actors, or groups of actors, come to occupy

their positions within the labour process,



Recognising the interdependence of the existential, political
and material processes, 1 adopt a broadly Giddensian
perspective to examine, on the one hand, how symbol-systems,

which influence action and are on-goingly influenced by

action, are produced and/or appropriated by dominant groups
of actors in the reproduction and legitimisation of
relationships of domination. On the other hand, I explore

how domination is resisted both materially and symbolically,
and how it is often reproduced as an unintended consequence
of action by the wvery subordinates who find themselves the
victims of oppression. This perspective is adopted because
Giddens provides a model for understanding organisationai
culture which is ’'far more sophisticated in its detail and
far more suggestive in its application’ (Thompson, 1984: 149)
than other formulations currently found within the

literature.

c. Part Three: The Participant Observation.

In Chapter 6 I discuss the use of a Giddensian perspective to
guide and interpret my ethnagraphic study of the work
cultures of public relations and personnel specialists
located within one geographical division of a large state
bureaucracy. This chapter describes how I gained and

maintained access to the two departments; my research
methods, problems I encountered in undertaking the research;
how 1 interpreted my field data, how I have written up my

research and the status of this written account.

In Chapter 7 I begin the ethnographic section of the thesis



by offering a relatively brief overview of the history,
background and policies of ANIP, the large state bureaucracy
in which I undertook my field research. This is done so that
my ethnographic record of the work cultures of +the two
specialist departments 1is not decontextualised from the
social relations in and through which they are produced and
reconstituted. I then move on to introduce the South East
Division of ANIP in particular the work cultures of the
Personnel and Public Relations Departments in which my

research was undertaken. (3)

In Chapter 8 I develop my examination of the work culture of
public relations specialists in the South East Division of
ANTP. I argue that it 1is those groups of actors more
favourably positioned within the labour process, and
therefore more able to inque meaning with torms of power,
that are able to get their ideological definitions of work
practices legitimised and disseminated. This is demonstrated
in my study of public relations where the ex-journalists
within the department have successtfully drawn on
interpretative schemes, norms and facilities (Giddens, 1976,
1979, 1984) to define, maintain and defend a definition of
public relations that emphasises an informational rather than

a promotional ideology.

In Chapter 9 I consider how the Public Relations and
Personnel Departments define, defend and mediate their
relationships to the host bureaucracy. In particular, 1
explore the specialists’' mobilisation of sectional ideologies

through myth and humour and examine some of the



seltf-detfeating consequences ot their action, both in terms of
realising their stated occupational goals, and in fulfilling
their ontological potential of attaining genuinely f{free,

interdependent relationships.

In Chapter 10 I continue my analysis ot the departments and
explore the opportunities that the specialists had for
developing an emancipatory praxis. In particular, I focus on
the opportunities Ithat mavericks, humour, crisis and even my
own presence within the departments offered the specialists
for reflecting not only on their work practices but on the
very way that they constructed their subjectivities. I
conclude this chapter by suggesting why these opportunities

for praxis are rarely seized.

d. Coneclusions: The Future for Cultural Research.

-~

Following the ethnographic section of the thesis, I return to
my opening theme: that this project is more of a signpost
pointing a direction for future exploration than a
destination in itself. In drawing together some conclusions
from my study, I reflect upon how far the use of a Giddensian
analysis has taken us in-making sense of the existential,
material and political processes of cultural reproduction,
and where improvements might be made. Finally, [ present
some critical reflections on where advances in the study of

organisational culture and symbolism may be made.



PART ONE

T HE LITERATURE REVIEW




CHAPTER TWO: TOWARDS A TYPOLOGY.

2.1 lntroduction.

In Chapter 1 I outlined the content and structure of the
thesis stressing the need to locate the production of a
critical, emancipatory conceptualisation of organisational
culture within the existing literatures. 1 did this to
highlight its point otf departure from research motivated by
technical and practical interests, and thereby to provide a
foil against which the depth and insight of a critical,
emancipatory perspective can be set off. Such a project is

undertaken in this and the following two chapters.

&

The purpose of thig chapter is threefold. Firstly, 1 offer
an initial overview of the diversity of the literature on
organisational culture anq‘symbolism bv examining how it has
been variously differentiated in five typologies. Secondly,
I show that critical, emancipatory studies of organisational
culture have been comparatively mneglected. Finally, the
examination of these typologies enables me to assess which is
the more appropriate construct to frame my review of the
literature 1in Chapters 3 and 4. To facilitate meeting these
ends I have organised the remainder of this chapter into five
parts. In the first four 1 discuss the strengths and
weaknesses of typologies +that have been developed to
interpret this diversity of +the organisation culture and
symbolism Lliterature. These typologies differentiate the
literature  according to (i) root. anthropological

conceptualisations of culture used in the literature (Allaire



and Firsirotu, 1984; Smircich, 14Y83a), (A ) underlying
meta-theoretical assumptions (Louis, 1981; Morgan et al,
1983) and (iii) the cognitive interests that underly the
production ot different definitions of organisational culture
(Stablein and Nord, 1985). 1ln the tinal section 1 explain why
I have adopted Stablein and Nord’s typology to frame my own

review ot the literature in the following two chapters.

2.2. Consequences of the Fragmented Literature.

In Chapter 1 1 explored some of the reasons for the growth
and fragmentation of the lLiterature. It is now appropriate
to explore some of the consequences of this phenomenon. In
particular, both the newcomer to the field, and established
researcher, is faced with an onslaught of competing
definitions all <claiming to capture the essence of what
organisational culture ’is“: This was certainly true of the
first eighteen months otf my research where, in retrospect, my
experience resembled a cat and mouse game. In trying. to
define organisational culture, locate its position within the
history of sociological and organisational concepts, and to
weigh its usetulness as a tool for understanding modern work
organisations, I frequently felt confused, frustrated and
disillusioned by the multiplicity of definitions. At many
times I thought I had it cornered, only to see it escape
through my conceptual skirting board. At other times I
chased it into paradigmatic boxes only to see it nibble
free. Moreover, 1 later tfound that my experience was not
uncommon; a discovery that was of some considerable reliet to

me !



Indeed, without the aid of some conceptual schema to
interpret the ditfferent approaches to organisational culture,
the literature can remain a confusing and contradictory body
ot knowledge to the reader. 1t was theretore otf some comtfort
to discover a number of different typologies which classify
the literature on organisational culture by retference to a
number of different dimensions. At first 1 tended to embrace
these typologies wholeheartedly. However, as my own

understanding of organisational culture became clearer and
more secure, | became aware of their limitations, and thus in
a better position to weigh their individual contributions to

making sense of the literature.

What follows is a brief overview of the key themes raised by
five of these typologies. This review has been included for
two distinct but interrg}ated reasons. Firstly, it is

difficult to conceive of a +typology which could offer
anything more than a partial understanding of organisational
culture. All typologies, regardless of the basis for their
construction, tend to conceal as well as illuminate important
tfeatures of the literature. For example, a typology

constructed to identify the different ways that
organisational culture has been linked with productivity will
be wunlikely to consider the more critical, emancipatory
studies which tend to more concerned with the issues of
freedom, alienation and domination. So, even though the
typology may provide an important overview of the managerial
oriented literature, it will, by 1its very construction, be

insensitive to other important issues concerning



organisational culture. 1ln consequence, it 1is wuseful to

consider a number of typologies together in order to get a

richer overview of the literature’s diversity. Secondly, by

reviewing a number of different typologies it 1is easier to

assess the relative strengths and weaknesses of the typology
\

1 intend to wuse as a framework for myv review of the

literature.

Before beginning my overview it 1is worth saying a few words
about how the following typologies were selected. While I
acknowledge that many useful frameworks have been developed
to classify management and organisation literature (e.g.
Etzioni, 1961; Perrow; 1970), I have chosen to examine only
those that directly differentiate the organisation culture
and symbolism literature (e.g. Louis, 1981; Smircich, 1983a;
Morgan et al, 1983; Allairg and Firsirotu, 1984; Stablein and
Nord, 1985). There are two reasons for this. Firstly, in any
piece of research the limitations on time and space mean that
choices have to be made, and I consider an examination of the
typologies that directly confront organisational culture and
symbolism to be the most appropriate use of these scarce
resources. Secondly, the more typologies examined the more
complex and confusing the picture becomes. Had 1 examined
more typologies it 1is quite possible that the important
issues may have become lost in a lengthy and muddied
argument. For similar reasons [ have ignored typologies that
touch upon the issues of culture but are not specifically
related to organisational culture, such as those developed in

media studies (e.g. Bennett et al, 1981), or merely repeat



the framework discussed elsewhere. For example 1 have not
examined the frameworks of Deetz (1985) and Knights and
Willmott (1987) because they are both based on the
Habermasian notion of cognitive interests which 1 discuss in

my examination otf Stablein and Nord’s work.

To avoid a mechanical and repetitive listing of their
individual strengths and weaknesses, the following discussion
has been organised around the underlying themes on which the
typologies have been based. Accordingly, it will begin with
an examination of the typologies developed by Allaire and
Firsirotu (1984) and Smircich (1983a) who, in noting that the
concept of culture has been borrowed from anthropology, seek

to identify the different anthropological conceptualisations

of culture that have given rise to such - diverse
interpretations of organisational culture within the
literature. Next, the typologies which . segregate the

literature according to the meta-theoretical assumptions that
underpin the different conceptualisations of organisational
culture will be examined. This will cover the work of Louis
(1981) and Morgan et al (1983). Lastly, the +typology which
draws wupon Habermas' (1972) notion of cognitive interests
will be examined. Accordingly, 1 discuss the strengths and
weaknesses of the typology developed by Stablein and Nord

(1985).

