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‘»1nsaat~ons af the human a3iBd is 3iscassed. thanzzatlonal scisncz is

described as an ideology. whick is based upom social -oncep*s and.

,:? axperiepces. The main jostification for organxzatzonzl theory is that
ic atteapts to answer why ¥ve pehave as ve 40 im social organi zatxons.‘
Wst in which ideas and coﬂcepts shape assumptions about
otqa iza+ions and -organizational beba¥ior are preseated. Por example,
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whirch 50l13s ro greater *rnth thas alterpate views. Social sciertists
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.gemaralized statesments 2boU% the social structore 3ad prowvid: a link
hetwesn experience and reallty. A revigv of relevant sociolojical
“literature by C. ¥right 2ills, Erving offsan, Ams21s Strauss ard
‘others is preseated. Particﬁlar attention is paid to “the writings of
.. Max Waber whd aaln*alned +Bat social scientists should be’ avare Jf
"*hﬁir our walues and assusPtioss im orler to guard against.
gelf-laception and the deceDrion of others. The coaclusion is th:t
_orzasizavional thesry gzhosld ronsider the nature and ‘objectives of
orjanizaticas and expand «b? jinterpretatior of social reality rathker
‘*hsu atteapting to control it pr argue far a single 1nterpreta*i:n of
that teal‘*y. (Anthnrlvﬂ) _
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Th1s paper is about experlence and how we come to understand

‘what we-do and what is happening to us. It recognxzes the placzng

*of meaning upon experience as a bédrock upon which human life ‘is ¢‘fjt 5n$
‘ bu11t Some people invent Jdeab which give shdpe and meanlng to ‘f f Jg

fexperzence' others borrow those ideas to understand themselves. B ~i1 ';fi

:And mamy have little or no choice as olhers' ideas are forced X
. upon them in the same wa) that the air surrounds them. They must . .
‘fbreathe the air or suffocate; so must they accept others'® ideas ’

“or break through them to ‘a new atmosphere, to other ideas, to a .

new reality. This context of ideas by which we understand our -

expericnce is what 1 mean by organx*atlon. JIn this sense,

“crganl”atlon exists whenever people accept. sets of 1deas as flt
n'and proper guides for their own behaviour and for £hat of others.hgﬁ
‘yThat these ideas may be Lmternally 1ncons;stent and that we cannot
falways pred;ut what will happen uhen we act in accnrdance wlth
yb‘them does not remove our. dependence upon ideas For ordetxng our
:expcrxence and for bu11dang an understandxng of the world around

-

- us. o S ' o ‘ : -

‘m - Artists have long understood the relation between experiencqji
' Q;and ‘ideas, between symbol and reality. My dissatisfac:ion with =
v much of contemporar} organization thcory——cr at least wlth that 7
. form of it which prevails in administrative studies--is , b
O that pcopie who c¢all themselves sacaal scxcntxstb have come to
‘lforget the cxperzcntxal basxs of the xdeas they use to. Lnterpret
reality and have bccame advocates 1nstcad of a partxcular vision
of realzty - which -holds no greater truth than a number of alter—
natc views. And 1 would go further: Systems theory and struetura1~
functaonal:st thznkxn;-~wh1ch 1 sce the 1dc01051c31 hegemnmy in
‘admxnxwtrazzve sxud:cs-*xs demonstrablv bad theory andd- leads to

?9
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e It is ‘bad theorm because organlvataons are, in'ﬁoulding‘sf
‘Jterm multl cephalous,: i. e., they ‘have many brains which sustaln

;i mind, meanlng, values,‘and culture.f Desplte thlS recognzzed

. complex‘ty‘ln organl-atxons, theorlsts are’ conteﬁt to speak about
them in terms of prxmltlve models wh1ch seldom advance beyond :
1mages more complex than the catalogue the clock or the gyroscope
(Pond}; 1916). As’ Pondy (1976 P 16) savs, th? "dom1nat1ng |
concern of organlvatlon theorlsts over the last aecade or morei'f 
has been "explalnlng why organn*atlons work well ‘and. do good SRR

-

I uzll return~to these poxnts agaln, hut let us llsten fzrst
to what some artlsts have sa1d on experlence and reallty. Hllllam
5 Blake (quoted 1n Inglls 1975) asLS‘ N : ' .

hhat is thc price of'experience? Do men buy if-for a song?

