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Organisational culture as a framework for male and female progression and preferrec

management style

rac

Prior research on women in management and the barriers to their advancement draws
on explanations from many disciplines and perspectives. This study was concerned to

establish the role of organisational culture in this process. Debate about male and female

'management styles suggested that this might be an important determinant.

Seven case study organisations, in both public and private sectors, were selected.
Investigations comprised interviews with male and female managers utilising repertory
grid, group workshops, examination of documentary evidence, discussion with
informants, and observation and reflection by the author. Constructs elicited by
repertory grid were analysed thematically, to produce composite pictures of what
constitutes a successful manager, and what constitutes a good manager. Other data were
first analysed using Schein’s (1992) model of organisational culture, and second

interpreted from a number of symbolic perspectives.

The principal. findings were that organisational cultures are gendered, with

inconsistencies between policy and practice. Those organisations where women did well
appeared to have a number of common features, including a time orientation towards the

present and future as opposed to the past, organisational consensus about management
style that was generally consultative/participative, acceptance of expression of a range of

emotions, openness to learning from mistakes, and the determination to dispose of

unwanted employees.

Contrary to current received wisdom, gendered job segregation did not prevent women
from rising to the top of organisations that were otherwise favourable in this study.
Some findings were ambiguous in relation to prior research on the efficacy of

Opportunity 2000.
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Chapter 1; Introduction to the study

This research project came about as a result of a combination of factors. The first of
these was the author’s experience of suffering discrimination, both directly and indirectly,
whilst in employment. This led to a personal and wider interest in Equal Opportunities in
employment, particularly in relation to women. The second, and crucial, tngger was

reading a short book by Coleman (1989) which described the use of the co-operative

inquiry method as a suitable research method for feminist enquiry. After searching for a
while for a suitable subject for a PhD, suddenly the topic area became obvious, with both

a personal and intellectual commitment.

Research questions

Having identified in the literature many different suggestions as to why women do not
progress in organisations, it appeared potentially fruitful to focus on investigating the
area of organisational culture. After some preliminary reading this led to a series of
linked research questions. The first group were around gender and organisation culture:
1. Organisational culture is gendered.

2. Men and women experience organisational culture differently.

3. There are separate masculine and feminine cultures within organisations.

4. Masculine culture i1s dominant, feminine subordinate.

5. Organisational culture influences progression for men and women differentially.

6. Difficulties women experience in organisations are linked to underlying organisational
assumptions (Schein, 1992).

The second group of questions related to management style:

7. Organisational culture influences management style.

8. Men and women value different management styles.

9. There are links between how men and women progress in organisations, and the

organisations’ respective management styles.



In this study four hypotheses were to be tested:
(1) Organisational culture is gendered.
(11) Women and men managers experience organisational culture differently.
(i) Men and women managers have different perceptions and values in relation to

management style.

(iv) Organisational culture influences progression for men and women differentially.

Conceptual and factual areas

It quickly became apparent that there are a number of conceptual and factual areas

relevant to the study. These included statistics of women in management, and current
theories for their under-representation (chapter 4). Theories relating to organisational
culture (chapter 3) and methodology for its investigation were important (chapters 6 and
7). The initial interest in women in management broadened to an understanding that
gender was the framework in which much of the debate could be set (chapter 2). As well
as general exploration of qualitative methodology, again following from the subject of

my 'inquiry, it was decided to look at feminist research methodology (chapter 6). A

doctoral seminar offered the opportunity to look at some recent theories of
organisations, although these proved less central than anticipated to the study (chapter

3). Lastly was a review some of the literature on management and leadership, in

particular similarities and "differences between male and female management styles

(chapter 5).

These areas, from an initially overwhelming morass, formed the basis of the chapters
concerned with literature reviews and methodology. Findings were organised as follows:
analysis of the perceptions managers had of colleagues who were respectively successful

and good at their jobs (chapter 8) followed by an overview of the case study



organisations 1s presented (chapter 9), and gender related themes and issues follow

(chapter 10), with a summary of findings in chapter 11.

Management research

There are different views on the purposes of management research, and Johnson

(1996) identified four main schools of thought. First, that academic research should be
primarily for the management community, adding possibly the government and other
academucs (Johnson, 1996). This research is concerned with academic rigour and
purposive (Johnson, 1996) and whilst not actually stated, the implication is that it is also
positivist. Macdonald and Hellgren (1995) question whether the organisation should be

viewed as the primary customer for research and whether academic researchers have
much to teach organisations directly. Second is the notion that there should be applied
research for the benefit of specific organisations and their managers, and there 1s less
emphasis on peer review, theorising and academic publishing as in the first school of
thought (Johnson, 1996). By implication this may be akin to consultancy. A third view
combines these approaches. Fourth is the view that the proper application of research in
management 1s to cntique; value to society rather than value to managers is the

touchstone (Johnson, 1996). Macdonald and Hellgren (1995) suggest that the results of

research should be treated as a public good.

This study was commenced with a commitment to the third perspective, a desire to
discover something useful at the same time as making an original contribution to
knowledge. Continued reading added an interest in a wish to critique. The study will

therefore proceed on this basis, with a combination of intentions.



Publications from this thesis

A number of conference papers and publications have resulted from work in progress.
Two refereed papers have been published:

(1) ‘Gendered Career Paths’ in a special edition ‘Careers at a crossroad’ of Personnel

Review Volume 27 no.5 1998. After briefly describing the methodology of the study,
this paper draws principally on findings about organisational career paths in Iestco, the

Trust, Leisure Services and Finco, based on chapters 8-10.

(i) ‘Exploring gendered cultures’ in Hallinnon Tutkimus/Administrative Studies
(Finland) Volume 4 1997 pp. 289 - 303. This paper seeks to describe the methodology

of the study as in chapter 7. It also includes extracts from chapters 3 and 6 about the
nature of organisational culture and methods of investigation respectively. The second,
shorter part of the paper combines selective findings from chapters 8 and 10 and

Appendix 14, which are used to illustrate the efficacy of the methodology.

A further refereed paper has been accepted:

(iit) ‘Inclusion, exclusion and ambiguity: the role of organisational culture’ will be
published in a special edition in 1999 on managing diversity of Personnel Review.. This
focuses on Engco, the Partnership, and Mediaco, drawing on elements of most chapters
(except S and 8). As it deals with managing diversity this required a re-examination of

the data, looking at a wider range of difference. Further findings emerged which it was

not within the scope of the PhD to explore.

[ have co-authored a refereed conference paper with Paul Iles:
(iv) Managing Diversity; Critique of an Emerging Paradigm, published in the proceedings of

the Bntish Academy of Management Conference, Aston University, 16-18 Sep 1996 ISBN 1



85449 1849. Thus paper includes a short summary of findings relating to Westco, the Trust,

Leisure Services and Finco, principally based on chapter 10.

The following chapters in books have been published:
(v) E. Wilson (1997): ‘A Women’s Place? A Study of an NHS Trust’ in Armistead C.

and Kiely, J.: Effective Organizations; Looking to the Future, Cassell, London pp. 246 -
249, ISBN 0 304 70262 5. This is a case study of the Trust, looking at management

style, the implications of Opportunity 2000 in the NHS and the Trust, the representation
of male and female managers, and the role of the female Chief Executive. It draws on

the literature review in chapter 4, and on relevant findings from chapters 8, 9 and 10.

(v1) Iles, P., Wilson, E., and Hicks-Clarke D.: ‘Diversity climates and gendered cultures:
a cross sector analysis’ in Mabey, C., Skinner, D., Clark, T. (1997). Experiencing Human
Resource Management pp. 187 — 204. This co-authored chapter contains a short
summary of findings in relation to the first three organisations, similar to those used in
(1). The description of public sector culture in chapter 3 draws substantially on a

previously published chapter:

(vit) ‘Culture and the New Managerialism’ Wilson J. and Hinton P. (1993): Public
Services and the 1990s - Issues in Public_Service Finance and Management, Tudor

Business Books, England 1 872807 75 5, pp. 41-61.

Unrefereed conference papers are as follows:

(vin) Can Gendered Cultures be Adequately Investigated? British Academy of Management
conference, Lancaster Sep 1994

(vii)The_ Constraints of Gendered Culture, Standing Conference on Organisational
Symbolism, Turku, Finland, June 1995

These papers were the precursors of the paper eventually rewritten as (i) and (ii) above.

There were also a number of papers prior to (iv) above, which are not separately listed.



Chapter 2: Gender and organisational analysis

Introduction

This thests concerns how women become, or fail to become, managers, and therefore their
gender is an important topic area for consideration. Although originally focused around the
women in management literature, it appeared that in order to make sense of women’s expenence
in the workplace, this had to be put into a wider context of their experience in society. In this
chapter the concept of gender is examined, first of all looking at distinctions that have been made
between sex and gender, before discussing masculinity and masculinities, and sexuality and
emotion in organisations, topics on which organisation studies are often silent.  Lastly the
chapter returns to the point of intellectual departure, women in management, and conclusions are

drawn.

The concept of gender,

Gender is often perceived unproblematically as synonymous with biological sex, a historical and
highly normative category (Brewis et al, 1995), that is, a something which exists outside its

current context and determines roles and behaviour. Therefore a person found to be biologically
female would also have the feminine gender. This is biological essentialism (Garrett, 1987), a

belief that everyone has a pre-determined inner essence, a view challenged, for instance by de
Beauvoir (1949) who wrote about becoming a woman, rather than it being innate. Lorber and
Farrell (1991) similarly assert that gender is a social construct, that is, gender is a category people

collectively agree to subscribe to as a concept.