Having discussed my criteria for choosing the five typologies
it 1is now helpful to make a few brief comments about the
criteria by which the following typologies have been

assessed. To do this it is necessary to state the definition
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of organisational culture that 1is favoured within this
thesis. 1l suggest that a richer understanding of
organisational culture and symbolism can be gained if, as 1
argued in the previous chapter, culture is defined as:

the study of the social processes through which
actors continually construct, define, defend and
mediate their organisational world. 1 maintain
that social patterns, which can stretch over time
and space, are gradually built wup through the
chronic routinization of these very interactions.
In so doing, culture and structure are theorised as
a duality; both being understood, at least in part,
as the product of collective human praxis.
Further, I acknowledge that actors may have
competing definitions of organisational Llife and
that the definitions that rise to the tfore tend to
be those held by actors, or groups of actors, who
are most able to mobilise meaning with power,.
Accordingly, I examine the way that dominant
detinitions frequently become ideological, and how
they are both reinforced and resisted in the
day-to-day interaction of organisational life. In
noting the centrality of power in the reproduction
of organisational culture, I also recognise that
actors, in bringing unequal power resources to the
organisational forum, enter into relationships of
domination and subordination which necessarily
frustrate their ontological potential of realising
free, 1interdependent relationships. Finally, I

argue that it is only as actors come +to realise
their part in the reproduction of the very
relationships of domination that oppress them that
the genesis of a liberating praxis can be realised.

Having established +the c¢ritical, emancipatory concerns I
endorse in this project it will come as no surprise to the
reader that I tend to prefer typologies that are sensitive to
such dimensions of organisational life. Before beginning the
overview, I wish to stress that the observations 1 make are
not intended to be exhaustive commentaries on the five

typologies, but merely pick out the important themes related

to the issues discussed in Lhe remainder of this thesis.



2.3. Typologies which ldentitfy Root Anthropological

Definitions of Culture

Both Allaire and Firsirotu (1984) and Smircich (1983a)
acknowledge that many of the key understandings of
organisational culture found within the literature have their
roots 1in anthropology (1). In recognising that there 1is no
consensus on the meaning of culture within anthropology, they
do not find it surprising that a similar state of confusion
exists within organisation culture literature (Smircich,
ibid:339). In an attempt to clarify this situation they both
develop typologies which seek to make explicit the linkéges
between definitions of organisational culture and a number of
anthropological schools from where such interpretations of
culture were borrowed. Figure 2.1. presents a comparative

summary of these typologies.



FIGURE 2.1: COMPARISON BETWEEN TYPOLOGIES OF ALLAIRE AND FIRSIROTU (1984)

AND SHIRCICH (1983).

ALLAIRE AND FIRSIROTU

ANTHROPOLOGICAL SCHOOL

SMIRCICH

CULTURE AS A SOCIO-
TECHNICAL SYSTEM

CULTURE AS A
CRITICAL VARIABLE

FUNCTIONALIST 1

Mayo, 1933; 1949.
Roethlisberger and Dickson
1939.

FUNCTIONALIST SCHOOL

Malinowski

CROSS-CULTURAL OR
COMPARATIVE MGTO
Harbinson and Myers
1939.

Roberts, 1970.

STRUCTURAL -FUNCTIONALIST 2

Barnard, 1938.
Crozier, 1964.

STRUCTURAL-FUNCTIONALIST

Radcliffe-Brown

CORPORATE CULTURE
6

Peters and Waterman,
1982.

ECOLOGICAL-ADAPTIONIST 3

Burns and Stalker, 1961
Emery and Trist, 1965.

ECOLOGICAL-ADAPTIONIST
SCHOOL

White

HISTORICAL-DIFFUSIONIST 4

Chandler, 1962, 1977,
Filley and House, 1969.

HISTORICAL-DIFFUSIONIST
SCHOOL

Kroeber and Kluckholm
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ALLAIRE AND FIRSIROTU

ANTHROPOLOGICAL SCHOOL

SMIRCICH

CULTURE AS AN IDEATIONAL
SYSTEM

CULTURE AS A ROO1
METAPHOR

COGNITIVE
74

James and Jones, 1964.

COGNITIVE SCHOOL

Goodenough

ORGANISATIONAL
COGNITION 11

Argyris and Schon,
1978.
Weick, 1979a, 197¢

STRUCTURALIST
8

STRUCTURALIST SCHOOL

UNCONSCIOUS
PROCESSES AND
ORGANISATION
12

McKenny and Keen, 1979. Levi-Strauss Rossi, 1974. -

Mintzberg, 1976. Walter, 1983.

MUTUAL-EQUIVALENCE MUTUAL-EQUILALENCE

9 SCHOOL _

Weick, 1979

Ouchi and Jaeger, 1978. Wallace

SYMBOLIC 10 SYMBOLIC SCHOOL ORGANISATIONAL
SYMBOLISM 13

Brown. 1978. Geertz Van Maanen, 1973.

Turner, 1971. Smirciich, 1983b,c¢.

Manning, 1979.

- 49 -



FIGURE 2.1: NOTES.

1. The Functionalist conception culture is regarded as 'an instrumental apparatus
by which a person is put in a better position to cape with the concrete specific
problems faced in the course of need satisfaction' (Allaire and Firsirotu, 1984:
197).

2. In the Structural-Functionalist school, culture is regarded as 'an adaptive
mechanism by which a certain number of human beings are enabled to live a
social life as an ordered community in a given environment' (ibid: 197).

3. In the Ecological-Adaptionist school, culture is regarded as a 'system of socially
transmitted behaviour patterns that serve to relate human communities to their
ecological settings' (ibid: 197).

4. The Historical-Diffusionist School regards 'culture as consisting of temporal,
interactive, superorganic and autonomous configerations or formns produced by
historical circumstances and processes. (Ibid: 197).

5. In Cross Cultural or Comparative Management, Culture is regarded as 'an
instrument serving human biological and psychological needs' (Smircich, 1983:
342).

6. In Corporate Culture approaches, ‘Culture functions as an adaptive regulatory
mechanism. It unites individuals into social structures’ (ibid: 342).

7. In the Cognitive school, culture is regarded 'as a set of functional cognitions
organised into a system of knowledge and containing whatever it is one has to
know or believe in order to operate in a manner acceptable to the members of
one's society' (Allaire and Firsirotu, 1984: 203).

&. In the Structuralist school culture is regarded as being made up of 'shared
symbolic systems that are cumulative products of mind, a reflection of
unconscious processes of mind that underlie cultural manifestations’ (ibid: 198).

9. In the Mutual-Equivalence version, culture is regarded as 'a set of standardised
cognitive processes which create the general framework for the mutual
prediction of behaviour among individuals interacting in a social setting' (ibid:
198).

10. In the Symbolic school, culture is regarded as the fabric of meaning in terms
of which human beings interpret their expereinces and guide their actions'
(Geertz, 1973: 145 In Allaire and Firsirotu, 1984: 207).

11. In the Organisational Cognition version culture is regarded as 'a system of
shared cognitions. The human mind generates culture by means of a finite
number of rules' (Smircich, 1983: 342).

12. In Unconscious Processes and Organisation, ‘culture is the product of mind's
univerrsal unconscious infrastructure’ (ibid: 342).

13. In organisational symbolism culture is defined as 'a system of shared symbols

and meanings. Symbolic action needs to be interpreted, read or deciphered in
order to be understood' (ibid: 342).
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The important contribution that these typologies make is
their distinction between culture as a socio-cultural
system/critical variable and culture as an ideational
system/root metaphor or, as Smircich usefully adds, between
something an organisation "has’ and something it ’is’. Here
Smircich quite rightly recognises that it is only possible to

assess the relevance of a cultural perspective in terms of

the question it sets out to answer. She notes (ibid:3495)
that:
Some researchers give high priority to the
principles of prediction, generalizability,

causality and control; while others are concerned
by what appears to them to be more fundamental
issues of meaning and the processes by which
organisational life is possible,
and their definitions of organisational culture will vary
accordingly. This classification helps to explain why the
functionalist and structural-functionalist literature on

organisational culture treats the subject in a very different

way to the more symbolic and ideational views.

There are, however, two limitations inherent in these
typologies. Firstly, while the typologies usefully identity
some of the linkages between the usage of the term ’'culture’

in anthropology and organisation theory, their failure to

incorporate any of the more critical, dialectical
anthropological literature (e.g., Cohen, 1974) inevitably
makes the typologies insensitive to critical, emancipatory
dimensions of organisational culture. And, as a conseguence

of their dualistic theorisation of culture and structure,

neither typology would be able to cope with detfinitions of



culture, such as my own, in which culture and structure are
theorised as a duality. Secondly, while the typologies
usefully identity the diversity of usage of +the term
'culture' they offer inadequate explanations for the manifold
differences in definition. 'To claim that the reason for the
diversity within the literature is due to the nonconformity
of usage within anthropology, tfrom where the term is
borrowed, is no more than a teleology; it does not explain
why such diversity exists within anthropology in the first
place. To be fair, Smircich does make a few of the linkages
between her categories and their underlying meta-theoretical

assumptions, but even this still does not fully explain why

researchers adopt such different perspectives on
organisational culture. This point will be elaborated in the
next section in which I discuss the typologies: that
distinguish between tﬁe diverse interpretations (o

organisational culture by identifying the differences in

their underlying meta-theoretical assumptions.

2.4, Typologies which classify organisational culture

research according to its underlying meta-theoretical

assumptions.

Rather than distinguish between different perspectives within
the literature by identifying the root anthropological
understandings of culture, Louis (1981) and Morgan et al
(1983) argue that an analysis of the meta-theoretical
assumptions which underlie the research into organisational
culture is a potentially fruitful means of classification.

Accordingly, Louis (1981) utilises Ritzer’s (1975)
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distinction between 'social fact’ and ‘social definition’

paradigms, while Morgan et al draw upon Burrell and Morgan’s

2x2 paradigmatic rationale for analysing social phenomena.

The overlap between these two frameworks is shown in Figure

A



FIGURE 2.2: COMPARISON OF LOUIS (1981) AND MORGAN ET AL'S (1983)
PARADIGMATIC FRAMEWORKS.

ASSUMPTIONS

ABOUT SOCIAL
SCIENCES:

ASSUMPTIONS
ABOUT

SOCIETY: 3

CONTENTS OF
PARADIGMS:

LOUIS:

MORGAN ET AL:

SOCIAL FACT/ 1
FUNCTIONALIST 2

OBJECTIVE

REGULATIVE

TRADITIONAL
APPROACHES

TO ORGANISATION
STUDIES.

