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Abstract

In this thesis, Karl Popper's paradigm of openness and closure is employed in order
to investigate organisational culture in German corporations with respect to three is-
sues: (1) whether organisational culture tends to correspond to or contradict the pat-
tern of peer-group, or concertive, control that has recently been identified in organi-
sations; (2) to what extent organisational cultures in Germany match German na-
tional culture; and (3) how German corporations react to the dilemma of being con-
strained by the extremes of openness and closure. In doing so, the position of Ger-

man corporations are identified in relation to the concepts of openness and closure.

With regard to the first issue, the current discourse on concertive control in critical
organisation studies is outlined, and fourteen German manufacturing companies are
investigated employing a questionnaire. Two broad clusters of organisational cul-
tures are identified and it is concluded that one cluster matches the pattern of concer-
tive control, whereas the other does not. With regard to the second issue, German
national culture is outlined on the basis of secondary sources. Drawing on the or-
ganisational cultures identified, it turns out that they considerably correspond to na-
tional culture. With respect to the third issue, two kinds of company-internal differ-
entiation, interfunctional and interdimensional, are investigated as possible mecha-
nisms of reacting to the dilemma. Interdimensional differentiation is ascertained to
be the preferred strategy. The question of whether German corporations tend towards
openness or closure is answered by referring to the two identified clusters of organ-
isational culture. One cluster has considerable traits of closure, whereas the other is

more open.
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1 Introduction

Organisational analysis has undergone major changes within the last two decades. In
the 1970s, functionalism was the predominant paradigm of organisational theory; the
critique of organisational conditions, and capitalist modes of production in general,
was left to the academic field of industrial sociology. But the field of organisational
theory and analysis has notably broadened towards sociological approaches, and has
now assumed a considerably different shape. Functionalist organisational theory has
not ceased to exist; on the contrary, since the 1980s it has incorporated the notion of
organisational culture into its agenda, and in the United States it is still the dominant
paradigm of organisational analysis. But critical and hermeneutic approaches have
strongly influenced the field of organisation studies. With the introduction of organ-
isational culture and symbolism in the discourses in the early 1980s, hermeneutic
approaches have become much stronger and have developed into an almost separate
field. And critical approaches are no longer purely a domain of industrial sociology,

but play an important role in the formerly management-oriented field.

Hence, in contrast to the 1970s, critical and hermeneutic approaches have established
a permanent presence in major journals of this field and at conferences in Europe and
North America. The representation of management as neutral and objective is being
criticised in terms of its underlying assumptions; it is investigated as a social practice
embedded in cultural and historical relations, and trends towards different and addi-
tional forms of management control are being discussed. Beyond the focus on man-
agement practices, academic publications have also come under criticism. For exam-
ple, positivist publications enthusing about organisational culture have been criti-
cised for practicability-fetishism and for providing an intellectual background for
additional forms of social control. By this, hermeneutic and critical approaches have
supplied significant antipodes to the instrumental approaches of traditional organisa-
tional theory. Guided by an understanding or emancipatory interest, their contribu-
tion is often summarised as a demystification of management practices and conven-

tional organisational theory.




A recent development in the critical discourse is the analysis of integrative, collec-
tivist forms of work organisation. It is argued that social cohesion and the need for
harmony among colleagues lead to an alignment of attitude and behaviour, which
brings about a new form of management control: concertive control. Functionalist
literature suggesting integrative mechanisms of work organisation is criticised for
overlooking group impulses such as a coercive group pressure and fundamental in-
terest conflicts between the individual and the organisation. It is argued that partici-
pative work environments in organisations present a form of control more powerful
than bureaucratic control. They are supposed to shape and align the identities of par-
ticipants and account for a subordination of their own desires and their autonomy to
the collective will. The discourse on concertive control converges to a consensus that
work organisation based on principles of togetherness are no more liberating than
conventional forms, but carry the danger of other forms of control and rigidity.
While concepts with an inherent Durkheimian dimension of organic solidarity have
long been viewed as a means to humanise work, the pendulum now seems to be
swinging to the other side. Organic forms of work organisation are now viewed as
modern attempts to align individual motivation to the imperatives of the organisa-

tion, and as another, more concealed and tighter form of management control.

It is striking to note to what extent this recent discourse in organisation studies re-
sembles Karl Poppér's reservations against any form of collectivism. In "The Open
Society and Its Enemies' (1945), Popper saw collectivism, the 'herd instinct of the
tribe', as a preceding and accompanying feature of totalitarianism. In an unequalled
manner, Popper outlined the close relations between collectivism, common beliefs,
and a totalitarian social order. He challenged the supposedly humanist approach of
collectivism and organism theories, in a way now being paralleled in organisation
studies by the critique of participative, collectivist work environments as a norma-
tively good thing. This thesis argues that Popper's open society not only has a con-
tinuing relevance in political or social philosophy, but is also relevant for organisa-
tional analysis. The critical discourse on concertive control in organisations appears
to be discovering now those very insights that Popper expounded during the Second

World War.




However, rather than introducing a Popper-based approach for a normative assess-
ment of organisations or management practices, this thesis suggests taking up the
paradigm of openness and closure as an analytical tool to investigate forms of or-
ganisational collectivism. The discourse on concertive control presents community in
such a manner that it distorts the autonomy of the individual and loads the individual
with group dogmas that hinder independent thinking. Other suggestions of forms of
community are treated as a separate discourse. It is présupposed that the creation of
values and communities is related to a decline of autonomy. Forms of community
that are set up against dogmatism, or to precisely foster individual autonomy are not
outlined. This discourse hence marshals the traditional, liberalist juxtaposition of the
individual versus the community. As a result, the presented view of collectivism is
threatened with oversimplification: regardless of the basis of community, the focus
on concertive control puts it into the light of a loss of autonomy, group pressure, and

commonly held, unquestioned beliefs.

This thesis argues that if the Popperian paradigm is interpreted as a multidimensional
framework of openness and closure, then it allows for an analysis of organisations
that promises a more careful treatment of forms of collectivism. The Popperian
framework has first been introduced to organisational analysis by the German or-
ganisational psychologist Gebert. He uses this framework to warn against manage-
ment trends, such as holistic organisational cultures or symbolic and visionary lead-
ership, that reflect closed patterns of thinking and may hence erect tenets of the
closed society. He juxtaposes those trends to others that more resemble an open soci-
ety, such as various types of organisational development and learning. Based on this
framework, the present thesis expands the Popper-based agenda with an empirical -
investigation of types of collectivism in organisations, with the study of the relation
of national and organisational culture, and with a structuralist approach to organisa-

tional culture.

With the multidimensional framework in mind, the relations of organisational col-

lectivism to the degree of equality in organisations, to attitudes to knowledge, and to




individual autonomy, can be made explicit and empirically investigated. Empirical
results of this kind promise insights into whether an organisational culture corre-
sponds to or contradicts the pattern of concertive control. This may show whether
collectivism, contrary to current assumptions, occurs in conjunction with cushioning
features such as equal opportunities, individual autonomy, or absence of dogmatism,
which allows one to ascertain whether and where the discourse on concertive control
begins to err. In this respect, corporations in Germany constitute a particularly inter-
esting case for consideration. As will be explained later, German national culture is
characterised by a strong sense of community, but at the same time personal auton-
omy is highly esteemed. On the one hand, therefore, there is a tendency to view
communities not as rational or contractual arrangements to serve individuals, but as
entities with a purpose in themselves. In addition, the recognisable attitude to regard
knowledge as potentially incontestable - reflected in the belief in experts and the dis-
approval of common sense- shows that the problem of closure is a particularly Ger-
man issue. On the other hand, however, there is a considerable appreciation of inde-
pendence and free will, reflected in the upbringing of children and the professional
qualification for autonomous work. This potential deviation from the pattern of clo-
sure renders German corporations particularly interesting in the context of both con-

certive control and the Popperian paradigm.

The Popperian framework offers more than just an analysis of forms of organisa-
tional collectivism. Since Popper conceptualised openness and closure in terms of
patterns of thinking, this framework allows for an application to the societal (societal
values, national culture) and organisational level (organisational culture), and hence
a comparison of these two levels in the same terms. Since organisational theory has
developed into an increasingly accepted academic discipline independent of indus-
trial sociology, this connection between societal and organisational culture has been
to some extent lost. Although sociologically informed analyses of organisational
phenomena now belong to the dominant forms of organisational analysis, hermeneu-
tic and critical approaches are strongly influenced by micro-organisational methods
and vocabulary and make little attempt to link organisational culture to the wider
cultural context. The focus on symbols in hermeneutic studies, or the analysis of




norms and legitimacy in organisational fields as in neo-institutional approaches, do
not provide the means for a systematic comparison of national and organisational
cultures. Cross-cultural organisational research, on the other hand, although always
based on comparisonS between national cultures, has concentrated on organisational
structures and work attitudes rather than organisational cultures. Being informed of
hermeneutic and critical approaches, the Popperian framework is applicable to the
societal and the organisational level and can show to what extent corporations can be
regarded as partial, sub-, or countercultures of their societal environment. In this
spirit, this thesis collects information about the pattern of openness and closure at

both cultural levels, so as to compare the features through the same conceptual lens.