Or wisdom for a dance in the strect’ No;"' is bought‘ e ,;:y%;'{
St Sy with the price . ‘ ‘ A
. ' Of all that a man hath his house, hxs w1fe, hlS chlldren. L

And‘bne of-?irandello's'(XQSA)‘5ix cﬁarac;érs‘te115~thevtheaifékcff _1§vf

producer who wants to re-direct his life:

*

Each one of us has a whole world of thlngs 1n51de him,..
- ‘And each of us ‘has his own particular world. How:can
we understand ¢ach other if into the words" which I speak
1 put the sense and the valuc of thzngs ‘as’ I understand
“them: myse}f...hhlle at the same time whoever is lxsten1ng
" to them inevitably assumes them to have the sense and value’ i
. that they have for him...The sense and value that they have c , e
in the world that. he has thhxn hxm’ We thxnk we understand SO
one another... . : o v

It seems to me that these questxons poscd by Blakc and erandcllo
:ﬂvare 1ncv1tab1e and necchary questzons for anyonc wha wants to 'T3T‘V:;
: 'underbtand hlmself and others, as indeed, they are for the soc1al L ‘LQ
fisczentxst who wants to understand abstrwqtly and xn theoretxcal R
 terms what socxal organx*atlon 15 and what it mcans to peoplc

wzthxn 1t.

L S ,’. Lo '?‘z
- ;‘f‘ - . . . . 3 ‘ : 14




} Let me sav scmethzng about my>elf’for a m_ment and aboutim
somengperxences uhlch nou seem enormouslv 51gn1f1cant to me,
Lithough they did not at the time of their occurrence, I was
‘born into. a- farm fam11y 1n Saskatcheuan, Canada and L began  ﬂ: L
,'forma Iearnxng,ln a. school where a. szngle teacher taught ‘many
_chxldren in exght grades. He used to watch the hands of the -
clock- on the teacher s desk move slowlv to  four. . At that hour,f.j
if one here old enough and had no vounger brothers or sxsters to
transport home by buggy or cutter, one m1ght rzde homeqon horse-"
back through an open, unspolled tranqu11 landscape to a home- S i,j
stead that short years. before was v1rg1n ‘prairie.. At a p01nt of : L
crqus ‘in- -my famllv' 1 went to llve in the city. The farm part &
o£ my " fdmlly has never shared my c1ty 11fe, though I can, or
LDUld shift faxriv e3511y back to farm ways. My farm family. ‘L '? -»f;f
does not understand what 1’ do as a professor.1 They would be SR
1mpressedtun:1ncredulous 1£jtold that I were in Neu York at th1573
moment and that people who had travelled far were. u1111ng to sit _V;fi
”5£111 for twenty mxnutes while I talked to thea.‘ The Shlft between o
;these separate realltles is’ one ‘that 1 am coming to understand 1n
“flnke s tcrms.n Understandxng experlence exacts its prlce and
‘ omes only from shlft1ng perspectxves,‘from the Juxtap051ng of one

P

”perspectlve aga1nst another.

L w . LoE :
) : . ol

“; - . ; ‘k:‘t\

ﬁ S | speak in these personal terms to make a poxnt ‘about ex-fb
perlencc, organ1zat10ns, and 1deology—-three words whose meanlngs,
1n my vxew are closely 1ntertw1ned. ‘The self that llves by one
set of values, by'one 1dcology, w1th1n one social organxzatlon
15 not the. self that lives by other values wlthln'other ‘ideas,
or other organz*atlons, though the samc consclousness may connect
the two rcnlxtxes. Even fore so then, do dxffercnt people 11vc
fthhxn d1£ferent rea;xtlef. Undcr these assumptlons, the prime
task ‘of the social scxentxdt and the theorist of organlzatxons 15’
to understand those rcalztxes,,;f they are to makc generallzed »
and ubbtrdCL statcmcnts about tham. “The 1dcolog:cal or symbotxc
”explanatxon" ‘links the: expcrlence of 1nd1v1duals and thc rcalltzesnff

-

.

fﬁthey per»elve as 5oexal structure.




s Poets,’sa;nts,’tharlsmatlc leaders Ildeolnoues, socxal
A ﬂ:Phl105OPher5, and yes, even organ17at10n theorISts are 1mportant
'and powerful people because their’ thoughts can provzde “the llnk

Tfﬁbetheen exper1ence ‘and reallty. The theorists, ‘and the symbol-
3\fmaker are, therefore, llnked to those Hhose llues they explalu
eibv,a bond which is at once ‘existential and moral.‘ How do we see