Merton, 1968.
Hage and Aiken, 1967.

Theatrical

metaphor: Goffman, 1959.

Cybernetic approach:
Rappaport,, 1971.

Organisation metaphor:
Morris: 1946.
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SOCIAL DEFINITION /1
INTERPRETIVE 2

SUBJECTIVE

REGULATIVE

CULTURAL
APPROACHES

TO ORGANISATION
STUDIES.

Whole of Culture: Harrison, 1972.4
Components of culture: Clarke, 1970.
Emergence: ﬁone.

Enactment: Benson, 1977. 5

Effect: Pfeffer, 1977.

Language game
metaphor: Witherspoon, 1977.

Sense Making metaphor: Garfinkel, 1967.



ASSUMPTIONS

ABOUT SOCIAL
SCIENCES:

ASSUMPTIONS
ABOUT
SOCIETY:

CONTENTS OF
PARADIGMS:

LOUIS:

MORGAN ET AL:

RADICAL HUMANIST 2

SUBJECTIVE

RADICAL CHANGE

Psychic Prison
metaphor:

Marx, 1975.
Lukacs, 1971.
Fromm, 1942.
Habermas, 1977.
Freud, 1972.
Jung, 1967.

w

(S]]

RADICAL STRUCTURALIST 2

OBJECTIVE

RADICAL CHANGE

Bendix, 1956.
Schiller, 1973.
Glasgow University media group, 1976.



FIGURE 2.2. NOTES.
1. Based on Ritzer's (1975) Sacial Fact and Social Definition Paradigms.
2. Based on Burrell and Morgan's ( 1979) Sociological Paradigms.

3. The assumptions about the nature of society, while made explicit in Morgan et al's
work , have been implied in the case of Louis.

4. Harrison fits uneasily here. | suggest he would be more appropriately located in the
social fact paradigm.

S. Benson fits uneasily here. | suggest a more radical paradigm would need to be
constructed to adequately classify his work.



Having shown the similarity between Ritzer’s social fact and
social definition paradigms and Burrell and Morgan's
Functionalist and Interpretative paradigms, it is now
possible to spend a few paragraphs discussing the strengths
and weaknesses of Louis and Morgan et al’s frameworks for
interpreting the literature on organisational culture and
symbolism. Louis begins her article by maintaining that
traditional approaches to organisational studies, exemplified
by structural-functionalism, conflict theory and systems
theory, share realist ontological assumptions. These

assumptions maintain that organisations exist independently
of actors’ involvement. Such perspectives, she maintains,

are typical of work located within the social fact paradigm.

In contrast, the cultural perspective, which stresses a
system of shared wvalues, norms and gymbols, is said to
reflect an ontology of intersubjectivity (1981:249). In

making this distinction, Louis contributes to the literature
by highlighting how a cultural perspective can provide an
alternative understanding of organisations by focusing on the
processes through which systems of values, norms and beliefs
come to convey particular images and meanings for
organisational actors. Louis elaborates {(ibid:249):
A cultural perspective is oriented towards
diagnosis and depth understanding of social
systems!: svstems processes and dynamics are
emphasised. This contrasts with the traditional
orientation toward identification and prediction of
universal elements, and emphasis on system statics
and structures.

The strength of Louis' paper resides in her recognition that

a cultural perspective in organisational analysis can provide



a rich and fruitful means of grasping the processes and
dynamics of organisational life. There are, however, a
number of theoretical problems with her typology. The first
concerns the way she conceptualises the cultural
perspective. To begin with, her theorisation of culture
(ibid:249) as a ’'shared system of values, norms and symbols’

H

conveying an entire 1image’ and ’integrated set of
dimensions/characteristics and a whole beyond its parts’ is
insensitive to inconsistencies and contradictions within
organisational cultures. For example, in my examination of
the work culture of a public relations department (see
Chapters 7-9) I uncover the presence of competing ideologies
within the department, both of which c¢laim to capture the
essence of public relations. Louis’' insistence that culture
is a 'shared...integrated' phenomenon filters ‘ out of
existence alternative definitions of organisational reality
that often exist, but may not rise to the fore due the
ability of dominant actors to naturalise their Sectional

ideology in terms of the organisations culture (see Chapter 8

for a discussion of this issue).

The second weakness in Louis’ typology 1is that she has
associated studies 1into organisational culture exclusively
with the social definition paradigm. In doing so, her
typology 1s insensitive to the literature on organisational
symbolism that shares the realist ontology of the social fact
paradigm. To be fair, it must be said that the majority of
literature most obviously sharing the realist assumption of

the social fact paradigm has been published since the writing



ot her paper. Nevertheless, she cites the work of Harrison
(1972) and Beer (1980) which both rest on a realist ontology

rather than the interpretative ontology which her tramework

presupposes. The third weakness concerns the construction of
her framework on two necessarily mutually exclusive
paradigms. This makes it theoretically insensitive to work

that overcomes the dualism of object and subject that her
typology presupposes. For example, she cites the work of
Benson (1977) to illustrate the work of the social definition
paradigm. However, it is difficult to see how his work,
which examines structural contradictions, totalities and
praxis, fits into either. Rather, the dialectical approéch

to organisational analysis +that he proposes spans both

paradigms avoiding, and at the same time exposing, the
dualism between the social fact and social detinition
paradigms. The theoretical incapacity of typological

trameworks to differentiate the complexitf of the literature
is not exclusively Louis’ problem. In fact, it is

experienced by all of us who have attempted to make sense of
the literature. Thus, despite its broad brush approach to
the literature, and its weaknesses, Louis should not be
treated too harshly: her typology does at least identify the
value that an examination of culture and symbolism in

organisations can offer the research community.

In contrast to Louis’' adoption of Ritzer’s paradigms, bMorgan
et al (1983) draw wupon Burrell and Morgan’s (1979) 2x2
paradigmatic matrix in order to make sense of the

literature. Burrell and Morgan maintain that the different



traditions within organisation theory c¢an be understood by
addressing the meta-theorical assumptions that underlie its
construction. In doing so, they suggest that the presence of
different perspectives within organisation studies can be

explained by (i) whether the researcher subscribes to an

objective or subjective view of social science and (ii)
whether the researcher defends regulative of radical
assumptions about societal change. The intersection ot these

two dimensions allows for the identification of four mutually
exclusive paradigms: the Functionalist, Interpretative,
Radical Structuralist and Radical Humanist. In is into these
boxes that Morgan et al file the organisation culture and

symbolism literature.

The strength of this typology, other than its identification
of the (often undisclosed) meta-theoretical assumptions that

underlie the literature, is that it recognises the existence

of critical, emancipatory conceptualisations . of
organisational culture. Such work is located in their
Radical Structuralist and Radical Humanist paradigms. The

fundamental weakness of the construct is that in constructing
mutually exclusive paradigms the authors deny the possibility
of work that +transcends the dualistic bifurcations of their
typology. This 1is particularly true of their two radical
paradigms which are incapable of satisfactorily holding works

that treat the relationship between the object and subject as

dialectical rather than dvalistic. As a result, it would be
inappropriate for me to adopt this framework for my
literature review because it 1is insensitive to the



dialectical works, such as Willis (1977), Burawoy (197Y) and
Giddens (1979, 1984), that make an important contribution to

this thesis.

In summary, the paradigmatic tyvpologies of Louis and Morgan
et al are both useful in differentiating the literature on
organisational culture and symbolism by identifying the
meta-theoretical assumptions that underlie its production.
However, their adoption of mutually exclusive paradigms deny
the possibility of work that is simultaneously sensitive to
the existential, material and political processes ot cultural

reproduction.

2.5. Typologies which Classify the Literature according to

the Cognitive Interests which have Guided its Production.

I have already noted (see section 2.2) that Stablein and Nord
(1985), Deetz (1985) and Knights and Willmott (1987) all
adopt Habermas' notion of cognitive interests - to
differentiate the literature on organisational culture and
symbolism. To avoid repetition 1 will limit my discussion to
Stablein and Nord’s framework because they offer a more
thorough review of the literature. Before doing so, however,
it is worthwhile to overview the core concepts of Habermas’
theory so that the strengths and weaknesses of Stablein and

Nord’s typology can be more carefully assessed.

Habermas’ theory of cognitive interests is an attempt to
unearth the interests that underpin the production of
knowledge in life. In his writing he connects different

traditions within the social sciences which he labels
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empirical-analytic, hermeneutic and c¢ritical, with the
epistemological strategies required to pursue and produce
knowledge from within these disciplines. In doing so, he
recognises three distinctive cognitive interests: the
technical, practical and emancipatory, each of which 1is
undersfood to be conditioned by desires that arise out of
being at the same time part of and apart from nature.
Knowledge motivated by technical interests is understood to
be concerned with the anthropologically deep-seated interest
in prediction and control. Knowledge motivated by practical
interests is rooted in the anthropologically deep-seated
interest in securing and expanding possibilities of mutual
and self-understanding. Finally, knowledge motivated by
emancipatory interests is grounded in the deep-seated desire
to overcome pseudonatural, or socially unnecessary

constraints on human action, including constraints that

actors themselves have unwittingly reproduced.

Following Habermas, Stablein and Nord (1985) distinguish
between the different emphases within the organisation
culture and symbolism literature by identitfying the cognitive

interests that have motivated its production (see Figure

2.3). Research motivated by technical interests, they
contend, focuses upon how culture can be effectively
manipulated to improve organisational pertformance. The

practical interest wunderlies research which examines the
processes through which organisational members come to
construct and maintain their organisational worlds. Such

research is concerned to understand the meanings that actors



give to symbols rather than an over-concern with the symbols’
functions and uses. Research motivated by an emancipatory
intent is concerned to increase the level of autonomy and
responsibility experienced by all organisational members. In
accomplishing this, it is often deemed necessary to radically
change existing social relations of power through which
domination and dependency are sustained. In doing so, an
emancipatory perspective is concerned to expose how symbols
have been infused with forms of power and mobilised as

instruments of domination.