In addition, a Popperian approach makes it possible to view organisations as caught
in a functional dilemma between the poles of openness and closure. Both openness
and closure realised as absolute conditions, or ideal types, have considerable draw-
backs. Organisational cultures can hence be conceived of as compromises between
the two extremes, or as reactions to cope with the dilemma between openness and
closure. Openness and closure thus can be conceptualised in a structuralist mannér,
that is, as conditions that influence organisational culture. This does not mean that
organisational cultures are intentional means of dilemma regulation, but rather un-
conscious assimilations to the dilemmatic conditions. This structuralist conceptuali-
sation of the Popperian approach also allows for the return to explanatory approaches
to organisational behaviour. Hermeneutic and critical approaches concentrate on
phenomena difficult to turn into subjects of structuralist and/or objectivist empirical
studies. During the recent debate on paradigm incommensurability and in the ongo-
ing discussion of the interplay of structure and action in organisations, the regenera-
tion of structuralist analyses has been repeatedly demanded - and this not only from
the positivist-functionalist viewpoint. Long after radical Weberian and Marxian
structuralist approaches to organisational theory, the agenda pursued in this thesis is
thus also an attempt to revive structuralist and explanatory approaches that are in-
formed of hermeneutic and critical analyses. The thesis empirically explores through
which forms of cultural differentiation German corporations adapt to the dilemma of

openness and closure.
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In summary, the thesis identifies inherent shortcomings of hermeneutic and critical

approaches in organisation studies, embeds the Popperian approach into these dis-

courses, and hence addresses four different and ongoing discussions:

1.

It addresses the critical discourse on concertive control through the investigation
of forms of collectivism in German corporations. In so doing, the thesis does not
attempt to investigate whether concertive control is a significant feature in Ger-
man corporations, but rather to examine the extent to which a national-cultural
and organisation-cultural background corresponds to or contradicts the pattern of
concertive control. It argues that the Popperian framework matches the assump-
tions in the discourse on concertive control and makes them explicit. This con-
nection of concertive control as a phenomenological issue on the one hand, and
nomothetically conceived organisational culture on the other, enhances the inter-
play of methods and sheds light on cultural conditions that can foster or hinder

the phenomenon of concertive control.

It contributes to the German discourse on open and' closed organisations by em-
bedding this paradigm into the current Anglo-American discourses and by an
original empirical investigation. The goal is to extend the knowledge on forms of
openness and closure in corporations, which requires a large-scale investigation
of German companies and a multivariate analysis of the resulting data. At the
same time, the promising paradigm of Popper-based organisational analysis is
brought from an isolated existence in German discourses to the context of the
present Anglo-American issues, and into the wider sociological context of one

nation's culture.

It addresses the discourse on structural approaches to organisational analysis by
presenting openness and closure as extreme conditions that structurally influence
organisational culture. The discussion of structures has long been either the do-
main of Weberian and Marxian approaches to organisational analysis, or it has

been done within the functionalist paradigm to an extent ignoring hermeneutic
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and critical analyses. This thesis investigates organisational cultures as con-
strained by the extremes of openneés and closure and thus presents a structuralist
viewpoint informed by hermeneutic and critical analyses. The methodological
approach will be nomothetic, so as to counterbalance the current favouritism for
subjectivist methods. This is not to step backwards to blind positivism and em-
piricism, but rather to contribute to an interplay of empirical-analytical and her-
meneutic knowledge, assumed to mutually enhance each other in their interac-

tion.

4. It addresses the discourse on the relation between national and organisational
culture. On the basis of secondary data, German national culture is conceptual-
ised in terms of openness and closure, providing hypotheses on features of or-
ganisational cultures. Based on the empirical results on the forms of openness
and closure in German corporations, a comparison with German national culture
will be made and the relation between these two cultural levels discussed. This
questions the current state of affairs in this discourse, which presupposes a de-

coupling of national and organisational culture.

The structure of the thesis is as follows. The current discourses in organisational the-
ory and analysis are the point of departure and are outlined first (Chapter 2). Herme-
neutic and critical é.nalyses are discussed as alternatives to the functionalist para-
digm. Central to Chapter 2 is the identification of some shortcomings in hermeneutic
and critical approaches (Section 2.4), which prepares the introduction of the Pop-
perian paradigm (Chapter 3). There, in Chapter 3, it is shown where this new ap-
proach connects to the current discourses, and its possibilities to tackle some short-
comings of hermeneutic and critical analyses are outlined. It is argued that the Pop-
perian approach offers the opportunity to view presumably well-intended approaches
to integrative forms of work organisations in the light of closed patterns of thinking,

and to systematically investigate different forms of organisational collectivism.

Thereafter, in Chapter 4, the discussion of the link between openness and closure on

the societal and the organisational level is prepared through an outline of the German
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national culture. General societal values and work-related values in Germany are de-
scribed in terms of openness and closure, providing the framework for hypotheses on
the pattern of openness and closure in German corporations. The empirical investi-
gation of German business corporations and the multivariate data analysis in Chapter
5 then sheds light on the relations of open and closed features in organisational cul-
tures. Thus, the Popperian notions are operationalised for organisations, the construct
of openness in organisations is empirically validated on the basis of an investigation
of fourteen German business corporations, and the correlates of social cohesion in

German corporations are discussed.

Chapter 6 discusses the Popperian paradigm in a structuralist manner. Structuralist
approaches to organisational analysis are outlined, openness and closure are intro-
duced as structural constraints, and the explanatory power of the notion of a dilemma
of corporations between openness and closure is evaluated. Chapter 7 then makes the
connection between national and organisational culture. The results of Chapter 4 are
compared to the empirical results on German corporations. The focal point of this
chapter is an evaluation of the extent to which corporations can be viewed as partial,

sub- or countercultures of their societal environment.

Finally, in Chapter 8, critical discourses in organisation studies are discussed in light
of the empirical results obtained. Through applying a nomothetic methodology, the
thesis does not suggest to have definitive answers to the manifold issues of organisa-
tional control, but rather aims to link concertive control and organisational culture
and to shed light on different kinds of collectivism. At the centre of attention are not
only the assumptions prevalent in the discourse on concertive control, but also the
issue of the social disintegration of the individual and the question of whether corpo-
rations can contribute to social integration without simultaneously establishing a
high degree of control. This aims to engage critical approaches with conventional
analyses of organisational culture so as to facilitate interaction among alternative

perspectives. Chapter 9 will summarise the results.
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2 The prevailing discourses in organisational analysis

The literature in organisational theory and analyéis has ceased to be structured ac-
cording to academic disciplines such as industrial sociology and management sci-
ences. Since the 1970s, the discourses have been cross-disciplinary and refer to dif-
ferent topics such as bureaucracy, labour process/work organisation, technology, or-
ganisational culture, organisational learning, leadership, etc. While there used to be a
recognisable split between industrial sociology on the one hand and management-
oriented organisational behaviour on the other, generally speaking these fields have
merged into a discipline of organisation studies. These are characterised by different
paradigms as highlighted by Burrell and Morgan (1979), whose influential publica-
tion remains an important heuristic to juxtapose subjectivism and objectivism, as
well as regulative versus change approaches.! As an alternative approach to sort the
organisational literature, it has recently been suggested to draw on Habermas's
(1972) distinction of cognitive interests: empirical-analytical, historical-hermeneutic,
and critical (Alvesson 1993: 43; Alvesson and Willmott 1996: 50-51). The empiri-
cal-analytical interest is concerned with the "prediction and control over natural or
social forces" (Alvesson and Willmott 1996: 50) and hence resembles Burrell and
Morgan's (1979) functionalist paradigm; the historical-hermeneutic is almost con-
gruent with Burrell and Morgan's interpretive paradigm, and the critical interest
comprises the radical humanism and radical structuralism in Burrell and Morgan's
(1979) sense. Hence these two frameworks in fact have much in common, although

their similarity has rarely been seen.’

The outline of the current discourses in this chapter will be based on this distinction
of cognitive interests. Empirical-analytical studies "have sought to identify the con-

tingencies that are deemed to render employee productivity and consumer behaviour

! Burrell and Morgan (1979) distinguish between subjectivist and objectivist methodological assump-
tions, and between the sociologies of regulation and radical change. This leads to four basic para-
digms in the sociology of organisations, which are supposed to be mutually incommensurable: func-
tionalism (objectivist, regulation), interpretivism (subjectivist, regulation), radical humanism (subjec-
tivist, radical change), and radical structuralism (objectivist, radical change).

