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.acceptable approach to the study of culture. The T AW

th-nanizational Cultures

and the Denial, Channeling, and Acceptance of Ambiguity

Drganizationa! culture researchers have done no better Lhan
their anthropological colleagues in devesloping a um1vwr&4.l,

HIH l"

vehementlv about such fundamental 158uUes As: whht i
orQanizational culture? How should it be studied? Should e
focus onlvy on that which is apparently shared bv all (or acai
cultural members? What about culcwral contradictions el
conflicts of interest?

The relationship between culture and ambiquitvy is  aleo

unclear. Does culture exist only where ambiguity is abserni. @
that culture becomes that which is clear in a world o4Yharoo e
full of confusion and meaninglessness? O, is 3;hig':
unavoidable, to be reluctantly tolerated as an unpleasant Tzob
cultural 1life? Qr, should ambiguity be fully embraced., rae
as a kev to innovation or adaptive change?

Twe sets of views on these iscues heava domyraati
orcoanizational cultuwre research to date. These views are @0
radically different that we refer to them as paradiams. G e

wse this term, a "paradigm" is a subjective peint of wview At
cultural members and obeservers, such as researchers. bring o tihe

wperience of a culture. Paradiqms serve as theoretical lar =
for researchers and as cognitive mape for membsrs, ﬁ?t@rﬁlﬁlﬁﬂ
what a person perceives, conceives, and enacts as cultue=, el
doze not imply that researchers and cultural memberb Y- Y U
same or similar paradigmatic points or view. Indeed, Fesearaiwe:

and members are quite likelv to see the same cultuwre d pfarertl .
particularly if the regsearcher maintains an outsider (ebic: oo
of view.

decause o+ paradigmatic ditferences, i1t is difficult  vow
oraanizational culture researchers +o Lbuild on 2ach  20her s
tindings. One researcher’s assumptions are, to Annthoae
researcher, evidence of epistemoloqgical naivete., merhodolcaios!
sloppiness, or inexcusable political bias. For these reasons,
organizational culture resgearchers are currently  wnable  bo
consolidate what has been learned from the recent proliferatioes
of interest in cultuwral phenamena.

Without some  resolution  of paradigmatic difterences.
organizational cultuwre regsearch will remain isolated +imon
mainstream theoretical and empirical debates, liable o

dismissal as "old wine in pnew skins," "another disappointira
theoretical deadend," or "last year®s easy answer." This would
bR unfortunate, because this area of 1nquiry, Ffirst ocencd
decades aqo by Selznick and Barnard. has produced a wealtn of

. y
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insights that can be meaningfully contrasted and consolidaied.

However, resolving paradigmatic differences is abviounsls

zag1er  said than done. Any valid resolution must retain &
eeneitivity toc  the internal integriby and coaplexity of  =ach
paradiamatic viewpoint, agschewing abstractions that  rode e
interesting ditferences to the lowest commen denominatar. &t the

same hktime, a usetul resolution must offer some bind of a mota-
level framework that permits insightful understandings about
fundamental differences. The trick, of cource, ie to do this
wilthout mining or trading "off incommensurables lightlv cr w:th
verbal pyrotechics" (Roethlisberger, 1977:472). This we will t=--
to do in the pages that follow. First, however, a brief overviow
may be helpful.

This chapter euplores the relationship between amb:uity .ind

the ambiguous concept of culture. We begin by presenting a
matrix  framework for understanding different appreoaches ez
studving cultures. The matrix framework is.used to contrast fwe

paradiams that have dominated organizational culture reszarch o
date. In the second half of the chapter, the concepts of cultural
harmony and conflict are introduced and contrasted to ambiguitv.
The treatment of ambiquity is shown to be a key to understancding
the differences between these first two paradigme. Ambiguity
also points to a blindspot, an essential third paradiam as ek
unexplored by organizational cultuwre researcherea. A way cut  of
the dilemma caused bv the existence of these competing paracdigns
is offered. The resulting consolidation bridges apparert
paradiagmatic incommensurabilities and offers insicobhts unava:labl e
to any paradigm bv itself.

This odvssey intc ambiguity is impossible withoot soms
disambiguating detfinitions. Thus, at the risk of sSome k.o
tzdium, we need a conceptual framework for talling about ool
The matrix framework described below is braad enough to arsumn.

the widelv divergent wavs oraanizational cultwre heas s
defined. At the same time. the Framework is specific encuoh to

clarifwv the differences, as well as the similarities. among thos
definitions.

i Matris Framework for the Study of Cultlure

Rather  than offering  vet another absbract  ded ind b wr
culture. the matrin framework focuses omn what arcanisetonnal
culture researchers actually study. Three types of cultu-

manitestations are most frequently studied: practices, artifacta,
and content themes.

Fractices can be wither formal or informal. Fonrmag
practices are explicitly dictated by an organization®™s  rulews.
procedures, and structwres., Formal practices include. dom
example, an institution®s organizational chart, reporting,

relationships, juob descriptions, rules for performance anpraisal
explicit criteria for hiring and promotion, and pay dirstributicn
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policies.

Informal vractices are behavioral nerms that may or mav  mob
be censistent  with formal rules and »rocecures. ImForma
practices include communication ncocirms. for example. about e bbb
conflict should be confronted or smoothéad cver. Other inrarmal

practices include habits of interaction, such as "binging" coeee--

zealous workers on an assemblv line or the wavs personat

relationships circumvent official hierarchical channels. Moet
mainstream orqganizational research has focused on formal and:or

informal prectices. If organizational culture R YRT- Tl (T el
studied only practices, thev would indeed be quiltw of sellinec
"old wine in new sking." (1)

Artifacts (L) are a tvype of cultural manitestation that offor-
a newer focus for research. Artifacts include ritualy 2nd
ceremonies (e.q.., Trice and Beyer, 1984), organizational stories
(@.0.., Martin, 1982: Wilkins, 1978), jargon and special lanoucges
{2.Q., Evered, 19833 Hirsch and Andrews, 1983) . humor &.g..
Boland and Hoffman, 1983), and physical arrangements, such .=
office space or dress codes {e.g.., Pfeffer, 1981) . frtl tacts
are the cultural manifestations that lend themselves most  wmasily
Lo symbolic interpretation.

Content themes are abstractions used bv researchers. =-u
sometimes organizational members, to organize the interpratetion
of practices and artifacts. Such content themes can be either
tdeational (cognitive) or ideological (attitudinal). Ideological
content themes focus on values, or more speci*icallwv, balie’s
(€.9., Martin and Siehl, 1983; QOuchi, 1981;: Feters and Watermarn.
1982; Pettigrew, 1979:; Smith and Simmons, 19833 MWilkine. 1907,
Ideational content themes are: ustal ly infaerrec Fgea
internretations, for eitample. about the meanin-g of evonts or *he
al location of material gocds {(e.g.. Barlew, 1987 YHatoh., 1983,
Schein 1981 aroues that culture resesrchers should focus on =
particular tvpe of ideational or idenlogical content theme: deso.
ofter preconzciouws assumptions, suwch as whether o short or Joro -
term perspective on time is appropriate te a given orilsnilzational
context.

0f course. content themes may not alwave be consistent vt
artifacts and practices. Cne reason $for  this is M
organizational members may change what thev espause, depernding o
their audience. It is essential, for example., te distinguish the
content themes that organizational members espouse interrmal b,
to other organizational members., and the content themes the-
espouse to external audiences. such thz general public. throuaah
such media as annual reports (Martin, Anterasian, and Sieh!,
1983) . Such externally espoused content themes of tan FeprEson
an attempt to influence what has been called an organisabion e
"awra" (Christensen and Kreiner, 1984) or "reputaticon” ke pda
1984): they mav bear little relationship to what is espoused or
@nacted within an organization. ’

Figure 1 uses the matrix framework to pitesent  a  parcial

6
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description of the culture at 0Z company (referred to below a4

QZCO). For the moment, please consider the str-ucture of the
matiriy  rather than the ceontent of cell entrios  that  oreoont

spacific manifestations of 0ZC0% e culture. The three tvmes os
cultural manifestations -— content themes. pracrices. st
artitacts -— are lieted across the top of the matriu. The

left-hand column of the metris can congsist of a list of cemcant
themes that are related to a subset of observed practices arc /g

artifacts. This particular matrix presents the prectices  and
artifacts relevant to one content theme: 2galitarianism. & more

complete matrix for D0ZCO would include other themes. <uch as theo
impertance of innovation and humanitarian values Ve arm a
familv") .

Insert Figure 1 about here.