FIGURE 2.3: STABLEIN AND NORD'S (1985) USE OF HABERMAS" THEORY OF

COGNITIVE INTERESTS.

CONCERN:

ASSOCIATED
SCIENCE:

CONTENT OF
STABLEIN AND
NORD'S
TYPOLOGY:

TECHNICAL

PREDICTION AND
CONTROL

EMPIRICAL-
ANALYTIC

Martin, Feldman,
Hatch and Sitkin,
1983.

Schwaz, 1985.

PRACTICAL

EXPANSION OF
MUTUAL
UNDERSTANDING

HISTORICAL-
HERMENEUTIC

Geertz, 1973.
Smircich, 1983a.
Gregory, 1983.
Riley, 1983.
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EMANCIPATORY

LIBERATION FROM
SOCIALLY UNNECESSARY
FORMS OF CONTROL
AND DOMINATION

CRITICAL

Gergen, 1982.

Cummings and Frost,
1985.

Boland and Hoffman, 1983.
Culbert, 1974.



The strength of this typology lies in its revelation of the
connection between how organisational culture 1is theorised
and the socially organised interests ot the researchers. By
concentrating on the interests underlying research, rather
than upon the meta-theoretical assumptions of researchers,
the typology illuminates why research into organisational
culture differs; a more valuable contribution by far than
merely showing how it differs. A second strength, and
perhaps the most important for the purposes of +this thesis,
is that it recognises the existence and importance of
critical, emancipatory approaches to organisational culture
and symbolism. In doing so, it identifies a theoretical
basis on which to pursue_critical emancipatory work. A third
important strength of the typology is that it is (indirectly)
capable of transcending the objective-subjective bifurcation
inherent in the other typologies reviewed. . As such, ik As

not insensitive +to the possibility of pursuing cultural

research that focuses upon both existential, material and

political processes of cultural reproduction.

The wealknesses of Stablein and Nord’s typology are twotold:
those relating to theoretical limitations of adopting
Habermas’ theory of cognitive interests in the construction
of a typological framework, and weaknesses in the way they
have wused the typology once constructed. These will be

considered in turn.

While a good many Jlimitations of Habermas’ theory of

cognitive interests have been identified (see for example,



Giddens 1976; and also Habermas 1975 for a bibliography of
reviews and dissenting comments), I note only three here
because they have a direct bearing on the literature reviews
in Chapters 3 and 4. The first problem is that, in practice,

the cognitive interests are not mutually exclusive but

frequently intertwined in research. For example, Silverman
and Jones’' ’'Organisational Work’' (1976) can be seen to be
motivated by both practical and emancipatory interests. As a

result, it could be placed in either or both categories
within the Habermasian typology. The difficulty comes in
deciding which is the predominant cognitive interest so that

the work can be accurately classified. (2)

A second problem is that the predominance of research
motivated by technical and practical cognitive interests, and
the comparative neglect of more critical studies, has had the
effect of sustaining, reifying and legitimising existing
structures of power and domination. As a result, critical
studies of organisational culture and symbolism are
particularly welcome at the moment (at least to me) because
they help expose how more traditional studies have
'inadvertently become ideologies of +the status quo' (Knights

and Willmott, 1988).

The final limitation of using Habermas’ theory of cognitive
interests as the basis of a typological framework is that
there is no guarantee that the knowledge generated by one of
the interests will not be adopted and reinterpreted in the
light of other interests. This, once again makes it

difficult to construct a typology comprising watertight
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boxes. For example, an analysis of organisational culture
guided by practical interests in exploring actors'
intersubjective psychological and emotional bonding to
symbol-sets may be appropriated by analysts whose prime aim
is to improve managerial control of organisations through the
manipulation of dominant symbols. The reader should bear
this in mind when he examines my use of this typology in

Chapters 3 and 4.

Having discussed some of +the theoretical drawbacks ot using
Habermas’ theory of cognitive interests in the construction
of a typology, it 1is useful to comment briefly on Stablein
and Nord’s application of the typology. As 1 have suggested
abhove, their framework is helpful. However, their contention
that ’'the main thrust of research on organisational éymbolism-
does not seem to fit Fhe traditional, technical mould'’
(1885:19) cannot be supported. Rather, as I show in Chapter
4, there is a good deal of literature motivated by a
technical interest in prediction and control (e.g. Peters and
Waterman, 1982; Deal and Kennedy, 1982; White, 1984; Schein,

1984).

2.6. The Selection of a Typology for the Literature Review.

In the last three sections of this chapter I have outlined
the strengths and weaknesses of five typologies. In figure
2.4, I have adopted a slightly modified version of Burrell
and Morgan’s paradigms to show the points of similarity
between the {ive frameworks. What this clearly shows is that

only Morgan et al’s and Stablein and Nord’'s typology have any

At bneverety Uirary & information Rarvioes
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appreciation of critical, emancipatory studies. 0Ot these
two, only Stablein and Nord offer any way of transcending the
objective-subjective dualism inherent in much of the social
sciences. As a result, it is likely to bhe more sensitive to
literature that treats the relationship between object and
subject as a dialectic (of duality). As such literature
(e.g. Willis, 1977; Burawoy, 1979; Giddens, 1976, 1979, 1984)
is central to the argument of +this thesis, the {framework
offered by Stablein and Nord seems to be the most helpful in
differentiating the literature on organisational culture and

symbolism. This is done in the following two chapters.



FIGURE 2.4: COMPARISON BETWEEN ALL FIVE TYPOLOGIES.
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CHAPTER THREE: THE CONTRIBUTION OF ORGANISATION THEORY TO

UNDERSTANDING ORGANISATION CULTURE.

3.1. Introduction.

In the last chapter [ brietly discussed the comparative
strengths and weaknesses ot five typologies which
diftferentiate the literature on organisational culture and
symbolism. 1 then explained why, given the aims of this
thesis, the typology constructed by Stablein and Nord based
on Habermas' theory of cognitive interests offers the most
appropriate framework for the review ot the literature to be

undertaken in this (and the following) chapter. The chapter

is organised into +{five parts. In the first I outline the
need for the review, as well as 1its organisation and
content. This 1is followed by an examination otf the

~

contributions that key teﬁts in organisation theory make to
understanding organisational culture and syﬁbolism. Finally,
1 summarise the key themes raised by each by each body of
literature, and suggest which of +these makes the most
substantial contribution to the development of a critical,

emancipatory conceptualisation of organisational culture.

a. The need for, and organisation of, a literature review.

As I noted in Chapter 1, it would be foolish to begin any
academic research, regardless of its field and scope, without
reference to the existing body of research and retlection on
the subject. This 1is for two main reasons. Firstly, it
provides the opportunity for researchers to substantiate or

moderate the contributions claimed for their research in the
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light of the state-of-the-art theoretical and empirical
ideas. 1In addition, in the process of reviewing the
literature, researchers may tind useful material that can

beneficially be incorporated in their own study.

While it may be possible to cover a good deal ot ground in
detail in the actual process of reviewing the literature,
this 1is not always possible in the writing wup otf such
reviews, primarily as a result of limited space. This being
the case, a good literature review must be both focussed and
selective. It must be focussed to avoid the trap of

expending valuable time and space discussing aspects of the
literature not directly related to the puzzle in question.
Once tocussed, it must select that research from the relevant
literature which provides most clues to the puzzle’s

solution.

[n the case of +this thesis, +then, the léns is focussed by
using Habermas’ theory ot knowledge-constitutive interest; to
examine the contributions which comprise the literature on
organisational culture and symbolism. In doing so, the
strengths and weaknesses of these literatures are examined
and their contribution to the development of a critical,
emancipatory conceptualisation of culture and symbolism 1is
assessed. The review is wundertaken in three stages.

Firstly, in this chapter, I will examine the contribution
that key texts within organisation theory have made to the
understanding of organisational culture and symbolism.
Chapter 4 continues the review by showing how 1literature

focussed specifically on organisational culture and symbolism
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covers much the same issues and ground as the texts trom
organisation studies. Finally, selective literature will be
discussed lLater 1in the text as an aid to interpreting the

empirical data.

b. The contributions of this chapter.

Early on in my literature search I began to appreciate that
many ot the key themes discussed under the generic umbrella
of organisational culture were not new. Rather, they could
be found, at least in embryonic form, in the established body
of knowledge on organisations. While other commentators have
noted this in passing (see for example, Turner, 1971; Louis,
1981; Morgan et al, 1983; Westley and Jeager, 1985; Filby and
Willmott, 1986),  their relevance and contribution to the
understanding otf culture and symbolism has not been examined

in depth. The purpose of this chapter is to show the value

ot undertaking such a review.

c. The selection of texts.

There is a wealth of material within organisation studies
which makes a contribution to understanding organisational
culture and symbolism. As a result, I have had to make the
choice between covering a great deal ot material
.superficially. or concentrating on a few studies in more
depth. The 1latter course has been favoured for two reasons.

Firstly, an in-depth study is preferable because a Cook'’s

tour through a mass of material provides insufficient
penelration of issues. Secondly, as 1 note in my concluding
comments (see Chapter 11, below), one of the contributions
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that 1 hope this thesis will make 1is to the teaching of
organisation theory. In this 1light, L have provided twelve
in-depth reviews ot key texts, which can be used in classroom
situations to ftacilitate discussion on organisation culture

and symbolism.

