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ABSTRACT

The thesis is an in-depth research into the management and control of subcultures in a
multicultural and geographically dispersed organisation. Primarily the thesis focuses on the
Distribution function in Bass Brewers North where there is much cultural diversity and a
high resistance to change in areas where regional subcultures have developed over long
periods.

Based on methods used in ethnographic studies and within an inductivist framework, 15
Distribution depots were researched in order to understand cultural and managerial
differences in the regions. With the use of theoretical data analysis, three different
subculture groupings were identified from the early stages of the research, these were
categorised as being either positive, negative or changing cultures in relation to the Bass
'corporate’ culture. Further detailed research was carried out in three representative
Distribution depots in order to ascertain the degree to which the beliefs and values of the
dominant culture were dispersed throughout the three subculture groupings.

In order to assess cultural dispersion the research was extended to include other regions of
Bass Brewers, and the Bass Headquarters at Burton. At this stage of the research the thesis
explored culture management and leadership, cultural change and cultural impact on
outcomes. From this, an understanding of the relationship between corporate cultures,
subcultures and managerial control was developed.

The research into the management and control of cultures and subcultures was analysed,
from a middle management view and 'bottom up', rather than the traditional approach to
corporate culture research and to culture change programmes, which is generally 'top down'
with a senior management bias.

The thesis argues that large complex organisations are composed of multiple possibly
conflicting cultures, and that corporate cultures and subcultures cannot be readily changed.
It is also argued that strategies designed to 'quickly’ change an organisation's culture(s) are
not likely to succeed.

The contribution the thesis makes to existing knowledge is in three areas. Firstly the thesis
provides a contribution in the area of research methodology both from a manager carrying
out research within his own organisation, and the methodological approach used to study
cultures and subcultures in organisations. Secondly the thesis provides a contribution in the
area of culture and performance in that it explores the relationship between subcultures and
an organisation's corporate culture and provides an explanation for different culture types

. and their impact on business performance. Finally the thesis provides a contribution in the
area of culture and managerial control in that the research identifies the links between
leadership and control at both senior and middle management levels.
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ABSTRACT

THE MANAGEMENT OF SUB-CULTURES IN A MULTICULTURAL
ORGANISATION

Stephen Farrar

A thesis submitted in partial fulfilment of the requirements of Sheffield Hallam University
for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy

The thesis is an in-depth research into the management and control of subcultures in a
multicultural and geographically dispersed organisation. Primarily the thesis focuses on the
Distribution function in Bass Brewers North where there is much cultural diversity and a high
resistance to change in areas where regional subcultures have developed over long periods.

Based on methods used in ethnographic studies and within an inductivist framework, 15
Distribution depots were researched in order to understand cultural and managerial differences in
the regions. With the use of theoretical data analysis, three different subculture groupings were
identified from the early stages of the research, these were categorised as being either positive,
negative or changing cultures in relation to the Bass ‘corporate’ culture. Further detailed research
was carried out in three representative Distribution depots in order to ascertain the degree to
which the beliefs and values of the dominant culture were dispersed throughout the three
subculture groupings.

In order to assess cultural dispersion the research was extended to include other regions of Bass
Brewers, and the Bass Headquarters at Burton. At this stage of the research the thesis explored
culture management and leadership, cultural change and cultural impact on outcomes. From
this, an understanding of the relationship between corporate cultures, subcultures and managerial
control was developed.

The research into the management and control of cultures and subcultures was analysed, from a
middle management view and 'bottom up', rather than the traditional approach to corporate
culture research and to culture change programmes, which is generally 'top down' with a senior
. management bias.

The thesis argues that large complex organisations are composed of multiple possibly conflicting
cultures, and that corporate cultures and subcultures cannot be readily changed. It is also argued
that strategies designed to 'quickly’ change an organisation's culture(s) are not likely to succeed.

The contribution the thesis makes to existing knowledge is in three areas. Firstly the thesis
provides a contribution in the area of research methodology both from a manager carrying out
research within his own organisation, and the methodological approach used to study cultures
and subcultures in organisations. Secondly the thesis provides a contribution in the area of
culture and performance in that it explores the relationship between subcultures and an
organisation's corporate culture and provides an explanation for different culture types and their
impact on business performance. Finally the thesis provides a contribution in the area of culture
and managerial control in that the research identifies the links between leadership and control at
both senior and middle management levels.



HAPTER ONE

Intr ion

Managing change in any type of organisation is not an easy task and many organisations
fall short of their original anticipated returns. Managing change in large complex and
geographically dispersed organisations in which diverse cultures exist, requires excellent
leadership skills at all management levels and total support from the workforce. This
thesis focuses on the problems of managing change in an organisation where there is
much cultural diversity, and a high resistance to change in areas where particular regional
subculture types have developed over long periods. Specifically the thesis concentrates
on the Distribution function in Bass Brewers North and the way in which the middle

managers in this function ‘control' their depot subculture throughout the change process.

