
UvA-DARE is a service provided by the library of the University of Amsterdam (https://dare.uva.nl)

UvA-DARE (Digital Academic Repository)

On costly frictions between organizational cultures and structure

Frankema, K.M.

Publication date
2000

Link to publication

Citation for published version (APA):
Frankema, K. M. (2000). On costly frictions between organizational cultures and structure.
[Thesis, externally prepared, Universiteit van Amsterdam].

General rights
It is not permitted to download or to forward/distribute the text or part of it without the consent of the author(s)
and/or copyright holder(s), other than for strictly personal, individual use, unless the work is under an open
content license (like Creative Commons).

Disclaimer/Complaints regulations
If you believe that digital publication of certain material infringes any of your rights or (privacy) interests, please
let the Library know, stating your reasons. In case of a legitimate complaint, the Library will make the material
inaccessible and/or remove it from the website. Please Ask the Library: https://uba.uva.nl/en/contact, or a letter
to: Library of the University of Amsterdam, Secretariat, Singel 425, 1012 WP Amsterdam, The Netherlands. You
will be contacted as soon as possible.

Download date:24 May 2023

https://dare.uva.nl/personal/pure/en/publications/on-costly-frictions-between-organizational-cultures-and-structure(9d44f186-8661-42ea-b5b6-496cac8802aa).html


2 2 

ONN COSTLY FRICTIONS BETWEEN 
ORGANIZATIONALL CULTURES 
ANDD STRUCTURE 

Katinkaa Bijlsma-Frankema 

INTRODUCTION N 

Inn the social sciences there is a long traditio n of studying organizational 
behaviorr  and the functioning of organizations from a "cultura l perspective," 
rootedd in the work of authors like James (1950); Mead (1934); Weber  (1947); 
Thomass (1966), and Selznick (1949) (for  an overview, see Weick 1995, pp. 65-
69;;  Denison &  Mishra, 1995). 

Inn the past two decades the term "organizational culture"  has been 
introduced,, among others, by Pettigrew (1979) and academic attention for  the 
subjectt  has substantially grown, partiall y inspired by this traditio n and strongly 
furtheredd by the focus on "corporat e culture"  in more management-oriented 
literature ,, which emphasizes the linkage between organizational culture and 
effectivenesss (Ouchi, 1981; Deal &  Kennedy, 1982; Peters &  Waterman, 1982; 
Kanter,, 1983; Kilmann, Saxton, &  Serpa, 1985; Schein, 1985; Denison, 1990). 
Thee growing attention given to culture among academics as well as among 
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practionerss strengthened the idea that studying organizations from a cultural 
perspectivee could be very promising in explaining organizational 
performance. . 

Inn some academic circles this shared interest fostered the idea that by 
combiningg the resources from the two fields the fulfillment of this promise, 
andd other ones, could be enhanced. As Kilmann, Saxton, and Serpa state: 
"Att present, both academics and practioners are intensely interested in the 
topicc of corporate culture. This rare shared interest brings together two 
communitiess that frequently seem so divided: the world of ideas and the world 
off  action. If we can bridge the communication gap with discussions on 
corporatee culture, we may be able to do so on other important management 
topicss as well" (1985, p. xii). 

Today,, however, a large part of the promise of bringing together the daily 
knowledgee of practioners of the impact of cultures in organizations and the 
skillss of researchers to develop theories, concepts, and operational measures 
too put this knowledge to a scientific test is still unfulfilled. 

Inn an overview of the literature on organizational culture and effectiveness, 
Denisonn and Mishra (1995) signal a lack of explicit theories in this field and 
onlyy a handful of empirical studies (Kanter, 1983; Gordon, 1985; Kravetz, 1988; 
Hansenn & Wernerfelt, 1989; Denison, 1990; Calori & Sarnin, 1991; Kotter & 
Heskett,, 1992). 

AA Matter of Common Observation 

Mostt of these studies focus on the relationship between organizational 
performancee and cultural patterns measured at the organizational level. The 
aimm of this chapter is to contribute to another line of research by working on 
anotherr combination of resources from both communities. On the one hand, 
theree are observations in both communities directed at the problems that 
programss of change can bring about in organizations, in particular of 
productivityy losses which may be the result of a disharmony between the 
structuree of an organization and its culture(s). 

Organizationss nowadays face the need of changing their structure frequently 
too keep up with a complex, competitive environment. It is widely noticed that 
inn change processes culture and structure must be changed together in a 
coherentt way (Golembiewski, 1995), since otherwise a change program may 
createe more problems than it will solve (Kilmann, Saxton, & Serpa, 1985). 
Accordingg to prevailing estimates over half of the attempts to implement 
changess in organizations, including mergers and acquisitions, fail due to 
"culturall  factors." This all points in the same direction: in situations of change, 
ignoringg the relationship between structure and culture would mean giving up 
aa powerful source of explanation of the organization's performance. 
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Allair ee and Firsirot u call it a matter  of common observation that disharmony 
betweenn structure and culture enhances the chance of productivit y losses: 
"Wheneverr  market, competitive or  technological changes exert pressures on 
aa business firm , it will rather  quickly attempt to adapt to them by changes 
inn its formal system of goals, strategies and structures; however, these are often 
unsuccessful,, as the organization's culture (e.g., its values, meaning-structures, 
myths)) may not be congruent with the revised 'sociostructuraT system, causing 
severee dysfunctions and compounded difficultie s in coping with changing 
circumstances.. The outcome of such stress between the two systems may be 
moree or  less severe, ranging from temporary loss of efficiency to chronic 
stagnationn and decay, organizational death or  'cultura l revolution w (Allair e 
&&  Firsirotu , 1984, pp. 211-215). 

Apartt  from a few exceptions (Kanter, 1983; Pettigrew, 1985) these matters 
havee not been adressedd by empirical researchers with the attention they deserve. 
Too put them to proper  testing, a research project was initiated in 1990 based 
onn the following general hypothesis: if the structure of an organization and 
itss cultures become unbalanced, organizational members will experience 
friction ss between the two systems, resulting in a growing risk of unproductive 
behaviorr  and a suboptimal productivit y level. 

Att  the academic side the research plan is strongly rooted in the long traditio n 
off  studying organizational behavior  and the functioning of organizations from 
whatt  we now call "a cultural perspective."  This traditio n offers an 
understandingg of what is going on in organizations and why members behave 
thee way they do in conformist or  deviant ways. 

Thesee insights are partly a result of the paradigm underlying most of the studies 
inn this tradition , guiding the choice of the research methodology and determining 
thee level of analysis employed. The adage of this traditio n seems to be: keep as 
closee to people as you can, try to elicit their  process of daily sense-making and 
acting,, if you really want to understand what is going on and why. 

Takingg together  these resources from both communities, the basic ideas of 
thee proposed line of research can be formulated. First, the performance of 
organizationss depends on the more or  less productive behavior  of 
organizationall  members and groups. Second, by explaining this organizational 
behaviorr  as a coproduct of the organization's structure and cultures, a better 
andd more dynamic understanding of their  functioning can be arrived at than 
byy relying only on culture for  this understanding. 

Thee conceptual framework developed and tested in the research project is 
presentedd in this chapter. In the first part the research design will be described 
alongg with some remarks on the theoretical and methodological views 
underlyingg it. In the second part the concepts in the framework and their 
operationall  measurement will be worked out. In the thir d part some findings 
willl  be given and a case will be described to illustrat e the analytical possibilities 
off  the conceptual framework. 
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Somee Preliminary Requirements 

Att the outset of the project several requirements were formulated that had 
too be met in the conceptual framework. First, the framework had to be fit 
too measure and analyse the relationships between structure, culture, and 
behaviorr at the level of direct manifestation, the work-group level and the 
intergroupp level, without excluding the level of the organization and its 
environmentt from the analysis. This requirement has led to the choice of a 
multilevell  qualitative case-study method. This method brings an additional 
advantagee in the handling of the concept of culture: no assumptions have to 
bee made in advance on how widely elements of culture are shared by 
organizationall  members, no choices are made beforehand between the 
"integration,""  "differentiation," or "fragmentation" perspectives, as Martin and 
Meyersonn denominate them (Frost, Moore, Reis Louis, Lundberg, & Martin, 
1991).. In each case study empirical evidence will show what elements of the 
culturee are shared by all members, differentiated in subgroups, or fragmented 
too the individual level. 