Kelly (1955) was the first to describe constructs, and he developed the idea of Personal
Construct Theory (PCT), which is concerned with the concepts people use to make sense of the
world (Gammack and Stephens, 1994), and are assumed to be unique to each individual. Some

of the key points of PCT are as follows. It is assumed that each individual has his or her



own construct system, and that these systems, which develop through life, give meaning to
individuals, despite some inherent contradictions between constructs (Stewart et al, 1980).
Meaning is managed through the personal construct system (Gammack and Stephens, 1994).
Whilst individual construct systems are the basis of PCT, it is also acknowledged that there
can be similarities between constructs employed by different people (Easterby-Smith et al,
1996). Constructs tend to be arranged hierarchically, that is, some are subordinate to others
(Stewart et al, 1980). Kelly’s (1955) operationalisation of this theory using repertory grid will
be discussed further in chapter 7 on methodology. '

Social constructs, those that may be shared between individuals, have become a commonplace

concept within social science research, Despite variations in schools of social construction, some

common features can be established. Social constructionists reject an epistemology where there
~are ‘real’ objects out there, which can be discovered (Paalman, 1997). They consider that
everyday objects can have different meanings for different people, so that in a sense, they
construct different objects, a phenomenon known as multiple reality (Paalman, 1997). Thus
people construct their own reality in social interaction, and through relations with others people
can create or change their realities (Paalman, 1997). In their everyday lives, people are involved
in different settings, which the social constructionists describe as multiple inclusion, and there is
no necessary congruence between the norms of behaviour or beliefs in different settings
(Paalman, 1997). This means that people have a series of realities which can influence each other
(Paalman, 1997). Whilst concluding that constructs shape our reality, there is a degree of fluidity

implied by the social constructionist argument that does not explain the strong and widespread

repeated patterns of, say, gender role expectations and stereotyping.

Lorber and Farrell (1991) suggest that men and women are always visually distinguishable by
others, and that gender is an integral part of structures of domination and subordination with
women in a position of inequality. West and Zimmerman (1991) critique the view of biological
determinism, that gender status is determined by physiological sex. They reject the idea of
gender as traits, variable or role, and insist that it is constituted through interaction (West and

Zimmerman, 1991). Gender then becomes an active output of the social structure of

organisations, not merely a passive attribute of individuals. This is the view that is commonly

7



known as ‘doing gender’, where gender is seen as processual rather than as a given characternistic
(Gherardi, 1994), thus reference may be made to the production and reproduction of gender
within organisations (Acker, 1990). This also means that actions, events and organisations may
be referred to as ‘gendered’, that is partially formed on the basis of gender constructions.
Gherardi (1994) contends that gender is not merely done, but also thought about beneath the
level of the conscious mind. The notion of male and female, and masculine and feminine,
depends of course upon bipolar constructs and it has been pointed out by many writers (e.8.
Spender, 1985) that one of the pair is always privileged. In the case of male and female, it is the
male that is privileged. This is accentuated by the (largely unconscious) pairing of groups of
binary opposites, such as men and rational, women and emotional. Rationality is a prized ability
within organisations; however, if men are perceived as rational, then women cannot be, and are
therefore less worthy of organisational recognition and reward. If what is attributed to one
gender is denied to the other, then the way people ‘do gender increases or decreases sexual
inequality (Gherardi, 1994).

If however male and female are viewed as a continuum (Oakley, 1972, cited in Garrett, 1987),
then the dualism of masculine and feminine can be seen as an oversimplification (Alvesson and
Due Billing, 1992), and is questionable in the light of cross cultural studies indicating that gender
roles vary widely (Garrett, 1987). Some writers go further in their criticism of gendered binary
concepts (Lorber and Farrell, 1991), asserting that ‘the male/female dichotomy has no intrinsic
biological or other essential reality’ (Comwall and Lindisfarne, 1994a p. 9). Fox Keller (1980)
contends that masculine/feminine and subjectivity/objectivity are patriarchal concepts. Bem
(1974) challenges the conceptualised divide between masculine and feminine by suggesting that
some individuals may have characteristics commonly associated with the other, that is they are
androgynous. By laying stress on the differences between men and women, both similarities
between them, and also differences among each category can be overlooked. For instance,
female managers can be old, young, better or worse educated, have domestic respoﬁnsibilities or
not, and be in different industrial sectors. All these differences may contribute to very different
experiences of what it is to be a female manager. This study will take the view that gender is

pnmanly a social construct.



One way of conceptualising gender, which builds on the idea of gender as process, is to see it
as discourse (Burrell and Hearn, 1989). The word discourse was described by Foucault to
encompass both a particular area of knowledge or social practice, and also the way that
knowledge 1s constructed (Hardy, 1994). To put it another way, a discourse can be described as

a self referential area of assertion or discussion with prescribed limits. Discourse, by privileging
certain topics and excluding others, acts to reproduce organisations and management in a
particular way, and imposes parameters on acceptable types of identity. Culture can thus be seen
as a discursive product (Harlow and Hearn, 1995) and is rarely sex-neutral (Watson, 1992). For
instance Watson (1992) described the Civil Service ‘sensible chap’ discourse, which
privileged a certain group of candidates for ‘Fast Track’ promotion by virtue of their class,

education, and gender. A ‘discourse of masculinism’ was found in the UK financial services
sector, privileging men above women, and supporting the maintenance of masculinity (Kerfoot
and Knights, 1993 p.659). There are of course alternative discourses (Mills, 1988) as evidenced
by much of the writing referred to in this chapter, and this can be seen as resistance to the
dominant discourse (Mills, 1988) (Although in strict terms Foucault envisages discourse as
involving resistance which is hence not extra-discursive). Mills and Murgatroyd (1991) suggest
that within the world of work there are two basic gender rules:

1. It’s a man’s world
2. It’s aman’s work

They do however point out that there are competing rules, different ways of looking at

things, and different discourses, instanced for example by women in positions of authority,

and legal constraints. Thus gender rules are outcomes of interaction, and not immutable
(Mills and Murgatroyd, 1991).

Withun this study for the sake of clarity, male and female will be taken to refer to biological sex,
and masculine and feminine to socially constructed gender. The understanding that gender is
processual rather than essentially determined will guide this work. After this initial discussion of
gender, the next section broadens consideration to looking at the impact of gender on

organisational analysis.



Gender and organisational analysis

For a long time, organisational behaviour and organisation studies were regarded as gender
neutral and took no account of gender (Rothschild and Davies, 1994). Another way of putting
this 1s that the bulk of organisational theorising has been gender blind, that is, it has not taken
gender into account in any way: first and most straightforwardly as a variable; second, as a
process; third, as gendered power relations (Marshall, 1995), and fourth, as an influence on

academic means of production (Spender, 1990). -

Early studies looked at gender as a variable; for instance Bartol (1978) posed the question as

to why organisations are structured along gender lines, which she observed as a ubiquitous
phenomenon, rejecting as an explanation differences in male and female management styles.
Mills (1988) comments on the famous Hawthome studies, where gender as a vanable was
not properly taken into account in interpreting results. Tancred-Sheriff and Campbell (1992,
republished from 1981) reviewed the work and influence of female organisational
soctologists, which included pioneering work from writers who were generally closely allied
to management, researchers who were concerned with oppression, and those who
optimistically explored alternative forms of organisation. One strong influence on a number

of social sciences was Gilligan (1982), who wrote about a ‘women’s voice’. Gilligan (1982)
was an advocate of essential differences between the genders and focused attention on the

lack of attention to women in research. For instance, the sexual division of labour is
something that has long been noted (Mills and Murgatroyd, 1991) but was taken for granted
for many years. Mills and Tancred (1992) criticise the gender blind nature of most
organisational analysis, which they contend leads to error, and their edited volume ‘Gendering
Organisational Analysis’ is a corrective to this state of affairs. Including gender in organisational
analysis may help comprehension of otherwise incomprehensible outcomes, such as why the best
person did not get the job, and thus it has been described as a ‘grid of intelligibility’ (Gray, 1995).

10



Recent critical comment about gender in organisational theory takes a number of forms,
including links with cntical studies in general in the field of organisational studies, and also
analyses of gendered power relations (Marshall, 1995). Critical studies in management take the
view that the proper role for management research is not for managers, but should rather cntique

management as an activity (Johnson, 1996). For instance as detailed in chapter 3, many writers
question the notion of the rational organisation (e.g. Roper, 1994), and see this as a self-serving

social construction of management.

Gendered power relations have been commented on as the exercise of male power in relation to
personnel processes and interpersonal relationships in organisations (Wells, 1973). Wnters have
examined ways in which gendered power relations are effective: by operating covertly, utilising
both double messages and the co-operation of some women (Wells, 1973); by pushing women
into what are considered sex appropriate roles (Acker, 1990, Roper, 1994); by offering gendered
career paths and job definitions (Grant and Tancred, 1992); by drafting women managers into
unimportant advisory groups, where they are powerless (Grant and Tancred, 1992); and by
giving women unequal pay (Acker, 1990). Cockburn (1991) asserts that

‘What feminism proposes is that we should understand female subordination as systemic.
That is, it is not casual but structured, not local but extensive, not transitory but stable,
with a tendency to self reproduction’ (p. 6)

According to Cockbumn (1991) membership of patriarchy is not optional, and all men benefit
from it, even if unwillingly, although men today have the alternative of working collectively to

overcome it. Patriarchy is taken for granted (Gaston, 1991), and affects the life and career
choices of women (Cockburn, 1991). Cockbum (1991) suggests that there is a social contract
operating in men’s favour which has two clauses. The first of these is a domestic clause, that
every man has authority over a wife/housekeeper/child minder/sexual partner. The second clause
concerns the workplace, that men guarantee each other rights over women (Cockbum, 1991).
One aspect which reinforces gendered power relations within organisations is the carry over of
extra-organisational roles into the workplace (Gutek, 1989), so that the secretary takes the role
as helpmeet and office wife (Roper,1994). Other ways in which these kinds of gendered actions

11



impede women’s progress will be discussed in chapter 4, which looks at the obstacles to women
advancing. Although accepting that gendered power relations are exercised in the workplace, the
concept of patriarchy 1s too all encompassing. It implies women are helpless victims, does not
explain exceptions like female sexual harassment of men (Merrick, 1995), and elides some of the

nuances of gendered organisational life.