The problems of control in the regional depots are exacerbated by the problems
associated with what is a centrally command driven operation, in an historically and

geographically decentralised organisation.

The initial aim of the thesis at the proposal stage was to carry out research in 15

distribution depots in Bass Brewers North and to:-

a) Determine the factors which affect the way middle managers manage change and,

b) Within this broad aim to investigate:-

1) Issues of managerial control and the under researched role of the middle
manager;
ii) the nature and effects of subcultures on decision making and;

iii)  the role of the manager as participant researcher.
At the proposal stage it was considered likely that in Phase 1 key issues may emerge

which would provide the principle PhD focus and may at least in part replace (a) and (b)



above. At an early stage in the fieldwork the key issue to emerge was the existence of
diverse subcultures in the geographically dispersed distribution depots, and the impact
these subcultures have on management of change, leadership and control and
organisaﬁonal performance. It is for this reason that the thesis focuses primarily on the
depot subcultures within the context of the Bass cultural whole, and how culture impacts

on managerial control and performance.
The overall aim of the thesis is to:-

a) Determine the effect diverse subcultures have on managing changes in the
geographically dispersed distribution depots, and through the use of culture audits
of historical and current events, determine how subcultures emerge, develop and

change over time.

b) Develop an understanding of the relationship between cultures, subcultures,
managerial control and performance, the implications of which could be used by
Bass and other large geographically dispersed organisations to manage multiple

cultures and successfully implement change.

c) To develop a research methodology based upon the methods used throughout the
PhD thesis, to be used as a reference/guide for managers researching in their own

organisation.

The thesis provides in-depth research into the management and control of cultures and
subcultures from a middle management view, and analysed 'bottom up' rather than the
traditional approach to corporate culture studies and to culture change programmes,
which are generally 'top down' with a senior management bias. The traditional approach
to the study of management of change and the control of organisational cultures has been
to view culture from a 'top down' corporate platform. This approach, which falls into the

category of viewing culture from a 'variable perspective', assumes the existence of a



single homogeneous culture which permeates the organisation and can be manipulated to
achieve improvements in performance. Although a great deal of research into the control
. of culture recognises the existence of organisational subcultures, there has been little in-
depth research into h(;w they emerge and develop, and how they impact on organisational
performance. This thesis takes a pluralistic rather than a monolithic view of culture and
recognises that in large cbmplex énd geographically dispersed organisations, the -

existence of multiple cultures is more likely to be the rule rather than the exception.

The approach used throughout the thesis therefore provides an original contribution in
that it views culture and management of change from the middle manager and their
subordinates perspective, that is 'bottom up', rather than from a 'top down' corporate
senior management view. From this perspective the thesis makes a contribution to

knowledge in three key areas:

* Firstly the thesis provides a contribution in the area of research methodology both
from a manager carrying out research within his own organisation, and the
methodological approach used to study cultures and subcultures in a large

geographically dispersed organisation.

* Secondly the thesis provides a contribution in the area of culture and performance
in that it explores in depth the relationship between subcultures and an
organisation's corporate culture and provides an explanation for different culture

types and their effect on business performance.

* Finally the thesis provides a contribution in the area of culture and managerial
control in that the research has been carried out identifying the links between
leadership and control at both senior management and the middle management
levels. The development of an understanding of the relationship between

cultures, subcultures, managerial control and performance, has implications for



1.1

Bass and other large geographically dispersed organisations who are incorporating
culture change programmes as part of major strategic changes within their

business.

This Chapter is a brief background to the PhD project history and an introduction to the
history of Bass PLC and the position of Bass Brewers within the corporate structure.
Recent changes in the brewing industry, particularly as a result of the Monopolies and
Mergers Commission report on 'the supply of beer' (1989), are reviewed and the impact
on the Bass organisation discussed. An introduction to, and links between, the
Distribution function and my role as the Management Services Manager are discussed in
relation to the main focus of the thesis. The final section of the Chapter covers the
structure of the thesis and is a précis of the approach and methodologies used throughout

the research fieldwork and thesis.