Thee second requirement is that in the choice of the concepts of culture and 
structuree the way in which they guide daily behavior will become clear and 
thatt this can be asessed by empirical research. 

Thee third requirement concerns the concept of structure. On the one hand, 
thee concept chosen must be open for interpretation in terms of organizational 
regimes,, such as Burns and Stalker's (1961) mechanistic—organic systems, 
Wilkinss and Ouchi's (1983) bureaucracy—clan, or Etzioni's (1961) and 
Gouldner'ss (1954) different types of bureaucracies. In the tradition of these 
studiess rich insights have been gathered about typical forms of unproductive 
behaviorr a regime tends to produce. 

Onn the other hand, the concept must allow for division into elements small 
enoughh to describe partial changes in the structure in a meaningful way and 
too study their consequences. 

Thee last requirement is that in the framework a dimension of time can be 
builtt in, to allow for a dynamical analysis. Sources of frictions can be found 
inn the development of the change process and in the way organizational 
memberss make sense of this process, linking the present to the experienced 
pastt and the expected future. 

RESEARCHH PROJECT 

Thee aim of the research project is to conduct comparative case-study research 
inn organizations in which in the last few years a major change in structure has 
takenn place due to a changing policy, merger, or acquisition. 
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Ass a qualitative method, case-study research is aiming at an understanding 
off  why people behave the way they do, to grasp the way they make sense of 
theirr  work situation and their  relations to others. Besides, the method allows 
forr  a multilevel analysis within a holistic approach. 

Threee levels of measurement and analysis were chosen, inspired by Schein's 
(1989)) two functions of culture, external adaptation and internal integration: 

1.. The work group in its daily work situation, directed at an 
understandingg of how groups handle the problems experienced in 
relationn to their  environment. 

2.. The relations between subgroups in the organization, to get a picture 
off  the internal integration and differentiation , the problems experienced 
byy subgroups in these relations and how they are dealt with. 

3.. The organization in relation to its environment, directed at an overview 
off  how united or  divided people throughout the organization think 
aboutt  this relationship, the problems of this relationship and how they 
aree handled by management. 

Inn each case -study a cross-section of organizational members is interviewed, 
includingg all members of the top-management team, the others selected with 
aa stratified random sample, securing at least 10 percent, mostly about 20 
percent,, of the population. 

Too suit the aim of cross-case comparison, the open interview as proposed 
inn the ethnographic traditio n (Yin, 1990) has been replaced by a structure of 
topics,, derived from the conceptual framework that guides the interview, each 
topicc questioned in a nondirective way. 

Thee interviews are fully transcribed and analyzed with a qualitative data 
matrix .. Such a matrix aligns individuals according to subgroups in the rows 
andd topics in the columns. The cells contain abbreviated statements made by 
individual ss on the subjects. 

Thee qualitative data matrix is an important tool in getting an overview of 
thee data, in testing hypotheses about relations between data, and in the 
validationn of the conclusions drawn (Bijlsma-Frankema &  Droogleever 
Fortuijn ,, 1996). 

AA second adaptation of the qualitative case-study design was made to balance 
thee needs of quality of in-depth information and that of completeness. Qualitative 
researchh is time-intensive in gathering and analyzing, only a sample of the 
organization'ss members can be interviewed. Since even a carefully drawn stratified 
randomm sample brings a hazard to representativeness, a questionnaire is 
administeredd to all organizational members after  the interviews have taken place. 

Apartt  from the questions of the Hofstede value survey, the items in the 
questionnairee are based on subjects surfacing in the interviews. In this way, 
triangulatio nn between the qualitative and quantitative data becomes possible, 
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offeringg different opportunities for validation of findings and explanations, in 
casee of mutual support, and further search for explanations in case of 
contradictionss between the two data sets. 

Triangulationn is increasingly advocated by authors on qualitative research 
methodology.. As Ott (1989) states: triangulation increases the richness and the 
reliabilityy of qualitative organizational research (p. 104). 

Sincee the initiation of the project 30 case studies of organizations have been 
conducted,, each described and analyzed in its own right. The case studies are 
evenlyy divided over the private and the (semi-)public sector. Nearly all 
organizationss suffered from productivity decrease, while—according to 
management—noo sensible explanations of this lower level of productivity could 
bee found in structure analysis. 

Thee database by now contains over 1,100 transcribed interviews and over 
5,0000 questionnaires on which several cross-case comparative studies have 
beenn conducted. 

CONCEPTUALL MODEL 

Aversionss as Indication of Frictions 

Inn formulating the conceptual model the guiding thought is that culture-
structuree frictions work at the expense of productivity. The basic idea is that 
cultures,, as more or less shared frames of meaning guiding actions, can breed 
behaviorr deviating from the expectations arising from the structure of an 
organization,, due to aversions toward the structure felt by people, aversions 
indicatingg culture-structure frictions. 

Deviantt behavior can take different forms. The focus of the project is on 
formss that can be defined as unproductive, that is behavior that—from the 
organization'ss point of view—contributes less to the productivity of the whole 
thann the expected behavior would do. 

Thiss definition points to behavior like shirking work, free-riding, high 
mistakee rates, absenteeism, behavior connected to goal-displacement, 
ritualism,, retreatism (Merton, 1957), or fatalism (Douglas & Wildavski, 
1982).. Also included is behavior arising from the formation of 
antiorganizationn groups (Reed, 1988; Walton & Hackman, 1986), low-trust 
relationss between groups or enduring conflicts, like uncooperative behavior, 
mutuall  obstruction of strivings between groups, or disempowerment of 
managementt (Crozier, 1964). 

Inn these circumstances it is to be expected that the mutual gearing of activities 
byy the structure is disturbed, and energy must be spend on coping with these 
problems,, resulting in a suboptimal productivity level. 
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AA Three-level Model 

Threee main friction-bound sources of productivit y decrease can be identified, 
correspondingg to the three levels of analysis chosen. 

1.. At the level of individuals working together, culture-bound aversions 
towardd the structure can lead to deviant behavior, as a bottom-up force 
workin gg against the structure set in a top-down way. 

2.. At the level of internal integration of different subgroups, strong 
differentiation ss in culture, not balanced by effective integration mechanisms, 
cann lead to lower  productivit y levels, as Lawrence and Lorsch (1967) have 
shown.. In these circumstances the structure is too weak to keep the subcultures 
sufficientlyy integrated and cooperation-oriented. Friction s emerge in 
subgroupss as shared aversions toward the structure and toward cultural 
solutionss of other  groups that do not fit  in with their  own. 

3.. At the level of the organization and its environment the external adaptation 
functionn of culture (Schein, 1989) can fail, due to changes in the relation. External 
forcess falsify the structure and the culture of the organization, so to speak. The 
structuree and the culture of the organization both have to change for  the 
organizationn to survive (Schein, 1989; Gagliardi, 1986). In this situation, referred 
too by Allair e and Firsirotu , friction s often occur, but their  impact can be reduced 
byy proper  management. In situations in which the changes in structure and culture 
aree carried out timely and adequately managed, culture-structur e friction s can 
bee of a temporary nature, due to the slower  pace of cultural adaptations. 

Iff  not adequately managed the organization can end up in a vicious cycle 
ass Gagliardi notes: "Th e obsolescence of the organization's distinctive 
competencee is denied and lack of success is blamed on uncontrollable external 
causess or  the behavior  of certain individuals or  groups in the organization. 
Thesee individuals and groups are attacked and criticized. The organization's 
energiess are employed more and more in the search for  excuses and scapegoats, 
andd in the obsessive repetition of types of behavior  that once suited the 
problemss at hand, but are no longer  adequate for  managing them properly. 
Tensionss in the group increase, while self-confidence, cohesion, and efficiency 
decrease""  (Gagliardi, 1986, p. 128). 