Despite the interest in gender shown by the writers cited in this study, gender has been ignored
in much of organisational analysis (Mills and Tancred, 1992, Marshall, 1995), has been silenced
as an organisational topic (Harlow et al, 1995), or been treated in a biased manner, by assuming
all gender is male, reducing it to a variable only, or dealing in stereotypes (Burrell, 1989, and
Hearn, 1994). Calas and Smircich (1990) draw attention to the (male) gendered nature of

organisational theonsing. They suggest as corrective measures that there are three approaches
which can be taken: revising, re-flecting and re-writing. Surveying several academic disciplines,
they state that revising includes completing/correcting the record, assessing gender bias in current
knowledge, and making new organisational theorising. Re-flecting includes questions of
epistemology; they raise the question of who does theory in whose interests, and question the
gendered nature of traditional epistemology. They suggest an iterative, reflective process looking
at the relationship between ‘knowledge’ and ‘the ways of doing knowledge’ (p. 240). They
describe re-writing as an operation in which the politics of a text can be demonstrated by

indicating what they describe as the strategies of ‘truthmaking’ (p. 244). They propose
deconstruction as one technique for undertaking this, demonstrating that a text may be gendered
even if this is not part of the content (Calas and Smircich, 1990). Although a number of writers

are exercised on the topic of gender, as is obvious from this review of some of the literature,
nevertheless it remains a minority interest (Heamn et al, 1989). Marshall (1995) contends that

those writing from a reformist perspective are more likely to find their work accepted by others.

The author accepts the contention that organisational studies has tended to neglect gender
as a powerful force shaping behaviour and outcomes. Chapter 4 will look at the social
eftects of gender for women in organisations, when the obstacles to women’s progress are
discussed. However, Alvesson and Due Billing (1992) advise that not everything can be

12



explained by reference to gender, and wam against ‘gender reductionism’. Often the
interrelationships with class, age, race (Comwall and Lindisfarme, 1994a), and sexuality are
ignored and regrettably it is beyond the scope of this study to explore these. What this study will

concentrate on is gender as a source of structural social inequality. However, given that

masculinity and male cultures dominate organisations, these are discussed in the next section

Masculinity and male cultures

Men managers can be seen as socially constructed within gendered organisations (Hearn, 1994,
Roper, 1994). Criticisms have been made of the fact that only one type of masculinity tends to be
discussed in general terms (Comwall and Lindisfarne, 1994a), and in relation to organisations
(Alvesson and Due Billing, 1992). This has been described as ‘hegemonic masculinity’, and
predominates so that alternative ways of being a man are viewed as subordinate (Comwall and

Lindisfarne, 1994a p. 3). As such it has a normative function (Comwall and Lindisfarne, 1994b),

that is it provides a template or pattern for what ‘proper’ masculinity should be.

Masculinity can be deconstructed to demonstrate that there are different masculinities in
different locations (Comwall and Lindisfame, 1994) and different times (Kerfoot and Knights,
1993). Martin (1990) explains deconstruction as ‘an analytic strategy that exposes, in a
systematic way, multiple ways a text can be interpreted’ (p. 340). Mills and Murgatroyd (1991)
suggest that different masculinities can be seen at different levels of the organisation as responses
to expectations of toughness: as aggression and competition for top managers, as coldness and
lack of emotion for office workers, and as machismo among shop floor workers. ~ They cite
Willis (1977) that in the workplace, masculinity in the form of machoism is often used to
hide the difficulty and danger of manual jobs. Jokes may be used to reinforce and maintain
acceptable behaviour, which is assumed to be heterosexual (Mills and Murgatroyd, 1991).
Collinson and Collinson (1989) found two discourses at shop floor level, the first from younger
men was overtly sexual and reduced women to objects; the second, associated with older men,

was about their role as sire, breadwinner, and holder of domestic authority. In both cases it
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appeared that manual work was expressive of their power, masculine autonomy and

independence, a discourse accepted by management (Collinson and Collinson, 1989).

One image espoused by the older managers interviewed by Roper (1994) was that of the
practical hands-on man, in contradistinction to the new professionally trained manager, a

dichotomy between hard experience and soft academic knowledge. Just as Mills and Murgatroyd
(1991) descnbed a cult of toughness on the shopfloor, so Roper (1994) describes a cult of

toughness among managers which included coping successfully with manual workers, getting
dirty hands and accepting and succeeding at difficult postings (Roper, 1994). In a study of the
financial services sector, Kerfoot and Knights (1993) identified two further oppositional
masculinities, paternalistic masculinity and competitive masculinity. These were regarded as
outcomes of shifts in management styles, from paternalistic to strategic management (Kerfoot
and Knights, 1993). They describe paternalistic management as both nurturing and hierarchical,
whereas competitive masculinity is rationalistic. Power in competitive masculinity is
demonstrated through the accomplishment of tasks, but leads to tensions in relations with others

who are viewed as either objects of conquest or competitors (Kerfoot and Knights, 1993).

Collinson and Hearn (1994) identified several masculinities that were particularly prevalent in

and supportive of management. The first of these was authoritarianism, which is intolerant of any
kind of difference or dissent, and achieves its ends by coercion. Paternalism by contrast seeks to
portray a benevolent, protective image, exercising power by moral authority. It is more likely to
be found in older managers. Entrepreneurialism by contrast is more the province of younger
managers, and associated with a highly competitive, highly demanding environment. Collinson
and Hearn (1994) suggest that pregnancy and domestic ties are taboo in this environment. The
last masculinity they found is informalism, the way that men make informal relationships which
may cut across hierarchical levels, on the basis of shared interests in sport, cars, sex and drinking.
Thus masculinity may vary from being merely career enhancing to manifesting overt hostility to
women (Collinson and Hearn, 1994).  Collinson and Hearn (1994) however wam that there
remains some lack of precision in relation to the concept of masculinities, which may be taken to

refer to behaviours, identities, relationships, experiences, discourses and practices.
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One recent construct is that of the ‘new man’ who supposedly embraces equality with his
partner, sharing domestic and child care responsibilities, and embodies some ostensibly feminine
virtues of sensitivity and caring. This appears to be a class based construct, referring almost
exclusively to middle class men, some of whom might describe themselves as feminist

sympathisers. Unfortunately this concept has been exposed as a cultural myth, with a gap
between what men say they do and what they actually do in the home, largely because of the long
hours worked by many young men with children (Saigol, 1996). It is postulated that in their
thirties most young men intent on establishing conventional middle class careers are doing so at
the expense of family life (Brindle, 1996). Aaltio-Marjosola and Lehtinen (1995) state that the
primary male role in family life is instrumental, as breadwinner, and so managers are expected to
put their family second after work (Mills and Murgatroyd, 1991). Aaltio-Marjosola and Lehtinen
(1995) point out that fatherhood is an idealised part of masculinity, yet older managers advise

younger ones not to take paternity leave.

A further recent construct is that of ‘the lads’, with the adjective ‘laddish’. This refers to
predominantly young men who indulge in exploits, horseplay and sex talk, and are in tum
indulged for their behaviour, which is excused as letting off steam. This seems in some ways a
re-working of older discourses about active sexuality (Collinson and Collinson, 1989, above), but

is not restricted to manual workers, as young white collar workers may similarly be described as
lads. This can be seen in a middle class interest in football, convivial drinking bouts, ‘Loaded’

magazine, and a general encouragement of hedonism.

Having looked at a selection of propositions about masculinities, ways in which masculine
gender and identity are constructed, supported, and maintained, will be reviewed. One of the
ways in which masculine gender is supported is by ensuring that women do not encroach on male
territory, for instance by keeping women in sex appropriate roles, such as a secretary (Roper
1994)..Collinson and Heamn (1994) note that a strong, supportive mechanism for identity for
managers in particular is the concept of upward mobility in a career. Another way in which men

support and reaffirm their masculine identity is by male bonding (Itzin, 1995), descnbed
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above as informalism (Collinson and Hearn, 1994). They congregate and associate with

other men in places where women cannot go. Rogers (1988) investigated a series of all-

male cultures in the UK. First she described men’s territory, such as pubs, and sport.

Second she looked at mass membership organisations, which included working men’s
clubs, the Freemasons, and Rotary. She turned next to the Establishment, embodied in
public schools, London clubs, the Forces, the Church of England, and the City (Rogers,
1988). These were all male bastions when Rogers (1988) did her investigations, but a series
of legislative and social changes mean that the picture is no longer as clear-cut. Although
still 2 minonty in all cases, women increasingly attend sport fixtures, girls have been
accepted into previously all male public schools, the Forces and the Church of England have
been obliged to accept women, and women work in the City. Most of these incursions have
been difficult and not without conflict. For instance the City is described as harsh,
inhospitable, aggressive and with a masculine atmosphere, intensely competitive,
accompanied by persistent verbal harassment, porno calendars, and loud discussion of sexual
exploits (Davies, 1994). Gherardi (1994) suggests that women in organisations must do

‘remedial work’ to rectify the offence of intrusion into a man’s world.

A third way in which masculine gender is supported is by identifying it strongly with
heterosexuality. Masculinity, within as well as without the organisation, is usually constructed as
strongly heterosexual; Roper (1994) asserts that there is no middle ground between masculinity
and effeminacy, and Lorber and Farrell (1991) suggest that the social construction of masculiniiy

in the US encourages homophobia.