Background and History of the PhD Thesis

My original interest in the problems associated with management of change and diverse
workplace cultures, stems from my MSc dissertation (Farrar 1988) and my involvement
in management of change programmes within the British Steel Corporation (BSC). The
MSc dissertatiop focused primarily on the problems associated with the introduction of
‘just in time' (JIT) 'manufacturing resdurce planning' (MRP) and 'optimised production
technology' (OPT) in manufacturing organisations. Although the dissertation was of a
technical nature in terms of how to develop and implement manufacturing systems,
throughout the fieldwork and case studies in the different organisations, many failed
implementations were identified as being attributable to a lack of, workforce
involvement, teamwork and a general resistance to change to the new working methods.
The theme throughout the research dissertation was that many managers failed to
recognise the human factors in terms of commitment and involvement, and that

technology alone would not provide the improvements. Although the dissertation



identified the importance of the lower level manager and his subordinates as catalysts of
change, no in-depth research was carried out in this area, as at the time it was considered
beyond fhe scope of the research. My original intention was to carry out further research
whilst still working for the British Steel Corporation, however, this was curtailed due to a

career move to Bass PLC in 1989.

Prior to my move to Bass I had spent 10 years in the Work Study and Operational
Research Department working on a variety of internal consultancy projects at BSC's
Sheffield, Rotherham and Wolverhampton steel plants. Throughout this period (1979 -
1989) the steel industry experienced a great deal of change and a massive reduction in
capacity which resulted in steel plant closures and many redundancies. The manning
reductions in the steel industry, from 255,000 in 1970 to 70,000 in 1984 resulted in a
slimline steel industry which throughout the late 1980's became one of the most efficient
and productive in the world. As an internal consultant I was involved in many of the
change programmes which included the introduction of new technology and methods of
working in a number of work areas which contained many different workplace cultures. I
considered that my role as a work study engineer, which brought me into contact with
many different cultures, as being an ideal observer role in which I could develop my
research interest in the areas of management of change and the understanding of

. workplace cultures.

On joining Bass in February 1989 as Management Services Manager I became involved
in management of change programmes throughout Bass North and in particular in the
Distribution function where changes were being introduced across a wide geographical
area which contained many diverse cultures. Throughout 1989 I developed close
working and social relationships with all the Distribution Managers and the Distribution
Director and became an accepted part of the Distribﬁtion management team. In view of
my knowledge of the introduction of ' hard' systems and my interest in 'soft' systems I

decided to put forward a research proposal to the Director of Information Technology and



the Director of Distribution. The initial aim of the research was to examine how to
manage change effectively within such a large geographical area with such cultural

diversity and diverse leadership styles.

The first meeting to discuss the PhD thesis proposal was with the Distribution Director of
Bass North in January 1990. At this meeting discussions were centred around the
problems being experienced by many Distribution Managers introducing changes in
working practices in their respective depots. The changes were in response to an
increasingly competitive climate in the Brewing industry partly induced by the
Monopolies and Mergers Commission (MMC) Report into the Supply of Beer (March
1989). As a consequence many changes to working practices, including the introduction
of staff status payment systems, flexible working arrangements, quality systems and

customer service initiatives, were in the process of being introduced.

In view of the many changes ongoing in Bass and the specific problems in the
Distribution function, it was agreed with the Distribution Director and his senior
management team that the Phd thesis should focus on the Distribution Managers and the
way they manage change in their particular depot. In particular the Distribution Director
was interested in the difficulties associated with particular regional culture types and the

approach and management style used by each manager to resolve the regional problems.

It was agreed that Phase 1 of the thesis, concurrent with a literature search, would involve
data collection from the Distribution and Personnel Directors of Bass Brewers North and
from the fifteen Distribution Managers. Additionally data collection by semi-structured
interview and participant observation was concentrated on the Distribution Managers,
access being facilitated by my role as Management Services Manager which brings me
into frequent contact with the depot managers and their teams. In addition to the initial

data collection, it was agreed that psychometric tests to determine a personality profile



should be carried out in order to identify links between leadership style, depot

performance, and the depot culture type.

In phase 2 of the research, and following the findings that different subcultures exist in
the 15 distribution depots, it was decided that the research should be concentrated on
three different subculture types which were classified as being either counter, positive, or
changing cultures. Additionally, at this stage of the thesis the research moved "'upwards’
to include a measure of cultural dispersion and a view of the Bass corporate culture as
perceived by the Bass Brewers Board. This involved semi-structured interviews with
Headquarters management in Burton and managers in the other regions eg Scotland,

Midlands and Bass South.

Geographically Bass Brewers (North) is defined by Liverpool in the West, Grimsby in
the East and Newcastle in the North. The 15 depots are located throughout this region
with all its cultural diversity associated with many years of traditional ways of working.
In many of these geographical areas the Distribution Managers were experiencing
resistance to change particularly from the larger, unionised urban depots where
historically there had been years of traditional working and historical links with the
brewing industry. Conversely in other depots in rural locations with historically little or
no association with the brewing industry and traditional ways of working, there was little
or no resistance to change. Cultufally, although the depots could be simply classified as
being a high or low resistance depot, all 15 depots were very different in their 'ways of
working'. This was recognised by many of the managers who had worked in several of

the Bass North depots and in other regions of Bass Brewers.