2 Not even Burrell and Morgan (1979) discuss this congruence, although they mention Habermas's
distinction in passing (p. 294).
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more predictable and controllable" (Alvésson and Willmott 1996: 50). In organisa-
tional analysis, the interest in organisational performance is in the foreground of this
cognitive interest. In this thesis the body of literature pursuing this interest will be
reférred to as the 'functionalist discourse'. The hermeneutic cognitive interest is con-
cerned with developing an understanding of the lifeworlds of other people or, applied
to organisation studies, "to enrich our appreciation of what organizational work
means to people, thereby improving our ability to comprehend their world and ena-
bling us to communicate more easily with them... (and to understand) what people
think and feel about how they are treated as producers or customers, irrespective of
what instrumental uses such knowledge may have" (Alvesson and Willmott 1996:
50). The body of literature with this cognitive interest will here be referred to as the
'hermeneutic discourse', which relates to what May (1997) refers to as the sociog-
raphic discourse on organisational culture and what Czarniaswka (1997) calls the
symbolist turn in organisation studies. This introduction to the hermeneutic discourse
will discuss conflicting views on organisational culture, integration and differentia-

tion, which is vital for the understanding and juxtaposition of openness and closure.

The critical interest is concerned with "the relationship between the exercise of
power and the construction and representation of reality" (Alvesson and Willmott
1996: 51). It is "motivated by an emancipatory interest" and concerned "to expose
forms of domination and exploitation" (ibid.). Organisational forms of domination
and control such as the manipulative creation of meaning or social control through
normative and social integration are the major concerns of this discourse. Publica-
tions with this cognitive interest will be referred to as the ‘critical discourse'. Burrell
and Morgan's (1979) distinction between radical humanism and radical structuralism
appears less important in this context, since both kinds are, although based on differ-
ent ontological assumptions, essentially concerned with a critique of the functionalist

paradigm in organisation studies and the status quo of contemporary capitalism.

In the field of organisation studies, the hermeneutic and the critical paradigm are

closer to each other than to the functionalist discourses, given that neither pursue an
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instrumental goal with respect to organisational performance.’ It will be argued that
the Popperian approach can show new aspects for the discussion of concertive con-
trol and for the differentiation and integration view on organisational culture, such
that the critical and the hermeneutic paradigm will be introduced in this chapter. The
hermeneutic discourse is essential for the understanding of the Popperian approach,
because the juxtaposition of openness and closure links-up with the integration and
differentiation perspective on organisational culture. The functionalist paradigm is
outlined first, since this is essential for the understanding of both hermeneutic and
critical discourses. After an introduction to these discourses, the concluding section
of this chapter will focus on some of their shortcomings and thus provide the basis

for the introduction of the Popperian approach.

2.1 Functionalist discourses

Functionalist discourses in organisational analysis centre around the relation of or-
ganisational features to organisational performance. After the dominance of the con-
tingency approaches in the 1960 and 1970s, which mainly focussed on organisational
structure, the 'concept’ of organisational culture was embraced in the early 1980s and
continues to be a major issue in this discourse. Although other issues such as organ-
isational change, organisational learning, etc., have meanwhile attained an equally
important role in this kind of literature, functionalist discourses will here be only
briefly outlined with reference to organisational culture. This is because this issue

marks the most important paradigmatic difference to hermeneutic and critical ap-

3 A distinction between the hermeneutic and the critical discourse, however, remains important, as the
Habermas-Gadamer debate has shown. Here, roughly speaking, Habermas claimed that hermeneutics
need to be more critical in order to avoid being politically naive, whereas Gadamer defended the
hermeneutic approach by claiming that the critique of ideology is just a variety of hermeneutics (cf.
How 1995: x; Giddens 1976: 54-70). How (1995: 19-20) illustrates the similarities and differences of
hermeneutics and criticism by an interesting example. He refers to a study by Jack Douglas, The
Nude Beach (1977), where the author shows that the removal of clothes at a nudist beach in Califor-
nia was not an act of liberation, creating a more ‘natural state', but rather set up new social arrange-
ments and new taboos, such that life on the nudist beach is as socially controlled and organised
around the same principles such as status and success. This study is, on the one hand, motivated by a
hermeneutic desire to show the coherence of life at the nudist beach, but it also contains a critical
component of demystification, "a desire to explode the pretensions of the nude-beachers" (How 1995:
20). Another major issue of this debate was that while Habermas sought to synthesise or combine
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proaches, where the integrative component is increasingly viewed in the light of

normative and/or concertive control.

Although the term 'organisational culture' was not yet in use in the 1960s, empirical
research on the relation between organisation-cultural traits and performance can be
traced back to contingency approaches such as Burns and Stalker (1961), Woodward
(1965), or Lawrence and Lorsch (1967), and to classical studies that make a case for
integrative work environments, such as McGregor (1960) and Likert (1961). Here,
the difference between, for example, mechanical or organic organisational structures
(Burns and Stalker 1961) or the functional differentiation between departments, with
an additional integrative component at the level of the company (Lawrence and
Lorsch 1967), was studied and related to organisational performance. Since the 'dis-
covery' of organisation culture in the late 1970s and early 1980s,* the relation be-
tween corporate culture and performance has been addressed to a large extent. The
greatest recognition, first and foremost in the USA, was gained by Ouchi (1981),
Deal and Kennedy (1982), Peters and Waterman (1982), Kanter (1984), Kilman et al.
(1985), and Schein (1985). However, these studies possess common traits that en-
gender concerns not only to researchers writing mainly in the critical discourse, but
also to those in the functionalist tradition. The evidence presented on the relation of
culture and performance is more conceptual and more based on selective anecdotes
and normative assertions than.on empirical results (cf. Denison and Mishra 1995:
205; Gordon and DiTomaso 1992: 783). In particular, the study by Peters and Wa-
terman (1982) had a strong impact in management circles® but was mainly rejected
by academic scholars (e.g., Carroll 1983, van de Ven 1983, Aupperle et al. 1986).
This concern about the erudition of the first approaches, however, was not followed
by serious empirical investigations of the connection between organisational culture
and performance (with Denison and his associates being an exception, see below).

The relatively low number of empirical studies on this issue can be traced back to the

hermeneutic with positivist principles, Gadamer denied positivism any legitimacy in the social sphere
(see in this regard the epistemological orientation of this thesis in Section 5.1).

4 David Silverman's (1970) publication marked a turning point in the move away from structure-
functionalist thinking, but the bulk of the literature on organisational culture was not published until
the early 1980s.
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fundamental research problems that have to be addressed. The whole range from
"social structures to individual meaning" (Denison and Mishra 1995: 205) and 'basic
assumptions', that is, the shared meanings of the participants (Schein 1985), must be
grasped. Beyond the problem of a clear determination of cultural features and the
difficult distinction between criteria of performance (which are often contradictory,
see Shenhav et al. 1994, Goodman et al. 1983), it remains an almost hopeless task to
control for the whole range of other variables that account for organisational per-

formance.

The methodological orientation in functionalist discourses is not restricted to quan-
titative methods, but also comprises qualitative approaches. But even if qualitative
methods are employed, and this is the decisive difference to the hermeneutic dis-
course, the goal is still to make clear statements about successful organisational cul-
tures. The cognitive goal is hence to identify mental and symbolic 'facts' in organisa-
tions and their relation to organisational performance, in the first place in order to
enable a transfer to other organisations. Wifh respect to ofganisational culture, func-
tionalist approaches are significantly imprinted, perhaps even biased, by the 'integra-
tion perspective' (Meyerson and Martin 1987, Martin and Meyerson 1988, Martin
1992). That is, in most studies within the socio-economic discourse, culture is seen
as a mechanism that holds the participants together, as something that forms coher-
ence since all partfcipants have 'it' in common. Explicitly or implicitly, these ap-
proaches to organisational culture lean on Durkheim's notion of organic solidarity
and the structure-functionalism of Parsons: culture is viewed as a conéistent pattern
for the orientation of action and a precondition for a functioning social system. Or-
ganisational culture is viewed as something that creates harmony; the integrative
function of symbols is emphasised at both the interaction and the mental level. Ex-
amples for this view are the prominent studies mentioned above (Ouchi 1981, Deal
and Kennedy 1982, Peters and Waterman 1982, Kanter 1984, Kilman et al. 1985, and
Schein 1985), but also more recent publications such as Denison (1990), or Denison

and Mishra (1995), discussed below. As May (1997: 93) points out, the assumption

$ Managerial thinking is still strongly inﬂuencedby this publication. In some top management con-
sultancies, for example, the book is given to new employees.
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of an integrative function of organisational culture is based on two arguments: first,
basic assumptions, ideas, myths, ideologies and values lead to a regulation, unifor-
misation, and mutual involvement of the organisational actors. Second, and vice
versa, the interaction rituals and the meanings attributed to them by the actors create
collective symbols and an integrative function. Meyerson and Martin (1987, also
Martin and Meyerson 1988) stress the oversimplifying view entailed by the pure in-
tégration perspective. Martin (1992) suggests that there are two perspectives to be
distinguished from the integration viewpoint: differentiation and ambiguity (or frag-
mentation). Since the 1980s, organisational researchers have increasingly questioned
whether organisational culture is to be considered a consistent pattern without inher-

ent contradictions (see Section 2.2, below).