Although the work on masculinities is interesting, what is noteworthy is that within
organusation studies there is no comparable body of work on femininities. Within organisation
studies, gender has tended to be taken as referring to women’s interests. For a comparable focus
of women to that of masculinities one would have to explore women's studies. The reasons for
this imbalance can only be conjectured., but could be related to the dominant position of men

within academic organisation studies.
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Sexuality and emotion

Two further aspects allied to gender are sexuality and emotion. Burrell and Hean (1989)
assert that organisations are suffused with unacknowledged sexuality, even when gendered
relations is the subject of study. Sexuality, which is socially constructed (Lorber and Farrell,

1991) is not part of the model of the rational organisation, but sexuality, eroticism and emotion
pervade organisations (Rothschild and Davies, 1994). Sexuality is evidenced by the presence of

sexual harassment, sexual relationships, sexual rumour (Burrell and Hearn, 1989), and sexual

symbols such as pinups and ‘sex talk’. Sexuality may be used to exclude or subordinate women

who enter into male dominated areas, and women who resist may be labelled as trouble makers
(Collinson and Collinson, 1989).

Despite the evidence that organisations are dominated by men’s sexuality, male sexuality is seen
as unproblematic (Collinson and Collinson, 1989). Sexuality tends to be associated with women,
and women are therefore seen as bringing sexuality into the organisation (Gutek, 1989). This
association described by Gutek (1989) as “sexual role spillover’ is damaging because women are
seen as sexual objects rather than as competent workers. One of the ways in which women do
this is by becoming pregnant, which breaches organisational taboos (Martin, 1990) and breaches
the division between the public world of work and the private world of the marital/sexual

relationship. Different values are put on the pregnant state in the different contexts.

The existence of sexuality within organisations is usually not acknowledged, although Mills
and Murgatroyd (1991) state:

‘Sexuality, in one way or another, serves to sustain negative images of females; to control
female employee behaviour; to put females ‘in their place’, i.e. at the bottom layers of
organisational hierarchy; and to encourage and excuse sexual harassment.’ (p. 88)

Hearn at al (1989) insist that organisations produce and reproduce sexuality and gender.

Workplaces are of course sites where relationships are formed, between members of the same
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and opposite sex, with and without overt sexual activity. One view propounded is that sexual
attraction between (opposite sex) colleagues can be manifested in intimate but non-sexual
relationships which can be productive both for the couple and the organisation (Eyler and
Baridon, 1992), but given the power differences between men and women in most organisations

this could be a naive view of a potentially exploitative situation.

Because of the persistent notion of human beings as either male or female, homosexuality is
difficult to categorise (Brewis et al, 1995) and hegemonic masculinity in organisations is strongly
heterosexual and heterosexist. As a consequence, gay men and women find their sexuality
personalised and problematised (Burrell and Hearn, 1989). Lesbians for instance are seen as

challenging the status quo, and disclosure may affect promotion chances (Hall, 1989).

Mills (1988) writes about the denial of emotion. This is tied to points discussed earlier in this
chapter; first that bipolar constructs link the concepts of men and rational, and women and
emotional, and second that suppression of most emotions is seen as a desirable state for middle
and senior managers. These constraints operate to permit the display of certain emotions such as
anger and frustration, but disallow those emotions perceived as feminine, such as sympathy,
intimacy, upset and grief. Roper (1994) suggests that the male managers he interviewed
_displayed ambivalence towards intimacy with their wives, whereas they talked about emotional
engagement in relation to relationships with older men who had influenced their careers. Noting
the use of heterosexual imagery to describe these mentor-mentee relationships, he suggests there
is an unacknowledged homoerotic element to these relationships, and that emotion and
managerial work go hand in hand (Roper, 1994). Thus despite the emotionally restrctive nature
of most organisations, emotions can leak into the organisation, present but unacknowledged. At
a personal level, emotions that are unacknowledged may be suppressed, denied, or projected

onto someone else. The consequence of this is that women often do the emotional work for

mern.
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Women in management

At this juncture consideration returns to the original research topic, women in management.

Women in management is one of the main approaches to gender in organisations (Alvesson and
Due Billing, 1992, Marshall, 1995), certainly in terms of volume, but can be seen as a subset of
the larger topic of gender within organisations. Interestingly there is a large literature on women
in management. In the UK a joumal devoted to this topic (Women in Management Review)
preceded by several years a journal on gender in the workplace (Gender, Work and
Organization). Women in management may be an acceptable topic for study because of its
reformist nature to which Marshall (1995) referred. Publications on women in management also
exceed in number studies of men and masculinities in organisations: thus women managers rather
than male managers are problematised. Hearn (1994) comments on the lack of critical attention

given to the domination by men in research on management, and particularly top management.

Two influential early works were Kanter (1977) and Marshall, (1984). Kanter’s (1977) work
was interesting in focusing on men and women within an organisation. In particular she looked
at roles and stereotypes, which will be discussed further in chapter 4. Marshall (1984) examined
popular conceptions about the differences and similarities between men and women as managers
(referred to in chapter S), and purported reasons for women’s lack of progress, which she

deconstructed sequentially. The early 1990s saw an increasing volume of books about women
managers in the UK and elsewhere. Of particular mention are Davidson and Burke (1994) and
Tanton (1994) both edited collections covering a wide range of topics. |

One criticism of the ‘women in management’ approach is that it ignores theorising on gender in
management prior to the advent of women managers (Calas and Smircich, 1990), and a great
deal of'its current output suffers from this. Another criticism is that it privileges the concerns of a
narrow group of female workers, mostly white middle class women, who by virtue of their
background and education may already have considerable advantages over other women
workers. In this study these points will be countered by studying both men and women

managers, and by paying attention to how gender is ‘done’.
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Much of the women in management literature discusses suggested reasons for why women do
not progress in organisations, which will be thoroughly discussed in chapter 4. Theoretical
approaches to class, race, age and sexuality, will not be discussed, as they will form a very minor

part of the empincal findings.

Implications for this study

Having reviewed the pervasiveness and embeddedness of gender in organisational life alongside
silence on this topic in the bulk of organisational analysis, this study explores organisations in a
way that acknowledges gendered aspects. Following on discussion in this chapter the
problematising of women and women managers is rejected in favour of a more radical appraisal

of organisational life. The precise ways in which this will be undertaken are discussed later in

chapter 7, with the findings in chapters 8 - 11.

Having surveyed a number of aspects of gender in this chapter, discussion pertaining to

organisational culture will be covered in chapter 3.
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Chapter 3; Organtsational Culture

Introduction

In this chapter varnious approaches to the theorising of organisational culture are outlined.
Culture can be conceived in many different ways: as societal or national culture, as corporate
culture, as homogenous or heterogeneous organisational culture. Subcultures can be based on
or across departments, or on occupations or other interest groups. Similarities can also be seen
across organisations (Tumner, 1971). This review of the field, which is rich, complex and
potentially confusing, is not intended as a thorough-going theoretical critique, although it
examines the strengths and weaknesses of different perspectives. An overview of the topic area

is provided, from which to select those elements, which can be operationalised within the

constraints of this study.

Alvesson and Berg (1992) revisit reviews of the research field and note these can be classified
in different ways, taxonomic by definition, classification by scientific discipline, paradigmatic
assumptions, epistemological basis and intellectual tradition. However they suggest, following
Tumner (1986), that: ‘in reality — most research in this field is not based on stringent, theoretically
pure perspectives, concepts and schools of thought’ (Alvesson and Berg, 1992), and they
therefore adopt three modes of classification: level of analysis; phenomena studied; and
conventions and perspectives. They suggest five main conventions: culture,* meaning
construction, ideology, psychodynamics and symbolism. The main ones considered in this
chapter are culture and symbolism. After looking briefly at Tumer’s (1971) early work, in the
next section the main broad-brush differences between these two perspectives will be discussed.
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Turner’s work on the industrial subculture and developments since

Turner (1971) was an early influential writer on culture within organisations. He coined the
phrase ‘the industrial subculture’, to describe the similarities which could be observed across a
number of industrial concerns. In describing this as a subculture he was distinguishing it from the

host society in which it was situated, although noting there is no clear-cut distinction between
culture (national, societal) and subculture (industrial, organisational). He defines the industrial

subculture as a distinctive set of shared meanings, which are maintained by socialising new
members (Turner, 1971). What he describes collectively across a number of organisations as the

- industrial subculture, would today be described as (the) organisational culture.

Some of Turner’s (1971) observations now seem old fashioned; for instance he writes primarily
about manufacturing industry, and generally assumes that protagonists are men (although he
makes observations about gendered job roles). Nevertheless he introduces a number of aspects
of organisational culture that have been developed subsequently. These include: the use of
symbols to convey meaning; the rites and rituals of organisational life; the use of specialised
language within particular concerns; socialisation and norms; the moral code transmitted by the
organisation;, and attempts to manipulate culture. The field subsequently developed and

fragmented into a number of different, sometimes overlapping perspectives. These can however

be divided into two main groupings, discussed in the next section.

The two main perspectives: independent variable or roc aphor

In an influential paper Smircich (1983a) drew attention to the main divisions and subdivisions
within the field of organisational culture. Smircich (1983a) identified two main uses, the first
regarding organisational culture as an independent variable, that is something separate from other
features of the organisation such as structure and technology, and the second perceiving it as a
root metaphor. The phrase root metaphor needs some explanation. Smircich (1983a) reviews

work suggesting that both managers and organisation theorists use metaphors or images as a way
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of understanding organisations and organisational life. Thus stating that an organisation is a

culture is a way of stating that it can understood as if it were a culture.