Although Bass continued to perform well following the MMC report, the Bass Brewers
Board, under the new leadership of Dr Tony Portno (appointed July 1991), were
determined to quickly adapt ahead of the competition to the new market conditions. To '

all major functions including the Distribution function, this involved cutting costs,



improving the quality of the product, improving customer services to internal and
external customers, and tailoring the service and the Bass package to fit the customer's
needs. One of the most important changes which affected the entire business was the
move towards cbrc pfocess workiné which is a 'new' concept in organisation redesign and

falls under the general heading of '‘Business Process Re'-engineering' (BPR).

Although BPR is considered to be the latest ‘'managerial fad' in reconceptualising and
reconfiguring large organisations (Hammer 1990), many critics believe that BPR is no
different from the time and motion concepts developed by Taylor, and organisational
theory developed by Fayol, Sloan and Drucker (Thackeray 1993). However, Bass
decided to invest in core process redesign, and with the help of the Mckinsey
Consultancy planned to transform the organisation from functionally based structures to
six core processes (see figure 1.1). This shows the six core processes and the activities
within them. For example, in the past Production, Primary Distribution and Secondary
Distribution were separate in the functional organisation. In the re-engineered process
environment they all fall into the Logistics Core Process. The advantages of such an
organisation are: reductions in supply chain costs; reductions in lead time and customer
response time and overall improvements in customer service. Additionally savings are

achieved through flatter organisation structures.

Although the planned changes are still incomplete, all the changes leading up to core
process working were monitored throughout the thesis and in particular those in relation

to the Distribution function.

Throughout the research period there was constant change in all parts of the business. As
a result the research methodology had to be flexible in terms of including the many
changes and their impact on the distribution function and Bass as a whole. A major
change was the departure of the Distribution Director in 1992 who was also the main

sponsor of the PhD thesis. As a result, links had to be made with two new Distribution



Directors, one appointed to Bass North East and one to cover Bass North West. In late
1993 the two Distribution Directors were replaced by an Operations Director who was

given responsibility for Distribution and Production units in the whole of Bass North.
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1.2

Bass PL.C - Historical Analvsis and Chan

The MMC report on 'the supply of beer' (1989), and the subsequent Beer Orders passed
by parliament, led to a major restructuring of the UK brewing industry. Bass, as the
largest company in the market with a 22% share, was severely affected and has gone
through a four year period of change unprecedented in the company's history. The first
decision, following the report was to separate the brewing operations from the pubs and
create two separate operating companies, Bass Brewers and Bass Taverns. Within Bass
PLC, Bass Brewers is the production, marketing and distribution division, and Bass
Taverns is the retailing division. Following the restructuring, to comply with the MMC

findings Bass had to dispose of approximately 2600 outlets from a total estate of 7200.

Excluding the mergers in the 1960's and early 1970's the UK brewing industry has had a
high degree of stability. The results of the MMC report created a changing and
competitive market where a clearer customer focus was required. This customer focus
was a move for Bass from traditionally being production driven, to concentrate on
customer service and quality at the distribution end of the business. Although the thesis
concentrates primarily on the distribution function and the effect these changes are
having on middle managers and their subordinates, the research covered Bass as a whole
in orcier to understand the corporate view, and to comparé and contrast the 'lower' and
'higher’ management viewpoints. In order to understand the development of Bass PLC a

detailed history of Bass was carried out.

An historical analysis, as identified by Pettigrew (1979), Schein (1984), Louis (1985),
and Morgan (1986), is of significant importance when trying to understand the present
situation and when developing future strategies. It is for this reason that a macro analysis
of Bass PLC was carried out highlighting historical events, structures and environmental

issues. The position of Bass Brewers within the corporate structure of Bass PLC, and the

-11-



activities of other divisions within the group were also analysed in order to understand

the Bass business.

Bass Charrington was formed on 1st October 1967 as a result of a merger of Bass
Charrington United Breweries and Bass Mitchells and Butlers. The new group, the
largest brewing business in Europe, with fourteen breweries, approximately 8,000 pubs,
together with 1,000 off-licences and hotels, supplied over 20% of the home market for
beer and some 40% of UK beers for export. Although the present company was formed
in 1967 as a result of several mergers, the Bass brewing business is a result of the

amalgamation of 80 breweries spanning more than 200 years.