'eour 1ife? What place do organlaatlons play in it?’ what are
schools’ Can we or our organlzaz1ons be" dlffETent’e Can ve be
;;:better,;too? How?‘ These are queé%xons whleﬁ organlzatxon theory
f}wshould speak to and, 1ndeed does Speak to.ﬂ But it should do so o 'Pvf

’.by openlng,up the 1nterpretat10n of soc1al reallty, not by attemptlng e

. to fix it or control it. It should make clear the process by e‘ﬁ
i __whxch we. create our social and organlzat1onal world« it should R
Nkie: not argue for a 51ngle 1nterpretat10n of what reallty.f it should
5 leave the persons theorlzed about w1th a- greater underStandlrg L

of” themselves than before the thcorlsts began thelr'work These

) ‘_'are strzngent condx@;ons to Iay upon SDClal theor1’1ng, and I am»f
”“ié‘unsure uhether much or any of 1t now 11ves up to them.‘ e o

e

’“The indiviﬂﬂal”and Soeiai Reé!f%y# gflf : N.‘ff'f:  :7‘f'; L

  '$§~ v Recent wrltxngs some b) people on’ thls platform, have deflned
:*51  the theoretlcal xssue sharply and Llearly for organxzatlon szudxes ‘
‘H as they arc Conducted 1n cdu;atlonal admxnlstratlon (Crane and e,f
| alker, 1976 Glbson, 197 Grcenf:eld,.lBTS 1976 Grlffzths 1975).
I do not propose now to re-iive old batties or to become nostalgic
1fabout them., In. thls sp1r1t we mxght consider the words cf Iris
MR "MurdocL in tne 1975 Black Papers - (Cox and Boyson, 1975 p.7) whcn‘f
'"“she asks the dxsputants in cducatxon 1ssues to: '

il s . : . . . o, :

‘-

‘use clear ordxnary Ianguage. not obscure jargon or ‘:f
~ brutal! rhetoric, and kecp in mind that while theories
are flghtlng,;ndxv;dual children are growing up.,

 So whnt is the. xssue we are talkxng about herc" One cannot -
go far 1n organxvatlon theory w;thnut confrontlng a basic qucstlon.f

.

“
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: e : ,y PRI i o \\ - .
Hh} do we behave as we do in- soc1al oroanlzatlons7 ~Answer1ng

'wvthls Puestlon“seems o~ me the main Justlflzatlon for. organlzatlonv -

'Vftheory' s1nce it deal: w1th the 1nd1v1dual and.soc1al real1ty.
ove on’ to deal w1th

IMEIn thlS paper, therefore 1 would llke to\\

- the 1mplxc3tlons of a view which sees organizations as 1deolog1ca1

Ml;xnventlons of the Buman mlnd as. 1nvented ,socia reallty. From
'.f;th1s poznt ﬁf v1ew much of.recelved organlzat1on theory appears -
;fblxﬁd to 1deology in organlzatlons and in theor1es about them. .
w>"ﬁIt is. b11nd too to. the’ exper1ent131 base of 1deology d to'thel‘
’””rfstruggle of the deVLant notion, ~the radlcal v1ew and the\charlsmatlc

. vision agalnst a soczal reallty whlch is routlne, patterﬁéd, accepted

";and coq51dercd rxzht and proper. Organ1zat10na1 theory has oo:‘f
‘ﬁfrequentiy defenmed conventlonal soc1al realltxes and 1gnored
;i the process whereby sets of people and Ideas are 1n content1on

L N

“hover what is realxty and how one should behave in lt.‘ 1 o N

R Goffman (quoted 1n Mannlng, 1976 p- 20) glves us a sense of
‘-1deolog1ca1 control of the 1nd1v1dua1 uhen he d1scusses Grayson

ﬂ,_“'hlrk's reactlon when students occupled and desp011ed hlS pre*‘
‘Jeo51dent131 offlce at’ Columbza Un1ver51ty.“"My God"”, sald klrk ~wf
. “How could human bexngs do a thlng like thls’"- But as Goffman )
fp01nts ‘out, the great soczologlcal questlon is rather,'"How 1t 15“
‘1fthat human bezngs do this sort of thxng so rarcly. How come persons
"e_xln authorxtv have been so overwhelmxngly successful in conning
. those bcneath ‘them into keepxng the hell out of thelr offxces’"
:éf350c131 order is maxnta1ned therefore, not because of necessary
J‘tfroles ‘and functions operatxng in some well-working i '
"isystem, but becausc of Ldeas in people's ‘minds ‘about how they
- 'should treat each other. "The social system is therefore not an
‘ejobyectxve realxty,,but an 1deolog1ca1 social order acccpted by
f«lndzvzduals or forced upon them. = As Goffman says,