To put these two meanings of Smircich (1983a) into the context of this study, the first view
treats organisational culture as something that may be influenced, changed and manipulated, and

in turn influence, change and manipulate members and features of the organisation. Thus the
number and hierarchical positions of women managers could be seen as an outcome (a dependent

variable) of the organisational culture (the independent variable). The second broad approach,
where culture is viewed as a root metaphor, regards the number and hierarchical positions of

women managers as merely one manifestation of organisational culture. It is a facet of
organisation that illuminates without assuming a cause and effect argument. The purposes of
these two approaches can be seen as respectively as to promote managerial action, and to aid

broader understanding (Alvesson, 1993). Smircich (1983a) emphasises that the idea of culture as
either variable or root metaphor points out the emotional and non-rational aspects of
organisation. These two approaches have been more simply described by Schultz (1995) as

functionalism and symbolism. This basic division will be reviewed, before returning to the fine

distinctions made by Smircich (1983a) and others.

In functionalism the organisation is seen as a natural system, and culture is viewed as necessary
for its survival. The functionalist ‘seeks to discover the role which each aspect of cultural

practice plays in sustaining the culture as an ongoing system’ (Morgan et al, 1983 p. 19).
Symbolism is concerned with shared meanings, and the aim of the rescarcher is to understand

these meanings (Schultz 1995). Schultz (1995) summarises the main theoretical and

methodological differences between functionalism and symbolism in a useful table, which is

reproduced below as Table 3.1.

Referring to Table 3.1, Schultz (1995) sees the key analytical question for functionalism as

concerned with answering the question of what function culture plays in the organisation. He
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"able 3.1: Basic _Theoretical and Methodological Differences be 1_Functionalism_and
Symbolism, from Schultz (1 S

suggests Schein (1992) is the main protagonist of this approach, although noting that he is not a
pure functionalist. There is an assumption that culture develops through problem solving within
the organisation. A universal framework for culture is postulated, envisaging different levels of
culture (Schein, 1992) and applicable to all organisations (Schultz, 1995). These cultural

elements are therefore listed according to the categories/levels within which they fall, and the
researcher’s task is to find the relations between them. The functionalist approach is primarily

diagnostic, and the results produced between organisations are comparable and potentially

generalisable as they use the same theoretical framework (Schultz, 1995).

By contrast the symbolist approach takes a social constructionist view that culture is about the
construction and reconstruction of meaning, which is necessarily specific to the organisation and
its particular context (Schultz, 1995); meaning may even be specific to a small part of the

organisation. Research findings are the result of ethnographic investigation, where therc 1s a
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search for associations between meanings (Schultz, 1995). Rather than a model being produced,
what is forthcoming is a narrative text, uniquely describing the organisation and the aim is to
achieve understanding (Schultz, 1995). Although culture is seen in a pattern in both perspectives,

in functionalism the pattern is seen as shared, whereas in symbolism there may be shared or non-

shared webs of meaning (Schultz, 1995).

Although symbolism views culture as an integrated pattern, it allows for the local creation
of meaning, that is, sub-cultures (Schultz, 1995). The ontological bases are different. In
functionalism, culture is assumed to be real and discoverable. In symbolism reality is defined
as subjective and multi-dimensional, with the possibility of different meanings attached to the
same phenomenon; conversely the same meaning may be conveyed by different phenomena
(Schultz, 1995). It follows that culture can never be totally understood and explained, and

must be discovered through interpretation (Schultz, 1995).

Having looked at the broad differences between functionalism and symbolism, distinctions
within each of these schools will be examined. Smircich (1983a) makes further subdivisions
within these two broad usages, tracing their development from related concepts in anthropology
and organisation theory. This thesis will refer to these two perspectives as culture-as-variable
and culture-as-metaphor following Smircich (1983a). The word symbolism as a general term will
be avoided as not all of those who reject a functionalist approach fall into one neat category of

symbolism. As discussed later, symbolism is regarded as one subdivision within the culture-as-
metaphor umbrella.

One analysis that cuts across both functionalism and symbolism is that of Meyerson and Martin
(1987) who criticise the assumption of cohesiveness, They suggest that there arc three

paradigms operating within culture research. The first of these is the integration paradigm, where
consensus and cohesiveness are assumed, and culture is envisaged as social glue. The second is
the differentiation paradigm, which looks at sub-cultures and lack of consensus. The third is the
ambiguity paradigm, which focuses on lack of clarity, confusion, and is highlighted by lack of
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information and a turbulent environment. Shared understandings in this last context are limited to

specific issues and situations (Martin and Meyerson, 1988).

The location of culture

One of the key points which needs to be decided upon for both theoretical and empirical

reasons is the location of culture in terms of level. Alvesson and Berg (1992) suggest a number
of different levels at which culture may be studied: societal/national, industrial sectors, social

sectors, organisational culture, functional subcultures, social groupings within organisations, and
professional cultures. This section will look particularly at national/societal culture, subcultures
of various kinds, and then discuss to what extent one can talk about an organisational culture co-

terminous with organisational boundaries.

Looking at culture-as-variable Smircich (1983a) suggests that the first major subdivision is
cross-cultural or comparative management, in which the unit of interest is the societal or national
culture; one could add regional. The external culture is assumed to be a potent influence on the
organsation, and is imported by organisational members (Smircich, 1983a). A well known
example of this approach is Hofstede’s (1980, 1991) cross-cultural study, where he looked at a
number 6f variables within one multi-national company in over 50 countries. He asserted that
consistent differences between countries were likely to persist over time and that these differences

are highly influential in relation to the way employees behave. Alvesson (1993) wams about the

ethnocentricity of much Western management theorising and suggests that some aspects of
organisational life exist because members live and interact together in a particular society. This
means that some features observed in an individual organisation may not be specific to the
organisation. This external, societal culture is described by Alvesson (1993) as ‘great’ culture, a
macro level view of similarities between organisations. Culture in these examples may be
viewed as an external independent variable (Smircich, 1983a). One shortcoming of cross-
cultural studies is that they tend to use national boundaries as natural boundaries (Alvesson

and Berg, 1992). This can be challenged in two ways: first, national boundaries are less
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salient than formerly, for instance in the EU; and second, regional differences can also be

highly significant.

This suggests that external cultures, national, societal, and regional, form a framework within
which organisations are situated. The similarities between organisations suggests that the

concept of the industrial subculture (Turner, 1971) is a viable description and that the boundaries

of organisational culture for the individual organisation must be permeable.

Below the level of the organisation there are also a number of subcultures within organisations
(Schein, 1992), and within any organisation there may be different, possibly overlapping cultures
(Sackmann, 1992). These may be based on departments, social groups, professions or other
interest groups, and may overlap with each other (Sackmann, 1992, Schein, 1996). Professional
cultures often extend beyond the boundaries of the organisation (Alvesson and Berg, 1992). The
precise combination and arrangement of subcultures may contribute to an individual
orgamisation’s uniqueness. Wilkins (1983) suggests that understanding subcultures is essential for
organisational effectiveness, and suggests that subordinate subcultures are more knowledgeable

about the dominant culture than vice versa.  Rousseau (1990) notes that some quantitative

research has shown organisations to be more strongly sub-cultural than cultural, which supports

the differentiation paradigm of Meyerson and Martin (1987). Alvesson (1993) calls subcultures

‘local’ culture.

Martin and Siehl (1983) discuss different types of subcultures: enhancing, orthogonal and
counterculture. In an enhancing subculture they suggest that the members are more strongly
committed to the dominant culture’s values than other parts of the organisation; this could apply
to middle managers for instance. However in an orthogonal subculture employees accept both
the dominant set of values and a further set which do not conflict with the main values, and are
peculiar to themselves (Martin and Siehl, 1983). Lastly, in a counterculture, there is a direct
challenge to the main cultural values (Martin and Siehl, 1983).
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Returning to the concept of ‘the’ organisational culture, use of the definite article implies a
degree of coherence, which may be lacking in some organisations, characterised by complexity, a
multiplicity of views (Martin 1992), and ambiguity (Alvesson, 1993). A further feature of
uniqueness for each organsation is the degree or lack of coherence and congruence within the
organisation. Nevertheless, organisational culture as something that may be approximately co-

terminous with the company boundaries is still a useful working hypothesis, as long as the

researcher is mindful of levels of analysis.

1gure 3.1: ‘Levels of culture’ from Alvesson and Berg

Figure 3.1 Shows an illustrative figure taken from Alvesson and Berg (1992) which indicates
manifestations of culture at various levels inside and outside the organisation. Whilst a most
helpful figure some amendments can be suggested. On this figure national and societal culture
forms the largest boundary, followed by regional and industrial culture. These latter may not be
necessarily co-terminous, and would perhaps be better represented as two overlapping circles.

The company is indicated as a traditional pyramidical shape, with a managenal culture
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represented as a smaller triangle at its apex. Within the company a narrower triangle reaching
from the top to the bottom of the organisation represents professional culture, and could have
been shown alternatively as a shape with external linkages. The departmental and worker sub-

cultures are drawn as circles overlapping into the regional/industrial culture. There is of course a

possibility that there are other sub-cultures that are not delineated.

Corporate culture

The second conceptualisation of culture-as-variable that Smircich (1983a) outlines is corporate
culture. Corporate culture 1s the most popular conception of culture. This section reviews some
of the literature on corporate culture and examines claims that culture influences performance.
Corporate culture puts extreme emphasis on culture-as-variable, and hypothesises culture as a
product of the organisation as much as goods and services (Smircich, 1983a), and as a sub-
system comparable to other sub-systems such as technology or strategy (Alvesson and Berg,
1992). There i1s emphasis on the influence of the founder and current leader, and on opportunities
to change culture, for which two principal methods are used; first the management of culture in
toto, as with any sub-system of the organisation; and second, symbolic management. Ths latter

becomes the management of meaning, a necessary managerial skill (Alvesson and Berg, 1992).
~ This study will use the term corporate culture to distinguish this perspective from others,

although many writers in this field refer to organisational culture or just culture.