The criteria of selection 1s as follows. Firstly, bearing in
mind the need for detail, 1 decided to focus on books (in
English) rather than on shorter papers. This eliminated a
good deal, notably: Brown (1978), Meyer and Rowan (1Y81) and
Roy (1854). Next, given the ethnographic dimension of this
thesis, I selected only those texts which applied a
qualitative research methodology. The main reason for this
is that it facilitates continuity with the subsequent

chapters of the thesis. For example, some of these studies

-l

are referenced again 1in . Chapter 5 (e.g., Willis, 1977;
Burawoy, 197Y9) in my theorisation of organisational culture,
and yet again when 1 discuss my research methodology® in
Chapter 6. This criteria served to eliminate a number of
important texts, for example: Goffman, (1959), Bergder and
Luckman (1966), Silverman (1970) and Weick (1979). Of the
remaining texts, 1 selected the twelve (four associated with
each ot the cognitive interests) I +telt made the most
substantial contribution to the understanding organisational
culture and symbolism given the focus of the review. This
eliminated a number of important texts, for example: Jaques
(1951); Crozier (1966); Turner (1971) and Burns (1977). [l'he
contributions made by important texts not discussed 1in this

chapter are not lost, however, and will, where possible and



relevant, be introduced later in the thesis.

There are, of course, strengths and wealknesses in providing a
review chapter of this nature. 0f these, t?e main strength
1s that by offering in-depth reviews ot the texts, 1t 1is
possible to avoid the decontextualisations that often occur
in review articles. However, by doing so, some repetition
necessarily occurs in the review. However, while this may
make the reading of +this chapter marginally less enjovable,
the repetition does usefully serve to underline my contention
that considerable contributions have been made to
understanding organisation culture by established texts on

organisations.

3.2. Research Guided by the Technical Knowledge- Constitutive

Interest.

Unlike Louis (1980) and Stablein and Nord (1985), 1 recognise
that there has been extensive literature attending ' to
organisational culture from a technical standpoint. By this,
I mean literature that is concerned with exploring the
relationship between culture and the regulation and
efficiency of the organisation. This is selectively
demonstrated below (and more fully in chapter 4) by surfacing
the contribution that four key texts within organisation
theory, namely Barnard (1938), Roethlisbherger and Dickson
({1939), Burns and Stalker (1961) and Ouchi (1981), make to

understanding organisation culture.



a. Barnard: The Functions ot the Executive.

Before discussing the foundational contribution that
Barnard’s ’'The Functions ot the Executive’ (1Y938) has made to
understanding organisational culture and symbolism, it 1s
necessary to jJustify its inclusion in this chapter, bearing
in mind that the other research examined is more obviously
based on some torm of qualitative research while this work
appears, at first glance, to be purely a theoretical text.
Firstly, it needs to be stated that much of Barnard’s work
has been based upon his own observations as an executive,
particularly with the Bell Telephone Company. As Barnard
writes (1938:292)

What has been presented is a hypothetical scheme

which at present explains roughly to me what I have

observed in many years of practical work with
organisations of various kinds and what 1 have

constructed from the experience of others,
supplemented, of course, by a little knowledge of
tthe social sciences. 1t is not the work of a

scientist or a scholar, but rather of an interested
student of atfairs.
In this respect, his work can be seen as being largely drawn
tfrom a life-long participant observation of the functions of

the executive, and in this light it is not at odds with the

other research cited in this chapter. Secondly, Barnard's
appreciation of ‘informal’ organisation and the need tor an
overriding common purpose are s0 central to the

understandings of culture held by writers motivated by a
technical knowledge-constitutive interest that +the chapter

would be severely weakened had his work been omitted.

ln ’'The Functions of the Executive’ Barnard 1is primarily
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concerned to show how executives (or managers) can engender
efficiency 1in formal organisations by recognising the
importance of the more informal features of organisational
life. He argues that by shaping these, through the use of
incentives, a common goal, or purpose can be established.
From this, it can be seen that his work is motivated by a
technical concern with prediction and control rather than by

practical or emancipatory interests.

Barnard lays a theoretical foundation the notion of culture
in his discussion of informal organisations. This is a
prerequisite to his examination of how informal organisations
might be shaped to develop a common purpose. Informal
organisation is defined as the frequent contact and
interaction between people +that affects or changes their
‘experience, knowledge, attitudes or emotions’;,; and is not
part of, or governed by any formal organisation (ibid:115).

As such, he argues, it is essential to formal organisations,

particularly with respect to communication (1938:224).
Continuing his case, Barnard argues that ‘’customs, mores,
folklore, institutions, social norms and ideals’ (ibid:116)
are important elements of informal organisation. Indeed, he

is of the opinion, like many contemporary writers on culture,
that it is impossible to wunderstand formal organisations

without reference to informal organisation. He argues that

one will hear repeatedly that "you can’t understand
an organisation or how it works from an
organisational chart, its charter, rules or
regulations, nor from looking at or even watching
its personnel”. "Learning the organisational
ropes'" in most organisations is chiefly about
learning who'’s who, what’s what, why's why, of the
informal society (ibid:116).
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Having laid a theoretical toundation of his work by
discussing the relationship between formal and informal
organisations, Barnard examines how executives should manage
the organisation to establish and maintain cooperation among
organisational members. However, here lies +the central

contradiction of the text, for, on the one hand, his
definition of organisation presupposes spontaneous human
cooperation, while on the other, he offers a discordant view
to account {for the tact that members subscribe to the
organisation personality with widely varying degrees of
rationality. Such deviant behaviour, according to Barnard,
tends to be concentrated in the lower strata of the
organisational hierarchy, and it is the executive’s chiet
function to wuse +training, incentives and inculcation to
restore the delicate harmony ot the system. Barnard goes on
to list eight incentives {1935:142} which are to be employed
by executives to promote cooperation among thé organisational
members. While he admits that these incentives may serve as
an inducement for ’‘a man of a certain state of mind, of
certain attitudes, or governed by certain motives® (1lbid:141)

to contribute to that organisation,

It often is the case, however, that the
organisation is unable to offer ob,jective
incentives that will serve as an inducement to that
state of mind, or to those attitudes, or to one
governed by those motives. The only alternative
then available is to change the state of mind, or
attitudes, or motives, so that the available
objective incentives can become eftfective
(ibid:141)

This concern with defining and reinforcing the overriding

goal of the organisation underlies much contemporary research



into organisational culture, especially with retference to the
organisation’s mission (see for example, Deal and khkennedy
1982; Peters and Waterman, 1482; PMartin and Nicholls, 1Y84).
However, like much of the literature motivated by technical
cognitive interests it has failed to get to grips with the
complex processes of cultural reproduction. For example, no
theory of the subject is presented to show the reader why the
organisation should be naturally cooperative, why the
individual is dominated by the general purpose or personality
of the social collective (Reed, 1985} or why it is the lower
strata of the organisational hierarchy that are likely to
deviate trom organisational norms. Equally, the

insensitivities of the text to the political and material
processes involved in the production and continuity pf an
'official’ overriding purpose are shown in his tendency to
treat organisation as give; rather than historically

negotiated.

In summary, Barnard makes several important contributions to
the study of organisation culture., His definition of

informal organisation is foundational to many definitions of
culture, and his concern to establish an overriding
organisational goal or mission has become a central theme for
much managerial oriented research on culture. Despite its
failure to appreciate the more subtle processes of cultural
reproduction, it is an important and fundamental work and

should be regarded as such.



b. Roethlisberger and Dickson: Management And The Worker. (1)

ln many respects Roethlisberger and Dickson’s contribution 1is

similar to Barnard’'s 1in their examination ot informal
organisation. For example, like Barnard they note that it is
impossible to understand organisations from their ’blueprint
plan or organisational chart’ (Roethlisberger and Dickson,
1939:559) owing to the existence of strong informal
organisational cultures. They also maintain that informal

organisation are not always functional for the organisation.
Rather, informal organisational cultures may be dysfunctional
for the organisation as a total system by developing in
opposition to formal organisation (ibid:548-54Y). However, in
contrast to Barnard’s conclusion that any lack of cooperation
is the product ot people who are pathological cases, 1insane
and not of this world (Barné}d, 1938:13), Roethlisberger and
Dickson are concerned to understand why sﬁch problematic
action should take place (ibid:548). Accordingly, the}
underline the fact that workers form social groups with
elaborate norms, rituals and customs, concluding that the
determinants of working behaviour are to be found in the
structure and culture of society 1in general, and, in

particular, the work group (Mouzelis, 1967:99).

Furthermore, in examining behaviour within work cultures

Roethlisberger and Dickson maintain that it is not possible

to treat ’'material goods, physical events, wages, and hours
of work as things in themselves’ (Roethlisberger and Dickson,
1939:374). Rather, they must be understood as carriers of



social and personal values. [In this respect, their work
bears a family resemblance to the ’'action trame of reference’
(Silverman, 1970) by stressing that ‘explanations must be
adequate at the level of meaning for the 1individuals
involved. As Roethlisberger and bLickson explain (1934Y:374):

For the employee in industry, the whole working

environment must be looked wupon as being permeated

with social significance. Apart trom the social

values inherent in his environment the meaning to

the employee of certain ob.jects and events cannot

be understood.
In this respect, Roethlisberger and Dickson argue that it 1is
important for the researcher to underst-and the significance
that various symbols (i.e., hours of work, pay etc.) have
for the workers. In doing so, they maintain that man is
rarely motivated by rational facts or economic rewards but
that he is motivated by powerful sentiments or emotions that
are both formed over time tﬁfcugh the routinised interaction
of the informal work organisation and imported. in +from the
local community. Sentiments therefore do not exist in a
social vacuum but are the product of ’'social behaviour, of

social interaction, of the fact that man lives his litfe as a

member of different groups’ (1939:558).

Following this line of argument, the authors develop an open
systems theory of organisational culture (as opposed to
Barnard’'s closed system) which aclinowledges that the social
and economic climate, in which the organisation is located,
and trom which workers access meaning {for their daily
interaction, are important determinants of intformal work

culture. For example, they admit that the etfects of the



depression was one of the tactors that determined tLhe
restriction of output in the Bank Wiring Observation Room
(ibid:531). In doing so, they also sﬁow how the values and
beliets of intormal organisation may be inconsistent with

those formally legitimised by the organisation.

From +this wunderstanding of culture, Roethlisberger and
Dickson suggest that if management cultivate sentiments and
attend to the social and emotional needs of workers they may
expect to receive increased output and good industrial
relations in return. For example, they argue that one of the
reasons behind the company's (Western Electric) favourable
industrial relations was the skilful social processes by
which individuals were integrated into the collective
organisation. The ritualised events of the Hawthorne Club
such as inter-branch sports events were seen as important in

bridging the gaps between the separate branches.