There are several reasons why it is useful to place cultural
manifestations within the matrix framewortk, The matrix can he
used to compare the wavs different researchers define cul®tire.
Without reference to abstract definiticns of culture, studv of
the usage, and non-usage, of the columns of the matrix makes it
easy to contrast which manifestations of zulture researchers
actually study when thev claim to be studving cultwre. Thus. ths
matrix can be used to represent the work of researchers who
focus on all of three kinds of cultural mani+estations. It can
also represent the cultural studies of "soecialists," who chocse
te focus on one or a vervy fev of thege manitestations, LY
Schall’ g (1983 study of culture as intormal communicaticn
norms).

The matrix format also draws atiention to the presence cr
aibeence of consistencv and consensus. Examinaticon of the rows as
the matrix reveals consistencies and inconsistencicos ACI e
various tvpes of cultural manifestations., for eltample bebtwesn
formal and  informal practices. The matrix  Formab  can aleo
encompass  individual. aroup, and organizational levels of
analvsis, revealing consensus or lack of consensuas. A differcni
matirix can represent 2ach di+ferent viewpoint., For esamele. ths
work  of a researcher whe claims to have found content theme: .
practices, and artifacts that are shared bv all organizatice
memrbars  can  be represented within a single aoatrix. Multinie
matrices can represent the work of a researcher whe focuses  on
sub-—-cultural or individual differences in perspechive. (3

Thus, the matrix framework can ENCOMDASSE. and be used te
compare., highly divergent approaches to the studv of culture. Fat

this point, an extended analvsis of a cul ture mav be useful, in
order to clarify distinctions among the various el bl

manifestations, illustrate these claims for the versatility of
the matrix, and introduce the paradigms. Below., the culture o
the 0Z company is described from the point of view of the first
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ot the three paradiams.

0ZIC0 is a wmulti-national electronice firm. Headguartered i
"Silicon Yalley.”" in 1989% the companv had over B0, 000 enplovows
woridwide. Met revenue exceeded %$6.000 million. D200 culcures
was selected for analvsis because this firm {(and othor firms g Fo
similar characteristics) have been studied Liv SEVE 3L
organizational culture researchers, as well as by  echcisrs
snterested in  the management of innovation fe.g..  Loeael :
Fennedv, 1982; Quchi. 198l1; Fascale and Athos. 1981;: Fetors o
Waterman, 1982; FRiggs, 1983: Wilkins. 1973). In additron to
studving these texts and available archival decumentcation, we
conducted in-depth open-ended interviews with & szeries of .
and present employees. Names and non—essentiai details have peesn
Changed below, in order to protect the cnonvymity of *hese
informants.

Egalitarianism at 0ZCO: A Faradiam 1 Analysis

(]
Onee of the hallmark concerns of the top management ofs  (UCH
has been a desire to institutionalize a relatively egal:tarian

approach to emplovee relations. This egalitarian conternt thoeme
has been espoused to both external and internal audi encex. Farr

example, the company’s 1985 annual report to its shareholdoars
states:

Central to 0ZC0°s corporate culture and personnel ol icirs

N " O
is the concept of wnaring with its people -- sharirag
responsibilities for defining and meeting qoals, zharing
2conom = ups and downs, and sharing opportunities

personal and professional development.

Thig esnoused value is reflected in some of OZCO s ool
practices. For erample, all emplovees are given an opoportos ty
to be involved in the United Way charitv, a stock plan. and
profit sharing program. Everyone is required to answer his or -
own telephone. whenever possible. Scme informal pPractlces  are
also consistent with this egalitarian emphasis. For oxamn e,
0220 encourages "Management Ry Walking Around" (MEWRA) in order kLo
facilitate informal interchange, imsprove the accessililibw o
high ranking employees, and reverse the usual hieracchsea!
priorities by having superiors come to the.r subordineles.

Artifacts, such as rituals. also reflect a concern wibn
egalitarianism. At  some point during the parties that corclutn
training programs and award ceremonies, the president of Q700,
Eill Hammond. usually shows up and personally greets particicants
in & manner that deliberately transcends differences in statues.
For example, at a "Senior Sales Seminar.," top parforming  caale
employees were socializing with corporate personnel:

Bill Hammond walked in by himsel#f. He just walked in  and
persconally introduced himself: "Hi. I'm Bill Hammond. "
no way did his actions communicate any AaLte &

tr
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superiority. He was just one of the manv hadies :n thes

-oom. He shoolk nands, talked to vou, and he remembera wvou. im

this. bhe shows a real appreciation. GBrtuart., Vertical fairk
Engineer)

In most conpanies. corporate headquarters is a high ochtabuo
job assignment. Apparently not at 0ZCO, where company jarqcnr
refers to corporate space as "retirement villaoe" because "time
in corporate is like taking time off because vou have no proiit-
loss responsibilitvy" (Joni. Co-porate Development).

FPhysical arrangements also contirm egalitarian valuass.
Emplovees dress casuallys even the president is seen fr-equently
in shirt sleeves. Evervone eats in the same cafeteria. Ferhasps
most importantly, 0ZC0O has open offices. with relativeiv Jlow
partitions dividing small cubicles. Only external "bhoundary
spanners" have fancy offices. This space alleocation policy is
said to facilitate open, informal communication patterns  th
reduce status differentials. These physical arrangemnents make it
essential that employees get along with each other:

#h

@binn

Feople get involved in each other's personal 1ives
‘s1mply because they overhear each other on the phone. There iz no
privacy, so a "family" atmosphere is fostered. (Denise. i~raduct
Sales)

At 0ZICO "perks" are not supposed to be distributed according
to status. Instead, need amnd one’s functional responsibilitiecs
determine who gets which space. desks, or equipment:

If you have a reason, vyou get something better. Desiar
people get better terminals. Sales people have cars.
they need them. I have a schlocky desk, Dbut that'z OV
can still do mvy work. (Stuart, Vertical Marketing Enqinear:

The way to get a good parking =pace around here is to be the

first one at work in the morning. (loseph,  former (GhRa

of the BRoard)

0ZC0"s commitment to egalitarianism is reinforced bv  tuc
formal practices that have beeen emphasized in organiczatioral
culture research on companies like 0ZCO0: bottaom—up consernsaal
decision—-making and lateral promotion 1adders. ~it A
consensual decision making procedures are designed | JONERINES o
decisions down to the lowest possible level of the hierarchyv. A
sample, an idea for a new product or product enhancement «an
originate in any division or functional area. The relevant
People from a variety of functional areas, all al the same level
in the company hierarchy. meet to reach consensus about Lhe
idea’s worth and relative importance. If the idea is deemad
worthwhile, it becomes a "prnject" and the various pieces of Lhe
project are assigned to appropriate functional areas. In this
WAaY. ideas are generated and evaluated at relatively low level:
of the corporate hierarchy. Issues can be escalated upwards.

repeatedly it necessary, if bottlenecks or irreconcilable

s 3
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differences occur.

New emplovees, unfamiliar with the 0200 wav of filtering
decisions up frrom lower levels of the divisions., are sometilmes
told the story of why an attempt to instituts strategic alanns no
at 0ZCO was a failure:

Relativelv recently, a "st-ategy retreat" was held for verw

senior personnel. This was the +First tims QIeo tiad
considered instituting a formal, svetematic strrateaxc
planning effort at the corporate level. No strategy was set
during the retreat, but the process was discussed. Fecnle
objected to a centralized strategy because "I+ was et tho
0zZCO way." (Sally, Workforce Flanning)
DZCO0"s lateral promotion policy provides an alternative ta
the usual, purely vertical promotion 1ladder. Top performers
usually receive "promotions" that are horizontal (same lavel.
different functional area) before they are moved up one level cf
the hierarchy. This policy 1is apparently not just emptw
rhetoric: :
Employees are encowraged to move horizontallvy around the
organization. Lateral movements tend to homocgenis=
divisions. Most of the VP*'s have worl:ed in sevaral
divisions. The more divisions yvou work in, the more highly
voul are valued, even at the . price of not davelaping
expertise in a given area. (Eob, Marketing Flann )
Nobody will think less of you, or think vou are fickle if
vou interview around. One of the benefits of werking at
0ZCO0 is the emphasis on personal development and the option
of broadening voursel f in different functional SIFBAE.
There’s not the pressure to specialize. Someone could mows
from marketing to finance because they want a chanae. Tk
is accepted. It's not looked at as waffling or a lack o¢

commitment. (Denise, Froduct Sales) -

According to these emplovees, 0ZC0°s commi tment Yo
egalitarianism is real; it surfaces in a wide variety of cultural
manifestations, including externally espoused values, farmai
practices, informal practices, jargon. rituals, stories, and
physical arrangements. This view of the 0ZCO0 cultuwes is
summarized, using the matrix format, in Figure 1.

Paradigm 1: Integration

This cultuwral portrait of 0ZCO is a Faradigm 1 view because
it empbasizes consistency and consensus. Specificallv, three
tvypes of consistency emerge: action, symbolic, and content.