.
vy

N T

p[Thc rulcs of conduct whxch bnnd thc actor ‘and the. rccszent

‘ﬁr‘toLcther are ithe bindings of socicty...:Others who are =
- present’ constnntly remind the individual that he must keep

.- himsel{ together as a well demeaned person. and afflrm the
*sacred qualxty of these others. (Goffmnn, 1967 p ! 90 91)

o
i .




What we see 1n the soc1a1 order depends'uponfthe un1t of

ana1y51s we choose-f A ma;or cholce occurs when we- choose the

1nd1v1dua1-or the system for thlS purpose. Par n1ans and othe

funct1onal1sts begin’ w1th the soc1a1 system.. Some years ago ‘@f.v*
. C.}eraht Mllls {1959) wrote The Soc1olog1cal Imaglnatlon. ;I .‘
3.‘read it as 2 student 1n doctoral studies, but soon dxscarded what

_f‘ilt had to say because it appeared too. easy to . read and too: sen—j |
sxble compared with my usual texts. One of the serV1ces MlllS L

'

performs 1n this book 1s'to translate Parsons.g What- 1anguage~. L

Parsons was wrltlng in M111$ never says, but he makes 1t clear
that the translatlon is ;nto p1a1n Engllsh. One of these trans-

Iat1ons runs as fOIIows.
G TR PR ‘ ; s

There are 'soc1a1 regularltles ” Wthh we may observe‘ o
o -~ and which are often quite ‘durable.  Such, enduring and :
. 7. stable. régularities- 1 shall call 'structural' It is:
AR possible to think of all these regularltles within-
. 7 the social system as a great and intricate balance. .
. That ‘this- is:a metaphor I am now going to forget, because :
-1 want you to take, as very real my Concept.w The Soc1a1 R
,equ111br1um.: (1959, p 32) ,; ; R J,‘~“ TR

o iAlong w1th the notlon of” equ111br1um in soc1a1 systems goes‘;;nfr
Jthe 1dea of a common, core of values.. Th1s concept has 1ong o
appealed to soc1a1 theor1sts sznce Hobbes saw theﬂsoc1a1 contract
-as the only solut1on.to the_"war of a11 agalnsu.all" | As Ze1t11n
(1973, p. 42) po1nts out, funct1onalxsts who see soc1ety as. be1ng‘

"1n equ111br1um around a centgal core of values face some d1s-f
. . ' 4
v1dence° _ . :

concert1ng1) contrad1ctoryﬁ

'Rj;Are we ‘to belxevc that in pre Nazi- Germany Junkers,diu
‘peasants, industrial workers, Catholics, Protcstant;,
;_Communlsts,MSocxal Democnats, and Na21s all shared a'

;§‘common value system’:’

N

Indeed can we look at any contemporary soc1ety where change”an:Q

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



If,we reJect a superstructure of obJectlve soc1al real1ty

to whlch 1nd1v1duals must accommodate themselves what are yee,*v

’ileft w1th as an explanat1on of human personallty and group act1on’
. The’. psycholog1cal reduct1onlsts. would offer a set of elemental L

-':m‘,

personal characterlstlcs wh1ch our genes or Fortune herself
d1str1butes to each of us in_some 1nscrutable process.{ Prom v
hese elements, one mlght then extrapolate the 1nd1v1dual person-ﬁ

hfa11ty and ult1mately the qua11ty of soc1al 1nst1tut1ons. ~ Both

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Weber and Durkhe1m reject such arguments by po1nt1ng to the fact”

that the mean1ng of such presumed psychologlcal elements or "laws"~fWA

based upon them cannot be .deduced. w1thout 1nvok1ng mean1ngs
already ex1st1ng 1n the soc1al context (Eldrldge 1970 PP. l7 18)
For example, whlle some psycholog1sts m1ght claim that 1ntell1gence
1s operatlonally and 1ndependent1y defined 1n thc B1net sggle,- E

; he human soc1olog1st po1nts out that B1net s f1rst step in
bu11d1ng ‘the’ scale was. to ask teachers 1n a Par1s school near h1s
iaboratory what they thought 1ntell1gence was and wh1ch of the1r37ffdu

:pup1ls had 1t.