It may be helpful at this juncture to look at distinctions, which have been drawn between
climate and culture. Reichers and Schneider (1990) describe how the idea of climate developed
in industrial and organisational psychology, was originally concerned with matters such as
motivation and productivity, and is often used to understand and explain organisational
effectiveness. The dimensions of climate include such things as structure, reward, support and
warmth (Reichers and Schneider, 1990). Within management research the distinction between

these two concepts of climate and culture has become somewhat blurred, with a plethora of

books and papers on corporate culture as a determinant of competitiveness, organisational
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effectiveness and Total Quality Management. It could be argued that many papers about, say, ‘a
quality culture' are actually describing climate rather than culture (see for example Hames, 1991).
Some writers criticise the use of the word culture for certain studies, contending that what is
actually being studied is climate (Payne, 1991). Reichers and Schneider (1990) suggest that the
two concepts are very stmular, although not identical. Rousseau (1990) distinguishes climate
from culture, seeing the former as a product of individual psychological processes, and the latter

as a phenomenon based at unit level and arising from social interactions.

Corporate culture has a number of features, which will be discussed and critiqued, after
summarising them In this paragraph. It is assumed that culture is unitary and homogenous, with
impermeable boundaries. It is said to give to individuals a sense of identity, evoking
commitment, and increasing social stability. Culture is seen as strongly influential both of overall
performance, and individual behaviour. Although sometimes viewed as static, paradoxically it is
also seen as easily changed. The underlying ontology is that corporate culture is real. It has also

been described as an ideology, that is as a desired state of affairs.

The first aspect of corporate culture examined is its integrity or cohesiveness. Corporate
culture is described as unitary and homogenous (Alvesson, 1993), and with impermcable
boundaries. The culture of the organisation is assumed as co-terminous with its structure and
membership. Meyerson and Martin (1987) have characterised this as the integrationist
perspective, where culture is perceived as an all-embx-'acing social glue. Culture as a unitary and
unifying force is a view questioned by many writers (e.g. Meek, 1988, Alvesson, 1995). This
perspective has been criticised for ignoring the internal diversity of organisations which may be

heterogeneous rather than homogeneous (Newman, 1995a). It also ignores or denies the

existence of subcultures. As Anthony (1994) states:

'It is evident- that large organisations are composed of nested and inter-acting sub-
cultures divided both laterally and vertically. The management of corporate culture is, in
part, a process of presenting one of them as coextensive with the whole and of recruiting
the others to accept that presentation.” (p. 105)
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It is therefore suggested that unitary corporate culture is a desired state of affairs, rather than
necessarily a description of what is there. It might be more accurate to describe corporate culture
as unitarist, that 1s, advocating and promulgating unity. Newman (1995a) notes that whilst the
boundaries of corporate culture are described as impermeable, that in fact boundaries vary in their

permeability.

The second aspect of corporate culture concerns individuals: it is-said to give a sensc of
identity, evoke commitment, and increase social stabiiity (Smircich, 1983a). Whilst many
employees derive an important component of their sense of identity from their employing
orgamsation, organisational membership is not the only, or necessarily the principal, influence on
identity, which can be derived from extra-organisational factors such as gender, race, ethnicity,
class (Bell and Nkomo, 1992) sexuality, professional or occupational training and membership.

Organisational culture cannot therefore be viewed as over-deterministic of identity.

This leads to the next point, which is the assertion that corporate culture evokes commitment.
For managers it would be easier if employees functioned on the basis of internal rather than
external controls. This argument can become 'tautological. If corporate culture evokes
commitment then it may be viewed as ‘strong’ or effective (Schultz, 1995). If however this
consensual assumption is challenged (Newman, 1995a), then this is because the corporate culture
has not been satisfactorily established, or because the individual or group is viewed as resistant.
Where there is a disjuncture for instance between the prescriptions of corporate culture, and the
realities of everyday experience of managers, they take on the roles of actors, as they try to
control the feelings and behaviours of subordinates, which may lead to cynicism (Anthony, 1994).
Anthony (1994) points out the instrumentality of this corporate culture approach, likening it to
other aspects of Human Resource Management where there is a gap between rhetoric and reality
based on naive assumptions of a commonality of interest. This is not to deny that rhetoric has
some real effects, but it may not be as effective as supposed. Smircich (1983a) states that
corporafe culture is said to increase stability in the social system. This assumption is dependent

on the idea of culture as a unitary and unifying force, and commitment to a common goal, both of

which have been questioned.
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The most important argument about corporate“ culture is the third aspect considered here,

influencing performance, and influencing and controlling behaviour. Managers are urged to
understand, manage, and even create culture, and a cursory glance at much popular management
literature will reveal exhortations for quality cultures, learning cultures, people cultures and so on.
Writers such as Peters and Waterman (1982) powerfully advocated the link between culture and
superior performance and Deal and Kennedy (1982) described 'strong’ cultures as associated with

competitive success. Strength and efficacy are therefore two measures of success (Schultz,
1995). This feature of corporate culture is what is known as the culture-performance link, which
according to Alvesson (1993) is based on assumptions of causality between leadership and

culture, and culture and performance. As with other authors (e.g. Pettigrew, 1979, Meek, 1988,
Smurcich (1983a) points out that the concept of culture is borrowed from anthropology, where
there 1s no consensus about its meaning. The corporate culture approach builds heavily on the

concept of functionalism, which is a disputed paradigm within anthropology (Meek, 1993).

Anthony (1994) asserts that if change is limited to culture it will not work, and if it is
accompanied by structural change then it is difficult to assess the change as solely attributable to
culture. He suggests that there are different ways in which cultural change may be seen to be
implemented: through education and persuasion; coercively; via a utilitarian process combining

self-Interest and organisational goals; and lastly as a conditioned process where attitudes and

values are almost determined by the organisational environment (Anthony, 1994). Thus various
methods are used, including education, training, quality improvement, routine communication
methods (Anthony, 1994) and reward and punishment. However an easier way of managing
corporate values is via recruitment and selection, and dismissal (Anthony, 1994). Anthony

(1994) questions whether top managers really want a change in culture, or are simply seeking a

change in employees’ behaviour.

Fourth, on the matter of practical implementation, there is a view that organisational culture is
static (Newman, 1995a) and passive, yet paradoxically can be changed easily (Peters and

Waterman, 1982); in popular terms, culture can be managed. All writers do not accept this view;
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Meek (1988) rejects the idea that culture is an independent variable that can be manipulated. In
part the interest not only in corporate culture, but also symbolism, was the market context of the
1980s, including the success of Japan, which was perceived as linked to culture. A further reason
for the interest in corporate culture is a response to over-reliance on rationalistic managerial

methods (Smircich, 1983a). Harnessing the emotions and feelings of employees is seen as a

preferable, and perhaps easier, option to other approaches. Pettigrew (1990) writes about the
faétors, which make corporate culture difficult to manage. These include the fact that corporate
culture exists at different levels; that is not only deep but broad; much is taken for granted; with
deep historical roots; it is directly connected with power distribution within the organisation; a
variety of subcultures exist; and it is interdependent on people, priorities, structure and systems
(Pettigrew, 1990). Despite evidence to the contrary, there is a persistent strong assumption that
culture is controllable given the correct combination of visible top manager support, inspirational

symbols and training and other support mechanisms. This is evidenced in corporate change

programmes, and the prescriptions of management consultants.

As Schultz (1995) contends, culture as a concept emerged as a result of questioning the
mechanistic, rationalist idea of organisations. Much of management theory has been predicated
on the assumption of-rationality and rational decision making in organisations. This was
questioned earlier by writers such as Simon (1957), who talked about satisficing in decision

making, that is, making a decision that will do rather than taking the best decision. Recent

writers on management have taken this rebuttal of rationality further. Brunssen and Olsen (1993)
examine deliberately planned change in the corporate culture mode, what they term reform, and
assert that it rarely works. They critique what they call the rational instrumental approach, and
suggest that when external and internal organisational norms become out of step, there 1S a
process they term decoupling (Brunssen and Olsen, 1993). This lcads organisations to preach
about certain values at the same times as practising other ones (Brunssen and Olsen, 1993).
Brunssen (1994) suggests that it is preferable to present oneself, and one’s organisation, as
rational, defining rationality as the procedure by which preferences are transformed into actions.

Friedberg (1994) asserts that far from organisations being rational islands in an otherwise

irrational world, they are just another arena where social processes take place. Traditional
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organisational theory may not take sufficient account of ambiguity, complexity and emotions

(Alvesson and Berg, 1992).

Fifth, corporate culture adherents write about its mode of existence in an anthropomorphic
fashion, as if culture were real. Corporate cultures are described glowingly as ‘strong’ and
‘healthy’, implying a value judgement. Meek (1988) criticises the notion that 'strong’ cultures arc
better than weak ones, and rejects the identification of culiure with management's interests, what
Alvesson (1993) calls ‘managemcnt-centﬁ:c’ culture. Meek (1988) makes a thorough and
iconoclastic critique of the concept of culture, tracing its route from social anthropology to
organisational behaviour. She points out that the concept of culture used has been imported from

one particular branch of social anthropology, the 'structural-functional' paradigm. This sees
societal culture as performing a function, that is as purposeful, as opposed to an alternative
paradigm that views culture as a means of creating meaning. Meek (1988) criticises the

reification and anthropomorphism of culture.