Action consistency ocgurs when content themes are consistent

with an organization’s formal and informal practices. For
example, in the Paradigm 1 description of 02C0°s culture. the

7 10



espoused value of egalitarianism was reflected in  fornal!  ond
intormal oractices., such as participaticn in United Wav.e & of oo
plan, orofit sharing. answering one’s own telephone. "Manaaosmenk
By Walking Around," need-based distribution of "perks, "Rt o
up" consensual decisieon-making., and lateral promotions. Schain'es
(1983) research on oraanizational culture also generally strecsses
action consistency. For example, at one family-dominatad
companv, the fsunder strresz=ed the value of conflict. He belipeved
firmly that the best decisions emerge from fierce argunents about
alternatives. This wvalue was consistently translated into
action, for example in decision making meetings that hecame
tumul tuous shouting matches.

A  second tvype of consistencv is symbolic. It occurs  whenr
the symbolic meanings of artifacts. such as stories and  ia-ocn.
are congruent with a firm's formal and informal practices. F
mtample, in the Paradigm 1 porerait of QIC0°s cul ture,
2galitarian practices were reinfaorced by Rill Hammond's tehavior
at company rituals., ‘"retirement village" jargon. and the storwv
about the failure of corporate strategic planning. Fhoesical
arrangements, such as casual dress norms, & sinagle cafeturia for
all employees, opend office spaces, and first-come. fircst-seruved
allocation of parking spaces also reinforced these epalitar-ian
practices.

Svmbolic consistency iz also evident in Fettigrew s 3
portravyal of the activities eof public school headmastsai-o.
Whenever these headmasters tried to change formal  or  imformsel
practices in their schooles. they reinforced the desired charares
with symbolic artifacts. For example, they created rituasls o
told organizational stories that expressed appreciation foe bz
tvpes of behaviors they were seeking to encouwrace.

Content consistency occurs when content  themes ar e
consistent with each other. s only one content Thaeme  was
described above in the 0QICO analysis, consistencvy across tiem
cannot be examined. However, OZCO tvpifies the type of corpo
culture which Ouchi (1981) has labkeled Theory Z. These t-pe
cultures exhibit three content themes that are mutaal
consistent: a holistic concern for the phveical ard
nsycholegical well-being of the emplovee and his or her familv: o
lonq, rather than short term perspective on decisicns aboub

products and  pecople: and a desire for "chared values, ' mather
than "red tape" as wavs of controlling aviarnt Leheavior .

Obviously., such broad-based, personal concern about enplovene
would not be appropriate, and the development of "sharzd vaiusse
would not be possible, if enly a short-term perspective worFoc
being taken. Thus, the central content themes of Theorw T
cultures reinforce each other, creating an internallwv consizde:
ideoloaqv.

The remainder of Ouchi’s Theory I characteristice e
practices thalt are consistent with these thrae content  theemes,
When  commitments have been made to long=term relationshin:.
holistic concern for employee well-being, and develoning shared

, E
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values, then it makes sense to advocate practices such as time-

consuming consensual decision-making and the relativelv  =len
vertical promotion rates characteristic of lateral Caragye
ladders. Thus. the content themes and practices cf a hecr- 2
culture reinforce each other, creating action and content
consistencv. Similar patterns of consistency (includinc aize
svmbolic consistency) can be seen in the Faradigm 1 cultural
descriptions by Barlev, (1983), Deal and kennedy. (legy .,

Fascale and Athos. (1981), Peters and Waterman (1982), Fettigrow
(1983), Schein (1985), and Siehl and Martin (forthcoming).

Consistency is the first essential characteristic of
Faradigm 1 research. Consensus is the second. Faradiom |
research wusuallyv defines culture as that which cultural members
share —— the glue that holds an organization together. With scome
dieregard for tautology, this definition is then used as @
codebreaker: only that which is apparently shared is consideirad
part of a culture. Thus, Paradigm 1 research describes content.
practices. and artifacts that are supposedly perceived and

interpreted in "he same wavs by all, or at least most, memhers of
a culture. )

Such claims of consen=us are usually based on & combinatyor
of the resesearcher®s insight and information from sels
souwrces. usuallvy a small number of relativelw high ranking
informants, Although the assumpticon of a shared perspective is
conceptually central, Paradigm | recearch seldom makes
systematic attempt to determine exactlv who shares whak
perspective.

pY

One hundred percent agreement on anv issue NaV, in fact. b
a relatively rare phenomenon, particularly in orqanizakioras.
contexts where conflicts of interest are endemic. Faradign 1
research would be enriched by the provision of detal led
qualitative or quantitative data concerning the content and
intensity of agreement and the parameters of deviance. A few
studies are beginning to move in this direction (e.g., Friedmean,
19873 Martin, Sitkin, and Boehm, 1985; Wilkins, 1978).

There 1is a final characteristic that is exhibited bv most.
but not all, Paradigm 1 portrayals of cul tures; past or present
leaders of an organization are seen as the source of cultwal
manifestations. The leader, often a founder or current Chief
Executive Officer (C.E.O), is given credit for creating the
central contert themes of the culture and initiating the fcrmal
and informal practices that implement those themes. The leader
is also a symbolic cernter of gravity, serving as thp master of
ceremonies or host at ritual events, playing a starring role in
organizational stories, and inventing slogans and jargon tiatb
capture the essence of core values. Founders are often seen av
creating cultures that mirror their own personal value svystoms.
thereby earning an organizational form of proto-immortal it
(e.qg., Clark, .i970; Hackman, 1984; Schein, 1993). It is no
surprise, then, that =so many Faradigm 1 cultural description:
include the implicit or erplicit claim that cultwre can {an:l,
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manv argue., 4honld) be manaqud., a3 well au created, bv leaders,

In summar.v. Far wdigm | emphasizes inteqration. Conmnviakono.,
and consenuus  (and sometimes leader-centerecdnecas)  aro the
defining characteristices of a FParadigm 1 cultural portirast. I
tormy of the matrix framework, action and svmbolic congisztercy
APPNe@ar horizontally., across the rows o+ the ma%t i:. Conuont
consiatoency appears vertically. in the left-hand column ot the
matrix. Consensus imples that a single matrii can repre:zant what
is known about & culture from & Paradigm 1 perspective. The
picture 0f culture that emerges, then, is monolithic,.
Organizations are portrayed as having a single dominant culture
that generates shared understanding and commitment from all parts
of the hierarchy. Fondv’se (1987) metaphor cantures the =szence
ot this approach: cultures are portrayed as holograme: Al
tragment encapsulates the essence of the whole.

? Faradigm 1 research has been Fiércelv criticized. Mese
critics arque that Paradigm 1 claims of consistency and
congensus are misleading oversimplifications. These
shortcomings are of ten attributed to “"inappropriate”
methodological strategies, such as over-reliance on high rank:no
informants and short-term involvement with an organizat:cn.
Instead. argue these critics, cultures are more accurabely
characterized by inconsistency and a lack of organization-wids:
consensus. The texture of this very different kind of cultural
description ig {llustrated below, with excerpts from a Faradiam
< view of the 0ZCO culture.

Queetioning Egalitarianism at QZCO: A Paradigm 2 VYiewpoint

Many 0ZCO employees questicn the reality of NZCO =
commitment to egalitarianism. Although it 1s wunlikely that ar -
large corporation would be totally egalitarian, =zome emplovees
feel that OZCO’s eqgalitarian rhetoric masks a hierarchv that is,
in the words of one emnlovee, "more adhered to than anywhere that
I have ever geen" (Sally, Workforce Flannirg). In addition. sone
functional areas are apparently more equal than others.
Enginceeering, in particular, is said to be singled out for
apecial treatment.

These inequalities are reflected in DICO° s ohvercel

arrangements. Although employees eat at the same catetoria.
status and functional differences are reflected in seating
patterns:

I wouldn®t hesitate to sit down with my immediate boss., nis=s
boss. or his boss’s boss. But 1 wouldn®t =it with anveone
higher than that. - And, of course, I wouldn't eat with
engineers. (Dan, Product Manager, Marketing)

Emplovees who are sceptical about egalitarianism ncte Fat
althouah corporate headquarters may be referred to as "retiremant
vill age," it is lodcated "upstairs." along with Engineering and

10

13




E

Q

Quality Control. Engineers work in "the Labs.," a word a¢ton
referred to with zome deference. The labs. like mneost of the reoet

of the companv. have open office spaces., However, the walles ot
the enaineers’ partitions are higher. supposedly to provide "vroom
for thoughbt." Feople in marketing. in contrast, "hawe oz g

offsite to think."