Clearly,, the three levels are interrelated, with the internal integration caught 
inn the middle of bottom-up and external forces. If a process of disintegration 
betweenn subgroups is set in motion, it can turn into a self-enhancing cycle (Reed, 
1988;;  Gagliardi, 1986; March &  Olsen, 1975), affecting the productivit y of work 
groupss and the whole organization in a negative way. 

CULTUREE AS A PHENOMENON 

Inn choosing a concept and operational measurement of culture two 
requirementss have prevailed: the behavior-guiding quality of culture must be 
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revealedd by the concept, and the concept must allow for establishing a 
meaningfull  relationship between culture and structure. The first requirement 
iss about culture as a phenomenon: What is to be understood by culture and 
itss relation to behavior? 

Too begin with, since culture is not understood as a phenomenon that is 
homogeneouss throughout an organization, it is better to speak of cultures, leaving 
thee assesment of how widely elements of culture are shared to empirical research. 

Culturess in organizations are about the way members make sense of their 
experiencess in the organization, the way they define and interpret the situations 
theyy are in, in order to be able to act in a meaningful way. In Sackmann's 
words,, an ideational, cognitive view on organizational culture is chosen 
(Sackmann,, 1991). Stated in more general terms, this view is in accord with 
thee symbolic interactionist viewpoint in sociology and social psychology, 
developedd from the work of Weber (1947), Thomas (1966), Mead (1934), and 
Cooleyy (1932), by writers like Blumer( 1969), Becker and Geer (1961), Goffman 
(1961).. Woods (1983), Hammersley (1990), and Weick (1995). The link to 
symbolicc interactionism opens the way to concepts that offer substantial power 
inn explaining daily behavior of people based on a strong tradition of empirical 
research.. A key notion is that action is social, as Weber (1947) puts it, by virtue 
off  the subjective meaning attached to it by the acting individuals. 

Culturee is a collective phenomenon. The individual frame of reference can 
bee the unit of measurement, it is the shared frame of reference that is studied, 
whetherr the sharing is limited to a small group or organization wide. 

Culturee is, furthermore, valuative in nature. In defining and interpreting, 
"liking""  always comes in. Seeing is liking or disliking (Sapienza, 1985; March 
&.&. Olsen, 1975). Culture is about solving the problems of human coexistence 
aa collectivity faces. In the definition of Schein: "a pattern of basic 
assumptions—invented,, discovered, or developed by a given group as it learns 
too cope with its problems of external adaptation and internal integration— 
thatt has worked well enough to be considered valid and, therefore, to be taught 
too new members as the correct way to perceive, think, and feel in relation to 
thosee problems" (Schein, 1989, p. 9). 

Schein'ss concept of organizational culture hinges heavily on the taken-for-
grantedd solutions, the basic assumptions sunk into the preconscious part of 
thee collective mind. However meaningful this idea may be, it poses serious 
problemss for the measurement of culture. 

LINKINGG CONCEPTS OF STRUCTURE AND CULTURE 

Thee main problem in the developement of the framework was to relate the 
conceptss of culture and structure theoretically and empirically so that a 
meaningfull  concept of frictions could be arrived at. Since both concepts are 
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workedd on in different tradition s of organizational research, it was not an easy 
taskk to solve this problem. Eventually, two solutions were found. 

Symbolicc Interactionist Theory 

Thee first  solution comes from symbolic interactionist theory, "th e unofficial 
theoryy of sense making"  (Weick, 1995, p. 41), bringing in the concepts of 
"perspectivee on the situation"  and "strategy,"  widely used and validated in 
severall  areas of sociology like, for  instance, education (Hammersly, 1990). 

Thee concept of perspective, first  used by Becker  in a study of medical students 
(Beckerr  &  Geer, 1961) is a sensitizing concept, linkin g culture, structure, and 
behavior.. It is defined as: the way people define and interpret the situation in 
whichh they find themselves, which governs the way they behave in such a situation. 

Inn a perspective on a situation at least three elements can be distinguished: 

11 The concepts used to define and interpret the situation. This cognitive 
mapp side of the perspective shows the relevance, what people see, in their 
boundedd rationality , together  with assumptions about the interrelations 
off  relevant elements of the situation. 

2.. Preferences and non-preferences attached to relevance. Seeing is likin g 
orr  disliking (March &  Olsen, 1975; Sapienza, 1985). 

3.. What to do—elements, notions about strategies which can be used in 
particularr  situations and estimates of their  fruitfulness. 

Thee concept of strategy refers to "specific and repeatable acts, chosen and 
maintainedd to serve larger  and long-term, rather  than smaller, short-term 
objectives""  (Woods, 1980, p. 18). 

Perspectives,, derived from broader  cultures, are linked to action through 
strategies.. As Woods puts it: "Thi s is where individual intention and external 
constraintss meet. Strategies are ways of achieving goals. They are not isolated 
acts,, but packages of acts interrelated by intention and structure. The intention 
iss the individual' s resolution of the problems thrown up by the structure in 
thee achievement of his goals"  (Woods, 1980, p. 26, 1983, p. 9). 

Perspectivess and strategies are social in nature. They become shaped in 
ongoingg interactions with others, producing common understandings and joint 
actions.. According to Lacey this is a dialectical process: "A s a group of 
individual ss develop or  acquire a sense of common purpose, so the sets of 
strategiess adopted by them acquires a common element. It is this commom 
elementt  that enables a common perspective to emerge. As the perspective 
develops,, and if over  a long period of time, the situations that continually face 
thee group have a common element, then the understandings broaden and 
developp to produce a sub-culture"  (1977, p. 70). 
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Thee perspective on the situation that organizational members develop is the 
outcomee of a confrontation between the deeper-seated elements of culture on 
thee one hand and the characteristics of the organizational situation on the other. 
Inn the perspective preferences for a certain structure and the structure-as-
experiencedd are tested against each other, aversions come to the fore, but 
pragmaticc adaptations are established as well. 

Forr example, someone who for ideological reasons rejects exercise of power 
byy people over other people, can nevertheless develop a preference for 
consultativee leadership because he or she realizes that power relationships are 
impliedd in organizations, and he or she experiences the benefits of a very good 
relationn with a consultative manager. 

So.. when "the situation" is taken as an indication of structure, in symbolic 
interactionistt theory human behavior is seen as a coproduct of constraining 
(andd enabling) traits of the structure, and of culture-guided processes of sense-
making,, defining and interpreting the situation, cristallizing in more or less 
sharedd perspectives. 

Inn alignment with the three-level model of analysis, the perspective is divided 
intoo four sub-perspectives: 

II  perspective on work, work group, and work situation; 
2.. perspective on the relations between groups in the organization; 
3.. perspective on the organization in relation to its environment; 
4.. perspective on the past, the present, changes in the past few years, and 

expectationss for the future. 

Hofstede'ss Theory 

Hofstedee (1980) offers another way of linking the concepts of culture and 
structuree theoretically, elaborating on the idea that the structure of an 
organizationn can be seen as a reflection or realization of underlying values, 
ass "congealed culture" in terms of Bourdieu (1980). He designed a very 
parsimonious,, theoretically and empirically validated operational measure of 
nationall  culture in four value dimensions: 

Power-distancee tolerance (PD1), uncertainty avoidance (UAI), individual-
ismm versus collectivism (IDV), and masculinity versus femininity (MAS). 
Values,, defined as "preferences for one state of affairs over another" (Hofstede, 
1980.. p. 18), already refer to the situation in which people are the structure 
off  the organization in which they work. The link between culture and structure 
iss explicitly mentioned by explaining combinations of high and low PDI and 
UAII  scores as preferences for particular organizational structures. For 
instance,, a relatively low score on PDI and a relatively high score on UAI 
meanss a preference for a workflow bureaucracy, a high PDI and a low UAI 
aa preference for a personal bureaucracy (Hofstede, 1980, p. 216). 
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Hofstede'ss instrument offers two ways of measuring frictions. Since each 
questionn is about structure preferences, paired questions can be asked about 
thee experienced structure. Hofstede was the first to ask such paired questions 
aboutt  preferred and experienced management style. By completing this strategy 
aa cross-tabulation shows for  each structure item the strength and frequency 
off  the friction s experienced. 