The most significant empirical contributions to the functionalist discourse on organ-
isational culture come from Denison (1990) and Denison and Mishra (1995). The
study published in 1990 is based on a questionnaire survey with 43,747 respondents
from 34 companies across 25 industrial sectors. The result of this research is a model
that connects four cultural factors to organisational perforrhance: involvement of the
employees, consistency of the culture, adaptability to changes, and presence of a
mission. The correlations between these traits and return on assets vary between 0.00
and 0.55; the significance, of course, varies depending on the sample size, but is
quite stable on sub-samples with 24 or 50 cases (company units), so that the attempt
to find a relation between cultural traits and organisational performance is regarded
as successful by the authors. They claim to be on the way towards a 'theory of or-
ganisational culture and effectiveness'. The presented correlations ére not necessarily

impressive but cannot be ignored.

Yet the prescriptive and functionalist literature on organisational culture remains a
matter of dispute. In spite of some evidence presented by empirical researchers, it
remains controversial whether significant correlations between cultural traits and

performance in organisations can be validly measured or are helpful for prescriptive
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statements.® Two recent publications mark this controversy very well. While Denison
and Mishra (1995) claim to be on the way "towards a theory of organisational culture
and performance" on the basis of "clear evidence", May (1997) regards the socio-
economic debate as unsuccessful: "The socio-economic debate can be regarded as
failed in its attempt to establish relations between formal traits of a culture and the
performance of an organisation. Corporate or organisational culture as a strategic

- factor cannot be used for an unequivocal statement without the explicit consideration
of cultural dynamic and the demonic character of symbols" (May 1997: 177, my
translation). In empirical investigations other than Denison and Mishra's (1995), such
as Siehl and Martin (1990) and Calori and Sarnin (1991), the relations between cul-
ture and performance are rather weak, so that statements about organisational culture
and performance remain a matter of interpreting ambiguous results. Schein's (1985:
315) prognosis of the 1980s that there is neither a "correct” nor a "better" culture ap-
pears to be confirmed by the state of debate in this regard.

The most often postulated effect of organisational culture is its integrative and
steering function. In the functionalist view, if is regarded as a mechanism that holds
organisational members together; a deeply rooted pattern of shared interpretations
goes along with shared assumptions about the way how things are done and how to
solve day-to-day problems. At the same time, this effect is the cornerstone of the un-
easiness of the critical discourse and its concern with normative and concertive con-
trol in organisations. In this view, the functionalist literature tends to neglect critical
topics such as the de-individuation and '"Vergesellschaftung' of participants. Perrow
(1986: 129) holds that 'third-order control' (see Section 2.3, below) is probably the
most difficult form of control to achieve, but the most effective in economic terms.
The cultural integration in the company aims not only at the functional co-ordination
of tasks, but also at the internalisation of organisational values by the participants.
Achieving commitment and loyalty is not only attempted by 'rational' co-operation,

but also by a mental programming of the employees. It is in this respect that the

¢ For example, the causality may also be the other way around: economic success induces an organ-
isational culture of the kind functionalist literature regards as conducive for economic success.
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cleavage between the functionalist discourse and critical organisation studies be-

comes most obvious, as will be discussed in greater detail in Section 2.3.

2.2 Hermeneutic approaches

Hermeneutic approaches are based on the rejection of positivist methods and suggest
the employment of ethnographic or phenomenological approaches. Its distinction
from functionalist discourses is not only connected to different cognitive interests,
but also to different methodological, ontological and epistemological assumptions.’
In contrast to functionalist approaches, in the hermeneutic discourses it is doubted
whether culture can be regarded as a tool that can be understood, manipulated and
changed by organisational actors according to the aims of the organisation. Particu-
larly the integration perspective on organisations is at the centre of the inquiry, and
emphasis is placed upon heterogeneity and resistance within organisations. In a
number of hermeneutic approaches the term 'organisational culture' is strongly con-
nected to organisational symbolism, which is based on the assumption that insights
into the roots of symbols and their use in organisations prove essential to develop an
understanding of the processes in organisations (see for an overview Czarniawska-

Joerges 1997).

Besides Selznick's (1949) early study of the Tennessee Valley Authority, one of the
key publications was Silverman's (1970), which, at a time strongly influenced by the
contingency approach in organisation studies, offered an alternative way to study or-
ganisations. In a publication that summarised and structured the research agendas,
Smircich (1983) marked the clear differences between positivist and phenomenol-
ogical research in organisations. Important contributions to the hermeneutic dis-
course, in particular to the field of symbolism in organisations, have come from the
edited volumes of Pondy et al. (1983), Frost et al. (1985 and 1991), Turner (1990),
and Reed and Hughes (1992). Here, the function of organisational culture for organ-
isational performance is neither at the centre of attention, nor regarded as a helpful

paradigm. The assumption is that the functionalist literature overestimates the regu-
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lation of action; organisational culture is not viewed as ultimate and coherent in the
organisation as in the integration perspective, but rather as a differentiated or frag-

mented pattern that is subject to change over time.

A constituent part of the hermeneutic discourse, and in this regard close to critical
approaches, is the concern about the managerial attitude to manipulate and regulate
organisational culture. At the heart of hermeneutic analyses is the claim that func-
tionalist approaches neglect the fact that organisational culture consists not only of |
an overall dominating culture, but of diverse partial cultures, sub-cultures, and
counter-cultures. Since this distinction between these three kinds of cultures below
the organisational level is essential for the Popperian approach introduced in this the-
sis, it shall be defined here according to Trice and Morand (1991; see also Van
Maanen 1991, Bartunek and Moch 1991, Young 1989, and Gregory 1983).

e Partial cultures are conceived of as constituent parts of the total culture, hence
reflecting the organisational values.

e Subcultures are conceived of as released from the total culture and can be viewed
as more or less tolerated niches in which the total culture has no influence.

e Counter-cultures are more critical than subcultures: they are not only released

from the organisational total culture, but establish a deliberately different culture.

The difference between sub- and countercultures can also be conceived in terms of
the communication about the organisational total culture: while subcultures do not
talk (and perhaps do not think) about the total culture, countercultures are established
by the communication about it and its rejection. Countercultures are hence more or
less deliberately developed alternatives in the organisation, whereas subcultures are
rather established by an unconsciously increasing indifference and can be character-
ised by a peaceful coexistence with the dominant culture. As Reed (1992: 104-105)
points out, functionalist approaches often only consider the official patterns of cul-
ture, not its counter-patterns. Resistance to and contradictions in the organisational

culture (and hence the existence of sub- and countercultures) are not the subject of

7 See Burrell and Morgan (1979) for a thorough discussion of these issues.
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economic interest. It is claimed that the functionalist literature tends to neglect the
symbolism in organisational cultures, and that it writes within the realm of instru-

mental rationality rather than contributing to its deconstruction.

Along these lines, in the hermeneutic discourse it is attempted to understand organi-
sations in terms of the meaning and use of symbols. In his outline of the 'sociog-
raphic' discourse, May (1997: 69) distinguishes between three types: symbols as ac-
tual objects and artefacts, symbols at the level of interaction (rituals and ceremonies),
and at the level of ideas (basic assumptions, myths, ideologies). He points out how
symbolist approaches attempt to reconstruct the meaning and sense of the symbols in
an interpretive manner and distinguishes different symbolist approaches with respect
to what is at the centre of attention - objects, interactions or cognitive structures (p.-
151). The goal of hermeneutic approaches is to provide 'correct' interpretations of
interactions and cognitive structures. If they have a practical goal beyond the in-
crease of knowledge and the improvement of understanding, then it is not to achieve
prescriptive statements for organisations or their members (as in the socio-economic
discourse), but to enable individuals to find their way and to cope with situations in
organisations (cf. May 1997: 152-159). Or as Smircich put it:

"Organizations are understood and analyzed not mainly in economic or mate-
rial terms, but in terms of their expressive, ideational and symbolic aspects.
Characterized very broadly, the research agenda stemming from this perspec-
tive is to explore the phenomena of organization as subjective experience and
to investigate the patterns that make organized action possible” (Smircich
1983: 347-348).

A functional goal such as to enable an individual to "act communicatively as a cul-
tural insider" (May 1997: 152, my translation) is hence not on top of the list, but
rather a side-effect for the researcher. The understanding of interaction in its par-
ticular setting of organised life with its structures and cognitive modes is the goal of
this research agenda. Through the understanding of symbols, the researcher attempts
to reconstruct the cognitive structures of the participants and the forms of interaction.
As pointed out by Smircich and Calas (1987), this comprises the danger of a con-
struction of reality and is, compared to more positivist analyses of organisations, en-

dangered by an additional bias: the researcher. The representation, or the way an-
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thropologists write about cultures, has been put into the centre of ethnographic
analysis (cf. Clifford and Marcus 1986, Clifford 1988). More importantly, doubts
about the correctness or appropriateness of the researcher's interpretation contributed
significantly to the development of hermeneutic approaches towards postmodernist

thinking.