Rather than being an egalitarian panacea, open office space:
create tension. Some +find them & dehumanizing invasion of
privacy: ’

There was one quy I worked witihh that made me Ve
uncomfortable. - I had to go to grzat lenaths to a oid

I even tried ewrplugs, so that I wouldn’t have to n=zar
veary personal, agonizing phone conversations. (De

Froduct Sales)

Based on a series of interviews with emplovees., as well as
nbservation. Hoffman (1982) and Hatch (198%5) studied the effeche
of the apparently eqalitarian physical arrangements at 0ZC0. The
open office spaces made emplovees’ behavior vigsibla.
Conversations easily could be. and were, overheard. Superviscr:z
could and did literally oversee (by qazing over partiiions) th=
work of their subordinates. From this perspective, the policv of
"Management Ey Walking Around" becomes & wav of keeping an eve an
empl ovees,

Hof fman even suggests that casual dress noirms ard
informalities. such as the use of +first names, aqive the
impression that superiors know their subordinates personal’ .
This creates discomfort for those emplovees who would prefer mna-e
interpersonal distance and/or less companv concern with thaic
private lives. Thus, these apparently egalitarian practicos andg
physical errangements can create tensions between levels of tha
0ZICO0 hierarchv. Rather than being a souwrce of consensus,
accordina Hoffman and Hatch these cultural manifestations creats
tension. resentment, and_bccasionah overt conftlict.

L

Al though "perks" are supposedly distributed in an
egalitarian fashion, based on functional needs or tenure.

ultimatelv who gets what depends on a manager®s "pull":

If my manaaer has extra money, after evervthing is talen

care of, then we get some perks. (Stuart. Vertical Mor ketina

Engineer)

Although bottom-up censensual decision—-making seens s
unequivocally egalitarian practice, most important decisicrns at
CZCO require agreement across divisional boundariecs. Ta reach
that kind of consensus, employees have to resort *o hierarchical
sources of authority:

For example, I was trying to get some guys in third party
software +to learn about my product before its introduction,

they would be ready to pump it. They had better things teo dc.
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I had to go to their boss to get their help. The nroblem is
use up social capital when you do this. (T
Engineer)

Status differences among functional areas also influence the
decision-making process. For example:-

There are lots of internal competition and status
differentials. Product management is more prestigious
sales and purchasing, and purchasing likes to spite
other divisions. In Group Level meetings there iz a lot

il
om,  Froduct Markoting

than
the

or

finger pointing, rather than coherence into a united force.

(Denise, Froduct Sales)

Cpportunities for lateral movement are neot equal: the
lateral promotion policy is apparently implemented using a hiahlvy
differentiated power structure:

Opportunity to move around and ultimately advance depends
on relative power and status of division and division
manager. (Dana, Sales)

This Paradigm 2 view of 0ZC0's commitment to egalitarianism
pinpoints contradictions and sources of conflict. fAlthough
espoused values and formal practices mav sound clearly
egalitarian, implementation of these policies is apparertly
uneven. Informal practices and jargon reflect hierarchical and
functional status inequalities. Similarly, although phvsical
arrangements appear egalitarian, interpretations of their meaning
reflect tensions about these status differences.

Figure 2 summarizes the elements of this Faradigm 2 view of
egalitarianism at 0ZCO using the matrix format. Inconsistencies
and a lack of organization-wide consensus are evident in this cne
matrix. A more complete investigation of these hierarchical and
functional differences in perspective might have filled severai
matrices, each matrix representing a sub-culture. For example. a

pair of matrices might contrast the views of top maneaemnent
fthis might look much like the Faradigr 1 view presented in
Figure 1) with the views of lower level emplovees. Anotter =et

of matrices might contrast the views of tihe varicus functional
areas, such as engineering and marketing. )

Insert Figure 2 about here.

Faradigm 2: Differentiation

Where Faradigm 1 research emphasizes consistency and
mensensus, a Faradigm 2 approach stresses inconsistency and lack
of consensus. 4s in Paradigm 1, Faradigm 2 inconsistencv takes
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three forme: action, svmbolic, and content.

Action inconsistency occurs when espoused ideclooy conflicte
with actual practices (@.0.. rayris and Schon, L978: Chrratens .o
and Kreiner. 1934 Homans, 1974). There are several oiramplos of
action inconsistency in the Paradigm 2 view of the QUICQ cuvlhure.
Espoused egalitarian wvalues are contradicted by a wvariety of
formal and informal practices. including: the distribution o
"perks" accordinag to a manager®s pull and surplus  budget: lhe
interpretation of MBWA as a means of maintaining control over
subordinate behavior:; the hierarachical and functional status
differences evident in "consensual" decision-making; evaluation
procedures that reward specialization, rather than lateral
mobilitv:y and the effects of managerial status on opportunitiws
for lateral movement.

Another oexample of action inconsistency comes from &
petroleum refinery in a "red neck" area of Texas (S5iehl, 1994 .
The refinery®s top management team spoke frequently and at lengkn
about the importance of combatting the evils of racism and
sexism., White male employees, whose jobs could be threatensd b
an effective affirmative action program, seemed surpr:isinglv
unperturbed bv this espoused ideology. Inspection of emplaovment
records indicated the reason for this complacency: affirmative
action was empty rhetoric, designed to protect this predominantly
white male preserve from cutside interference from affirmative
action advocates.

Although the terminology is not the same, studies of lonsc
coupling often draw attention to action inconsistercvy. Far
example, Mever and Rowan’s (1977) study of school svetens
describes inconsistencies between externally espoused rhetoric
and actual priorities in the classroom. When addressing external
audiences, such as school boards and government funding scuirces.
school administrators stressed the importance of "the numbers":
test scores, inventories of textbooks. and the number of
classrooms and desks. In contrast., when addressina teachura.
administrators acknowledged that talk about "the numbers" was
emuty rhetoric, designed to buffer the teachers from ocuizice
interference so that the work itself., the ungquantifiable ari of
teaching, could continue undisturbed.

Bymbolic inconsistency is also characteristic of Faradionn ©
portravals of culture. In swume cases, syvmbolic meaninrs
associated with artifacts pinpoint conflicts and contradicticm:
in a cultural system (e.g., Smircich, 1983; Smith and Simmons,
1983). For example,. in the Paradiam 2 view of 0OIZCO culture.
egalitarian rhetoric is cnntradictad by a variety of artifactsz.
including: Jjargon ("upstairs" and "the Labs"); status—-stratif:ed
seating arrangements in the cafeteria; higher wall partitions fcr
engineers; and discomfort with the invasions of privacy
associated with open office space and informal dress codes.

In other cases. symbolic inconsistencies can focus o©n
xceptions that "prove the rule" (Siehl, 1984). For example, the
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petroleum refinery described above had a satety record thatbt was
superb, by any standard. Yet, the refinery's most popular
organizational story concerned "The Labor Day Explosion." when
digsregard of safety rules caused an employee’s death. It seemng
Flausible that, in cases such as this, svmbolic inconsistenc. maw
emphasize, rather than question, the importance of a core walus
that is apparently being contradicted.

The third form of inconsistency occurs when content  th=ines
conflict with each pther. For example, a study of 100 ramdomiy
selected Fortune S00 companies isolated a subset of firms that
placed significantly more emphasis on the value of takinn
financial risks. Such risks threaten emplovee job securitwv.
Ironicallvw, this subset of firms was also significantly  more
iikely to espouse humanitarian content themes. such as carinog for
emplovees’ personal well-being (Martin, Anterasian, and Siehl.
19893 . It is possible that such content inconsistencies are
intentional. For example, humanitarian value rhetoric mawv =meroo
as a smokescreen, deflecting attention from the l2ss  humanc
implications of financial risk taking.

Lack of consensue is the second charactaeristic of «
Faradigm 2 portrayal of culture. Most Faradiom 2 research
emphasizes sub-cultures, and usually does not even acknowleadne
sources of organization-wide aqgreement. Organizational suib -
cultures may have positive (enhancing), negative (conflicting).
or crthogonal (unvalenced difference’ relationships to each
other or to a dominant organizational culture (Louis, 1923I).
For example, & top management team may fanatically support a
C.E.0.'s perspective (e.g., Martin, Sitkin, and Boehm, 1%85:.
Or. & counter-culture mav arise in opposition to a domirant
culture, ag in John Delorean’s divizion of General Mooore
(Martin and Siehl. 1983, In contrast to these clear alliances
and ' conflicts, orthogonal sub-cultures simply reproesent
different, non-conflicting perspectives. Most orthogonal sub-
cultures reflect occupational (e.g.. Gregory., 1983; Van Maaren
and Rarlev, 19384) or tenure-related tLouis, 1980) difterences.