Subgroupss throughout the organization can be compared on these frictio n 
patternss and simple indexes can be constructed for  positive and negative 
friction ss separately, like IS (strength x frequency)]/,!. 

Besidess this independent measurement of frictions, the scores on the values 
PDI,, UAI , and 1DV can provide additional information on friction s in 
combinationn with the interview material. The scores on PDI  and UAI  per 
subgroup,, indicating a preferred type of bureaucratic regime, can be compared 
withh the type of regime experienced by organizational members offering a way 
off  understanding aversions to the present regime from a different stand. 

Inn the same way, the score on IDV adds to an understanding of possible 
aversionss in subgroups to the degree of collectivity in the organization. 
Comparingg the value scores of different subgroups enhances the understanding 
off  internal relations as well; if subgroups have very different scores, it is to 
bee expected that they will disagree on the solutions for  the problems they face 
together,, even feel aversive toward the solutions of other  groups. 

Thee scores can also play a role in understanding why certain changes in the 
structuree lead to aversions, by comparing the scores with the experienced past 
andd the present situation. The scores may reflect the abandoned structure. 

Theree is, however, a problem in integrating Hofstede's work in the 
conceptuall  framework developed so far, concerning the homogeneity-of-
culturee assumption underlying his work, reflected in the level of analysis 
chosen.. Hofstede very explicitly states that his instrument is to be used to 
measuree national cultures, not organizational (sub)cultures. Despite this 
warning,, his instrument is widely used to measure culture in organizations, 
showingg wide ranges of scores on the four  value dimensions within and between 
organizationss in a nation. The scores provide a valuable source of information 
regardingg differentiation in preferences between subgroups. These can be used 
inn the explanation of the functioning of organizations, as was for  instance 
shownn in the presentations at the international workshop "Intercultura l 
Cooperationn in Europe"  (1993). In this workshop, organized in honor  of Geert 
Hofstedee at the occasion of his retirement, academic scholars from over  the 
worldd working with Hofstede's theory discussed their  work (Bijlsma-Frankema 
&&  Wiezer, 1993). 

Itt  is best to take a pragmatic stand in this matter, treating Hofstede's work 
ass a theory-in-use that can prove its worth in studying subgroups and 
organizationss as well. 
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CONCEPTT OF STRUCTURE 

Inn the concept of structure the requirements of alignment with symbolic 
interactionistt theory and with the three-level model chosen have to be 
reconciledd with the requirement of operational measurement, precise enough 
too measure culture-structure frictions. 

Symbolicc interactionist theory is known for its weakness in dealing with 
structuree (Blackledge & Hunt, 1985; Alexander, 1987; Smelser, 1988). The 
conceptt of "situation" is far too undefined to be used in specification-through-
measurementt of the frictions at work in an organization. For clarification of 
thee concept of structure, Merton's ideas were taken up. 

Mertonn Revisited 

Mertonn formulated a theory of the middle range, in which the behavior of 
individualss is explained by the relations between the cultural system of a society 
fromm which they derive their "goals for life" and the opportunities the social 
structuree offers and the limitations it imposes in realizing these goals by 
legitimatee means (Merton, 1957). 

Mertonn describes the cultural system as: values and goals people find worth 
strivingg after. Hofstede's concept of culture is consistent with this definition. 

Merton'ss definition of social structure is theoretically in accordance with 
symbolicc interactionism: a social structure is a network of social relations 
betweenn individuals. This network regulates the power of individuals to realize 
culturallyy valued goals in legitimate ways. 

Thee definition includes some elementary notions (Merton, 1957, pp. 131-161): 

1.. The social structure of a society defines the legitimate channels through 
whichh culturally valued goals can be realized, in other words: the social 
structuree incorporates expectations with regard to "just" behavior of 
individuals. . 

2.. A social structure has the character of an "opportunity-structure," it offers 
opportunities,, but it also imposes limitations on the striving after culturally 
valuedd goals. 

3.. In the social structure there are higher and lower, better and worse 
positions. . 

Behavior—conformistt or deviant—can be explained as a reaction to the 
limitationss and the opportunities of a social structure with regard to the 
realizationn of cultural values. The deviant behavioral reactions distinguished by 
Merton—innovation,, ritualism, retreat, and rebellion—will mainly manifest 
themselvess among people occupying the lower positions in the social structure. 
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Inn a research on truants, directed at grasping the truancy-related aspects of 
thee school, Merton' s ideas were worked on. The concept of structure was 
analyticallyy split up in several "condition s for  learning,"  each with an if ..., 
then...characterr  (Bijlsma-Frankema &  Wilders, 1985; Bijlsma-Frankema & 
Dankmeyer,, 1986; Bijlsma-Frankema, 1994a, 1994b). Taken together, the 
conditionss can be seen as an exchange a school offers pupils, the demands and 
limitation ss at the if-side, the possibilities and rewards at the then-side. 

Structuree in Organizations 

Thee structure of any organization can be understood as a network of social 
relations,, producing a set of conditions with an if... then character. However, 
whereass schools are quite simple organizations in which conditions for  learning 
cann stilt be classified easily into a few categories, this is different for  complex 
organizations.. How can a meaningful classification of conditions be arrived at? 
Manyy organizational sociologists in the Aston-studies traditio n searched for  simple 
dimensionss of organizational structure by which differences in the functioning of 
organizationss could be explained. The pessimistic mood of the evaluations of these 
attemptss due to the limited consistency in their  outcomes (Lammers, 1989) do 
nott  work encouragingly. It may turn out to be the umpteenth ill-fated attempt. 

AA CONDITION-SET APPROACH TO STRUCTURE 

Thee generally accepted idea that organizational structure can be viewed as a 
reflectionn of culture inspired the decision to follow up the advantage of the 
analyticall  possibilities, implied in the confrontation of living and congealed 
cultures,, by classifying the conditions in analogy with Hofstede's four  value 
dimensions.. If the preferences of individuals for  one state of affairs over  another 
cann be traced back to four  basic themes of life, then no reason can be thought 
off  why the situations in which they find themselves in organizations should be 
analyzedd into more or  otherr  basic themes. At first four  subsets of structure were 
designedd in this way, which later  on have been refined into six sets for  the purpose 
off  distinguishing organizational regimes: (I ) conditions related to power  and 
statuss distributio n (PDI); (2) conditions related to planning (UAI) ; (3) conditions 
relatedd to control (UAI) ; (4) conditions related to regulation (UAI) ; (5) 
conditionss related to horizontal coordination within and between groups(IDV 
MAS);;  (6) conditions related to reward and punishment (IDV'MAS) . 

Thee concept of condition-set is meso-level in nature, permittin g supra-actor 
descriptionn and analysis without losing its real-life behavior-guiding character. 
Eachh condition-set is a result of negotiations between groups in the 
organization,, containing formal as well as informal rules, customs, and 
regulations.. Conditions can be changed by management under  pressure of 
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externall  forces, and by members as well, defining, interpreting, and acting on 
them,, within or between groups. 

Thiss concept of structure lends itself for operational measurement and for 
thee measurement of frictions mainly on the work-group level and on the level 
off  internal relations. On the work-group level it offers topics for the interviews 
thatt are easily recognized by organizational members. Their perspectives on 
thee structure as experienced come out full and rich, and aversions toward 
subsetss of conditions are clearly stated. The division in subsets allows for 
bringingg in separate scores on the Hofstede values for clarification of aversions 
felt.. Most of the time one or two subsets come out as the sour ones, where 
aversionss have piled up, offering a picture of the organization's troubles in an 
earlyy stage of the analysis. 