T”approach thewlnd1v1dual is’ als' the upper 11m1t and
.- -the sole carrier of meanlngful conduct....In general
. for soc1ology,_such concepts as 'state,' 'assocation,

: g'feudallsm,‘ and the llke, de51gnate certa1n categorles =
~ of human: 1nteractnﬁ§ Hence it is the task of sociology ¢
- to.reduce’ these. concepts to ! undcrstandable actlon, T
‘. ‘that is, without exception, to. the.actions of ‘partici- -
‘pating 1nd1V1dua1 men.‘ (Weber quoted 1n Gerth: and Mills,

.=\1953 p 55) S o R ;1

\‘ T T v 4
This Weberlan ratlonale for an 1nterpretat1ve soc1ology nas

; ,fimportant 1mp11catlons for the questlon of whether a value-'
?'ﬂiffree social science is p0551b1e ‘and jit.zlso raises a numbet of
ffmethodologlcal questlons. " But the 1mportant polnt to empha51ze
yuxln the present dlscu551on is that organlzatlon theorlsts are ..
'icognltrvely and eplstemologlcally bound by the. same rules, ‘
p0551b111t1es, and 11m1tatlons as the persons whose actlons they
r_are trylng to, exp1a1n., If we see theorlsts as trylng .to make
v}sense of the soc1a1 world by reduc1ng 1t to genera11t1es, rules,
;and abstractlons;.the hcberlan assumptlons force us’ to recognlze

fattcmpts to make sense Tof hlS world in" 1deatlona1 terms._nIff

JEveryman s’ rdeas, bellefs hopes and fears are hls 1deology,‘so

"also ‘are’ those 1ﬁte11ectua1 artlfacts we call organlzatlon theor1es;4l
; thelldeology of the thcorlsts. Human socrologlsts and theorlsts o
| :working underﬁthe assumptlons of a. Weberlan 1nterpretat1ve,f‘
the theorlsts 7'exp1anatlons of human

‘3soc1ology ask, only tha‘
fbehav1our make sensezln terms of ‘a’ real' 1f subJectl re world
tin whlch people llve and f1nd the1r belng Though 11fe 1tse1f
fand that in organlaatlons 'is fllled w1th contendlng 1deolog1es,
thc quallty ‘of organlzatlon}theory should clarlfy the process of
:contentxon--the rules and consequences of the battle.‘ It should

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



1hthe v1ews of a dom1nat1ng set of values the v1ews of rulers,gw“

Wte11tes and the1r adm1nlstrators (R1ffel 1977 - The

”same cr1t1c1sm can. be made about curr1culum theory and the-

, s R
aec151on makers who def1ne what 1s ‘to be accepted as knowledge

'bj the schoolsf(Young, 1971}

- 7 . . .
. . . . L

The assumpt1ons of 1nterpretat1veAsoc1al theory‘dO'notfdeny; o

';}the b1olog1cal and phy51cal condltlgps of ‘the ‘human cond1t10n.z<”
QThey merely require that we attempt to. understand' such condltlons

‘Tas people themselves do. As Goffman poznts out, phy51ca1 and

”h5b1olog1cal facts' ‘mean. llttle compared to’ the soc1a1 r1tuals we-

”ﬁ5weave around thcm.

.f i . . -

‘
Ny
A

A person wzth carcinoma of the bladder can, if hc wants
die with mere.social grace and propriety, more apparent
- inner social normalcy, than a man with a harel1p can -
’korder a p1ece of apple p1e. (Quotedl1n Mann1ng, 1976 E 20)

And for those who«st111 reblst acccpt1n§ 1nd1v1duals and

Tthelr 1deas as both theafocal po1nt of soc1al real1ty and 1ts“

”fllmlt Mead"s soc1al psychology prov1des a rat1onale in whlch F
;gth1nk1ng becomes an 1nternal d1alect1c whereby ‘the human organ1sm “
ladapts to.its env1ronment.ﬁ (Berlak and Berlak 1975 pp 9-13). ’

~Th1nk1qg and be1ng are thereby adapt1ve responses to: env1ronment,ﬁ

f_and pr1macy for explanat1on rests w1th the 1ntemnal d1alect1c

rathcr than w1th obJect1ve cond1t1ons. Mead's concept of . the
generallzed other thus becomes ‘an explanat1on of how soc1ety

. ex1sts 1n the human mlnd - We, now need not see man 1n soc1et), but
'5only:soc1ety in nan. (Strauss, 1956) rhe general1zed other 1s :