L L4

Paradigm 2 portrayals of culture de-emphasize teader-
generated sources of cultural content. Instead, Faradigmn 2
research stresses the external resource dependencies of the
organization, its stage in the organizational life cvecle, the
impact of tasks and technology. and even the role of coaan hive
processes, (such as attribution biases and the offectes -
saliencer, that cause over-—estimation cf a leader’'s impact  on
events. For example, a study of a emall start-up compeainv
concluded that the founder had been given retrospective cred:it
tor creating aspects of the cultur= that were, in fact, due to
external forces beyond his control (Martin, Sitkin., and EBoehm.
1985).

In summary, Paradigm 2 emphasizes differentiation whers
Paradigm 1 emphasized integration. Faradigm 2 stregses
inconsistencies, delineates the absence of organization—-wicde
consensus  (usually in  the form of overlapping, nested cub-
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cultures). and cstresses external., rather than leader-centerad.
souwceces of cultural content. In terms of the matrix framewark,
action and svmbeoclic inconsistencies appear across rows., and
content inconsistencies appear within the left—hand column of tihe

matrix. Lack of consensus can be represented in oneg matrix or.
in more detail, by constructing multiple matrices. where oesh
matrix represents a separate sub-cul ture. Althouah each  suu-

cultural matrix might include some internal consistency  and
consensus, the differentiation and fragmentation charactericstic
of a Paradigm 2 viewpoint would become evident when the various
sub~cul tural matrices were compared.

Harmony, Conflict, and Ambiguitv

Each of the paradigms has a characteristic wav of deaiinsg
with harmony, conflict, and ambiguity. Given Faradiam 1°'s
emphasis on integration, it is not surprising that most Faradiam
1 portrayals of culture offer an image of cultural hermony.
rather than conflict. | Just as Benedict (1934) portraved Indiar
tribal societies as unified by a single harmonious theme. such as
Apollonian detachment., so Paradigm 1 culture research prasents

pictures of organizational harmony. For example, Quchi b e X T
offers a vision of cultural harmony in his description of clan-
type orqganizations, where organizational members are bound
together (and controlled) by common goal s, values, anved
understandings.

Yoluntary organizations, worker democracies. aacial
movements, and other interest-based organizations are ususll.
described from a Paradigm 1 perspective., where harmory ariscs
from a single shared ideological commitment. Paradian 1

portravals of cultural harmonv in large corporate bureaucracles
are also common. Indeed, harmony is often celebrated in Faradizm
1 research as the key to improved organizotional effectiveress
(@.qg9.. Brandt. 1986; Deal and kennedv, L1982; Kilwmann, L9&%:
Fascale and Athos, 19813 Peters and Waterman, 1982). In theue
cul tlu-al portraits, top maragement and lower level empiovses
share the same values and offer the same interpretaticne o+  Lhe
meaning of actions.

Only occasionally does a Faradigm 1 portrait of culo.-=
include a mention of the dark side of the moon: the coafli=t tlat
can be hidden by an emphasis on harmonvy. Strong presswes koo
consistency and consensus have negative effects., porticularl s or

deviants. Ouchi {(1981), +or example, speculates that mincritw
members and women may find it more difficult to "fit" inkm wel: -
integrated cultures dominated by white males, such a: these

described in Paradigm 1 research.

Because Paradigm 2 emphasizes differentiation,. on= mi~ht
expect an emphasis on conflict, rather than harmony. This i«
not necessarily so. Although the majority of Paradicwr =
portrayals of culture emphasize conflict., some do not. For
example, Benedict’s description of Japan (194&) stresses
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oppositional @lements of the cultuwre: the sword  ard  too
chrysanthemum, male and female. acctivity and passivitv. et:s.
Pl thouah these elements of the cul ture A claarlwv
differentiated, their relationship is complementar::, and
harmonious.

Lawrence and Lorsch (19&87) offer a similarly harmonious

portrait of organizational differentiation. For example,
functional differences, (such as those between financial
administration, production, or marketing) often serve as
organizational sub-cultures, each essential for organizational
survival. According to Lawrence and Lorsch, effective

organizations use integrating mechanisms. such as task forces and
liaison roles, to create harmonv out of this diversitv.

In contrast, other Faradigm 2 portravale of culture offor a
Hobbesian or Marxian vision of deep and endurirg conflict (e. oA
Abravanel, 1983; Riley, 1983). For example, Smircich, (1983
describes the conflict between a top erecutive and his emplovees.
who pay 1lip service to the executive's espoused values while
behaving in accord with their own interests. Similar clashes of
interest might occur between lower level emplovees, such as
assembly line workers, and management.

The harmony in most Faradigm 1 views of culture is a kind o+
clarity. This view of culture restricts attention to those
manifestations that are clear enough to seem consistent an+d o
engender interpretations that cultural members can agree uoon.
As a result, culture becomes that which is clear, "an area of
meaning cut out of a vast mass of meaninglessness, a  smal i
clearlnq of lucidity in a formless, dark, always ominous ijungle”
lerger, 1967, P. &3, quoted in Wuthrow, Hunter, HBargesen. aic
Kurzweil, 1984, p. 26). In its quest for lucidity, & Faradign |

view of culture denies ambiguity. (In this paper the word
ambiguity is used to refer to mental confusion., an inter-al
“perience caused by complexity and lack of claritw. This 1=
distinguished from uncertainty,  which is used %o refer to

external or environmental sources of unpredictable charge.) (4)

The denieal of amU1nu1Ly. characteristic of a Faradiam 1 vicw

of culture, is not suwrprising. There is considerable evidencs
that, under manv circumstances, people find the exparience ¥
ambiguity noxious. When stimuli cannot be channeled an«
anticipated, discomforting information overlioad can occur.

Similarly, when emotions cannot be identified. free-ftloating
anxiety can be overwhelming.

The experience of ambiguity can also bring behavieoral
paralysis. A= bystander intervention research has demonstrate:
(e.g., Latane and Darley, 1970), people usually do not intervens
in an emergency as long as the situation is ambiguously defined.
Once the ambiguity is clarified, then, and only then., will
bystanders help. When a s1tuaf1on is ambigquous, it is difficult
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to know if action i called for. which actions would b2
appropriate, and what their consequences might be. The frecusnt
result 1is inaction.

However noxious it mav be, people in organizations moan
endure information overload and free-floating anxietv, I bl
long run, however, an organization cannot sacrifice its ability
to act. 0Of all the negative effects of ambiguitv, :* 13
behavioral paralvsis that presents the agreatest danger o
organizations.

When people are faced with these negative effects of
ambiquity, they often react by denying its existence. To cite
only one example, Bruner and Fostman (1949) reversed the coior
of some playing cards. Faczed with a red ace of spades, =ubiechte
would insist the card they saw was black. Or was an ace of bearis
or diamonds. In & similar fashion, those who adopt a Paradic . 1
view of culture react to ambiguity by denving it.

There are other., . less drastic alternatives. Rath=r than
gdenving ambiguity, it can be channeled, thereby liritina its
potentially bewildering and paralyzing effects. Faradigm 2 viewe

of culture can be either harmonious or conflictful. Either wae\v,
a bind of -clarity is present. Inconsistent cultural
mani festations directly contradict each other. Even whan

conflicts are present, things are clear enough that cultural
members know that they disaaree on particular issues. The

potential complexities of the cultural dom&in are therebv reduced
to dichotomies.

Sub-cultural differentiation "fences in" difference?s in
perspective. Each sub-culture becomes an island of localized
lucidity:; ambiguities lie only in the interstices among the sub-

cultures. Paradigm 2 channels ambiguity, as swift currents
create channels around islands. This frees sub-cultural members
to perceive and respond to only a small part of the complexities
and uncertainties of the organization’s environment, thus
avoiding action paralysis. .

A third reaction to ambiguitv is possible. Rather that
denying or channeling it, ambiguity could be accepted and maide
the focus of attention. A view of culture that incorporates th=
acceptance of ambiguity is so different that it is reasonable *o

arque that it would represent a third paradigm. From :his
perspective, cultural members might revel in ambiguitv and
researchers might legitimate it as a source of innovation,
creativity, or change -- perhaps as concomitant of the chaos an:
excitement of a new venture or rapid growth.

However, this level of comfort with ambiguity is praohanl.
unusual, Because of its noxious effects, ambiguity may mors
often be accepted with reluctance, as an 1inevitable part o+
cultural life. It is difficult to imagine members of a) "averane"
Fortune S00 company overjoved to admit the existence of
widespread confusion. Below, we offer a more representative




Faradigm I portrait -- a culture where ambiguity i acceoted.
albeit with =zome reluctance and dismay.

Confusion Abouk Egalitarianiem at 0ZC0: a Faradigm 2 FPersceciilve

Resources; and non-financial rewards are cupposed to Le
distributed at 0ZCO0 in a relativelvy egalitarian fashion,
However. how one actually obtains a better office spac®. a nicer
desk, or a newer comp:.ter ‘or any other phvsical object that can
have status connotations) is not clear to many emplovyees. Meed .
status, power, and tenure all come into play. but there certa nlw
does not seem to be a formula, even within each division.