Att the level of relations between subgroups in the organization, a vivid 
picturee can be drawn of groups sharing their perspectives on the structure, 
differentiating,, or even fostering almost opposite definitions and 
interpretationss of the structure that is supposed to bind them, as can be the 
casee between management and groups on the shop floor. This picture is based 
onn the interview material and the standardized items in the questionnaire 
derivedd from topics surfacing as relevant. 

Furthermore,, the condition-set approach to structure can be used to 
understandd the unproductive behavior found as connected to the organization's 
regimee as experienced. Based on the literature on mechanistic-organic regimes 
andd their characteristics, a checklist has been made of differentiations in the 
sixx condition-sets between these two ideal-type regimes (Bijlsma-Frankema, 
1995).. The checklist is given in Appendix B. 

Thee structure as experienced—by a subgroup or all groups taken together-
cann be characterized as a combination of elements from one or both regimes. 
Inn case of rather coherent pictures resembling one regime, the insights in the 
literaturee on regimes and the unproductive behavior they tend to produce 
(Gouldner.. 1954: Burns & Stalker. 1961; Etzioni, 1961; Crozier, 1964; Wilkins 
&&  Ouchi. 1983; Walton & Hackman, 1986; Reed, 1988) can add to an 
understandingg of the unproductive behavior found. 

OPERATIONALL DESIGN OF RESEARCH PROJECT 

Inn the interviews, four sub-perspectives are measured, covering the three levels 
off  analvsis, and a sub-perspective covering the time dimension. The list of topics 
lorr the interviews is summarized in Appendix A. 

Thee organization-wide questionnaire contains the 13 questions to measure 
thee four Hofstede values, and mostly 25-30 items derived from topics that show 
too be experienced as relevant in the interviews. These questions, not showing 
muchh variance between the cases, are mostly about clarity of management 
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strategies,, top-down and bottom-up information and communication, trust in 
management,, and problems experienced throughout the organizations. The 
responsee percentage on the questionnaires ranges, in most cases, from 75 to 
955 percent. 

Thesee data are first  ordered per  subgroup according to the subgroups as 
definedd by organizational members in the interviews, a topic on which they 
seldomm disagree. 

Perr  subgroup, the data set consists of: 

1.. The transcribed interviews with 10 to 20 percent of the members. 
2.. Relevant topics backed up by the answering patterns on questionnaire topics. 
3.. The scores on PDI, U AI , IDV , and MA S of the subgroup. 
4.. Friction scores derived from paired questions on structure items as 

preferredd and as experienced. 

Thesee data are differentiall y used in the three levels of analysis chosen. The 
firstt  level to be explored is the level of the work group in relation to its 
organizationall  environment. Per  work group, or  subgroup, the texts of the 
interviewss are compared to elicit the sense-making that is shared: what are the 
sharedd elements in the perspectives, the relevant issues in the experienced and 
preferredd structure, the shared aversions, and the behavioral solutions 
employed?? What relations are seen between the problems experienced on the 
differentt  levels of thinkin g about the organization, which references are made 
too the recent changes in structure as a cause for  aversions experienced? 

Withi nn the general picture arrived at, a more precise analysis of the triangular 
relationn between structure, culture, and behavior  is carried out, concentrating 
onn the interview material of the sub-perspective on work and the work 
situation.. On each condition-set the exchange-balance is made visible by 
separatelyy noting conditions that are positively evaluated and conditions 
towardd which aversions are felt. As a last point, the behavioral solutions chosen 
too deal with these aversions are noted and qualified as more or  less productive 
fromm the organization's point of view. 

Too this overview of frictions, the quantitative data on frictions, from the 
questionnairee and from the paired questions are added. Then the analysis of 
friction-strategiess relations is carried out per  condition-set to arriv e at an overall 
picturee per  subgroup of friction s experienced and strategies employed. 

Perr  condition-set the separate scores on the Hofstede values help to 
understandd the cultural significance of the aversions toward the structure. At 
thee structure-side of the friction s the recent change can be analyzed by 
comparingg the perspective on past conditions to the present ones, in terms of 
losss or  gain of conditions experienced as favorable. In condition-sets in which 
significantt  changes have taken place, the Hofstede scores can also give an 
indicationn of the adaptation of the preferences to the changed structure. 
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Att the level of internal relations these data per subgroup are used to analyze 
internall  relations and the problems that are experienced in these relations. First, 
aa picture of similarities and differences in perspectives and value scores is given, 
takingg differences as possible sources of problems. Then, the perspectives on 
internall  relations are analyzed: which aversions are felt toward other groups 
andd toward the structure as a coordinating device? How do groups strategically 
deall  with these aversions? How productive are these strategies in solving the 
problemss experienced? Each pair of subgroups is analyzed to understand their 
relations,, comparing their cultures. A comparison between the pairs adds to 
ann understanding of the outcomes. If, for instance, the relations between 
subgroupss A and B are aversive, while subgroups A and C show a much more 
cooperativee relationship, the similarities and differences in the cultures of the 
threee groups can give a clue as to what differences give rise to divisive processes. 

Att the level of the organization and its environment the analysis is focused 
onn the way subgroups see the environment and recent changes in it. How do 
theyy experience the change, the main problems it poses to the organization 
andd the way these problems are dealt with by management in changing the 
structure.. From this analysis, a different explanation of internal relations can 
bee derived. Disagreement between subgroups about the central problems in 
thee relation with the environment, or disagreement on the problem-solving 
qualityy of the new structure can be related to a desintegration process in the 
internall  relations. Such a process can take the dynamic of a vicious cycle, as 
pointedd out by Gagliardi (1986). 

Givenn the relevant problems experienced by different subgroups, their 
aversionss to the new structure can be understood as indications of a felt lack 
off  problem-solving quality in the new regime, compared to the regime they 
prefer.. The combination of PDI and U AI scores and the 1DV scores can help 
too understand the culture-boundedness of the regime preferred by subgroups. 

AA DYNAMIC MODEL AT WORK 

Thee findings in the project so far support the choice of a three-level model 
forr the explanation of unproductive behavior of organizational members and 
resultingg productivity losses for the organization as a whole. In all 30 cases 
studiedd unproductive behavior was explained better by linking the findings at 
thee three levels than by taking just the level of appearance into account. 

Culture-structuree frictions, experienced at the work-group level as a result 
off  the changes in the structure, for instance, can breed behavior deviating from 
thee expectations of management, thereby creating problems in the relation 
betweenn management and the shop floor. The way these problems are handled 
byy management can lead to stronger aversions in the work group, creating more 
seriouss problems, a process that can end up in a vicious cycle. 
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Att  the other  end of the model clear  connections are found between changes 
inn the environment that lead to a loss of former  success, the way management 
handless the changes in structure and strategy in reaction to the environment, 
andd problems of desintegration in the internal relations. 

Noo matter  where the dynamic begins, on the level of internal relations in 
manyy of the cases studied a double mechanism works. Once subcultures breed 
aversionss toward the structure, and groups show deviant behavior  as a result, 
onn the one hand the problems between subgroups grow, a desintegrating 
processs (March &  Olsen, 1975) calling for  stronger  integration mechanisms. 
Att  the same time the integrative quality of the structure is weakened by deviant 
behavior,, creating a gap between the problem of productivit y decrease and 
availablee means for  solving them. 

Thiss double mechanism, in turn , affects both the capacity of the organization 
too enact a successful external strategy and the productivit y of work groups 
inn a negative way. 

CASEE OF A DAIRY PLANT 

Onee of the cases studied is a dairy plant. This case is chosen because it offers 
aa good illustratio n of the analytical qualities of the conceptual model. Four 
yearss before the research took place, this plant, an autonomous family business, 
wass sold by the owners to a Dutch dairy cooperative. As a result the 
managementt  lost its independent powers of decision about the relations with 
thee external environment, planning, and investments to the head office of the 
cooperative.. For  the workers the takeover  came as a complete surprise. They 
weree informed the morning the new managers came in. 