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

A

;thus only the part of ‘me’ whlch expresscs others norms, values

and be11efs though 1nd1v1duals see . them as thelr own acts.gf
(B‘crlak’ and Bcrlak 1975 p. 11) o Ll




pp; 11 14)r, So Bendlx p01nts out.,m

{In fact Weber made it clear that 'no sc1ence is . -
'pryabsolutely free from presupposltlons, and no. slcence;n'
_.can prove its fundamental value to thé man who Tejects’

. these. presupp051t10ns. Neber quoted in Bendlx and

Roth, 1971,°p. 71). . -

Thls'paper has argued the same . p051t10n, as doef one*bf P1randello s :

—
- "

slx characters when ‘he says.

- "\
)

LRt

‘But' 'z fact is 11ke a’ sack...When it's empty 1t ‘won't -
stand up. And ‘in order ‘to make it stand up you must -
“first of all pour into it all the reasons. and ‘all’ the
fee11ngs whlch have caused it to ex1st. (P1randello,

p..24) , IRV S

1‘-» B "
N

Weber requ1res of soc1a1 sc1ent15ts that they be aware of

'*thelr own Values, thelr own assumptlons.

'ieveal an’ obJectlveqsoc1a7”structure agalnst Wthh 1nd1v1duals
sub)ectlve meanlngs might be seen as"false consc1ousnes *‘In.gg§‘”
‘thls be\lef Marx 1s apparently Jo1ned by many contemporary soc1a1ﬁif
’”sc1entlsts who regard thco ﬁas a. super reallty Wthh Only theuﬂH¢‘
enllghtened/may be cxpected to understand_‘ R , o
o e

RIREE R ”:/ L L . o . i

4

= Weber s method 1s to create 1mages of reallty as actors 1n
'-soclal scttlngs understand 1t and to show how actlon con51stent
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: they do%,_But is the polnt of v1ew that of the actors of or’

tfthe photographer._ Antonlonl s f11m Blow Up, presents thlS 1dea3

. as ‘an’ art15t1c 1mage.\ “In th1s fllm a photographer who 1s accustom d

“to u51ng h1s subJects as obJects for hlS purposes and proilt e

d‘sneaks up to take p1ctures of a; couple 1n a: parkj: They walk‘lnr‘g
conversatlon, seem tc emorace brlefly, and then move on.““ L
they =pot the photographer they ob;ectqto h1s p1cture taklng ‘He5
retu'gs to h1$ dark room ‘and - develops the pr1nts. _What.has he :
seen? Was it 1nnocent love or was. he W1tnesslng a murder 1n ‘
progress7 He blows up the plctures and parts of them aga1n and
agaln hop1ng that enlargement W1ll answer the questlon of what
was golng on.: Ult1mately “the 1mage must speak for themselves
through any hypothe51s wh1ch the pnotpgrapher or we as? observers

‘can reasonably place upon them. T \a
. i ‘zQ,,
E w

lebet (1957 ; 759) h1gh11ghts the strength of th1s method
of a scholar llke Webcr-v In expla1n1ng the relatwon

.th“’"paradox of the presence of
;the "backwoods c1rcumstances of elghteenth ccntur} Amcr1ca and

]

'Florence., He quotes from Weber.m"fh‘“

By
v

. oo T
RN N e

H‘I Now how could act1v1ty, whlch was at best'eth1cally

toleratcd “turn‘into a-calling .in ‘the sense of: BenJamln

« Franklin?" Theifact to. be explalned ‘historically:is

that the most highly capitalistic.center of thdt time,
in’ Florcnce of 'the fourteenth and f1£tcenth centur1es

- the money: and. capital market of all th”,‘ ,

" Powers; this attltude was cons;dcred e h1ca11y'ua
ustlfxable, '
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: ¢n camm&mded im zha name of Juty, Tu spwnk h¢rvif
_ ﬁf a reflection of material conditions in the ldeal _ ‘
- osuperstructure would be: patent ﬁonacuse* (W«her A PPt B R