Confusion is not restricted to issues such as these, whaere
people are apparently unclear about how to implement objectives
or even what objectives are desired. Consider QZ200%s  muat-
touted commitment *o open office spaces. There has long  baeeo
much private discussion about whether or not open affice sbacos
are "a good thing." This has become such a hot topic  *hat a
formal meeting was held, so that the costs and benefits of rhe
open plan (as well as the financial costs of changing to a closed
plan) could be publiclv debated.

During this meeting, two kinds of confusion emerged. It was
not clear whether the apen offices were achieving ths statad
ob jective of status equalization. Fernhaps more importantly, it

was - not at all clear that emplovees agreed that this was a too
priority, or even an xppropriate objective. Some enplovees were
concerned about privacy or work efficiency, while other=z aut
areater priority on minimizing status differentials. These aoal s
mav  be incommensurable and 1irreconcilable; no consensus  albouk
priorities emerqged and employees remained confused abouwt  Fogw
these conflicting  objectives should be, and wauld bz
prioritized.

Awareness of ambiguity.pervades employee discussions about
the difficulties of getting things done within the EC0
buwreaucracy:

There are a number of lavers. The charters of diffaront
divisions often overlap. I+ wvou are going to impact otkar
divisions then it’'s very difficult. Because rules and QOB D
diftfer across divisions, much confusion resul ks when nolicies
have to move acrose divisional boundaries. (Dan, Ferachaet
Manager, Markebting)

This ambiquity about means for getting things done is
exacerbated by the companv’s emphasis on low level, consensual
decision making practices. One problem is that, given the siza of
the company, +ew employees know what’®s going on outside th=ir
level of the hierarchy and their division:

Froducts have +to work together. {Thev) can™t work in
isolation. They're not set up to do this. 0ZC0 is a 1ot of
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little companies. (Eeob, Marketing Flanner)

As a result, =zome employvees feel that decisiorns are hascd o
little (and often erroneocus) information. In addition. ‘rio ene!
can make & decision begause decisions are pushed to the toaest
level. If a decision involves other divisions., “he docision musl
must move up and across the hierarchy. Gettin. decisionzs moved
around in this way seems to b2 a very ambiguous preocess:

It seems that when one moves beyond the division level to the groun
level there is &« problem. When there is no wav the divisions

can coordinate on their own., then, a group manager is= called :r

to "fix it." How far up to coordinate a proiect is unec: @sr-.

These things come to people’s attention where we chcoze Lo resasare
our results. When divisions are having troublz, when thew ' icstb
some sales because of lack of links, then they gno to the aroup
level to "fix it." (Stuart. Vertical Marketing Enaineer)

Similar ceonfusion suwrrounds 0ZC0O s lateral promotion poliswv.
Lateral movement is often encouraged. but there is consideras.e
confusion about how vou go about moving around, how vou aet
interviews with other divisions, and how vou get the support o+
vour own boss for a transfoer:

Emplovees) can move around, although I really don't lkncw
how one does this. During a hiring freeze especiall-w. I don*t
know how to get support for a transtfer. (Fob. Marl:eting #lanmsr)

Organizational stories at 0ZCO suggest that not all =splovees
are even aware that lateral, rather than vertical, promotinnes
are the norm. For example:

A verv competent woman: for twc and a half vears had bezn
working in corporate personnel on the workforce restructaring
project. She was passed over for a job that she would have Leen
a natural for. Later, she was told that if she wanted tu move
ahead she had td come up (laterally) through the divisions. Thre
was the first she had heard of this policy, even though =he Ha
been working on workforce issues for two and a half veares. it
wasn’t clear to her. (Sally, Workforce Flanning)

Was this woman never told of the policy because her chercoes
o+ promotion were rRil? Or. were her chances of promoticon =1
because she was not smart enough to realize the importance org
perconal reloevance of the lateral promotion policvy whern she heard
about it? Or. are females and other minorities less likelv to he
coached by the informal "old boy" network of line managers wha °
watch for "premotable” subordinates?

Or. was the woman in the storv not s2en as having the skilt:
that. make a person "promotable"? Fersonnel staff jobs at OFi0
are often not particularly respected by group and divisicnal
employees, in part because staff decisions are often undercut,
without appropriate official authority, by corporate emplovees

(Joni, Corporate Development). Ferhaps as a result, line
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managers almost always come from engineering, rather  than
paersonnel. In addition te portraving the ignorance of o sincle
emplovee, this organizational storv pinpoints -a number of =scurcos
tor the ambiguity that swrounds the company’s lateral promott s
plicy.

One central aspect of any promotion policy 15 performance
evaluation, and here ton, there is considerable aobiguity about
the process itself, as well as the criteria used. Theoreticall s,
employees are evaluated on their own performanca. Mo .
employvees are all ranked using different salarv curves, dep=nding
on their level in the 0ZCO hierarchy. Emplovees often don’t sncw
who thev are being compared to and what the criteria for ~anbiso
ar@s

I'm not well versed in the ranking process because it = doos
bw first line managers and up. I know pav 1ncraasses are baw

a0

merit, but merit really depends on your ob. . hince  di fherent
jobs are compared to each other 1t'e di¢ficult. Ter s cupsioalt

a4

;
to compare apples to oranges here and [ gon®t krow bow  Shew o

-

against a lab engineer. (Tom. Froduct Marketing Enginesr)

it...I"m @& product marketing engineer here and I'm renked

I think we are ranked based on the power of the division:

Managere of each divison argue for rank criteria that will

o
their own division. The managers don’t kncw what other o sision
members even do. One product manager savs evaluation i= bhased

en new product development, another says thev don’t krow. anorher

says qrowth. (Denise, PFroduct Sales)

In summary, these emplovees are confused about GIo0s
cemmitment  to eqgalitarianism. They hear relativelwy agalitarior
rretoric obout the distribution of resources ard non—=fimnancal
rewards, open office spaces, consensual decision makirg. and
lateral promotions. However, their own experiences, and thcose o+
other emplovees, leave them confused about what the DR OsET G
these policies are, whether these policies are desirahle, how
these policies are'implemented, and whyv.

Figure I suwmmarizes the main elements of thig Faradiam T
view of egalitarianism at Q0ZCO. &g in the two previous portraite
cf the culture of 0ICO, & Paradiom 3 view isolates and traces
content themes as they surfece in- practices and artifaclz.
Althouagh cell entries in the matrix can be made, qguestions of
consistency and inconsistency are not possible within a Faradiam
3 frameworl:. Ingstead, anv cultural manifestation is an e@aul vooe |
stimulus, open to multiple'interpretations, not fully underctcod
by either researchers or cultural members.

Insert Figure I about here.
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Faradigm Z: The Acceptance of Ambiguitwv

In Faradigm 3, cultural manitestations are not clearlw

consistent or inconsistent with each other. Instead. bhe
relationships among manifestations are characterized bv a lack of
claritv. Differences in interpretation are sRen A=
incommensurable. irreconcilable, and inevitable. From Gthis
perspective, the clarity of Faradigm 1 o even the olaar

oppositions of a dichotomous analvsis, characteristic of Faradicm
<y would be viewed as oversimplifications., perhaps created or
reinforced by management for purposes of control (Siehl, 1984).

A Faradigm 7T culture cannot be characterired as qgenerallw
harmenious or conflictful. Instead, individuals share sons
viewpoints, disagree about some. and are ignorant of or
indifferent to others. Consensus, disgensus. and confusion
coexist, making it difficult to draw cultural and sub-cultuwral
boundaries. Certainly those boundaries would not coincide with
structural divisions or permanent linking roles, as an abuencs of
claritvy would undermine the usefulness of these integratirg
di fferentiating mechanisms.

One metaphor for a Paradigm 3 culture is a web. Individual =
are nodes in the web, connected by shared concerns to some bub
not all the surrounding nodes. When a particular issue beoones
salient, one pattern of connections becomes relevant. That
pattern would include a unique array o agreementa,
disagreements, and pockets of ignorance. A different issue would
draw attention to a different pattern of connectiors ~-- and
different sources of confusion. Whenever a new issue becones
salient to cultural members or researchers, a new pattern (of
connections bhecomes sianificant.