Thee productivit y of the plant is low, the output quality almost the lowest 
off  the whole group of dairy plants in the cooperative. Many mistakes are made 
onn the shop floor  and machine failures often occur. 

Thee old company is characterized by the employees as a "genuine family 
business.""  Most employees used to know each other  well and were on first-
namee terms. The atmoshere was personal. It is indicated that there wass a feeling 
off  togetherness. 

Thee market position, which the relatively very small company had before 
thee takeover, made clients and suppliers extremely important . Flexibilit y and 
client-orientedd behavior  were necessary. This flexibilit y was expected from the 
employees.. Employees tell about rush orders they worked on during evenings 
andd weekends. In times of great rush of business the management could also 
bee found operating machines. 

Thee money and equipment of the company had to be dealt with carefully. 
Thingss were always arranged as cheap as possible, careless handling of 
equipmentt  (for  example, not cleaning well) was punished heavily. Despite the 
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thrif tt  the employees received a salary above the minimum stated in the collective 
laborr  agreement. Jubilees were celebrated extensively. Besides, good ideas, 
dedication,, and hard work were rewarded with bonuses. These rewards were 
givenn rather  arbitrarily . The organization's management attached more 
importancee to experience and commitment than to schooling and diplomas. 
Manyy employees had acquired their  salaries and positions in the organization 
byy working hard. 

Thee management style was paternalistic. The management took decisions 
withoutt  much consultations, gave orders without explaining much to 
employees,, and expected that these orders would be executed without criticism. 
Theree were not many written rules or  procedures. The members of the board 
regularlyy walked around in the factory to inspect the production. Mistakes 
weree heavily counted against employees. However, ill employees were cared 
forr  well and if a baby was born somewhere, the managing director' s wife would 
turnn up on the doorstep with a bunch of flowers. 

Afterr  the takeover  the family left the company. They have been replaced 
byy a management team led by a plant manager. With the exception of two 
managerss (among them the plant manager), the members of the management 
teamm come from outside the old organization. A large part of the other 
executivee jobs have also been taken over  by employees from the cooperative. 
Thee new management wanted to change the management style. A greater 
distancee has been created between the management and the other  employees. 
Beforee making decisions extensive consultations now take place. Employees 
aree encouraged to "thin k along."  For  the employees the new management style 
iss very unclear. Shop-floor  workers often do not know who is their  direct 
supervisor.. They receive orders from different people, and as a consequence 
sometimess contradictory orders are given. Many of them cannot characterize 
thee management style. In general, they would like the management to take 
firmerr  action and to manage more strictly . 

Thee new management had the task to "transform "  the old organization into 
ann organization fitting  in with the cooperative. The rules and procedures 
existingg in the cooperative have been introduced in the plant. This means some 
taskss are performed differently now, especially quality management and the 
measurementt  of results. Besides, the head office guidelines have been applied 
too selection, promotion, and payment. In these guidelines schooling and 
diplomass are important . After  the takeover  jobs have been reevaluated. Some 
functionss have been degraded on the salary scale. Employees who did not meet 
thee new schooling requirements of their  jobs have been offered other  jobs, 
generallyy lower  ones. 

Thee interviews have shown that the employees feel much aversion toward 
thee lack of clear  guidance by management. The management docs not provide 
thee conditions for  a collective success experience. As a result, they have no 
trustt  in the management team's policy. According to the employees the 
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managementt  team is littl e concerned about the shop floor; anyhow, the new 
managerss can be approached less easily. They feel that the new management 
doess not make use of the experience and knowledge they embody. Methods 
off  working which "made the old company great"  have been discarded by the 
neww management. Money is wasted because things have to be arranged 
accordingg to fixed guidelines now (usually not the cheapest way), because 
overtimee is paid now, also according to guidelines of the cooperative, and 
becausee mistakes are not given the same attention as in the past. Employees 
indicatee that they are less committed to the company and dedicate themselves 
lesss to it. Aversions toward the bureaucratic reward system are strong. In their 
vieww commitment is not expected from them any longer  anyway. "For  working 
hardd is not rewarded any more." 

Althoughh they say that they do not work harder  than strictly necessary, the 
employeess turn out to feel much aversion to the fact that the management 
allowss this unmotivated way of working. According to the employees who were 
usedd to heavy punishments, hardly any sanctions are applied to breaking rules. 
Inn consequence, rules are regularly, even deliberately, broken. Customer 
complaintss show that cartons are filled with the wrong liquid and even cigarette 
endss are found in the products sold. The workers feel aversions toward the 
chancess they have to break the rules. The last few years the atmosphere in 
thee company has become much more impersonal. This too has the effect that 
employeess feel less committed to the organization. 

Thee plant's futur e is very uncertain. In three years the head office will choose 
aa site for  a larger  plant from three sites (among which the one in this case). 
Thiss decision will be based on factors that cannot be influenced by the workers 
orr  the management, like infrastucture. In expectation of this decision the head 
officee barely invests in the plant despite its dated machines. 

FRICTIONSS AND STRATEGIES AT 
THEE WORK-GROUP LEVEL: AN EXCHANGE BALANCE 

Too what extent do aversions toward the structure lead to unproductive 
behavior?? In many situations, feelings of aversion to certain conditions do not 
leadd to unproductive behavior. There are three factors that enhance the chance 
thatt  friction s will breed unproductive forms of behavior: (1) the relevance of 
thee frictio n in the perspective, shown by the strength of the aversion; (2) the 
balancee of the exchange experienced; (3) the clearness of conditions and 
rewardss in the exchange. The relevance of friction s is partly determined by 
theirr  embedded ness in the overall experience of the exchange by work-group 
members.. As long as aversions are compensated by sufficient opportunities 
andd rewards stemming from the structure, organization members will be 
preparedd to conform and to show the behavior  expected by structure: in that 
casee the conditions offer  a balanced or  even positive exchange. 
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Iff  aversions to certain conditions come to dominate the expectation of 
results,, and the exchange is experienced as negative, organizational members 
willl  try to control these negative feelings by coping strategies not directed at 
conforming,, such as: ritualism, retreatism, or the formation of self-enacted 
groupss with antiorganization norms. The commitment to the organization 
decreases,, and the organizational structure is not a good predictor of the 
behaviorr of people any more, as a consequence of which mutual gearing of 
activitiess is disturbed. 

Thiss disturbance will be even stronger if the exchange is unclear in the 
perspectivee of agents, either because the conditions do not make clear what 
kindd of behavior is expected from them, or because the possible results of 
conformistt behavior are unclear, or both. An exchange experienced as unclear 
causess strong aversions. Feelings of uncertainty arise, which cannot be 
controlledd simply by conformist strategies directed at the organization. In such 
circumstancess the chance of temporary retreatism or even fatalism (Douglas, 
1982)) increases. 

Inn the relation between the perspective on the exchange and the strategies 
thee dimension of time plays an important part: the perspective on the exchange 
inn the past as well as in the future affects the behavior of work groups. 

Especiallyy if the organizational structure has changed shortly before, the 
perspectivee on the exchange in the new structure will be colored by the 
perspectivee on the exchange in the past. To put it briefly: people miss preferred 
conditionss that have disappeared and for new conditions no relevance or 
preferencee has yet been developed. 

Givenn a clear structure three main factors affect the adaptation of the culture 
too the new structure: the quality of the change, its legitimation, and the success 
experiencedd or expected from the change. 

Whenn the new structure is experienced as more favorable than the old one 
adaptationss come naturally, since the new structure is more in harmony with 
thee culture. In situations where the new structure is felt as a loss compared 
too the valued old one, the new structure is accepted much easier in situations 
wheree it is made clear that the company could not survive in its old form. 