However, although a hermeneutic description contains both reconstruction and con-
struction, the symbolist turn in organisational theory was often viewed as a liberation
from the positivist analyses of organisational structure in the 1970s (cf. Pondy and
Mitroff 1979; Martin and Frost 1996). Traditional organisational research was in-
creasingly viewed as fruitless, because it rested on "a rational model of human be-
haviour, a structural approach to questions of corporate strategy, and a love of nu-
merical analysis" (Martin and Frost 1996: 601). Hence although the approach by Pe-
ters and Waterman (1982) has been overtly rejected by academics, it can be viewed
as an alarm call that shook academics out of continuing on the same path of positivist
research on organisational structures. It set the agenda for a research stream that had
just started at that time. From this point of departure, several coxhpeting paradigms
developed in the hermeneutic discourse. According to Meyerson and Martin (1987,
see also Martin and Meyerson 1988), Frost et al. (1991),% May (1997), and Martin
(1992), one can distinguish between

e the perspective of integration,
o the perspective of differentiation, and
o the perspective of ambiguity or fragmentation.

Roughly speaking, these three paradigms developed in the above, chronological or-
der. First the integration perspective dominated the discourse, but it was soon criti-
cised for being simplistic. Partial cultures, sub-cultures and counter-cultures were
discovered and led to the notion of cultural differentiation in organisations. Doubts
about the validity of research results and the'discovery of contradictory elements of
organisational cultures led to the perspective of ambiguity and fragmentation, which
in turn developed into postmodernist thinking. Martin and Frost (1996) describe
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these paradigms in this sequence but admit that this view is a simplification of si-
multaneously existing, overlapping, and competing paradigms. Moreover it is im-
portant to note that these three paradigms and their "struggle for intellectual domi-
nance" (Martin and Frost 1996) can be found in both functionalist and hermeneutic
discourses, although the functionalist paradigm has a clearer tendency towards the

integration perspective described above.

In the differentiation perspective (cf. Gregory 1983, Van Maanen and Barley 1984,
Meyerson and Martin 1987, Martin and Meyerson 1988, Young 1989, Martin 1992,
and various chapters in Frost et al. 1991), the regulation of action is regarded as
overestimated by the integration perspective. Cultural inconsistencies and resistance
are seen as natural side-effects of a dominating culture. Instead of regarding devia-
tions from the dominating culture as resistance that should be broken or solved, the
deviations are regarded as a typical feature of social systems. As a consequence, or-
ganisational culture is not viewed as ultimate and coherent, but rather as a dispersed

pattern that is subject to change over time. The total culture runs through a process of
| differentiation, at the end of which the organisational culture is not only divided into
partial cultures, but also into sub- and countercultures. Seen from this angle, symbols
do not have a unifying power for the entire organisation, but lead to different inter-
pretations and meanings. Partial, sub- and countercultures establish their own sym-
bols at the mental and at the interaction level, but the direction of the effect can be
different: subcultures may develop through interaction rituals, first possibly without
respect to any mental connection that can be established in the further process. As
Gregory (1983) and Van Maanen and Barley (1984) show, subcultures are often built
upon demographic characteristics such as occupational, departmental, gender, or eth-
nic affiliation. Countercultures, however, may first develop symbols at the mental
level, since the common characteristic of its members is an uneasiness about the total
culture. Hence the members of a subculture may find each other by the similarity of
interaction, while members of a counterculture may find each other by the similarity

of their opinion.

8 The edited volume by Frost et al. (1991) is structured according to these three views on organisa-
tional culture.
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Far more so than the integration view, the differentiation perspective fits well with
the discussion of conflicts in organisations. The conceptualisation of countercultures
is especially capable of viewing an organisational culture as an arena for intra-
organisational conflicts. However, if the labour market allows for it, the most likely
result of the development of a counterculture is that its members leave the organisa-
tion. The perspective of ambiguity or fragmentation drives the view of differentiation
even further. It doubts the connection of symbols at the level of ideas and interaction
claimed by both the integration and differentiation perspective (Feldman 1991, Mey-
erson 1991, Meyerson and Martin 1987, Martin and Meyerson 1988, Martin 1992,
Linstead and Grafton-Small 1992). Mental correlates do not necessarily lead to col-
lective patterns of action, nor does frequent interaction cause the establishment of
symbols at the level of ideas. This decoupling of symbols is in turn connected with a
fragmentation of interactions and situations, which in many cases have no connec-
tion to the organisational 'culture'. May (1997: 102) points out that there is not only
consent or dissent about the organisational culture, but first and foremost confusion,
whereas Meyerson and Martin claim that there might be one commonality: "an
awareness of ambiguity itself" (1987: 637). Hence, whilst the differentiation per-
spective still conceptualises organisational culture as something that separates intra-
organisational groups from one another, the ambiguity perspective doubts even that
there is a continuous, inconsistent pattern and favours the view of a discontinuous set
of values that varies from interaction to interaction and is, at least partially, replace-

able by the next set.

As will be shown later, the Popperian paradigm links up with the integration and dif-
ferentiation perspective by the juxtaposition of openness (differentiation) and closure
(integration). The argument is that both openness and closure taken to extremes have
considerable drawbacks, thus prompting an organisation to find a middle position in
between. Too much differentiation leads to strong intra-organisational conflicts,
while too much integration is associated with an undesirable degree of control, as the

critical perspective points out.
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2.3 Critical discourses

Constitutive for critical analyses in organisation studies is an unease with the func-
tionalist literature for neglecting all aspects of power and control in organisations or
for even employing organisational culture as a means of social control. Since the
1970s, with publications such as Lukes (1974), Clegg (1975) and Foucault (1977), it
has become an acknowledged notion that power and control go beyond top-down
relations or person-to-person domination. These notions have been adopted 1n or-
ganisation studies and have developed into an independent discourse, which is often
referred to as 'critical organisation theory'. Rooted in the writings of Marx, Weber,
the labour process debate in Britain, the critical theory of the Frankfurt school, and
adaptations of Foucault, this discourse points out to what extent recent trends in the

organisation of work go together with means of social control.

For the discussion of the control of individual behaviour in organisations, it is help-
ful to distinguish between different layers of control suggested in the literature. The
first layer of control is supposed to be rooted in the societal, cultural level. It can be
traced back to Gramsci's (1971) notions of hegemony and to Althusser's (1969 and
1971) 'ideological state apparatus'. Moreover, the Weberian rationality approach and
the Frankfurt School's concept of instrumental rationality also belong to this societal
level of analysis. Constitutive for this lével is that within societal constellations, in-
dividual behaviour is supposed to have already a large predictability independent of
an individual's belonging to an organisation. The second layer can be viewed as con-
trol in occupational and professional fields. It is established in publications such as
Barley (1983), Van Maanen and Barley (1984), and Townley (1993), and has some
correspondence with the neo-institutional approach (Powell and DiMaggio 1991,
with respect to the mobilising efforts of professions see especially Meyer and Rowan
1977). This literature is concerned with the question of the extent to which individual
practices and attitudes in organisations are shaped by the professional environment
of individuals and the institutional environment of the organisation. The third layer
of control is concerned with control within organisations. Here, the discourse has de-

veloped from 'simple’ over technological to bureaucratic control (Edwards 1979 and
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1981) and eventually to normative forms of control.” In this chapter it will be argued
that the current discourse on organisational control has shifted towards a fourth layer,
concertive control, rooted in the peer group or the collective of the organisation.'
Later on it will be shown that this discourse reflects to a large extent the Popperian

notions of closure.

2.3.1 Obvious forms of control in organisations: ownership, hierarchy,

structure and rules

The Marxian criticism of the shift of the locus of control from the worker to the
capitalist re-emerged as a major sociological issue in the labour process debate in the
1970s. Braverman (1974) initiated the debate by his concern about the deskilling of
workers through Taylorism and the implementation of new technologies with its in-
herent consequences of degradation and dehumanisation of work. With respect to the
increasing Taylorism in the production process, Braverman (1974: 113-119) was
concerned about three principles which have such an unfavourable effect on the real-
ity of work: the dissociation of the labour process from the skills of the workers, the
separation of conception from execution, and the use of monopoly over knowledge"'
to control each step of the labour process and its mode of execution. Beyond his pri-
mary concern about the objective conditions of work and the deskilling of the
worker, Braverman also worried about the habituation of the worker to the capitalist
mode of production (1974, Chapter 6). More fulfilling ways of working were re-
placed by relatively high wages, while consumption-oriented life-styles dissuaded
workers from looking for alternatives to 'monopoly capitalism'. Antagonistic social
relations and the necessity to adjust the worker to work in its capitalist form, in
Braverman's (1974: 139-140) opinion, does "not end with the 'scientific organization
of labor', but becomes a permanent feature of capitalist society." The attempts at hu-

manisation of labour in the form of academic institutions such as industrial or or-

? This view is doubted by Barley and Kunda (1992), who argue that the managerial discourse has al-
ternated between normative and rational rhetorics of control.

1 In addition to these four layers, a fifth layer can be identified with Foucault's notion of subjectifica-
tion and self-disciplinisation.
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ganisational psychology, and their expression in corporations by personnel and la-
bour relations departments (in today's terms: human resource departments) are only a
result of the habituation of workers to capitalism. The elaboration of methods of per-
sonnel selection, training of employees, and attempts to increase motivation and job
satisfaction, are in Braverman's view to be considered the best means of adjustment

to the existing labour process.