In summary, it can be seen that Roethlisberger and Dickson
make an important contribution to understanding
organisational culture by demonstrating the importance of
understanding the deep, often non-rational, meanings that
workers infuse into organisational symbols and practices.
However, by taking the status quo for granted their work,
like that of Barnard, is insensitive to the political and

material processes ot cultural reproduction. (2)



c. Burns and Stalker: The Management of Innovation.

In their examination of the relationship between
technological innovation and organisational structure Burns
and Stalker (1961) conclude that effective organisation does
not appfoximate to one ideal structure but alters in
contformity to extrinsic factors. So doing, they identity two
ideal-typical management systems labelled 'mechanistic’ and
'organic’. The ’'mechanistic’ system, characterised by
specialised differentiation of function and hierarchical
structures of control, they maintain, is better suited to an
organisation operating under stable conditions. In contrast,
the 'organic’ torm, characterised by the continual
redefinition ot tasks and network structures of control, is
more appropriate as a management system in conditions of

-~

change.

This analysis reveals their commitment to technically
oriented research shown by their concern with organisational
efficiency and control. They make their tirst contribution
to the development of a technical perspective on
organisational culture by noting that as an enterprise moves
from mechanistic to organic forms of control there occurs an
"emptying out of significance from the hierarchic command
systems’ (1lbid:122) and a development of shared beliefs,
which they term a ’'common culture’. More formally, culture
is defined as a

dependably constant system of shared beliefs about

the common interests of the working community and

about the standards and criteria used in 1t to
judge achievements, individual contributions,
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expertise, and other matters by which a person or a

combination ot people are evaluated (ibid:119)...
Non-verbal conduct, as well as objects and
language, is involved 1in such symbol systems
{ibid:118)... A system of shared beliefs of this
kind 1is expressed and visualised in a code of
conduct, a way of dealing with other people
(lbid:119).

Further, they note that as institutionalised values, beliets
and conduct develop in the ftorm of commitments, ideologies
and manners around the image of the enterprise in 1ts
industrial setting it 'makes good the loss ot formal
structure’ (ibid:122). In doing so, they suggest that culture
fills the vacuum left unoccupied by the dismantling of formal
structuring. Importantly, they also draw attention to the
increased commitment of employees +to the enterprise that
develops as such values become institutionalised. 1t is this
linkage between culture and commitment that has become
central to much of the, present-day research into
organisational culture; the thesis being that as commitment
rises so does productivity. However, while present-day
writers motivated by a technical interest in organisational
culture have been keen to explore this relationship, they
have generally ignored Burns and Stalker’s comments that such
commitment +to the organisation’s goals over and above
individual ones could be alienating to the individual.
Developing a system of organised industrial
activity capable of surviving under the competitive
pressures of technical progress... 1s paid for by
the 1ncreased constraints on the individual’s
existence. In Freudian terms, men’s conduct
becomes increasingly ‘alienated’, ‘work for a
system they do not control, which operates as an
independent power to which individuals must
submit?. Such submission is all +the more absolute
when it is made voluntarily, even enthusiastically.

Such an insight into the complex existential contradictions
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ot cultural reproduction affords Burns and Stalker the
opportunity to examine organisational culture from a more
critical, emancipatory pérspective; an opportunity that is
not taken up. Despite their recognition that strong
organisational cultures can engender voluntary commitment +to
work organisations in which employees are increasingly
alienated, the technical orientation of their work provides
managers with the very insights with which they can elicit

the 'absolute’ submission Burns and Stalker claim to lament.

Burns and Stalker make a further contribution to
understanding organisational culture in a subsequent
discussion of informal structures. Having recognised the

contribution that Roethlisberger and Dickson (193Y) have made
by highlighting thé the significance of the shared sentiments
and beliefs of workers, (ibid:98), they suggest that informal
organisations can wusefully be understood as political and
status systems through which workers attempt to realise ends
other than those of the organisation (ibid:101). In doing so,
they reveal +their penetration ot political processes of
organisational culture where culture 1is seen to be
constructed and reproduced through the political negotiations

of competing interest groups.

This is best demonstrated in their discussion of the Scottish
Study. Here they note that neither the political nor status
preoccupations of individuals and groups operated overtly.
Rather, they were given expression through the the intricate
manoeuvres and counter-manoeuvres ol the negotiation and

decision making procedures. Moreover, as ©political and
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status conflicts only came into the open in decision making

procedures, the organisation became ad,justed to serving the
political and status ends of individuals and groups. In
recognising this political dimension of organisations, Burns

and Stalker draw attention to the importance of ideology
within organisations - that 1is, the competing ‘ideas about
the right way and the wrong way to go about things' in
organisations (ibid:259). For example, they maintain that
conflicts between groups subscribing to different
professional cultures (such as scientists and engineers), can
be understood as ideological disputes between ’'orthodox and
nonconformist culturels]’ (ibid:259). In recognising the

importance of such ideological conflicts in the battle to the
control of the organisations +they note ’'ideological victory,
atter all, carries with it a measure of political control as

nearly absolute as one can hope for’ (ibid:260).

In summary, then, Burns and Stalker make two important
contributions to a technical understanding of organisational
culture. Firstly, they expose the relationship between a
well detined, ‘common culture’ and commitment and, secondly,
they draw attention to ideological confliects that occur
between individuals and groupings as they try to <gain
political control of organisations and thus improve their
status. 1n the first they significantly recognise that the
absorption of dominant organisational values, beliefs and
sentiments by actors can have Lhe sgselt-detealing consequence
of increasing, rather than lessening, their alienation and

subordination to organisations in whieh they oecupy positions



ot relative powerlessness. However, this insighttful
penetration into the existential dynamics of cultural

reproduction is not pursued by the authors who are concerned

with the production of technical, rather than emancipatory
knowledge. In the second, Burns and Stalker make an
important contribution to understanding the political

processes ot cultural reproduction, although they make no
attempt to locate the asymmetrical distribution of power
between occupational groups to their relative positioning

within the social relations of production.

d. Ouchi: Theorvy Z. (3)

Ouchi argues that organisational cultures develop when
employees have a broad array of common experiences that can
communicate their underlying beliefs, and thus function as a
'shorthand form of I;Dmmunication‘ (ibid:42). Like

individuals, he argues, organisations can have consistent,
integrated personalities, or, equally, struggle with internal
conftlicts. Nevertheless, he maintains that those

organisations which have a ’self-conscious awareness of the

underlying values and beliefs’ (ibid:132) are more likely to

motivate workers towards a common goal.

Here Ouchi implicitly builds on the work of Barnard by
arguing that the ’bedrock of any Z company is its philosophy’
(ibid:131) and suggests that a clearly defined philosophy can
help an organisation to maintain its sense of uniqueness by
identifying what is and 1is not central to the company's

mission. More formally, he argues that a company'’s



philosophy must include (i) the objectives of the
organisation, (ii) the social, economic and environmental
constraints placed on the organisation, and (iii) the
operating ©procedures of the organisation (ibid:134). Ln

consequence, it is important that a company’s philosophy is
made explicit to guide action and suggests the adoption of
survey-{feedback approach may be a useful way of doing this
should no formal statement already exist. Quchi argues that
the power of a coherent philosophy 1is that it acts as the
'basic mechanism of control’ in Z companies (ibid:41)
enabling employees to understand the mission of the

organisation and act in consistent ways.

Ouchi links the existence of a clearly defined philosophy
with the increasea commitment of the employees to the values
of the organisation. In .doing so, he develops an open
systems approach to culture and argues that - the reason why
employees are willing to commit themselves so readily to “the
organisation’s goals lies in the fact that Theory Z firms
fill the vacuum created by the decline in middle range
institutions in North America (ibid:8-10). The Z firm is said
to provide a culture which ’offers employees a stable social
setting in which to get their bearings and draw support to
cope with the other parts of their lives’ (ibid:1Y97). For
Ouchi then, it is this increased sense of ease that a 2
company promotes among its employees that is the intervening

variable between culture and performance.

By theorising culture in this way, Ouchi demonstrates that

organisational cultures can offer existentially signitficant
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meaning for actors. However, his analysis is insensitive to
the fact that occupational identities are constituted and
reﬁroduced through asymmetrical relations of power, and that
identities which are legilimised within organisational
cultures tend to be those which are sponsored by groups of
actors more able to infuse meaning with forms of power. The
consequence ot this is that Ouchi does not recognise how
actors’ ability to maintain a significant work identity is
often closely tied to their ability to control the scarce
symbolic and material resources necessary to maintain their
positioning within the organisational labour process.
Ironically, even actors occupying subordinate positions may
vigorously resist organisational change, which may well
increase their organisational role, because they fear change
may threaten the relationships through which they realise

~

their existentially significant identities. (4)

To summarise then, Ouchi builds upon the work of Barnard when
addressing the overriding importance ot a company’s
philosophy and mission; he echoes Roethlisberger and Dickson
when elaborating the relationship between an organisation’s
culture and the values of the community; and he repeats the
prescriptions of Burns and Stalker, who, as 1 discussed 1in
the previous section, were two of the first theorists to make
the connection between organisational cultures and
commitment, a notion that is central to Ouchi’s work. In
doing so, Ouchi shows the need for actors to find existential
significance in their work experiences. What he fails to do,

however, is penetrate on some ot the selt-defeating



consequences that may result from their voluntary submission

(for what ever reasons) to organisational cultures.

e. Contributions and Limitations of Technical-interest guided

studies.

In summary, the key contributions made by studies guided by
technical cognitive interests are that they recognise the
importance of the cultural elements of organisation. In
doing so, they recognise the importance of deep, often
non-rational meanings to organisational actors. However, by
concentrating on organisational issues concerned with
efficiency and control, these writers have tended to adopt
managerial perspectives. In doing so, they have become
insensitive to .how meanings are not ’givens’ but are
continually being negotiated through asymmetrical relations

-~

of power.