Thee third factor, the success expected, proves to be an extremely powerful 
onee throughout the cases. The experience of success is felt as a strong reward 
inn the exchange, that can compensate for a great deal of temporary aversions, 
andd help to overcome them. Where collective success is experienced, the levels 
off  commitment found are high, while failure breeds aversions that tend to grow 
ass the failure continues. 

Thee perspective on the exchange in the future determines to what extent 
workk groups are prepared to do their best for the organization and invest their 
energyy in careers within the organization. When a positive exchange in the 
futuree is expected, they will more easily overcome their aversions to the present 
situation,, because the future opportunities and rewards compensate these. An 
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exchangee experienced as positive in the present situation accompanied by a 
negativelyy experienced futur e exchange will not stimulate people to investing 
inn the organization, they will inquir e into exit options. Dependent on the 
perspectivee of a job alternative outside the organization and the feasibility of 
suchh an alternative people will leave or  will have the feeling that they are stuck 
inn the organization. In such situations fatalism is often found. 

Case:: Frictions at the Work-Croup Level 

Thee material in the case illustrates most of the points made here. The 
productivit yy of the plant is low. The management attributes the low 
productivit yy to two factors: first , as a consequence of the thrif t of the former 
managementt  the machines have become dated and secondly, the shop-floor 
employeess make too many mistakes and show a low motivation; there is too 
muchh grumbling and not enough good work. 

Surprisingly,, this last diagnosis is shared by the employees: they say that 
theyy make mistakes and shirk work because they do not feel committed any 
longer.. To what extent can their  low productivit y be explained by friction s 
betweenn their  preferences and the structure as experienced? Production workers 
sharee their  perspectives on all six condition sets and aversions to all six sets 
havee been found. The feelings of aversion are, however, the strongest toward 
conditionss related to the power  and status distributio n and toward conditions 
relatedd to reward and punishment. 

Thee most important sources of aversion turn out to be directly related to 
thee transition from a paternalistic organization to a workflow bureaucracy: 

II  the shift from direct supervision and a familiar  mission to standardization 
off  work processes by rules as the main coordination principle; 

2.. the change in the conditions of reward and punishment. From direct 
rewardd and punishment based on commitment and level of productivit y 
too bureaucratic reward, based on task and function and not much 
punishmentt  in the case of mistakes, laziness, or  low commitment. 

Sincee hard work and commitment do not pay off any longer  the employees 
balancee the exchange by retreatism, while fatalistic sentiments are developing. 
Thee strange thing in this case is that they blame the management for not 
punishingpunishing them for their laziness, mistakes, and lack of commitment. This 
riddl ee can be solved by taking into account the production worker' s value 
scores::  PD1: 52, UAI : 48, 1DV: 36, and MAS: 20. The relatively high PDI 
scoree means a preference for  hierarchy as a coordination principle. The 
moderatee UAI  score adds to the diagnosis of a preference for  a personnel 
bureaucracyy instead of a workflow bureaucracy. The preference for  planning 
byy means of a mission and common goals instead of rules to be observed can 
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bee understood from the low IDV score: the production workers want to 
contributee to the success of the plant as a whole, to achieve collective success, 
ass they were used to. 

Thesee preferences reflect the structure as it was before the acquisition. The 
oldd plant could not have survived on its own, but this was never told to the 
workers.. They still think that the old plant was much more successful than 
thee new one. The exchange in the past is experienced as clear and positive. 
Thee change in structure, not legitimated, is experienced as a loss of favorable 
conditions,, a loss of clarity, and a loss of success-breeding value. 

Thee loss of collectivity and of the collective experience of success weights 
thee more heavily on the workers, since the future is uncertain. Their main 
complaintt is that the plant fails to achieve success, that the managers cannot 
telll  them, and the rules do not show them how they can make things better, 
wheree to deploy their extra energy to make the plant successful. They resent 
theirr own retreatism as a next-best option and blame the management for not 
tellingg them at what aims their hard work and commitment should be directed. 

MANAGEMENTT OF EXTERNAL RELATIONS: 
SUCCESSS OR FAILURE 

Thee cases show that the success or failure of the external strategy is an 
importantt factor in how well management succeeds in keeping the different 
groupss in the organization integrated and cooperative. When the external 
strategyy fails and a turn to success is not expected in the near future, unity 
inn the top-management team is seldom found, while in these circumstances 
itt is needed most. 

AA divided management brings divisive processes between parts of the 
organizationn managed by different managers. The clarity of the structure 
sufferss as a consequence. Even if the changes in the formal structure are clear 
enough,, as the informal messages of the managers go in different directions, 
thee structure as experienced by organizational members suffers from 
contradictionss and unclear expectations. As a result of this, unproductive 
behaviorr enhances the collective experience of failure. In all cases where this 
iss found workers and management come to blame each other for this. Once 
theree is a break in common culture and goals, relations only tend to become 
worsee over time. 

Case:: Vicious Cycles 

Thee case illustrates this cluster of problems. The managers do not supervise 
inn a strict style for several reasons. First, they are used to managing production 
workerss who have been socialized in a workflow bureaucracy and, therefore. 
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theyy do not need or  want to excercise much supervision and control apart from 
thee rules for  the standardization of the work processes. They cannot decode 
thee grumbling of the production workers as a need for  stronger  leadership and 
instructionss and if they can they reject this need for  cultural reasons; they want 
workerss to be more self-directing, less dependent on management. Second, they 
aree sorry that the production workers have lost their  preferred way of doing 
thingss overnight. They feel uneasy about the way their  own company handled 
thee takeover. Furthermore, the uncertain futur e of the plant makes them feel 
unablee to offer  the production workers a prospect of collective success in 
exchangee for  adaption to the rules and regulations of the cooperative. They 
feell  awkward about this and develop an indulgence pattern (Gouldner, 1954) 
towardd mistakes and lack of commitment on the shop floor. 

Ass a consequence of the uncertainty of the plant's futur e the management 
teamm is divided about the strategy for  solving the low-productivit y problem. 
Thee lack of success of the management team in convincing headquarters that 
thee futur e of the plant must be secured and investments have to be made is 
aa cause and a result of this dividedness. The individual managers are confronted 
withh an investment problem: if they invest their  energy in cooperation with 
otherr  managers to realize a higher  performance level, and the plant does not 
survivee because of factors outside their  control, they feel they will lose face 
andd career  opportunities for  being an "unwise investor,"  a loser. So some of 
thee managers invest in their  careers in the cooperative outside the plant, by 
detatchingg their  own image from the plant's negative one. In seeking individual 
distnctionn they willingl y or  unwillingl y damage the plants image, confirming 
rumorss about failing management in legitimizing their  wish for  another  job 
inn the cooperative. A self-fulfillin g process is set in, that further  diminishes the 
chancee in the management to unite on a succesful survival strategy toward 
headquarters.. The divided management links this external vicious cycle to the 
internall  cycle of losing coordination, cooperation, and productiveness. To 
stresss their  individual qualities, the deserting managers are primaril y interested 
inn keeping their  own departments straight, despite the costs of the ensuing lack 
off  coordination with other  departments. The other  managers are not dominant 
enoughh to force a breakthrough to a common strategy. The consequence of 
thiss is the lack of strong and clear  leadership the production workers resent 
soo much. The growing break in culture and goals between management and 
workerss add to the low levels of quality and productivit y that verify the negative 
imagee of the plant. 

REGIMEE BOUNDEDNESS 

Thee explanation of specific forms of unproductive behavior  as "typical "  for 
thee regime as indicated by the conditions as experienced in the six sets is 
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introducedd m the latest phase of the project and still very much in progress 
Mostt  cases studied so far  show a mixed regime, due to the changes in structure' 
Thesee regimes are often internally contradictory and unclear  to organizational 
members.. As a result, typical problems of both regimes turn up. The clearest 
explanationss of regime-bound problems can be found in situations like that 
off  the case, where a patriarchal regime-in a sense an organic regime ahead 
off  its time-has been replaced by a bureaucratic regime. Bureaucracies are 

l o r ' ^ ^ ^ ^ 3 ^ ^ 5 ( B u r n S &&  StaIker '  l 961'  Gouldner, 1960; Crozier 
964;;  Wilkms &  Ouch,, 1983; Walton &  Hackman, 1986; Vroom, 1980; Reed, 

1988;;  Douglas, 1982) and these weaknesses can explain why certain forms of 
unproductivee behavior  get the chance to manifest themselves. 