Charrington United Breweries and Bass Mitchells and Butlers were both the result of a
series of mergers. Charrington's history goes back to the eighteenth century when the
company first began to brew at Mile End in London. Under successive families of
Charringtons the business expanded and in 1833 the business acquired the Stratford
London Brewery of Stewart and Head, the first of many acquisitions. A hundred years
later Charringtons was still growing. In that year it doubled in size by acquiring Hoare

and Company and with it the now famous Toby Trade Mark and the red triangle.

- In 1962 Char_ljington and Company, strongly represented-in Lbndon and the South of
England with ove£ 2,500 Houses, merged with United Breweries of York to form
Charrington United Breweries with over 5,000 outlets and became the largest brewing
group in the country. Expansion continued for the next five years; J R Tennent of
Glasgow, Offiliers of Derby, Masseys' Burnley Brewery and other similar concerns all
joined the Charrington United group making it, at the time of the merger with Mitchells
and Butlers, a company with great strength in Scotland, the North, London and the South

East.

-12-



The formation of Bass Mitchells & Butler was the result of the merger in 1961, of Bass,

Ratcliffe & Gretton of Burton and Mitchells & Butler of Birmingham. Bass, Ratcliffe &

-~ QGretton of Burton emerged from Bass and Company, founded by William Bass in 1777.

Worthington & Company, which was founded in Burton by William Worthington in

1744, merged with Bass in 1926.

Bass and Worthington both built their success on the export trade at first to Europe and
then to the Far East where large British military and civil service establishments provided

aready market. This was the origin of India Pale Ale which still appears on some labels.

Whilst Bass and Worthington were expanding, two other Midland Brewers, Henry
Mitchell and William Butler were making names for themselves in Birmingham. They
amalgamated in 1898 and steadily expanded, increasing their trade and owned outlets in
Birmingham and the surrounding Midland areas. The Company also acquired other

breweries including Atkinsons of Aston and W Butler of Wolverhampton.

In 1960 Mitchells & Butler merged with Bass, Ratcliffe & Gretton giving the Company a
large nationwide free trade, particularly in Bass and Worthington beers, and a stronghold

of outlets in the Midlands.

In 1987 Bass PLC once again strengthened its position by the acquisition of the Holiday
Inn trade mark and assets outside the USA, Canada and Mexico. More recently in 1990,
Bass PLC acquired the Holiday Inn business in North America, thereby making Bass the
owner of the largest hotel system in the world

In the 200 year history of Bass PLC there have been many mergers involving
approximately 80 different brewing organisations in all areas of the UK. Not surprisingly
there are many different regional cultures which have a strong association with the pre-

Bass owners and their ways of working. These historical links and the existence of
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different culture types were highlighted in the fieldwork in the Distribution depots and

are seen as a vital link in understanding and managing organisational cultures.

In the 1990's Bass PLC, with an annual turnover in 1992 of £4,036 M and profits before
tax of £529 M, operates through several principle operating subsidiary companies whose

activities include brewing, retailing, hotels, leisure, and soft drinks.

Figure 1.2 shows the comparative sizes of the six operating units in respect of turnover,

operating profit, and the average number of employees.

igure 1.2 - Comparative Sizes of th rating Divisions of Bass PL
Operating Turnover Operating Average Number
Division £ million Profit of Employees
£ million

Bass Brewers 1,594 210 8,080
Bass Taverns 1,091 174 40,681
Holiday Inns 510 116 14,228
Bass Leisure 974 65 14,014
Britvic 442 45 3,766
Other Activities 241 2 3,326
Totals 4,852 612 84,095

Source 1992 Bass Accounts

Bass Brewers is the production and distribution part of the business, the Company
operates from ten breweries and 40 distribution depots throughout Great Britain and
Northern Ireland which produce and deliver some of the best known quality brands in the
beer and lager market today, eg., Carling Black Label, Tennent's Extra Lager, Stones
Best Bitter, Draught Bass, Tennent's L.A.. Appendix 1 shows the geographically
dispersed Distribution depots in Bass North some of which have long histories of
traditional brewing. The brewing sector contributes to 50% of the Company turnover

through its sales in pubs, clubs, shops, and supermarkets.
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1.3

Bass Taverns is the division responsible for the managed, leased, and tenanted pubs

owned by the group, this is in addition to ownership of Toby restaurants and hotels.

Holiday Inns, the hotels division is the world's largest hotel operator, with 1,636 hotels

and 325,848 guest rooms in more than 50 countries.

Bass Leisure operates 158 bingo clubs under the brand name of Gala a company
incorporating the former Coral and Granada businesses. The division also manufactures,
supplies and operates Barcrest amusement and gaming machines. The 916 Coral betting

shops throughout the UK are part of this division.