Lastly, therefore, corporate culture can be seen as a desired state of affairs, which may be
approached but cannot be ensured in any particular organisation. Corporate culture may be scen
rather as justifying managerial actions (Smircich, 1983a, Anthony, 1994). To put it in terms of
Schein (1992), corporate culture is based overtly on a collection of espoused values, what the
organisation would like to be, and this may differ from what it actually is in practice. It will be
obvious from the critique above that the view taken here is that corporate culture represents the
‘management centric’ (Alvesson, 1993) idealised view of what top managers would like the
organisation to be. As such it is an interesting topic for investigation, provided it is remembered

that it is a partial picture.

Culture-as-variable: Schein

Another version of the culture-as-variable perspective is evinced by Schein (1992). Alvesson

and Berg (1992) suggest that his main assumption is that culture is a system of shared values and
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beliefs. This aspect of Schein’s (1992) view of corporate culture is related to meaning, where it is

seen as a sense making device, both influencing and controlling behaviour. Schein (1992) defines

culture as:

‘A pattern of shared basic assumptions that the group learned as it solved its problems of
external adaptation and internal integration, that has worked well enough to be
considered valid and, therefore, to be taught to new members as the correct way to

perceive, think, and feel in relation to these problems.’

This definition is cnticised by Alvesson (1993 p. 28) as a ‘functionalist, normative and
instrumentally biased conception of culture’. In other words, meaning may be imposed as a

desired norm rather than left to the individual to work out. However Schein (1992) is not totally

committed to a corporate culture approach, as discussed below.

Schein (1996) makes clear his preference for an instrumental, functional approach, stating that
any concepts formulated must be of use to practitioners. He suggests that concepts for
understanding culture must be based on observable data and sense-making (Schein, 1996). There
are similarities with corporate culture but also differences. The similarities include the fact that
Schein (1992) bases his theorising on functionalism, and tends to a top-down approach, assuming

that top managers give an accurate account of culture. His emphasis on problem solving is
purposive and instrumental. The differences include an acknowledgement of the existence of

subcultures and the possibility of varying viewpoints (Schein, 1992).

The issues concerned in external adaptation and internal integration according to Schein are set

out in Table 3.2 below, taken from Schultz (1995). This covers a huge range of features of
organisations, from which researchers can select. How Schein advises investigating these is

discussed in chapter 6 on methodology.
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Table 3.2: The Problems of Intemal Integration and External Adaptation where Culture Develorg

and Functions from Schultz (1995 p. 24)

Schein (1992) sees leaders as key influences both in forming and maintaining organisational
culture. According to Schein (1983) entrepreneurs start off with strong 1deas about organisation.
Cultural assumptions which spring from the founder attain critical importance in the organisation

if it can clearly be demonstrated that the solutions proffered are effective (Schein, 1983). Initially
this may be an explicit process, but over time Schein (1983) states that this increasingly becomes
implicit. Thus ‘leader as key influencer’ can be seen as belonging to the culture-as-vanable
paradigm, where the leader and culture stand in a cause-and-effect relationship. This may be seen
as somewhat simplistic, and appears to over-emphasise the role of leader in a top-down
perception of organisation. Assumptions about the degree of influence have been questioned
(Alvesson, 1993, Anthony, 1994). Whilst acknowledging that leaders can have an important
influence on culture, Anthony (1994) attacks the exaggeration of their effectiveness, particularly
by the advocates of ‘strong’ corporate cultures. Thus criticisms of Schein (1992) include the top-
down approach, over-emphasis on leaders, and functionalist assumptions which may obscure

other meanings.

On symbols, symbolism and symbolic perspective
The culture literature has frequent use of potentially confusing terminology about symbols,

symbolism and symbolic perspectives. This section attempts to unravel the various meanings and
significance attached to the terminology. Alvesson and Berg (1992) suggest that symbols and
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symbolism can refer to three different aspects of culture studies: first, particular varictics of
organisational phenomena; second, a function, that is expressive/symbolic as opposed to

instrumental; and third, a particular theoretical perspective.

A symbol has more than merely instrumental meaning (Schultz, 1995), and Morgan et al
(1983) define a symbol as a sign which denotes something greater than itself. Hatch (1993)
helpfully describes a symbol as an artefact (in Scheiﬁ's 1992 terminology) having surplus
meaning, that is meaning over and above its manifest purpose. Thus a symbol is both itself

and something more than itself. Dandridge (1983 p. 70-71) described the difference

between a sign and a symbol thus:

‘All signs serve the static function of talking about something or taking the place of that
for which they are a representation. Symbols go beyond this static function, as they
actively elicit the internal experience of meaning. ’

Turner (1971) distinguishes between denotative and connotative meanings of symbols, the former

the one for which the symbol is intended to stand, and the latter a cluster of meanings, probably

more complex, evoked by the symbol.

Dandridge (1983) considers that symbols in organisations have three main functions. First, they
are descriptive of the organisation. Second, they act in a manner to control energy, by inspinng
or repelling, by facilitating a revisiting of emotion, and by offering an acceptable way of venting
feelings. Third, Dandridge (1983) asserts that they are system maintaining. An example of all
three functions is found in separation rituals (Dandridge, 1983). Symbols can include objects,
actions, events, utterances and images, and on a more complex level ritual, tradition, humour,
story-telling and metaphorical images (Morgan et al, 1983). They may be consciously or
unconsciously created, (Morgan et al, 1983). Morgan et al (1983) contend that symbols arc
socially constructed and may be intelligible only to few people or many. Alvesson and Berg

(1992) note that symbols can vary in their complexity and the extent of their influence.
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A threefold classification of symbols was proposed by Dandridge (1983): action symbols,
such as meetings and behaviour;‘verbal symbols such as slogans, stories and jargon; and
material symbols, such as architecture and dress. One of the main symbolic systems is
language. Organisations have their own languages, consisting of unique terminology, codes,

and acronyms which newcomers have to be taught (Evered, 1983). Within organisations

there may be groups that develop as linguistic sub-communities for technical and social
reasons (Evered, 1983). Language as used by organisation members indicates the

differences and similarities with other organisations, and its Weltanschaung (Evered, 1983).

Schultz (1995) suggests that symbolism is an imprecise label covering a range of perspectives,
the main tenet of which is the creation of meaning by human beings. Reality is therefore a social
construction, elaborated from a collective creation of meaning (Schultz, 1995). Neither cause-
effect relationships, nor functional purpose are the root of actions. Actions take place because of
the meaning they convey for individuals in the organisation (Schultz, 1995). Alvesson and Berg
(1992) consider that distinctions can be made within the broad field of symbolism. They point
out that symbols and symbolism are studied as part of the culture-as-variable perspective
including materialised symbols such as rites, rituals, ceremonies, myths, stories, jokes, logos, and
architecture (Alvesson and Berg, 1992). In the culture-as-variable perspective symbolism is
considered specific to the organisation (Alvesson and Berg, 1992). There are some similarities
between this and the symbolist perspective, which Alvesson and Berg (1992) state is part of the

culture-as-metaphor camp. Within culture-as-metaphor, organisational symbolism treats cultures
as -systems of shared meanings, which therefore have to be understood through an intermediate
process of interpretation (Smircich, 1983a). The origin and continuance of culturc through
symbolic manifestations is recorded and interpreted (Smircich, 1983a). Symbolism is where
organisations are studied from a symbolic perspective, although these symbols may not be shared,
which 1s where Alvesson and Berg (1992) suggest this perspective differs from a social
constructionist perspective. There is an emphasis on the emotional and subjective element in
meaning, and consideration also of aesthetic and ethical elements (Alvesson and Berg, 1992).
Alvesson and Berg (1992) divide the symbolic perspective into two: symbolic particulansm and
symbolic generalism. The former looks at both symbolic and instrumental aspects of actions,
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statements and structures. In symbolic universalism, by contrast, the organisation is viewed as a
symbolic unit, linked to cognitive, emotional, aesthetic and ethical manifestations of human life
(Alvesson and Berg, 1992). Symbolists have been criticised for a mystical and over-romantic

view of organisations (Alvesson and Berg, 1992). Alvesson and Berg (1992) contend that there

i also a tendency to reduce everything to symbols.

Alvesson and Berg (1992) note the development of a symbolic approach from metaphor to
perspective, which has also been applied to all kinds of organisational phenomena, such as
marketing and decision making, which are not necessarily connected to culture. They suggest
that symbolism focuses on the expressive parts of organisational experience, although it can be
seized upon by those intent on indirect controls (Alvesson and Berg, 1992). Thus organisations
try to create and manage symbolic systems, although they may not be interpreted by employees in
the way intended (Morgan et al, 1983). The influence of symbols and symbolic approaches to the
study of culture is widespread. Alvesson and Berg (1992) state that there are three widely
supported schools within the organisational culture field. The first is corporate culture, which

falls into the culture-as-variable camp, and other two are culture as a symbol system perspective,
and symbolic particularism, both of which belong to the culture-as-metaphor camp.

Symbols are undoubtedly a rich and interesting field of study within organisational culture. To
what extent the fine distinctions discussed here are necessary and helpful in understanding culture

will be explored later in the chaptefs 7to0 11.

ulture-as-metaphor: other perspective

The second broad approach identified by Smircich (1983a), culture-as-metaphor, was further
divided by her into three: organisational cognition, organisational symbolism (which has already
been discussed), and unconscious processes and organisation. The field has diversified further

since then.
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In relation to organisational cognition, Smircich (1983a) suggests organisational cultures
become networks of shared meanings, which appear to function as rules to behaviour. Thus
researchers may search for ‘rules’ or ‘scripts’ in order to understand the culture (Smircich,

1983a). Unlike corporate culture, these rules are not merely imposed top-down and may

sanction behaviour that top managers find undesirable.