Another central argument put forward by Braverman is that machinery "offers to
management the opportunity to do by wholly mechanical means that which it had
previously attempted to do by organizational and disciplinary means... these techni-
cal possibilities [control by centralised decisions] are of just as great interest to man-
agement as the fact that the machine multiplies the productivity of labor" (1974:
195). An additional effect of this technical change is not only the growth in number,
but also the deskilling of white-collar staff, as the white collar clerk merely has to
administer data from fragmented parts of the production. Braverman therefore views
Marx's prognosis of the proletarianisation and homogenisation of the class structure

as supported by a concomitant universal deskilling.

In the debate about the labour process following Braverman's publication, authors
were beginning to examine how workers control themselves in the context of prac-
tices embedded in the capitalist labour process. Issues beyond the control mecha-
nisms of machinery and work fragmentation were discussed and the debate turned to
ideology and culture, and how they influence the relations between consent and co-
ercion in work (see the next Sections, 2.3.2 and 2.3.3). Labour process theory hence
started off with the analysis of the separation of work as a means of cheapening it
and of ensuring managerial control, and then developed into a discussion of much
less obvious forms of control, such as the existing system of occupational categories
that enhances the division of labour and cements the structures of power. As Thomp-
son (1983: 24) points out, the discussion drifted from industrial to organisational so-
ciology. Edwards (1979) found empirical support for a drift from personal to bureau-

1 That is, the management's monopoly of knowledge about the labour processes expressed in the pre-
planning and pre-calculation of all elements.
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cratic control in the development of capitalism and distinguished three time phases
of capitalist control: simple or hierarchical, technical, and bureaucratic control. Bu-
rawoy (1979) warned of a subsumption of industrial sociology under organisation
sociology, because the "distinctiveness of the profit-seeking capitalist enterprise" (p.
5) would be lost. He pointed out the component of securing control and profitability

by virtue of the consent of workers in the relations of production (see Section 2.3.2).

The labour process debate raised many doubts about the accuracy of the view of an
ongoing process of deskilling and reinforcement of capitalist control through the ha-
bituation of the employees. Grint (1991: 190-194) reviews the critique in six points.
First, the view of a deskilling process rests upon an inaccurate illusion of nineteenth-
century craft work. Second, the understanding of 'skill' as pure craft mastery is inap-
propriate. Third, the labour process view does not take into account that a powerful
form of worker control over the labour process may not only advance their interests
against employers, but also against other groups of workers. Fourth, Braverman's
view of a persistent deskilling of labour finds no empirical support, for there is no
trend to a homogeneous population of deskilled proletarians. Fifth, it can be doubted
that the Taylorist reorganisation of work is a result of conscious design of manage-
ment, rather than the effect of multiple negotiations between different groups. And,
finally, the assumption behind Braverman's account, that control in association with
productivity is the main concern of employers, neglects the fact that efficiency and
control are very often conflicting goals of employers, and that the goal of control is

nowadays often abandoned in favour of efficiency.

As a result, in the early 1980s industrial and organisational sociology departed from
Marxian grounds to a large extent. Piore and Sabel (1984) reject the notion of
deskilling, arguing that industrial mass production has come to an end and that a re-
skilling of industrial labour by a specialisation on new forms of professions has
commenced. Particularly in German industrial and organisational sociology, the la-
bour process debate has hardly found a mental correlate, because deskilling has never

been an issue there. Rather, as Littek and Heisig (1995) show, at the latest from the
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mid 1970s onwards, German industry relied on a skilled labour force for products in

high-quality market segments.

Abercrombie et al. (1980) rejected orthodox labour process theory from another
viewpoint. They criticised the thesis of a dominant ideology (i.., the conviction that
the dominant class stabilises the capitalist system, and hence its dominance, by in-
corporating the working class in its éapitalist ideology), prevalent in industrial soci-
ology at that time, by emphasising that the stability of the capitalist system is main-
tained much better by a pragmatic adjustment of employees to 'the system' rather
than by normative involvement. In their opinion, the coercion of the capitalist system
is better explained in terms of unchangeable economic constraints of subordinated
classes rather than in normative terms. The functioning of the economy is only based
on the consent to the dominant ideology by the dominant classes, not by the working
class. Moreover, without explicitly referring to the labour process debate, Habermas
(1984, 1987) discontinued the ideology critique of earlier critical theorists and sub-
mitted procedural ideas of communication, rather than treating ideologies as domi-
nating and serving the interests of elite groups. Based on a distinction between the
system world, in which the technological, scientific and functional kind of rationality
develops, and the lifeworld, i.e., the social area not dependent on the money code, he
suggested that the lifeworld should become rational in terms of undistorted commu-
nication, that is, of free discussion based on rational argumentation and dialogue in-
stead of power-driven communication. Habermas wanted to warn of the dangers of
the lifeworld becoming colonised by the imperatives of the system world and viewed

undistorted communication in the lifeworld as a means to this end.

Moreover, since the beginning of mass unemployment in Western economies and
particularly in Germany, a new confrontation has become more important than the
differentiation between skilled and deskilled employees: the confrontation between
skﬂled employed and skilled unemployed workers. Yet in spite of all these reserva-
tions, the achievement of labour process theorists is to have awaken people from
taking technology and Taylorism for granted as a neutral form of production. They

showed how a political economy in a Marxian tradition is still a valuable orientation
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for the analysis of the structure of modern industrial societies. And they emphasised
the thesis that changes in the production process are by no means value-free side-
effects of industrialisation searching for efficiency, but highly dependent on the

structure of power in a capitalist society.

In terms of obtrusive control in organisations, the threat of physical coercion remains
the baseline. Although this no longer exists in contemporary work organisations, a
similar case - negative sanctions in form of dismissal or the threat of dismissal - pre-
vails in any corporation. This form of power loses its threat only if the employee has
equally good job alternatives. Positive sanctions in form of rewards, i.e. wages, are
another medium to execute power, since withholding the wage would be a severe
punishment. Unilateral dependence and obligations, therefore, are the most oBtrusive :
forms of power inherent in working organisations (cf. Blau 1964: 116). As Blau out-
lines further (1964: 125-140), competition for status or acceptance by prestigious
persons are equally prevalent forms of obvious power that makes employee behav-
iour more predictable and can therefore be seen as day-to-day mechanisms of con-
trol. Imbalances in obligations incurred in social transactions, and unreciprocated
supply of benefits are the preconditions for any kind of power and are a constituting

part of any company.

Along these lines, critical organisation sociologists argue that the history of business
enterprises is also a history of the bureaucratisation of surveillance (e.g., Clegg and
Dunkerley 1980, but especially Dandeker 1990). The control of labour developed
from direct, personal control, over hierarchical close surveillance through managerial
control (scientific management, bureaucracy, technical control of production), to a
bureaucratisation of the social and psychological context of work, expressed in per-
sonnel and human resources departments and in the construction of bureaucratic ca-
reers. This development of critical aspects is reflected in the discussion of additional
forms of control such as normative or concertive, which will be discussed in the fol-

lowing sections.
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2.3.2 Normative control: hegemony, culture, and internalisation of values

The discussion of normative control in organisations refers to the general sociologi-
cal discourse on power and control. With regard to a conceptualisation of control as
unobtrusive force, Gramsci's (1971) term of 'hegemony' and Althusser's (1969; 1971)
'reproduction of the ideological state apparatus' have had a strong influence and are
continuously referred to by authors in the field of organisation studies (e.g., Clegg
and Dunkerley 1980, Clegg 1989, Alvesson and Deetz 1996). Hegemony can be
conceived of as a consensus between dominating and dominated groups, produced by
the former. The structure of the education, cultural and economic arrangements, but
also the intellectual agenda transmitted by education reproduce the power structures .
in everyday life and serve first and foremost those dominant groups who have the
power of defining the cultural agenda (cf. Clegg and Dunkerley 1980: 492-496;
Alvesson and Deetz 1996: 201). How employees' consent to the cultural norms and
rules is generated in industrial corporations has been extensively discussed by Bura-

woy (1979).

This critical discussion of control in organisatidn was taken up by labour process
theorists in the 1970s (see above) and in the 1980s by referring to the work of Lukes
(1974) and Foucault (1972; 1974; 1977). In his introduction of a 'third dimension' of -
power, Lukes (1974) does not limit power to observable events in a concrete area,
but incorporates unobservable areas of power, for instance the omitting of decisions
or anonymous aspects of structural power. Lukes's notion of primary power'? is close
to the concept of obvious power discussed above; it refers to the decision to gain
control of and use structural power to pursue personal interests. Secondary poWer
refers to indirect means of power, for example the power not to make a decision, not
to settle conflicts openly or to 'solve' the conflict in advance by suppressing, disre-
garding or just by omitting certain opinions. Tertiary power, finally, refers to the
control of latent conflicts and to the cultural or structural control of long term proc-
esses. The core of this cultural power is that it does not have to be 'employed’ in the

12 For the first and the second dimension of power Lukes refers to works by Dahl and
Bachrach/Baratz, see Lukes 1974: 11-20
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sense of actual action, but that it is manifested in the cultural development and the
definition of what is regarded as rational and fact, and what as folklore and supersti-
tion. Conflicts are prevented by shaping "perceptions, cognitions, and preferences in
such a way that people accept their role in the existing order of things, either because
they can see or imagine no alternative to it, or because they view it as natural and
unchangeable, or because they value it as divinely ordained and beneficial" (Lukes

1974: 24).