Britvic Soft Drinks is the second largest producer of still and carbonated soft drinks in
the UK producing in excess of 1 billion litres per year in a total market of 8.5 billion

litres. The company is controlled by Bass, the largest shareholder.

Other Activities include 600 Augustus Barnet off-licences, the Chateau Lascombes

vineyard in Bordeaux, and a major property company - Bass Developments.

Although Bass has performed extremely well following the DTI Beer Orders, half year
profits for 1993 showed a 14% drop in pre-tax profits from £266m to £228m. This
performance was a further indication of the tougher competition in the Brewing Industry.
For the Distribution function this has a knock-on effect of tighter controls and further

spending cuts which the depot managers and their subordinates will have to manage.
Monopolies and Mergers Commission Report (MMC) 1
The purpose of the MMC investigation 'the supply of beer' (1989) was to report on

whether a monopoly situation existed in relation to the supply of beer for retail sale in the

United Kingdom. The MMC concluded that a monopoly did exist in favour of those
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brewers who own tied houses or who have tying agreements with free houses in return
for loans at favourable interest rates. The Department of Trade and Industry (DTI) orders
which followed the issue of the MMC report caused a major rethink and new strategic
look at the way many Brewing Organisations operate. Humphreys (1991 p70) made the
point that "there is little doubt that the British brewing industry is currently undergoing
its most radical change since Henry II introduced the first beer taxes to pay for the

crusades". The recommendations of the MMC were as follows:-

* there was not to be a complete abolition of the tie, but a ceiling of 2,000 on the
number of on-licensed premises, whether public houses, hotels or any other type
of on-licensed outlet, which any brewing company or group may own. This
recommendation was later amended to relinquishing half of the number of

licensed premises above 2,000.

* all loan ties were to be eliminated.

* in order to improve the market opportunity in the tenanted trade, a tenant should
be allowed to purchase a minimum of one brand of draught beer from a supplier

other than his landlord.

* tenancies of all on-licensed premises should be brought within the provisions of

the Landlord and Tenant Act 1954 Part I1.

* brewers should publish wholesale price lists for the on-licensed trade which set

out the discounts that are generally available.

In conclusion, the MMC believed that these measures would increase competition in

brewing, wholesaling and retailing, encourage new entry, reduce prices and widen
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1.4

consumer choice. At the same time it would preserve the good features of the present
system such as the variety of local beers available to the consumer.

To bring the Group into line with the Department of Trade and Industry's new
regulations, three options faced Bass: it could sell it's brewing interests; or sell it's pub-
retail interes_ts; or sell or lease, free from tie, about 2,600 on-licensed premises. After six
months the Bass Board decided to go for the third option on the strength of detailed
research which confirmed the Group's feeling that it was equally strong in both brewing
and pub retailing. It was necessary to review carefully the relationship between these two
business activities and the other businesses within the Group, in order to evaluate which
course of action would be in the best interests of the employees, customers and

shareholders.

The MMC report clearly had a great impact on Bass and was the point at which the
critical examination of the business operations commenced. In functions such as
Distribution 'taking the lid off" their operations and critically examining working methods
revealed a mixture of subcultures, working practices and management styles which

proved difficult to understand and even more difficult to control or change.

Bass Brewers North - Distribution Function

At the start of the research the Distribution Managers reported to the Distribution
Director through an intermediate level of senior Regional Distribution Managers (see
Appendix 1). As a result of a major reorganisation and a move to flatter structures this
management level was taken out giving the Distribution Manager a direct link to the
Director. A further re-organisation in 1992 split Bass North into two separate regions
Bass North East and Bass North West, this created two Distribution Director positions in
the Bass North area. A 'final' restructure, which is in line with core process working and
planned for late 1993, is the amalgamation of both production and distribution functions

to form a Logistics department. Within this function production and distribution
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managers report to an Operations Director. The object of the exercise is to reduce
functional conflicts by having one core process (logistics) which covers the whole supply

chain.

Bass has a wide geographical distribution network which covers all parts of the country
and includes Northern Ireland. All distribution depots, which are BS5750 accredited,
operate retail fleets which handle deliveries of beer, wines and spirits, and soft drinks to
the local customer base. The deliveries to the outlet tend to be once per week depending
on the size of the pub, the delivery day being specified by the cﬁstomer. The loads are
delivered 48 hours after order intake by trained draymen who also provide a cellar

~ management service, this includes the collection of empties and returned beer.

Following the MMC report and the subsequent restructuring of many functions, the
distribution function, along with technical services, tele-sales and the sales function,
became classified strategically as 'customer facing' groups. The idea being to provide

better customer service and obtain rapid feedback of problems from the customer.