A similar perspective is construction 0}r meaning. In this perspective rcality only exists as a
social construction (Alvesson and Berg, 1992), which may be purposefully designed or emergent
(Smircich, 1983b). Within organisations each group can evolve its own system of meanings,
which are shared to varying degrees within the organisation (Smircich, 1983b). There has to be

some commonality of meaning for the organisation to function and continue, and this leads to
meanings having a taken for granted nature (Smircich, 1983b). The difference between this and
organisational cognition is that a constructionist approach looks for meanings beyond the
cognitive (Alvesson and Berg, 1992). This approach obviously has close affinity with approaches

to ‘doing gender’ as discussed in chapter 2.

Smircich (1983a)*also refers to unconscious processes, where culture is conceived as the
expression of unconscious psychological processes. Underpinning this view of culture is the idea
that there are concealed universal aspects of the mind, which may be revealed by particular
patterns of organisation (Smircich, 1983a). This view has roots in structuralism in anthropology,
and psychodynamic approaches in psychology. There are two schools, Freudian/Kleinian, and
Jungian, investigating respectively shared fantasies, and the inner meaning of symbols (Alvesson
and Berg, 1992). A criticism of this approach is that it assumes an underlying deterministic
essentialism, with unconscious but powerful forces determining human interaction. This makes

free will and human agency problematical.

Unlike the earlier two models outlined, viewing culture-as-metaphor implics a lack of belicf in
an independent, objectively verifiable ontology (Smircich, 1983a). Researchers working in this

paradigm examine language, symbols, myths, rituals and stories; rather than being seen as cultural

artefacts, that is products, as in the culture-as-variable approaches, these are perceived as
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processes which configure meaning and make organisational life possible (Smircich, 1983a). The
idea of metaphor was popularised by Morgan (1986) in relation to organisations, but as Alvesson
(1993) points out, metaphors are not always helpful; as they may obscure as well as illuminate, or

may simply be unhelpful. There are similarities here with social constructionism.

Alvesson and Berg (1992) also point out that ideology may be studied, either looking at
corporate ideology, or political ideology from a critical viewpoint, although they suggest that this

iS a narrower approach than the culture concept.

A combination model: Hatch’s modification of Schein

Hatch (1993) pays tribute to the effectiveness of Schein’s (1992) model of organisational
culture, but suggests that it could be enhanced by the addition of symbols. She builds on Schein’s
model by adding symbols to his three levels of culture: artefacts, espoused values and underlying
assumptions. She proposes a model called cultural dynamics in which these four elements are
linked in a circle, by processes she names manifestation, realisation, symbolisation and

interpretation. This is shown in Figure 3.2.

Hatch (1993) proposes that these processes work in both directions, both proactively and
retroactively.  In prospective manifestation, assumptions shape values. In retroactive
manifestation, values maintain or change (challenge) existing assumptions, for instance when new
managers introduce new values. In proactive realisation, values shape artefacts, activities that
have tangible outcomes. In retroactive realisation, artefacts may maintain or reaffirm existing
values, or retroactively challenge them. Realisation can be studied through ‘the production,
reproduction and transformation of artefacts’ (p. 998). In rclation to symbols, Hatch (1983)

introduces the idea of surplus meaning that attaches to artefacts. Symbols can include logos,
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Ficure 3.2: ‘The Cultural Dynamics Model’ from Hatch (196

slogans, stories, myths, actions, non-actions, visual images, metaphors, organisational charts,
corporate architecture and rites and rituals. Prospective symbolisation gives an artefact additional

meaning. Retrospective symbolisation ‘enhances awareness of the literal meaning of symbolised
artefacts’ (p. 671).

Hatch (1993) suggests that to study symbolic processes requires direct involvement, using
ethnography or aesthetic techniques. Interpretation deals with the relationship between
assumptions and symbols. In the prospective mode, symbols maintain or challenge basic
assumptions, whereas in the retrospective mode, assumptions reconstruct the meaning of
symbols. Interpretation can be studied by exploring how symbols shape and arc shaped by

assumptions.
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Hatch suggests that her model 1s more dynamic than Schein’s (1992) and it appears a helpful
way of including symbols 1n Schein’s model. However, operationalisation and investigation

appear less clear-cut.

Cultural phenomena

The constituents of culture vary according to which theoretical approach is taken, although
there 1s overlap between a number of these. This section will look first at models which

categorise cultural phenomena, and then at more diverse and detailed descriptions of individual

phenomena.

A number of writers with varying theoretical bases appear to agree that there are both external
manifestations of culture, which may be observed in material form, behaviour or processes, and
also supporting belief systems. Many writers conceive culture as multi-layered. Rousseau
(1990) describes the major elements of culture going from the most to the least accessible as
follows: material artefacts; structures such as decision making, co-ordination and
communication; behavioural norms; values; and unconscious assumptions. A similar ‘onion’
model is that of Hofstede (1992). He suggests values are at the deepest level, followed by
rituals, heroes and symbols; practices cut across the three outer rings (Hofstede, 1'992). A
well known model is that of Schein (1992), encompassing: first, manifest artefacts, behaviour and
processes; second, conscious and sometimes written espoused values, those appearing publicly in
mission statements, policies and charters; and third underlying, unwritten, and largely
unconscious assumptions, which are rarely articulated and may conflict with espoused values and
even with each other. Schein’s (1992) classification appears to group together under artefacts
the first three aspects that are seen as separate in Rousseau (1990). These three approaches are
compared in the Table 3.2 below. As can be seen, there is considerable similarity between the
Schein (1992) and Rousseau (1990) models, but less so with Hofstede (1992), although he also

agrees values are at the core.
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Table 3.3: A comparnson of cultural phenomena according to Schein(1992). Rousseau (199€

and Hofstede (1992)

Schein (1992 Rousseau 1990 Hofstede (1992

Artefacts _Material artefacts Practices
and commumcatlon
Behawoural norms

Underlying Unconscious assumptions Values
assumptions

These models by no means cover everything that is studied as part of culture, and it is helpful to
look at how some of these broad categories are broken down. The first of these is artefacts.

Those taking maternial form include dress, buildings, architecture and layout, and fumishings.
Behaviour of various sorts may be observed, and Schein (1992) includes procedures and

processes.

The next group of phenomena are those which are conveyed verbally, such as sagas, stones,
and myths. Sagas tend to be about the organisation’s history, and may include legends about
corporate heroes who symbolise norms and values (Alvesson and Berg, 1992). Myths, according
to Alvesson and Berg (1992), are thought to perform three different functions. First, they may
convey basic but incorrect assumptions about the nature of reality. Second, they function as
belief systems that support techniques or behaviours that would otherwise be unsupported.
Third, they may express deep patterns linked with strategy or structure, or which legitimise
contradictions (Alvesson and Berg, 1992). It can be seen therefore that myths have a function of
overriding rational belief systems. Stories are a less significant form of saga or myth. Sagas and
stories can convey and support management philosophy by giving messages about desirable

values and behaviour, and possible rewards and punishments, and as such they function as a form
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of indirect or third order control (Wilkins, 1983). In addition they are easy to remember
(Wilkins, 1983).

Rites, rituals, ceremontes and celebrations, terms that are used indiscriminately, may be studicd.

Rites are relatively informal collective activities beginning or ending a phasc of events (Alvesson

and Berg, 1992), such as nites of passage when leaving the work group (Turner, 1971). In
contrast to a rite, a ritual supports, legitimises and reproduces given social patterns, for instance a
meeting (Alvesson and Berg, 1992). They are stylised or formalised repeated behaviour, where
the meaning depends on the context (Turner, 1971). A ceremony is a participatory cvent,
evoking feelings of tradition and history (Alvesson and Berg, 1992), whereas a celebration is

more mundane.

What Schein (1992) calls espoused values, others might extend to include norms and
expectations. As mentioned above, these are what the organisation states it stands for. Evidence
for these may be found in slogans, mission statements, minutes of meetings, and policy and other

official documents. More subtly, norms may be conveyed verbally and non-verbally in an
informal way.

Anthony (1994) suggests shared meanings are important in organisation cognition. Smircich
(1983b) suggests that there are networks of shared meanings, which function as rules for
behaviour, not nec;essarﬂy synonymous with rrmnaécment's wishes. In the unconscious rcalm
there are fantasies, attitudes, beliefs, and what Schein (1992) terms underlying assumptions, and
others call values. These may be individually held, but of greater interest to the researcher is to

uncover those that are collectively believed.

Symbols have already been discussed above. Less commonly, researchers may investigate
ideology, climate, or image (Alvesson and Berg, 1992).

There is considerable overlap in many perspectives as to what is considered interesting or

worthy of investigation. The choice of phenomena will be discussed at the end of this chapter.

45



Typologies of culture

Handy (1985) populanised a fourfold typology of power, role, task and person culture. He
describes a power culture as one where there is a single source of power, meting out rewards and
punishments. With no or few procedures, judgement is by results, and communication by
telepathy or conversation. This type of culture depends crucially on control by selection of key
individuals, and on the founder. By contrast a role culture, according to Handy (1985), has the
features of a typical bureaucracy, where roles are more important than individuals, and there arc
rules for everything, including how to settle disputes. Power relates to hierarchical position with
co-ordination by a narrow band of managers at the top. Communication is by memo. Technical
expertise 1S more hughly prized than innovation. In a task culture influence is based in expert
power, and more widely dispersed throughout the organisation. Project or task are more
important than hierarchy, and control is by allocation of tasks and resources, but this can also lead
to competition when resources are scarce. Teamwork is more important than individual effort.
In a person culture the organisation exists to serve individuals, and this model is only thought to
persist 1n modern organsations which are professional partnerships or similar. Control and
hierarchies are only possible by mutual consent, and influence is shared and based on expertise
(Handy, 1985). Handy’s (1985) typology can be seen to be firmly in the culture-as-variable
camp, and as much of his typology deals with performance, it seems closest to the corporate
culture approach. However acknowledgement of the person culture as a subculture within larger

cultures indicates acceptance of pluralism.
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