J.3. Research Guided by Practical tCognitive lInterests.

As 1 already noted, some research into organisational culture
and symbolism, motivated by practical cognitive interests, 1is
concerned to understand how actors intersubjectively come to
construct, interpret and reproduce their social and
organisational worlds. To illustrate the different issues
and emphases within the literature I will examine four texts
tfrom organisation theory: Gouldner (1954); Becker et al
(1961); Selznick (1949) and Pettigrew (1973) to see how far
they have been able to penetrate the existential, political

and material aspects of cultural reproduction.

a. Gouldner: Patterns of Industrial Bureaucracy.

In '"Patterns of Industrial Bureaucracy’ {1954) Gouldner is

concerned to clarify some of the social processes and crucial

variables involved in differing degrees of
bureaucratisation. Central to his study is a rejection of
Weber’s claim that the cultural settings of specific
bureaucracies are neutral toward different methods of
initiating bureaucratic rules (1954:20). In contrast to

Weber, Gouldner shows, through his examination of the

bureaucratisation of a gypsum mine, that the introduction of
formal and technical aspects of bureaucratic organisation can
be either promoted, modified or resisted according to actors
perceptions of their legitimacy. Furthermore, in seeking to
explain how distinct sets of actors come to make sense ot the
increasing bureaucratisation of their work, he rejects

traditional prescriptive approaches to organisation studies



in tavour of research motivated by practical interests.
Retlecting on the place of this interest within the research
process he maintains that:
[t is not tLhe sociologisl's task to recommend
alternative policies and to insist that some
administrative options are 'better' than others...
neither ought a sociologist to serve as a justifier
ot received patterns, legitimating them with post
factum omniscience as the product of
‘inevitability’(ibid:28). :
Central to the practical orientation of his research 1is a
determination to explore the cultural context in which actors
formulate and negotiate the meanings of bureaucratic rules.
Accordingly, Gouldner begins his analysis by outlining the
cultural differences between the informal orientations of
sub-surtface miners and the hierarchical organisation of
surtace factory éorkers. In doing so, he demonstrates how
the miners’ beliefs, rooted in the traditional values of the
community and deeply resistant to change, are formulated and
diffused. For example, he notes how deeply held beliefs
about the danger of the mine were expressed and reinforced in
'time-worn stories passed down by word of mouth through
generations of miners'’ (ibid:117). In particular, he pays
attention to the importance of ritual in sustaining their
belief systems, notably with reference to the ’propping’
system. 'The ritualised propping of the mine not only
safeguarded the miners physical safety, but also served as a

psychological prop tor them, enhancing their teeling of

control over their situation.

Gouldner’s analysis demonstrates how both stories and rituals

gave the miners a means of expressing, and coping with, the
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unpredictability and danger of the mine. In doing so,
Gouldner implicitly argues that because organisational
culture 1is not merely concerned with easily expressible
values, it cannot be analysed quickly. 1t demands a

commitment on behalf of the researcher to get as close to his
or her subjects in order to understand how they make sense of
their work culture. For example, it is impossible to

understand the propping system without {first understanding

the meanings that the miners have invested in it.

Having set +the scene, Gouldner demonstrates the value of
practical perspectives on organisational culture through his
analysis of the new manager’s (Peele) attempts to increase
productivity in the plant. In doing so, he reveals the
extent of his grasp of the complex processes of cultural
reproduction. Firstly, by taking an open systems view of
culture, Gouldner shows how Peele’s attempt at changing the
culture of the sub-surface miners is the outcome of changes
in the economic demands made upon the mine by its head
office. For example, while Peele 1is seen to have a choice
between accommodating his strategy to the culture of the
mine, or, alternatively, to use his authority to introduce
more formal rules to promote productivity, his subjection to
the rational and impersonal yardsticks of head office made it
more difficult to select the former strategy. Moreover, as
Gouldner ably demonstrates, the successful manipulation of
the culture and informal networks of the mine would require
great knowledge of the intimate sentiments and beliefs of the

miners; knowledge that Peele an outsider, did not possess.



Even if he had this knowledge, Gouldner argues that he would
still have found the implementation of cultural change via
Lthe intormal networks difficult, without aftfirming their
time-honoured sentiments and values. ‘Faced with these

problems, Peele opts for tightening and extending the formal
control of the plant and replacing the old indulgency pattern
with increased bureaucracy; an option that is strongly
resisted by the miners because it violated their deeply held

values and beliefs.

While Gouldner’s analysis usefully shows that work cultures
are not disconnected from the economic trends in society, the
insistence on interpretive research, which precludes
examination of capitalism or socialism (ibid:28), means that
he is unable té relate what is happening within the mine to
broader issues of resistance and control within the labour
process. In this respect, his work is somewhat

decontextualised and, as a result, fails to explore fully the

material processes of cultural reproduction.

What Gouldner successtully does, however, is to elucidate the
political processes of cultural reproduction and show the
importance of power relationships in the production,
resistance and control of work cultures. For example,

Gouldner presents an interesting analysis of how the miners’
idealised and legitimised the management style of 0ld Doug
(the manager before Peele) and the indulgency pattern through
the use of myth as an expression of their resistence to both

Peele and his reorganisation. As Gouldner observes (ibid:82)-



The myth of Old Doug was an effort +to legitimate

the indulgency pattern; by transforming Peele'’s

attack on +the indulgency pattern into an attack on

0Old Doug, the workers’ grievances could be given

volce. The 1issue need no longer be ’'This is what

we want’; it could be stated 'Old Doug did thus and

so, and he was a good man’.
To summarise, then, Gouldner makes an important contribution
to a practical orientation towards organisational culture by
suggesting that organisational change is not merely a matter
ot technique, but of understanding. For example, l'eele’s
attempts to improve productivity by implementing new formal
structures are shown to be resisted by the miners because
they violated their values which were deeply resistant to
change. In effect, Gouldner argues that it is impossible to

understand an organisational culture without understanding

the values of the actors and the meanings they attach to

various cultural symbols such as the propping system, the
indulgency pattern and bureaucratic rules. In doing so,
Gouldner 1is able to penetrate some of the political

dimensions of cultural reproduction but, as 1 have suggested,

fails to offer similar insight into the material processes.

b. Selznick: TVA and the Grass Roots.

Selznick’s study (1949) examines the development of the

Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) established to plan, monitor

and develop the ’'proper’ use of the natural resources I(e.g.
flood control, navigation, power production, fertilization,
etc.) of the TVA catchment area. Primarily, he traces the

process through which the TVA’s administration redirected the
agency'’'s programme to meet the demands of powerful local

pressure groups in order to enhance their chances of
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organisational survival. In doing so, Selznick makes a
contribution to understanding organisational culture by
showing how TVA’'’s administration secured outcomes acceptable
to local power groups by the skilful manipulation of +the

official ’grass roots' ideology. (5)

The grass roots ideology was promoted and reinforced by the
TVA's management so +that it came +to be seen, by staff, as
central to the culture of TVA. Noting this, and revealing how

it was accomplished, Selznick observes (1953:50) that

The idea of a grass roots administration is...no
casual or minor element in the consciousness of the
Authorities staff. It 1is, on the contrary, one of
the symbols most frequently refered to inside the
organisation. Speeches to new employees, letters
to information seekers, a popular book written by
the chairman, memoranda discussing projects and
procedure, all attest to the importance of. the
grass-roots idea in TVA. The systematic

promulgation of these ideas helps define the
character of TVA as an organisation and serves to
shape the outlook of its staff (emphasis added).
(9)

Expressing the importance of the development of these shared
cultural meanings, Selznick notes that the success of this
'indoctrination’ throughout the organisation allows for the
loosening of formal controls (ibid:50). This is because the
cultural ’'ideas and attitudes’ shared by staff ’'serve as

surrogates for a system of rules and formal discipline’

(ibid:50). Moreover, Selznick notes that as these cultural
meanings come to be increasingly and unproblematically
shared, they have important consequences in terms of
motivation and commitment. Firstly, shared cultural symbols

can engender such commitment to the organisation that the

employee’s prestige and identity are secured from working
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within the organisation. ''he result of this, as Selznick
notes, may well be an increased ’'vigor' at work. DMoreover,
should the organisation be attacked or criticised
organisational actors will tend personally to defend it.
This is because given the linkage between organisational
membership and employee’s valued sense of self and identity,
’to detend the organisation is often to defend oneself’.
Secondly, the sharing of cultural meanings which can provides
the 'rubricks of thought and action’ (ibid:50) can serve as a
glue or binding torce between groups of technical experts who

might otherwise emphasise their protessional independence.

Having stressed some of the functions of a unified culture,

Selznick goes on to note some wunintended consequences.

Primarily, he shows how the development of a shared
taken-for-granted culture* can ftilter out of existence
disparaging information. Elaborating this, the author

explains that (ibid:21)

Experienced participants in the organisational
process are familiar with the continuous striving
for adjustment, though tfew have spoken
self-consciously of it. The management of its
details is accepted as part of its ordinary common
sense of administrative leadership. But it 1is
often observable that where institutions have

symbolic meaning beyond (and often irrelevent to)
their structure and behaviour, a blindness to the
less rosy aspects of organisational 1life arises.
Explicit statements which trace the history of the
organisation in terms of compromise and mediation
are rejected out ot hand, or at best, when
accepted, are deemed shocking exposures.

This comment is particularly pertinent to the relationship
between TVA and the local community. When TVA was first

established it was not welcomed by local power groups who



perceived it as a central government threat to their autonomy
and dominant position within the status quo. Faced with the
potential resistance of local power groups and the possible
demise of the initiative, the administiration of the TVA
successtully emploved the grass-roots ideology to co-opt
representatives of these pressure groups. The result of this
was that the policies of TVA 1increasingly came to mirror

those otf the powertul interest groups in the area (large

farmers and land-grant colleges) at the expense of the
smaller landowners, ethnic minorities and cdnservation
groups. When TVA’s administration was attacked for this

policy they were able to exploit the ambiguities inherent in
the official doctrine of grass roots to defend themselves.
For example, the doctrine 1is wunclear about: how local
representatives should be chosen, what ‘close to the people’
and 'participation of tﬂe people’ actually meant; indeed,
there were ambiguities over who ‘the people’ actually were.
Given these uncertainties TVA’s administration were able to

demonstrate the legitimacy of their interpretations of what

grass roots involvement actually meant in such a way as to

secure their survival, thus filtering out the ’fact’ that
TVA's survival had been achieved through 'compromise and
mediation’.