‘in ﬁi@bat, !9&?, pp; 259 *ﬁa.} : y I R e

;ln thv #tud; of urg&ni:atxuns geﬂcrxily aad ﬂf thw sabwﬁlm
1n @&ftitﬂl&ft Weber is usually. qumted in the section am "L
fﬁheaﬁmtiaai frmmawurk’ ﬁﬂd ;gmmr@& theraaftnr in the nmtho&ulagy
of the ﬁtudy.[ Sone em@ir:cai work on Bxh&ﬁlﬁ u&ing at&ar &hau B -
social svitems or reductionist theories are kcgianxng to come ‘E‘Z,g- vy
iutward,. Work by Berlak and B¢r1¢h (1975), ﬁwtaatt {19?3), and R
Qytuss&k (IQ*3 ; are hut swmm wxamglwh., ?:rt of out éiff @ulty
C o in thx& rwﬁqut feves from our a&va!agikai difficulties in
; tfﬂ&mﬁﬂ!*lﬂﬁ r@ﬁmaruh*i We haV@ ‘s 3c&0aiﬂd aur$c1Vﬂﬁ to see
statistically vophisticated but--in Keber's terms--meaningless
! ﬁtmdiﬁﬁ as research that we are willing and even eager to accept
f; £ﬁwir viny but n&mt&y‘gac&mgeé ‘fiﬁdiﬂg@f A% Rn@w&edgw.
“ e &hamté now begin ta laa& alse at wholly new kinds of
;tﬁwtﬁﬁ te &ﬁauiwdke abuut #chools ¢nd arganx,atinn4~ The
j’umﬁtt@ki@ * highly eapirical #tudy is nmot the omly’ raaé to
;xruth ah@ut ﬁtﬁaﬂiumlﬁﬂﬂ&‘ ﬁ%mding**ﬂr better ¢tiil~~$¢uxa¢
‘wirmndwzka $ 5x Lﬁﬁrauivts i 5«armb of an Author and Tha naxeanr" b
2 by mmmwt m&} “make us thimt of mww roads to ttuth. a% rufzaﬁtinn ‘ :.h”jgf
":mgmw our ewn lifc and exparimwtw might do. We mhwu:d be ex+ ]‘ .y
1 wer;ma&ing ﬂiﬁx hhﬁtw £y aetnmn gta@e wtm&a with Hlfihn ﬂaus«#ﬁau
."‘flﬁ?l} an% iiuianing tﬁ~th@ %thﬁnlh@yx wf ﬁarb:m&a QI??@} mxﬁtniﬁ
i 18 their teacher what school is like to thﬁuw, Amd we nmgh: ask
with Jﬂmﬂﬁ ﬂeruémm i!%?:} why his six year old soa ﬂﬁiﬁg to a .
o 5‘gmmd* ﬁ&kﬁﬁi hurﬁt ;utw ﬂmhﬁﬂﬁﬁfﬁhlt tmarm wkﬁn h@ once ﬁarzwt Tl
Lixjhtﬁ %@mﬁ“ﬂtkw ﬂr gt might ﬁia&avvr with uetwému agaiu what ka#pmns-j;gﬁ f
 when some teoshers bmhawa as. though ttﬁtYﬁﬁw in tkﬁ ’duub mlqu N
}t&m &nﬁ mm&t wmmé~_~,,“- s : ' S e i

e




,GmﬁEiuaimn

ﬁw ltve xn swparata rnaixt:es. But‘ﬁe‘lifﬁ with cach atkcr;

_1he line of rwnxanxng in this paper 1aplicx that we nced to ¢nzage
in a cuntinuxng prwuoﬁﬁ of disaav¢ry aimed at gaﬁn;ng understaading :
of. anraaivww aud of ot&arﬁ**n prneeﬁs aimwd at umderntaudin: ﬁucial

'Lr¢a1ity and its 4rtifﬂats we call argani*ntiuma.

| from zha ;anviatlem that thﬁt? ia uuly wnu suaial reality ta &
recegasmaon of mhe puss;hiiiay tht uany mxﬁxtﬁﬁ flow we are to

unaeratmnd and apprec:uta ‘these mitwrnatu p@t;moutiwws as thcwrista’ o

'anﬁ as human bmangs is not altmguthur clear. 1§ hzva ‘S Uy cscaé
. the juxtsposition of meaning-laden but d"sparatw images ds a .
““Qsﬁﬂtho& uhiqh is both pawarfu; and praaislng. :

‘ tmage of rccdnﬁtruczvd Teality?

hhai is W. 1. Auden saying ah@ut $¢haul now uua then in thns

Y
N

- Dare any ﬁmi! Pvrnis$ivenrs$

An educational success?

