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ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE

{ hough there are man
is usually defined as jis values, norms, beliefs

g recognized that different organizations
hen they are in the same industry or are

t organizations may be more authoritarian
or democratic, rule-bound or inforimal,

innovative or resistant to change, accept-
ing of or hostile toward diversity, or may have generally friendly or unfriendly
atmospheres.

However, the recent interest in organizational culture reflected the Spectacular
global success of Japanese business in the 1970s-1980s. American corporations -
during the 19205 ysed policie i

“feel” Even w
performing the same function, differen

¥ with the company and avoid unions. These poli-
cies included employment security, fringe benefits such as health care, company-

Sponsored unions, grievance mechanisms, suggestion systems, picnics and

company-sponsored athletics, even company songs and other techniques, byt only
a few plans such as IBM’s policies survived the Depression (Edwards 1979; Jacoby
1997). Japanese enterprises, whi intai

policies and “family”

commitment, and, hopefully,
The potential advantages o

of organizational control techniques developed by Amitai Etzioni (1964).
Some organizations, such- a,

$ prisons and involuntary mental institutions, use
‘on tO control their members. Others, such as most

f the Japanese approach are illustrated by a typology
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nizations using normative control strategies

elicit greater commitment from members than those using utilitarian methods,
and those using coercion elicit the least. More recently, William Ouchi (1980,
working in Williamson’s transaction cost perspective, concluded from the
Japanese experience that it can be cheaper to control people through socialization
and nopms than material incentives or bureaucratic rules. '

However, as Joanne Martin (1992) argues, both actors and researchers can
have different interpretations of the meaning of culture. She describes three
approaches to the study of organizational culture: infegration, differentiation, and
fragmentation. Martin believes all three are necessary for fully appreciating how
culture operates in organizations.

According to the integration perspective, members of an organization share a
common viewpoint and consent to the basic principles of their culture, which are
internally consistent and imply clear expectations for behavior. The integration
perspective appeals to managers because it gives them a potential role as leaders

in creating or ransforming their corporate culture and offers the possibility of a

committed workforce dedicated to organizational goals such as productivity and
Iso endorse the view that for

competitiveness. Some organizational researchers a
2 set of beliefs or attitudes to count as culture it must be shared by a group.
However, the differentiation perspective recognizes the existence of sub-
cultural differences within organizations and varying interpretations of cultural
precepts and events, often reflecting conflicting group interests. Workers and
managers may view the organizational culture differently, as Laurie Graham
argued in her study of a Japanese-owned auto plant in Indiana (Reading 12).
Different departments, such as the siaff and line studied by Melville Dalton -
{Reading 13}, may clash. Top managers and their subordinates may differ over -
issues of fairness and responsibility, as Robert Jackall (Reading 14) and others
argue (Smith 1990). Different gender and racial groups may disagree over the
degree of opportunity and bias within the organization (see Readings 28 and 29).°
The differentiation perspective argues that there is no organization-wide
consensus, only consensus within subcultures, and this view tends to give greater
weight to how lower-status groups view the organization compared to the inte-
gration perspective. The differentiation perspective often studies conflicts and :
resistance that are not acknowledged in management rhetoric or organizational
research that stresses teamwork, harmony, and cooperation. Like critiques of
Human Relations and humanistic management, this perspective often interprets
efforts to build a common culture as a way of manipulating workers to gain
greater effort from them and is not likely to appeal io managers. o
Many rescarchers with a differentiation perspective are suspicious of top man
agement efforts to engineer strong cultures. They note that another name for .
cultural integration and consensus is conformity. The aim of building a strong
culture is to shape workers’ inner thoughts and feelings as well as their extern

behavior for commercial purposes.

accepting them as their own. Orga

to insti

The dedication and quasi-religious commitment that the new manager seeks
into his employees sometimes sits a littie oddly with the natuse of the company goal: I
may be inspiring to hear of sales staff risking their life in a snow storm to ensure . .
regular delivery, but when the reader learns that the product is a high-salt, high calori
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system (Reading 4) and has elements of Mintzberg’s adhocracy. A steady stream
of literature, training, group activities, public meetings, rituals, and supervisory
and peer reinforcement inculcated the company’s values and messages. Kunda
cites Btzioni’s work in arguing that employees’ resulting emotional attachment to
their work and self-direction reduced the need for more formal monitoring and
control mechanisms.

Tech’s corporate culture offered employees many positive benefits, but it
demanded a great deal in return, including a substantial part of their personal
identity. Though most employees liked both their jobs and their employer, many
tried to dissociate themselves from the corporate culture or remained ambivalent.
As McGregor argued (Reading 9), borrowing from Maslow, most people want a
satisfying job, and self-fulfillment at work has often appeared to be the ideal anti-
dote to the alienating qualities of burcaucracy. But a workplace that tries to serve
both economic goals and human needs blurs the boundaries between self and
work and threatens to ahsorb one’s personal identity into a work role. In addition,
to propose an identity between personal self-actualization and a company’s
business objectives invariably raises the kinds of questions about motives that
critics have posed since Human Relations. Because strong corporate cultures try
to shape how people think and feel, Kunda suggests they encroach on employees’
private selves even as they offer a uncommon sense of ecommunity and working
conditions that are generally superior to those of conventional firms. :

But Kunda’s concerns with the harmful effects of corporate culture initiatives
have been partly overtaken by recent events. Since the early 1990s, the Japanese
threat has receded, and the managers of large corporations now want their
employees to act more as if they were free agents in a marketplace rather than
permanent employees of an organization or memmbers of a single community, as
Bennett Harrison argued (see Reading 26). After Kunda studied the company,
Tech faced economic difficulties in the 1990s and had to resort to layoffs. As with '
welfare capitalism more than fifty years earlier, when promises of security in
return for commitment become too costly, they must be discontinued. For Tech
and most other American companies since the 1990s, “The rhetoric of organiza-
tional communities and cultures is being replaced swiftly by the rhetoric of
markets and entrepreneurs. . . . Out of the ashes of discredited bureauncracy, stuck
with metaphors of obesity and waste, familiar notions again appear, including
laissez-faire capitalism and the survivat of the fittest” (Kunda and van Maanen

1999, pp. 73ff.). Eventually Tech was acquired by a younger competitor and
ceased to exist as an independent company. _
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