In summary, Selznick contributes to the understanding of
organisational culture in two important ways. Firstly, he
shows that an employee’s identity is often grounded in shared
cultural assumptions. Thus +the development of shared

cultural understandings can engender increased commitment to



the organisation. Secondly, he shows how groups more able to
mobilise meaning with forms of power can exploit the
relationship to legitimise their accounts and interpretations
of organisational ’'reality’. There are, however, important
unintended consequences of such symbolic and ideological
manipulation, especially in terms of blinding exponents to
unwantéd or disparaging information. Finally, Selznick shows
that the study of organisational culture should not be
decontextualised from the society in which it is located
because the organisational power relations, through which
culture is constituted and reproduced, will often come to

mirror those of the host society.

c. Becker et al: Boys in White.

In 'Boys in White®' Becker et al (1961) examine the processes
that male medical students undergo in order to become
practicing physicians. As a means of uncovering and
examining this process Becker et al were theoretically and
methodologically concerned to get as close to the students as
possible in order to understand what was of interest and

importance to the ’boys’.

The first important contribution that Becker et al make to
the understanding of culture is in their definition: they
detfine culture in terms of ideas and action rather than as a
set of deeply held values and beliefs. Thus culture is
defined as 'a body of ideas and practices considered to
support each other and expected of each other by members of

some group of people’ (ibid:435). The authors clarify their



definition by distinguishing between student perspectives
(ideas and practices that make up culture), values and
attitudes. Perspectives differ from values in being

gituationally specific; they differ from attitudes by the
fact that they contain actions as well as ideas where ’the
actions derive their rationale from the ideas; the ideas are
sustained by success in action’ (ibid:435). In doing so, they
begin to formulate the idea of culture as praxis. This theme
is explored more fully in the examination of Willis ’'Learning

to Labour’' (see section 3.4.4).

Having established their definitions, Becker et al make a
second important contribution to the understanding of
occupational and organisational cultures. Here they reveal
that student (océupational) cultures are neither constructed
nor reproduced by students. unproblematically absorbing the
professional cultures of medics nor from their perspectives
on physicianship prior to medical school. Rather, their
culture is shown to be constructed and reproduced as students
collectively set the level and direction of their efforts to
learn within the organisational culture of the medical

school.

While Becker et al do not directly tease out this
relationship between occupational and organisational culture,
there is sufficient material within their study from which to
infer. Most importantly, they suggest that the students’
relatively powerless positioning within the organisational
culture, with little control over the content and load of

their work, has an important bearing on the construction and
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reproduction of their occupational culture. For example, the
students are shown to suspend their idealistic, long-range

medical perspectives during their passage through school and,

in their place, construct student (rather than medically
orientated) cultures in order to manage the day-to-day
problems of learning at medical school. Thus, for the

students, unlike the culture of Gouldner’s miners which is
absorbed from the community, occupational culture is
developed at the work place as a response to meeting the
day-to-day demands and pressures of studying, being examined,

and yet more studying.

The final contribution that I intend +to examine here is

Becker et al’s appreciation of some of the existential and

political dynamics of cultural reproduction. This is
particularly clear in their discussion of manifest and latent

cultures. Here they suggest that (ibid:143)

Another way of looking at student culture 1is to
consider it the manifest, as opposed to the latent,
culture of the group. People carry culture with
them when they leave one group setting for another;
they do not shed their cultural premises.
Something is true of the person by virtue of this
fact is that he has another social identity which
draws its being from another social group. In
short, the members of a group may derive their
understanding about things from cultures other than
that of the group they are participating in at the
moment. To the degree that group participants
share latent social identities... there will be a
culture which can be called latent, latent in the
sense that it has its origin and social support in
a group other than the one in which persons are now
participating.

What is particularly important here is not the identification
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ot sub-groups, but their realisation that members of a
sub-group with well defined latent identities may be able to
influence manifest culture to promote and protect their
latent identities and group interests. Whal Becker et al
have begun to grasp is that culture is not Jjust a tunctional

response to organisational and occupational problems of

survival, although they certainly note that there are
functional consequences for the student culture. Rather,
they have begun to appreciate that work cultures are

constructed through asymmetrical relationships of power,
where actors seek to gain control over manifest culture in

order to secure and protect valued resources and identities.

In summary, Becker et al provide an important piece of
research which Itakes into account the existential and
political processes of cultural reproduction. Their work,
however, in being guided by practical interésts and theretfore
not concerned more critical, emancipatory issues, is limited
by being decontextualised from the material processes of
cultural production. These will be explored more in section
3.4.a to f, below, in my examination of organisation theory

motivated by critical, emancipatory interests.

d. Andrew M. Pettigrew: The Politiecs of Organisational

Decision Making.

In the "Politics of Organisational Decision Making' (1973)
Pettigrew examines the introduction of new technologies into
the management services division otf Michaels, a large

clothing and furniture store in the Midlands. He specifically
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focuses upon their 1impact on the emerging occupational
specialisms ot computer programming and systems analysis. In
doing so, he contributes to our understanding of the
produclion and reconstitution of culture by examining the
centrality of the programmers and analysts’ distinctive
norms, values and myths to their strategies for securing and
maintaining control over scarce material and symbolic
resources., His emphasis on understanding the politics of
organisational decision-making, rather than using knowledge

gained through research for prediction and control or for

more critical, emancipatory ends, reveals the practical
intent that motivates his work. I have thus located his work
accordingly.

During his examinﬁtion of the professional cultures ot the
computer programmers and systems analysts, Pettigrew argues
that it is insufficient merely to examine their shared
occupational belief-systems. Rather, he argues that these
belief-systems must be examined within the political context
of the organisation in which they are located. This is
because distinctive occupational cultures are not developed
through the sharing of specialist occupational knowledge
alone, but by the ideological and mythological mobilisation
of such knowledge by competent actors to secure control over

symbolic and material resources.

Elaborating this theme, Pettigrew maintains that
organisational division of labour creates occupational
sub-units that are necessarily interdependent on one

another. DMoreover, it 1is largely through their positioning
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within these occupational specialisms that organisational
actors come to construct their valued sense of identity.
Given this connection, Pettigrew argues that a threat to the
relative positioning of an occupational sub-unit within its
host organisation is experience by its component actors not
only as a threat to their control over resources, but also as
a threat to their identity. This being the case,

occupational specialists tend to pursue strategies to secure
and protect their ’'rightful’ use of symbolic and material
resources from the imperialistic attacks of other specialist
groups. One (unintended) consequence of these strategies is
that they tend to result in +the denial of occupational

interdependence and the pursuit of conflicting ends.

Pettigrew demonstrates how such a strategy was sucéessfully
implemented by the compu%er programmers at Michaels. For
example, he notes that while the status of computer
programmers was declining nationally with respect to syétems
analysts, the programmers at Michaels successfully defended
their symbolic space {and. associated control over resources)
through the mobilisation of their specialist ideology,

protective myths and norms of secrecy.

Central to the ideological defence of their symbolic space

was the programmers insistence that they, and they only,
possessed the specialist knowledge necessary for
programming. Associated to +this was a belief that they

should be rewarded accordingly in terms of salary and
status. This specialist ideology, which presented the

programmers as an enclave of distinctive competence, was
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constantly reinforced {(and by-and-large accepted) by Lhe
directors of Michaels. As a result the programmers tound
themselves powerful allies to fend off the threat {rom
syslems programmers who sought to gain control ol management
services. This strategy was supplemented by the the
promulgation of protective myths. Drawing from relevant
authorities Pettigrew discusses the importance of such
myvths.

The second mechanism, the generation of myths, is

less easily characterised as a strategy in the

Michaels case. Myers (1952:273) has suggested that

myths are likely to appear when an occupational

group is face with change and is seeking to protect

its power and identity.... This point has also

been made in the anthropological 1literature on

myth: 'If we view social relations through a

longish period of time, we see how various parties

and supporters operate and manipulate mystical

beliefs of - various kinds to serve their own
interests’' (Gluckman, 1965:235) (ibid:151).

.

For example, the specialist not only claimed that special
skills were needed within the management services depart@ent
but also that only they possessed those skills; arguably the
systems analysts had equal if not superior knowledge in many

key areas. Moreover, what Pettigrew importantly reveals 1is

that myth can be mobilised instrumentally to secure
resources. He shows, for example, that the programmers
(cynically) sustained such myths ’especially when ..[they

were] no longer true’' (ibid:151).

Finally, Pettigrew shows how the programmers protected their
ideological and mythical declarations trom penetration by
maintaining norms of secrecy and control over the training

programme at Michaels. As a result, they were able to withold
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important information from analysts that might have reduced

the 'uncertainty and/or mystique of their task’ (ibid:152).

In summary, what Pettigrew shows is that it 1is insufficient
merely to examine the norms, values and beliefs of groups of
actors without understanding how these have been infused with
power to gain and/or maintain control over scarce resources.
In doing so, he shows how occupational specialists attempt to
maintain their valued sense of identity in situations of
change through the strategic mobilisation of specialist myth
and ideology. His work therefore makes an important

\
contribution to the present debate.

e. Contributions and Limitations of Practical-Interest Guided

Studies.

In summary, the main contributions of studies guided by
practical cognitive interests are that +they recognise that
cultural meanings are not ’givens’ but are continually
negotiated by organisational actors. However, while they
acknowledge that more powerful actors tend to be able to
legitimise their sectional ideologies in terms of an
organisation’s culture, by tfailing +to locate their studies
within the capitalist labour process, they are unable to

penetrate how actors come by the scarce resources which are

the media of their power.



3.4. Research Gui