The Distribution function is a key part of the Bass Brewers business and is the link
between beer production and delivery to the end customer. In the Bass North region
there are 15 depots with each Distribution manager controlling operations through junior
managers and supervisors who in turn supervise a unionised workforce (TGWU)

consisting mainly of warehouse operatives and delivery drivers (draymen).

Basically, the Distribution function is involved in order collection, planning, stock
control, vehicle routeing and scheduling, and the organisation and motivation of a large
workforce. Depot manning levels vary from small depots approximately 20 manning and
large depots over 100 manning. Overall the Distribution function is very labour intensive
and is a major proportionate cost of the product price. The role of the Distribution

manager in the function is to provide a high level of customer service within an agreed

_18 -



budget and maintain good industrial relations. The latter being extremely important to

the continued flow of beer through the supply chain.

Although Bass historically has been a conservative and traditional business, the Company
is changing, becoming diverse and responding to issues in the environment. As the
market became more competitive, there was a greater need for managers to reduce costs
and implement changes in line with company objectives. Bass remains a strong
profitable company and appears to be aware of the business environment and of what
needs to be done within the business to maintain it's leading position within the Brewing

Industry.

The current dynamic situation in the Brewing Industry is clearly affecting the way in
which managers at all levels manage change. As Bass moves from a relatively simple
static position towards increasing complexity, managers are having to adapt and manage
change effectively. It is the managers at the 'middle’ levels in the organisation who are at
the sharp end of the changes and are the managers who are expected to successfully

implement change.

In the Distribution function changes over a four year period include:-

* A complete restructuring of the function in terms of Depot size and manning
requirements.

* A flatter organisation structure with fewer layers of management and supervisors.

* A reduction in the number of depots required within each region.

* The introduction of Total Quality Management and BS 5750 accreditation.
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1.5

* The introduction of customer service initiatives.

* A review of payment systems and a move towards the 'staff status' operative.
* The introduction of a Distribution Information Systems (DIS).
* A very high turnover of senior and middle managers.

Many of the above changes were a direct result of the MMC report coupled with a
general change in market conditions currently seriously affecting the brewing industry.

To a great extent the changes were initiated and controlled from central Headquarters.

Managemen rvices Manager's Rol

The Management Services function plays a major role in identifying areas where
potential cost benefits and improvements to performance can be made in all areas of the
business. In my role as the Management Services Manager and as head of the function, I
regularly consult with Directors and Senior Managers to establish support required for the
development of strategic plans, implementation of organisational and operational changes
and the monitoring of the impact of changes on performance. In addition to the close
links with senior management the Management Services Manager has close links with
Trade Union officials at negotiating meetings and operatives on project work and site

visits.

Throughout the research this close relationship and trust with the Directors, Managers
and their subordinates has been used to understand and explore, in both formal and
informal settings, the multifaceted aspects of the Bass culture. In the Distribution
function, for example, the many meetings at a local depot level and at conferences where

all distribution managers were present, were used to covertly observe behaviour and to
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discuss in both informal and formal settings all aspects of the function. Their initial
concern about my line of questioning and the overall purpose of the research quickly
became one of interest in my findings. As the relationships developed many managers
became more relaxed about the purpose of the research and were quite prepared to
discuss depot culture related problems and the wider issues relating to the Bass culture as

a whole.

In addition to my role in Bass North, I was also project manager for many National
projects covering all functions within Bass Brewers. This gave me access to a much
wider research source and not specifically in the Distribution function. Using Bass North
as a bench mark this enabled me to compare other regional cultures with the North and

also compare the regional cultures with the Burton Headquarters culture.

Management Services personnel are trained work study engineers in techniques directly
associated with 'scientific management'. Although 'scientific management' or 'Taylorism'
is considered to be 'dehumanising' in terms of task simplification, the techniques are
widely used and 'accepted’ by management and the Trade Unions within the Bass
organisation. Work study engineers are also trained to observe human activity, although
the approach is very different from that of the behavioural scientist, this background

training proved to be very useful in the fieldwork.

Throughout the research I have had to wear two very different hats. Firstly the hat of the
work study engineer who views human behaviour and work from a mechanistic stand
point with a view to identifying and providing the most efficient way of working.
Secondly the hat of the behavioural scientist who relates human behaviour and efficiency
to attitudes, beliefs and values. Although the two philosophies appear to be poles apart
they have one common goal, that is,  organisational efficiency. Many times during the
research my professional role as Management Services Manager was in direct conflict

with my role as researcher. It became difficult at times to stand back and observe the
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1.6

multifaceted aspects of a culture which I was a member. Additionally my role as
Management Services Manager caused people from whom I took data to be more guarded
than they otherwise might have been. The problems of a manager carrying out research
within his own organisation clearly has both advantages; and disadvantages, these are

discussed in further detail in Chapter 3 under research methodologies.
The Thesis Str r