A Paradiam 3 view of culture, then, would hawve
tniversally shared, integrating set of values. save ocne: &n
awareness of ambiguity itsel+f. From a Paradigm 7 perspective.
researchers and cultural members see (and perhaps even look far)
complexity, confusion, and paradox —- that which is not cilzar.
Rather than being "a small clearing of lucidity in a formlese,
dark, always ominous jungle," a Paradigm T view of culture is the
jungle itsel+. The defining characteristics of this +thirc
paradigm are summarized and contrasted with the characterisr:cs
of the other two paradiagms in‘Figure 4,

This third view of culture raises a set of serious qrestiones
about the nature of culture itsel+f. Would a culture that +ull v
accepted ambiquity deteriorate into chaos and anarchy? 1+ oo,
would such a culture represent a third cultural paradigm or would
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it be more accurate to savy that an acceptance of ambiauity raans
an absence of culture? What is the essence of culture. withoui
which culture cannot be said to wist? Does a minimum of
consistency and consensus have to be present, in order to ctave
off the forces of chaos and anarchy? Does the vistence o+
culture necessitate the denial or channeling of ambiqguity?

Answers to these questions are hard to come bv becauce no
culture research has vet used a Paradigm 3 perspective. However,
the research of March and his colleagues on "oroaniczed
anarchies" (e.g., Brunsson, 1985; Hedberg, 1981; March % Ols=en.
1976), although not specifically focused on cultural issues, does
provide insight into these questions. This research ofboen
focuses on decision-making process in large public bureaucracios
or educational institutions. In these ‘“organized anarchiss,’
complexities and lack of clarity are the rule. rather than thu

sception. Ambiguities are seen as unavnidable and, in o osnre
cases, desirable aspects of organizational functioning.

Many of these "organized anarchies" exist in orde- to
reflect the diversity of the multiple constituencies tray
represent. Thus, patterns of connection are diffuse, éiel

consensus, for any length of time, is hard to come by. When it
occurs, it often does so on one level (perhaps agreement on =
policy), but not on another (how to implement that policy or whe:

that policy is desirable). Action paralysis is often the rnorm
(e.g., Brunsson, 1985)., and when it is nmot, action it oflen
generated without full comprehension or consensus concerning  its

meaning or intended effects (e.g.. Starbuck, 1983).

This literature, like most organizational literature
outside the domain of cultural studies, tends to focus on formal
and informal practices, such as decision making procedures.
overlapping work roles, informal conmunication. and evol vino :ob

definitions. Thus, wvery 1little is known about the svmbolic
interpretation of artifacts in Faradigm 3 cultuwres. G2
" exception is Feldman®s (1983) study of a large federal agenc..

which includes several organizational stories, such as "The Hew
Administration Effect:"

A new employee at the agency reluctantly accustomed himeel
to the absernce of hot water, air conditioning., and adeguate pal)

lighting in the agency’s office building. One morning. a5 me
walked down the hall, the lights suddenly switched on, Lhier moft
whirr of the air conditioner could be heard, and the +aucszts sr-e
) more gushed hot water upon request. An cld timer lauagred at the
new emplovees puzzlement, observing "It's no mvster.. Tivr &

always happans when a new administration takes over."

The bewilderment of the new emplovee and the overwhelming senso
of confusion that permeate this story may be characteristis of
the symbolic aspects of life within Paradiaom 3. Clearly, howewvar-,
this is an intriguing and largely unexplored domain for furtmer
research,
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Because the organizational descriptions cited above hawe
manyv Paradiagam I elemnents, it is possible to address some of the
questions, raised above, concerning the relationship between
Faradigm 3, chaos., and the "absence of culture." Al though March
and his colleaques label these oryanizations "anarchies," the
descriptions they offer do not portray «chaos. Al though these
organizational descriptions often include evidence of behavicral
paralysis, these organizations continue to function. ard
arganizational members continue to be associated with them.

We do not think that organizational cultures, portraved from

a Paradigm 3 viewpoint, have an absence of culture. Instear.
Paradigm 3 portrays a t.stinctive view of culture, one that 1z
centered on ambiguity itself. I+ this is correct, culture mav

not necessarily involve the denial or channelina of ambrguitv.
It could also include the acceptance of ambigquityv, an acceptance
that may be either reluctant or enthusiastic.

This variation in attitudes ebout ambimugity ralEes @
question. The new agency emplovee apparentl rescts
ambiguity with puzzlement and & feeling of nower!ossnmss. N
employees accepted ambiquitvy with reluctarce and dismav: “kew =an
it as a problen. In other settings. such as "start-up  firms."
research and development laboratories, and "skunk works, "
cultural members are usually quite comfortable with ambiauitv.
This kind of comfort might also be prevalent in scme occupational
sub-cultures, such as social workers, academic researchers. and
teachers. Finally, personality research indicatze that scsome
individuals develop unusually high levels of tolerance +or
ambiguity (Kahn., wolfe, Snoek. and Rosenthal, 1964; Lokeact:.
19250) . In some contexts, then, the experience of ambiaquityv iw
not congsidered noxious. Indeed, if some acadenss. innovators.
and entrepreneurs are to be believed, sometimes the eupertence of
ambiguity is a delight. Whv?

These are peculiar cultural settings. New ventures. rosearch
laboratories, and members of the helning professicns ars in Live
business o+ innovation —— creating a new product, running a new
business, or golving an indeterminate or previcusly inseoluable
problem. When innovation is the objective, people may be more
willina to accept ambiquity. Thus, in its emphasis on ambiquity.
Faradiam I may provide a key to understanding the processes cf
innovation and change.

There are a varietv of sowces of ambiguitv: uncl ear
expectations, preferences. and evaluation criteria: locsslv
coupled actions and outcomes: and rapid change, to nams s £owi.
These sources of ambiguity suggest several reasorns why ambiguitwy

and innovation mav be linked. When expectations, prefererces.
and evaluation criteria are unclear, there is no apparent right
or wrong outcome. Hecause there is no risk of being "wrono."
perimentation, and thus creativity, are encouraged. Ang i
objectives are not clear, & priori, thevy can be permitted o
emarqe. This may be why ambiguity is salient in such cccupations

as academic research and social worlk.
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When the souwrce of ambiguity is  lopose coupling batwee.
actions and outcomes. tnnovation may be encouraged for gsliahliv
difforent reasons. For example, entrepreneurs often obuserve and
axperiance outcomes that sceem to be out of their control. N
*Pi1te of extreme dedication and hard work their new venturos  mees
taily or, a venture may succeaed, for no apparent or forsecablz

reason, beyond pure 1luck. Under these kinds of ambicuous
conditions, negative consequences of actions, as well as their
causes, are difficult to detect and evaluate. As a result,

ambiguity brings individuals a sense of safetv and with that
safety, autonomv for acting, playing, and experimenting (Mc(all.
19773 McCaskev. 1982; March and Olsen, 1976 Rogers. 1961: Welick.
1979:198%).

With this freedom, interpretations, causal explanations, and
preferences can be allowed to emerge retrospectivelv, atter
actions have cccurred (Brunsson, 1985; March, 1974, 1931

tarbuck, 1983%). Without the constrainte of prospective olannincg
and rationalization, ip becomes easier to innovate:

An organization can learn new thinas about its=l1+ and adbout

its environment when ambiquity is present. If an oroanization
continues to act even though it doesn’t know for certain what it
is doing., there is a chance that the organization will emer3e
tfrom its confrontation with ambiguity in slightlv different shaps

than when it started to cope. In this wav ambiquitv can produce
innovation and greater utilization of resources. iWeinrk.
1985:12%) '

If ambiquitv does provide a key to innovation, then deoes the
denial or channeling of ambiguity impede the innovative procese?
In other words., are cultures whose members are more 1likel- to
share a Paradigm 1| or 2 perspective less capable of inncwvatinn,
when innovation is called for? The phrasing of these questions
presumes that people can adopt only one paradiam at a time. Th=
final section of this chapter suggests that a single—-paradigm
verspective (any single paradigm) may be less informative ard
useful than a perspective that combines insights from all three
paradigms.

Integrating the Three Paradigms

Faradigms are subjective perspectives that researchers and
cultural members adopt when they perceive., conceive, or ensct &
culture. Researchers and cultural members tend tec view a  alven
culture from a single paradigmatic perspective. Some coentexts
have characteristics that are more easily seen az fittina one
paradigm rather than another. For example, ambiguity mav ke
particularly salient in a rapidly growing company in the
innovative "high technology" industry. Ambiguity aaw LIE
unavoidable during traumatic changes. such as a merger or  an
unesxpected financial crisis. Faradigm 3, therefore. may be the
most obvious perspective from which to view organizaticne in

Q o 24 27




these circumstances.

Different contents mav facilitate the adoption of the othar
paradiams. For example, entrepreneurial organizations., whore
emplovers are all committed Lo a common vision. or workor
dzmocracies, where members are united by a common purpose o
ideology, may lend themselves to a Faradigm 1 perspective.
Similarly, a Paradigm 2 viewpoint mav be easier to use in highiwv

differentiated contexts, such as & multi-national. i
conglomerate. or a firm with a multi-divisional structure.
Paradigm 2 may also seem to fit steeply hierarch:cal
organizations, for example a manufacturing operation with &
clear, and perhaps embittered. eplit between labor arid

management.