Like Lukes, Foucault discusses the role of language for mechanisms of power and
control (Foucault 1974: 297-298). Foucault goes beyond a 'neutral’ version of the
structuration of habits and thought by language. In his analysis of discourses (Fou-
cault 1972), he discusses the formations and regularities of discourses, yet it is in an-
other publication (Foucault 1974) that he draws the attention explicitly to the way
power and disciplinary practices influence discourse. Kogler (1994: 89-99) summa-
rises Foucault's understanding of power and control in seven keywords: (1) structur-
ing and conforming behaviour, (2) expressed in a network of practices, (3) expressed
in relationships betweeﬁ subjects, (4) decentralised instead of merely top-down, (5)
producing experiences instead of merely subduing and excluding, (6) internalised by
the modern individual, and (7) closely connected with the human sciences. There-
fore, Foucault's notions go far beyond the traditional notions of disciplinary practices
and immediate surveillance and enter the sphere of cultural surveillance and self-
control (Foucault 1977). The individual's dispositions are already pre-set by cultural
practices and moral endorsement. Deviation is no longer sanctioned, since it does not
occur at all in a cultural system that produces individual self-disciplinisation, that is,
it shapes the establishment of individual attitudes in such a way that the dispositions

of the individuals do not allow deviation.

Against this background of the general sociological discussion of power and control,
the issue of normative control in organisations can be introduced. March and Simon
(1958) were amongst the first who went beyond the structuralist conceptualisation of
power conceived as direct supervision or as the obligation to follow rules. They pro-

vided the vocabulary by which more subtle forms of power could be described. Per-

34



row (1986: 128) postulates that these forms, which have formerly been considered as
residual, constitute perhaps 80% of the behaviour "by invoking general concepts
such as habit, training, socialisation, or routine." March and Simon describe how or-
ganisations "use programs" that limit the search and choice processes and hence go
beyond the actual tasks of the jobs and the organisational rules (1958: 141-150).
They mention explicitly that most programmes are stored in the minds of the em-
ployees (p. 142). For the first time (1958), therefore, the idea emerged that control of
people in organisations does not necessarily require external means such as observa-

tion, rules and elaborated report systems.

Shortly after March and Simon, Etzioni (1961) put the issue of unobtrusive control
into the foreground of his analysis of compliance. He drew a distinction between co-
ercive, remunerative and normative power. The first two kinds can be regarded as
obvious forms, the latter kind is for the first time explicitly at the centre of organisa-
tional research in Etzioni's investigation. Cultural integration, communication and
socialisation produce consensus in organisations and integrate lower participants into

the organisational community controlled by its elite.

Another aspect first introduced by March and Simon is the impact of organisational
vocabularies (1958: 161-169). Organisations have certain classification schemes
which attempt to describe more or less all organisational events. "Anything that is
easily described and discussed in terms of these concepts can be communicated
readily in the organization; anything that does not fit the system of concepts is com-
municated only with difficulty” (p. 165). Hence the organisational communication
structures the members' perception and, as March and Simon put it, "absorbs their
uncertainty." Events within or outside the organisation are to be communicated to
other organisation members, and for the description of the evidence itself the organ-
isational language is to be used. Uncertainty is especially reduced in the interpreta-
tion of events. The organisation member has already been provided with a certain
way to communicate about an event, such that any uncertainty as to how to under-

stand and interpret it does not emerge.
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March and Simon did not write with a critical tone, nor did they explicitly ask
whether and how the mechanisms described above establish or reinforce control over
employees. Within organisational theory and analysis, however, they provided the
first framework for shaping behaviour without reference to conventional issues of
rules and commands. By virtue of their step beyond the obvious forms of control of
behaviour towards the internalisation of rules and organisational communication,
they laid the foundations of the critical discourse on power and control in organisa-
tions. Along these lines it is interesting to see how the notion of a culture in organi-
sations is already taken for granted by Etzioni (1961). His and March and Simon's
(1958) notions of cultural integration look like predecessors of the discourse on or-
ganisational control in the 1980s and 90s (see the subsequent paragraphs) and even

of Foucault's thoughts.

Perrow (1986) departs from the premises laid by March/Simon and Etzioni and
elaborates a general typology of control in organisations. His first type of control
covers "direct, fully obtrusive" control, such as "giving orders, direct surveillance,
and rules and regulations." From this he distinguishes the second type, "bureaucratic
ones such as specialization and standardization and hierarchy, which are fairly unob-
trusive." His third type of control draws together the "fully unobtrusive ones, namely
the control of the cognitive premises underlying action” (p. 129). Wilkins (1983: 84)
has labelled the last kind "third order control" so as to mark it as distinct from the
obtrusive first two kinds."

In most cases, normative control is employed to influence behaviour by giving ac-
tion, outcomes and decisions certain meanings, by legitimising and justifying them
(Hardy and Clegg 1996: 630). A dominant organisational ideology, whether there is
an official mission or not, explains to a large extent why the dominated so frequently
consent to their subordination (ibid.: 628). Corporate ideology can hide the way in
which senior managers use power. It enables them to put behind the scenes the way

they shape legitimacy and virtue, for by means of the corporate ideology these proc-

13 For other important contributions for the discussion of third order control in organisations, see Bu-
rawoy 1979, Ray 1986, Czarniawska-Joerges 1988, Willmott 1993a. On ambiguities and cynicism
connected with normative control: Kunda 1992,
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esses are excluded from analysis, given that the ideology implicitly advocates the
status quo and hides the processes whereby the organisational elites maintain their

dominance (Hardy and Clegg 1996: 629).

Foucault's writing has had a strong influence on critical organisation studies in the
1980s and 90s. The application of his work to organisations'* has made a large éon— |
tribution to the understanding of the wider mechanisms of control in organisations,
by drawing the attention away from obtrusive mechanisms such as degradation and
deskilling towards unobtrusive issues such as self surveillance and the shaping of
subjectivity. The neo-institutional approaches (Meyer and Rowan 1977, DiMaggio
and Powell 1983, Powell and DiMaggio 1991) have a latent analogy to Foucault's
notion of power established in language and subjectivity, since they view organisa-
tional practices as unreflective and symbolic adaptations of expectations of the in-
stitutional field into which the organisation is embedded. But Foucaultism in organi-
sation studies has yet more critical energy. It jeopardises the established notions of
individuality and provides the means for an analysis of the 'private space' as a cultur-
ally mediated form of control, shaped by and instrumentaiised for the established
systems of knowledge. Power is not to be viewed as an instrument for someone to
use against someone else, but every actor is rather to be viewed as operating within
an existing structure of dominance. Or, as Hardy and Clegg (1996: 632) put it, power
"does not involve taking sides, identifying who has more or less of it, as much as
seeking to describe its strategic role - how it is used to translate people into charac-
ters who articulate an organisational morality play." With Foucault's (1977) 'disci-
plined and normalised subjects', the earlier concepts of Riesman's et al. (1950) 'other-
directed’, Whyte's (1956) 'organisation man', Marcuse's (1964) 'one-dimensional
man', Fromm's (1978) 'capitalist personality’, and Presthus's (1979) 'upward-mobile'
are relaunched and return to the centre of attention in organisation studies. The cul-
tural structure and the capitalist formation of society have become an inherent part of
the actors' personalities; control has unconsciously intruded (see in this context also
Lukes 1973: 56-57, and Tiirk 1997: 172-173).

Y For example, Burrell 1988, Knights and Willmott 1989, Knights 1990, Knights and Vurdubakis
1994, Townley 1993 and 1994, the edited volume by McKinlay and Starkey (1997). Critical on the
application of Foucault to organisation studies: Newton 1998. ‘
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One of the main concerns of the critical discourse is that organisational culture is not
neutral, but formed in such manner that it serves dominant interest groups. The inter-
pretation of symbols and the attribution of meaning is based on communication and
on the communicative definition of meaning. Since Habermas (1970a and 1970b)
pointed at the distortion of communication, it has become clear that undistorted
communication as an element of 'rational communication' and 'argumentative speech’
remains a hardly achievable goal. Thus the 'shared meaning' of symbols remains a
matter of the power of definition, in particular if the organisational culture is institu-
tionalised in official missions. Therefore, an organisational culture is not just 'there’,
but it is communicatively established and hence, at least to some extent, made by
those whom it serves. This goes hand in hand with the inevitable exclusion of par-
ticipants. Those out of line with the organisational culture are not only viewed as dis-
senters (with a value-positive connotation), but quickly regarded as troublemakers
and hence excluded from resources and decision processes. The main concern of the
discourse on normative control, however, is that an alignment of individual needs to
organisational imperatives takes place in such a manner that participants are bound to
the organisation (and hence to the interests of dominant groups) normatively and in

their subjectivity and identity, so that no dissent or nonconformity arises.