Cases:: Regime-bound Weaknesses 

Inn the case of thee dairy plant and others where a bureaucratic regime replaced 
aa patnarchical one, several regime-bound weaknesses are found 

I.. Ritualism and goal displacement (Merton, 1957). Some managers in the 
casee show goal displacement in keeping their  departments straight in order 
too have a better  chance of getting another  job in the cooperative. In a workflow 
bureaucraticc regime no strong antidote to such displacement is available, since 
managementt  often prevails over  leadership (Hunt, 1991). 

2.. Retreatism and even fatalism if the many rules and the hierarchy are not 
compensatedd by group membership (Douglas, 1982; Thompson &  Wildavski 
1990).. The workers in the case show retreatist strategies, and fatalistic sentiments 
Bureaucraticc governance devises are divisive in nature. They have to be 
compensatedd by unifying devices to provide for  the necessary feeling of belonging 

I h e/ 0 r T a t I ° nn ° f se i f" enacted grouPS with antiorganization norms which 
providee for  the moral involvement not included in the bureaucratic contract 
(Burnss &  Stalker, 1961;Crozier, 1964; Walton &  Hackman, 1986). Self-enacted 
groupss were found throughout the cases as another  reaction to the need to 
belong.. In some of these cases management withdraws from strong governance 
Otherr  cases show a vicious cycle in which management issues more and more 
ruless to discipline the self-enacted groups, causing a further  estrangement of 
workerss and a stronger  tendency to adhere to group norms (Crozier  1964 
Reed,, 1988; Walton & Hackman, 1986). 

4.. The break-up of the organization into subgroups with different interests 
alongg workers/management or  department/division lines as a consequence of 
thee lack of horizontal coordination in bureaucratic decision making, causing 
productivit yy decrease (Burns & Stalker, 1961; Crozier, 1964; Walton & 
Hackman,, 1986; Vroom, 1980; Wilkin s &  Ouchi, 1983; Wiezer  1992) In the 
casee described there is a break in culture between workers and'management 
Thee management does not act as a team, and cannot provide for  coordination 
betweenn departments, thereby enacting their  failure as a team. The bureaucratic 

50 0 



OnOn Cosf/y Friction* Between Organizational Culture* and Structure 147 

structuree does not provide for  a no-way-out mechanism for  team building and 
cohesivee leadership. 

CONCLUSION N 

Thee "matter  of common observation"  that friction s between organizational 
culturee and structure can be very costly is found in most of the 30 cases studied. 
Inn a few cases in which changes in the structure had taken place, friction s were 
almostt  absent. A comparative analysis shows the key factors of successful 
managementt  of changes. The results will be published elsewhere (Altman, 
Bijlsma-Frankema,, Klesta, &  Mutabazi, 1997). 

Thee material gathered on internal relations throughout the cases asks for 
aa closer  anlysis to get at a better  insight in the conditions for  cooperation 
betweenn groups with different cultures, and the role management can play in 
furtherin gg synergy between them. 

Anotherr  matter  that needs more careful study is the guiding quality of 
conditions.. Among the companies that let go of their  strictly bureaucratic 
guidingg instruments, many cases show a lack of new conditions to replace them, 
resultingg in unclear  conditions and a lack of guiding quality. A tentative 
conclusionn can be that in each condition-set a minimum of the guiding 
instruments,, shown in Appendix B, is required, either  mechanistic or  organic, 
too ensure productive behavior. 

Thee most complicated question yet to be answered is that of success and 
failur ee of mixtur e regimes. One critical success factor  seems to hold: the 
conditionss related to rewards and sanctions must support the expectations 
flowingg from the guidance in other  sets. Apart from that, the success of a regime 
seemss to be bound by the nature of the company and the tasks performed. 
Too shed light on this matter, a research project has been initiated to compare 
522 profi t organizations in the same branch as to regime and financial 
effectiveness. . 

Thee "matter  of common observation"  still contains a lot of mystery waiting 
too be revealed. 
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APPENDIXX A 

Intervieww Topics 

/.. Perspective on work and work situations 
a.a. definition and interpretation of work 

b.. conditions related to power and status distribution: as experienced, as 
preferred,, aversions, strategies 

c.. conditions related to planning: idem 
d.. conditions related to rules and regulations: idem 
e.. conditions related to control: idem 
f.. conditions related to horizontal coordination: idem 

g.. conditions related to rewards and sanctions 

2.2. Perspective on internal Relations 
a.. definition of subgroups: boundaries 
b.. definitions and interpretations of relations between subgroups: power 

andd status distribution, horizontal relations; positive evaluations and 
aversions;; problems experienced, strategies. Remedies as experienced, 
remediess as preferred 

c.. definitions and interpretations of relations within subgroups: idem 

3.. Perspective on the relation organization-environment 
a.. relevant external factors/ parties 
b.. position, identity, distinction 

c.. mission, goals and organizational strategy 
d.. means 
e.. control and evaluation 

f.. positive evaluations, aversions and problems experienced 
g.. remedy and repair as experienced/ as preferred 

4.. Perspective on the past, recent changes and future 
a.a. definition and interpretation of important changes in environment, 

internall organization, work and work situation 
b.. positive evaluations, aversions and problems experienced as resulting 

fromm these changes, estimates of productivity losses 
c.. remedy and repair as experienced/ as preferred, estimates of productivity 

gains s 
d.. changes, expected in the future 

e.. expected positive outcomes and problems 
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APPENDIXX B 

ControlControl oriented regime CommitmentCommitment oriented regime 

11 Conditions Related to Power and Status Distribution 

Power r 
autocraticc leadership 
directt supervision 
wotk-assignments,, instructions and 
coordination n 
topp down 

Status: : 
accordingg to function 

consultativee leadership 
mutuall dependence 
advicee and guidance 
lop-downn and bottom-up 

Status: : 
accordingg to expertise and information 

planningg by management 
individuall tasks 

ruless clarity what to do 

ConditionsConditions Related to Planning 
planningg by the workgroup 
guidedd by the policy and goal of the 
organizationn and goals of the workgroup 
goalss clarify what to do 

ConditionsConditions Related to Rules and Regulations 
ruless can be changed it they do not serve the 
organizations^^ goal 
problem-solvingg more important than rule-
obeyance e 

4.4. Conditions Related to Control 
short-termm control by group long-term 
controll by management directed at 
goal-compliancee directed at group-output 
comparedd to group goals 

5.. Conditions Related to Horizontal Coordination within and Between Croups 
dominancee of top-down directions, horizontal coordination by means of shared 
minimall horizontal coordination mission/ goals 

horizontall coordination teams 
managementt stresses the idea of mutual 
dependencee between groups 

6.. Conditions Related to Rewards and Sanctions 

ruless stable lor a long time 

ruless must be obeyed 

controll by management 
short-termm in nature 
directedd at rule-obeyance 
directedd at individual output 

Rewardss Base: 
meetingg minimal requirements 
rulee obeyance 
functionall skills individual performance 

Rewards: : 
mainlyy promotion to function with higher 
statuss and/ or salary 

Sanctions: : 
formal,, individual sanctions by management 

Rewardss Base: 
strivingg for maximum performance 
commitmentt and initiative problem-solving 
skillss and expertise group performance and 
individuall performance 

Rewards: : 
lesss function-bound status and money 
rewards,, including symbolic sharing of 
succes,, symbolic honour and profit-sharing 

Sanctions: : 
thee group sanctions individuals sanctions by 
managementt oriented at group 