There are other factors that might influence oaradigmatic
preferences. For example, top executives and some organizational
behavior teachers and consultants might find the harmony,, wnit .
and leader-centeredness of PFaradiam 1 comforting in nhe
implications for employee satisfaction and managerial contracl.
Middle managers and research scientists might be more inclinecd to
Paradigm 3J, as they cope with ambiguities caused by con+tlicting
multiple roles or camplex problems. Labor activisis and
r2gsearchers with Marxist leanings may be more at ease witih =«
FParadiaoam 2 view of sub-cultures strugaling with irreconcilatl:
contradictions and conflicts of interest.

It is a misleading oversimplification to rely on anv sinale-
paradigm view of a culture. Instead, any culture can be usefull:
regarded from all three paradigmatic viewpoints. This pcint iz
illustrated well by the results of a recent study of & soall.
voung electronics firm (Martin, Sitkin, and BEoehm. 1985, . in
such a firm the leader could "hand pick” employees. Furthermor:.
the leader had a relatively small realm to control. Thegw
features should facilitate the development of organization-wids
consensus characteristic of Paradigm 1.

The founder of the firm and a stratified, random sample of
emolovees were interviewed. They were asked, using a structurad.
open—ended interview format. to recount and interpret the meaning
of whichever events in the company’s history thev perscnally
considered important. These interview protecols 2§
svyet2matically content analyzed. Anvy element of an event hictor.w

or its interpretation, mentioned by two or more individuals. was
coded. '

In accord with Paradiagm 1, zome evidence of leader-centw: od.
organization-wide consensus was found. Almost all the emplo
and the founder chose the same events in the organizabtion
history to recount; they agreed that the leader was a central
actor in all of these events; and they frequently stressed “he

fact of the company’s growth in their interpretations of +th=
meanings of these events.

FParadigm 2, however, would predict that sub-cultural
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ditferences would emerge in the content and interpretstions of
these event histories., even in such a gmall, young organiraticn.
The remainder of the results of the content armalvsis  was
consistent with Paradigm 2. Sub—-cultwres had already beoun  to
emerge. The content of the event hiztories JifFered
significantlv. according to level in the hierarchv and functticral
responsibilitv.

For 2 ample. one of the most frequently cited ervents
concerned the quality control problems that had plaguad the
company since its incorporation. Frroduction enginsers
attributed the resolution of these problems to changes thev had
made in the production process. Marketing personnel tock credit
for the same success. attributing it ko their having soothed
anary customers. il most every functional area of e

so that members of its sub—-cul ture were heros and heroinos,

arganization reconstructed accounts of the qualitv contral crosis

Expressions ot confusion, acknowul edgments ot 1L aci:  of
claritv. and complaints about complexity could also bBe fmuul on
the interview data. However, this evidence., consistent wikh =
Faradigm 3 perspective, was not included in ths coding =wstzEm
because, at the time this studv was conducted, we had not =t
included ambiquiltv within ow conceptualization of culturzs! [if=
in organizations. Thus, this study previded =2vidence of tha

coexistence of Faradigms | and 2 and -- had we lnoked for i*
the time -=- Paradigm % as well.

[
'l

Any cultural context is more fully understood -- i 1tu
current complexity and in its potential for innovation -- wher 1t
is viewed from all three paradigmatic perspectives. Farzdisms
should not be blinders. Instead. thewv should be thouaght o* as
zet of three lenses, each one to be used in turn, in order ~o
capture a full view of all three aspects of anv on2 cuituecel
context. While it is not easy to adopt a wmultiple-paradicm
viewpoint, it is not impossible. It is possible for researchers
to do it, otherwise this chapter could not have been written. it
is also possihle for cultural members to use a multiple-paradiam
perspective. For example, some 0ZCO employees are guoted in two
or  even three of the paradigmatic views of their organization’s
culture.

Faradigms are points of view. At any time, in anv contaut.

elements of all three paradiams are present. Each should he
acknowl edged. [f this were done by cultural researchers., cur
descriptions of cultures would be richer and more camplets,

hopefully generating fuller comprehension of cultural pheromeandé.
If cultural® members could regularly use a multiple—paradion
perspective, this miaght facilitate the innovation that
accompanies an acknowledgment of ambiguity. When a multiple-
paradigm perspective is adopted. the experience of ambiguity ig
neither unaccustomed nor overwhelming. Instead, somé accsptances
of ambiguity is alwavs present. That acceptance wmight wae,
perhaps during times of crisis, and wane, perhaps during times ot
stability or prosperitvy. At no time, however, would amaiquitv bo

26

_® ag



denied, and o at no time woulcd innovation be impeded. Ambiauaty
could flowrish openly. without bringing the uswal  danaer s of
action paralvers.
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Footnotes

1) There iz considerable debate among anthropolooists aboub bR
anpropriateness of including tormal and intormal practices wibtnn
the domain of what is defined as culture. For example., o@dsino
(1981:68-69) takes the position that:

We will restrict the term culture to an ideational svetom
Cultures in this sense comprise systems of shared ideas,
svstems of concepts and rules and meanings that underlie crd

are enpressed in the wavs that humans 1live. Culturo. i
defined, refere to what humans l@2arn, not what thev do and
make.

Actording to this cognitive definition of culture, the social ard

material arrangements that we have labeled formal and  irncoraa)
practices btelong to a non—cultural domain, often labeied "soozal
structure.” Geertz supports this cognitive peint of vienw.

observing that:

Culture 1is that fabric of meaning in terms of which human
beings interpret their experience and guide their acticn;
social structuwre is the form that action takes, the ...
network of social relations. Culture and social struciure
are ... ditferent abstractions from the same phenomena
{1957:33~34, guoted in kKeesing. 1981:74).

The cognitivs approach to the study of culture leads bto
shortcomings, particularly in the ability to "conceptualize the
processes of cultural transmission and change and to rela:z trhem
to economic and political realities" (Feesing, 1981:73).

Most organizational cul ture researchers, like |
anthropslugists, consider these shortcomings of the cogriiws
approach to be fatal flaws. In a =zense, an organizatinm i1s ar
explicit attempt to control the behavior of emplovees in ordsr o

produce goods and/or services. HBecause moust organizations are et
WP for such utilitarian objectives, an understanding of eccromic

2 ..

and political realities, and the processes of channg, ig
inseparable from a studv of organizational culture. fiocogrs hive
approach restricts the culture researcher to the study of 1doas
and values, aspects of culture (the "soft fuzziezs") that

difficult to measure and are only indirectly related to ‘“hs
organization®s utilitarian objectives. Thus, an noluss velw
cognitive approach constrains what the study of cultwre cans

contribute to an understanding of organizations. For :
reasons, most organizational researchers incluade formal =nd
informal practices within the domain of culture.

The inclusion of formal and informal practices., as  an
essential part of culture, is particulariv important for those
who are concerned with conflicts of interest within &N

organizational hierarchy. From this (often politically leftist)
point of view, organizational cultures do not simply exist in the
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realm ot ideas or values; they constitute a specific., matoerial
condition of existence that scocme consider oppressive and
exploitive. It is therefore essential that the sludy of culburs
include structuwral, economic, and social specificitics. e i
misleading to portray an organizational culture as ar  arcares.
ungrounded world of ideas and values, disconnected from Tt
practicalities of earning a pav check for doing work, a portion
aof which is. in any job, distasteful, stressful, and, for sooe.
phvsically taving.

~

The matrix framework can encompass a cognitive approach ho
the study of culture, as long as formal and informal praechtices
are omitted. Hewever, because of the utilitarian goals of must

organizations, and because of the possibility of matericzl Forms
aof oppression, we believe that the inclusion of practicae within
the domain of culture is ecsential.

{2) The term "artifact" was introduced to organizational cultwre
researchers by Schein (1981).

3) A fully or partially completed matrix, or set of matrices.
summarizes what is known about a given culture at a singl2 poink
in time, across one or more levels of analvsis. An  additicrnal
advantage of the matrin framework is that it lends itsel+ &L
comparison: across levels of analysis withia a given organization
(as described above), over time for a single organizaticn. ord
across organizations. Such comparizons could be used o
articulate complexities of a single culture. trace the eveluticn
of that culture over time, or develop generalizations abcud
culture that might hold across organizational boundaries.

(4) Portions of this discussion of ambiguity and Faradiam = zre
proesented in Meverson and Martin (1984&).
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FIGURE 1: EGALITARIAMISM AT 0ZC0
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FIGURE 2: QUESTIONING EGALITARIANISM AT 0ZCO
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FIGURE 3: CONFUSION ABOUT EGALITARIANISM AT 0ZCO
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FIGURE 4: CONTRASTING THE PARADIGMS
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