2.3.3 Recent developments: from normative to concertive control

Almost in passing, Perrow (1986: 128) mentions one of the most important aspects
of the control point of view, namely how unobtrusive control determines the thresh-
old levels as to "when a danger signal is being emitted." This notion leads to the so-
cio-psychological aspect of control in organisations: the social integration of em-
ployees in the peer group of colleagues. The employee may be bound by the pressure
of expectations by colleagues. Not only may organisational values be transmitted by
certain kinds of colleagues who have most absorbed organisational values, but also
the need for harmony within well-intentioned colleagues can lead to an alignment of

attitude and behaviour. Social cohesion, good-will group pressure and mental inte-
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gration are mechanisms that can increase the predictability of behaviour beyond a
top-down point of view. This form of control has recently emerged as a major theme

in critical organisation studies.'

The ground for this theme has been laid by Sinclair (1992) and Barker (1993). Sin-
clair argues that employees have been "tyrannized by a team ideology" based on the
use of work groups as a key to organisational performance. She examines the func-
tionalist literature on teamwork in the manufacturing process and critically concludes
that teams appear to satisfy everything at ohce, individual needs, organisational
needs, and even society's needs. On this basis she argues that this kind of literature
systematically overlooks other group impulses such as coercive group pressure as
well as individualistic motivations and conflicts of interest between the individual
and the organisation. She contends that

"...the team ideology embraced by these assumptions tyrannizes because,
under the banner of benefits to all, teams are frequently used to camouflage
coercion under the pretence of maintaining cohesion; conceal conflict under
the guise of consensus; convert conformity into a semblance of creativity;
give unilateral decisions a co-determinist seal of approval; delay action in the
supposed interests of consultation; legitimize lack of leadership; and disguise
expedient arguments and personal agendas." (Sinclair 1992: 612)

By her review and theoretical discussion, Sinclair (1992) set an agenda for the criti-
cal view of team work organisation. This viewpoint has attained the strongest promi-
nence by the study of Barker (1993). His analysis of a small company manufacturing
communication instruments has had a particularly strong impact in organisation
studies'® and hence typifies the prevailing opinions in critical management theory to
a large extent. Barker argues that participative work environments in organisations
present a form of control more powerful than bureaucratic control. According to his
results, participative work environments conscript the identities of the organisation's

members and account for a subordination of their own desires and their autonomy to

15 The issue of the social integration of the individual in organisations is also related to critiques of
machine or organism metaphors in managerial thinking such as the historical accounts by Shenhav
(1995) and Nelson (1980).

16 It was awarded the Academy of Management Outstanding Publication Award in Organisational
Behaviour 1993. Moreover, the Critical Management Studies Workshop of the Academy of Manage-
ment Annual Meeting 1998 dedicated a special session on this article, where leading academics in-
volved in the critical discourse debated the article.
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the collective will. Particularly significant in this regard is his tenet of 'concertive

control'. It

"represents a key shift in the locus of control from management to the work-
ers themselves, who collaborate to develop the means of their own control.
Workers achieve concertive control by reaching a negotiated consensus on
how to shape their behavior according to a set of core values, such as the val-
ues found in a corporate vision statement" (Barker 1993: 411).
Barker's argument is that the value consensus of team workers evolves to a system of
normative rules that become increasingly rationalised. According to his results, team
work organisation does not free workers from the Weberian iron cage of rational
control, but rather constrains the organisation's members even more powerfully. The
social rules become manifest in the interactions of the team workers, and collabora-
tively created premises shift the generation of rules to a "negotiated consensus about
values" (Barker 1993: 412). Barker observed that team members felt that developing
a very strict and objective attendance policy, and challenging a member's personal
dignity when it violated the rule, was a natural occurrence. Hence the combination of
peer pressure and rational rules in the concertive system, although seemingly natural
and unapparent, was an even stronger force of control, because individuals who at-
tempt to resist the team control not only face the consequences of apparent mecha-
nisms of disciplinisation, but must also "be willing to risk their human dignity, being

made to feel unworthy as a 'teammate (Barker 1993: 436).

Since Barker's publication, the notion of concertive control in participative work en-
vironments has become a major concern of critical organisation studies. Pollert
(1996) studied the introduction of teamwork in a food mass production company and
found in interviews with workers that the' new organisation of work caused inter-
team competition, which nourished mistrust rather than improved quality (p. 199).
She quotes a female worker: "'Everyone's watching everyone else - we didn't used to
do that...' (woman worker, Assortments)" (p. 200). McKinlay and Taylor (1996)
parallel this view in discussing peer review as a disciplinary practice in Foucault's
sense. In their study of a company manufacturing telephones, they found that the

supposedly collectivist design to force workers to rate each other's performance
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strikingly resembled Foucault's vision that every warder becomes a prisoner and
every prisoner becomes a warder. They observed that the team-based work organisa-
tion and an empowerment ideology did not eliminate the control imperative from the
workplace. Rather, discipline was perceived as ad hoc, arbitrary, and distorted by
personality clashes, which eventually led to strong and collective opposition to this

practice.

The latest publications by Ezzamel and Willmott (1998) and Sewell (1998) have car-
ried over and extended this critical view on participative work environments. Ez-
zamel and Willmott's study of a global retailing company extend Barker's (1993) cri-
tique in two ways. They highlight the role of accounting measures in justifying the
introduction of teamwork, and they address the issue 6f thé employees" sélf—idenﬁty
that renders them receptive to moves towards teamwork. Accounting measures "en-
abled managers to engage in the rhetoric that they were not directing the work of the
machinists" and hence shaped and stimulated control in the form of peer pressure
(Ezzamel and Willmott 1998: 387). Moreover they show how "teamwork reforms
and elaborates, rather than replaces or eliminates, a traditional, hierarchical systém of
management control" (p. 391). Although they acknowledge that managers were sin-
cere when they wanted teams to become self-managing, the shift towards teamwork
was viewed by the employees as "a threat to the narrative of the self", that is, as a
threat to regard each other as 'work mates'. Within a fragmented, hierarchical line-
work system, work involved a minimum of overlap and potential of collision, so that
a work-mate collegiality could easily arise. The new team work system, however,
was associated with work intensification and raised the pressure of mutual surveil-
lance and horizontal social control. The employees hence declined to become more

than minimally involved in what they viewed as managers' responsibility (p. 390).

Sewell (1998) highlights that the apparently consensual workplace relations associ-
ated with teamwork are, in certain circumstances, founded on new technologies and
peer group control. He suggests a model of hybrid control with electronic control as
vertical and team control as horizontal components. With regard to electronic con-

trol, Sewell refers to the increasing role of information technology in the manufac-
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turing and office environment (1998: 406-409). He emphasises that management in-
formation systems bear a striking resemblance to the principles of panoptic surveil-
lance highlighted by Foucault (1977). With regard to horizontal control, he refers to
group norms that form a discourse of 'correct' behaviour, to the fact that group norms
are less open to wider scrutiny and processes of appeal than externally determined
rules, and to the 'tyranny of structurelessness'.

"Freeman's (1974) discussion of the 'tyranny of structurelessness' - the emer-
gence of unpleasant bullying tactics in groups that consciously attempt to es-
chew the orthodoxy of hierarchical organization - provides insights into the
potentially coercive dynamics of concertive control. This is not to say that
teams will inevitably follow some trajectory of irrationalist decline if left
alone, but we should be alert to the potential for petty tyranny to arise in
teams" (Sewell 1998: 411).

In view of these critical analyses of concertive control, it is interesting to see that the
Weberian tenet of legitimate authority through bureaucracy inherently regains at-
tractiveness, since it provides the participants with protection against certain forms
of oppression, that participants going against the collective will within concertive
systems of control do not have. In light of the above results, Rothschild's (1979) and
Rothschild and Whitt's (1986) classical delineation of a collectivist organisation as

an alternative model to rational-bureaucratic organisations appears rather naive.

In suxmhary, the hegemony of integrative approaches to work organisation as a nor-
matively good thing has of late been increasingly challenged. Current critical organi-
sation studies focus on potentially negative effects that are obscured by the promise
of empowerment and participation through teamwork. A consensus can be identified
that work organisation based on principles of togetherness are not more liberating
than conventional forms, but bear the danger of other forms of control and potential
peer-group tyranny. While fostering social integration has long been viewed as a
means to the humanisation of work, the pendulum now seems to be swinging to the
other side. Concepts with an inherent Durkheimian dimension of organic solidarity
are now viewed as an attempt to re-align individual motivation to the imperatives of
the organisation and as another, more concealed and tighter form of control in or-

ganisations. While both practitioners and researchers with a humanist agenda long

42



seemed to have the same interest in fostering social cohesion, the discourses between
functionalist management literature on the one hand and critical organisation studies

on the other have again split into antagonistic camps.

2.4 Discussion

It has been outlined that the discourses in organisation studies have split into differ-
ent directions. In the functionalist paradigm, obtrusive, hiérarchical power is consid-
ered to be legitimate in Weber's sense. Power outside the formal hierarchy is seen as
illegitimate, resistant and'subversive; it must be overcome for the sake of efficiency.
In the vocabulary of the managerial practitioner, the non-hierarchical use of power is
labelled 'politics'. The image of a rational, that is 'legitimate’, way without any 'dis-
turbances' by micro-politics, is de<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>