Saheyr those ¢lass»rooms which ! mat
Lompell@& to %tudy Greck afd kat&nQJ

(Epistle to a Godson, lﬁ?:, quﬁtad in ﬂux and
&ﬂymmn, 1975.) v

&n& what ﬂw ;h¢ 5uhﬁuibays of Barbina tell us when thmy ubj%ct

o & t@%ﬁﬁﬂf 5 ﬁ@#ﬁf&!ﬂt that thﬁit’ﬂ!s% instruction cnmt&ia&é nd - 1[»¢

.??hysidai,tduwatgun*

We need to move

Amyﬁne af us. wnulw climb an oak trec. . Oace up thurw we ﬁﬁutﬂ

et po with both bands amd chop off a two-hundred pound
branch with a hatchet. Then we could dt@g it thrnugh the

saow to our mother ﬁ&d@WYslmp.‘_“‘,H e -

b btarﬁ of a mwm:!ﬁﬁmm in Fxnvmutw who rides upst s in

7 his house in an elevator. But thenm he has bought himself

. an expensive gadget and pretends to row im it. Tu'vﬁbwla
‘:“g;ww hiu 1 & in Vkr&icai &du&utimu. - " L

Ww fﬁﬂwﬁy of S’M M&m in th' pﬁwrmwmm &ﬂt MUf




e

: »

'“;ihau ure n&w su n@.: ay ;Y u;andnrdﬁ thﬁn thmt puts. thcu intc
M ﬁtcanor Buckuarah 5 {19?&) gutegary of ‘wonderful ideas' which
o have te do wiz h insight and clpcrxtnﬁe. The isportance of such
' ideas s simply that we have thom and can use them. Piaget o
: ]rﬁbﬂuﬂtﬂ {Bunkwnrth 1973, p. 263) the expcrianﬂe of a natheaat:cian;f,”
,7fﬁm» a: child he put ten pahbxeﬁ in a row. He counted them left T
‘.fto rxght~ Ten. e kuunted them right to left. T;n. “He kcpt
,hvff}renrrnnging and aauntiﬁg hem until he decided that, no matter
| “,]gwhat the arrangesent, he was always going to find that there
. were ten. Number is indePendent of the order of counting.”

' That this theorem is not fow makes no difference to the person
¢f!fdzscav¢rana it. Khat matfeps in this context is the intellectual’
f'wﬂevclapmmnt of the ah;ld andg his frcedon to havc such 'sonlerful
W‘3xd¢as. ,yy concern in arﬂanama:xun theorr is that WO are res
7 'strmcting one another’s thinking by insisting on searching for
j w uaim¢r$a! truths which fit within 3 framework uhiah 1s narrower

‘»'v?than the reaiity ;t !ﬁ t!?!mg to :cpreﬁcnz.‘

¥ kv hawv bwmn uuught in g trmp~whs¢h rwquxreﬁ us iu the nmum o j;}
kﬁ ?m{ theory to hold & singl® bmuge up to reality and test whether o
, it 1& truc-~or at lcast whegher it is a 'bntter' and more accurato‘
,Q;”fgyrmﬁantation of reality than any other image, But what is
truth and falsity in social reality? If we arc to understand
| organizations as containing sultiple meanings, we sust abasdon
" the search for a singze peay im&gw of it and vwgngmime, 4% an e
: ‘axauiuatima of great theofists® images of society reveals (uaitXin.ﬂ5ﬁ¢  “
S 1968, p. 32”). that the study of mrgani:utxunﬁ can best nﬁv:ncu o
by admi!tiﬂg nmittp!u tmmiities ana multiple mxyrmssiuns of it‘:n;“
A nusber of cuﬂtwu@mraty Seke!awﬂ now nteﬂpl thia pusitamn t#uudw ,; 

fund Boje, i%?%& a&d argu@ that auch a shift rmquircs us tu ﬂhﬂudﬂu‘ ﬁ

i n&teaﬂ we must rwﬁmgﬂixe 3@&&4! nnd urspun atiunal thearie; us;i
ffﬁﬁp?ﬁ$5iﬂ“$ of ideology 304 as nnrnl judgnuuts uhﬂut thﬂ wurid'
ﬁ ?5¢“ *ﬁfiﬂ“5 hwmfﬂtiu#l 5h$iahts nxght all :u*@xi&t siuultnu&busly*



 judging thbor:as, as we would no‘doubt:continﬁe'to do, we would -
therefore. recognize. that we warc involved .n ‘a truth-making and” 7 .

B ¢$senti311y moral tash unth;n a dxscxplxnad proccss of anuiry AT
V(into social rnality. B DR RS PR S )
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