The thesis contains seven Chapters which explain the business in which Bass operates and
the problems, particularly in the Distribution function, which have resulted from both
internal and external changes. The management of these changes and the effect that
regional subcultures have had on the process is the main focus of the thesis. The
problems relating to culture control, and in particular the control of regional subcultures,
are viewed from the bottom of the hierarchy rather than from the top. The researching of
cultures from a 'bottom up' perspective highlights the plight of the middle manager who
controls his regional subculture within the constraints of a centrally command driven
organisation. Cultures when viewed from a senior management perspective and top
down tend not to recognise subcultures or the difficulties encountered by middle

managers who implement uniform strategies dictated from central Headquarters.

The thesis is structured as follows:-

CHAPTER ONE - Introduction

This chapter is a brief introduction to Bass PLC and the Distribution function and the
changes which have taken place over the years, and as a result of the MMC report on 'the

supply of beer’ (1989). A description of the role of the Management Services function

has been included in order to highlight my particular links with other functions of the
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business as the Management Services Manager. Also included in this chapter is a thesis

structure outlining the approach taken throughout the research.

CHAPTER TWO - Organisational Cultures - Concepts, Theories and Research

In order to understand the complexities and diverse concepts of culture, as applied to
organisations, a detailed research programme was carried out into past and current
cultures. The first part of the Chapter is an examination of the links between cultural
anthropology, organisational theory and the popular corporate culture studies. Drawing
on current popular views and methodologies, a review was then carried out on the
approach used to study cultures in organisational settings. The final section of the
Chapter covers the debate between the single homogeneous culture and the viewing of

culture from a multicultural view point.

CHAPTER THREE - Research Methodology

This Chapter is a detailed account of the methodologies used throughout the research.
The research methodology used to analyse and understand the cultural and managerial
differences in the Distribution depots, was broadly based on methods used in
ethnographic studies within an inductivist framework. Covert and overt participant
observation techniques were supplemented by semi-structured interviews at the regional
level and at the Burton Headquarters. The main findings from the research were
supported by statistical analysis, collection of life histories, psychometric testing and
general observations. Although a clearly defined research approach was planned at the
beginning of the research, because of the many changes occurring throughout the

research, a flexible methodological approach was used.
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CHAPTER FOUR - Fieldwork - Bass Cultures 15 Distribution Depots

This Chapter is a detailed account of the first stage of the fieldwork which was carried
out in the 15 Bass Brewers North Distribution depots. Detailed ‘culture audits' were
carried out in each depot and revealed the existence of subcultures, some of which were
supportive and others subversive in relation to the Bass 'corporate culture' as perceived by
the board. Based on participant observation, historical analysis and interviews, the
cultural differences in the regional depots were categorised as being either counter,
enhancing or changing cultures. The differences in the depots, for example, the beliefs
and values, leadership styles and the high or low resistance to change, stemmed from the

different subculture types.
CHAPTER FIVE - Fieldwork - Subculture and Corporate Culture Analysis

Following the identification of the three subculture groupings, a more detailed analysis
was carried out in three representative depots and compared and contrasted with the Bass
Brewers culture as a whole. The objective of this analysis was to ascertain the degree to
which the beliefs and values of the core culture are dispersed throughout the three
subculture groupings. In order to assess cultural dispersion, interviews were conducted
with managers and their subordinates in the different subcultures and in other regions i.e.

Bass Scotland, Bass South and Burton Headquarters.
CHAPTER SIX - Culture Management and Organisational Performance

Culture management and culture change programmes are linked by the many proponents
of culture control to superior performance levels and competitive advantage. This
Chapter is a review and discussion of the past research carried out in three key areas:
culture management and leadership; cultural change; and cultural impact on outcomes.

The key questions addressed in this Chapter are can culture be managed or changed, and
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1.7

assuming culture or parts of it can be changed, what effect if any has this on
organisational performance? Additionally the detailed interviews with senior and middle
level managers within Bass, and the analysis carried out at local distribution level, is used

to focus on the three key areas of leadership, culture change and perfonnancé.

CHAPTER SEVEN - An Insider's Perspective of an Organisation's Culture

and Subcultures - A Conclusion

The concluding Chapter is a review of the thesis findings based on an insider's view of
the methodological approach to the research, understanding and control of organisational
subcultures. The Chapter draws on the conclusions from the main sections of the thesis
to formulate overall conclusions and identify further research in the area of subcultures in
organisational settings. Additionally, the contribution of the thesis to existing knowledge
is highlighted and various models are presented which provide a clearer understanding of
subcultures in organisations. In line with the contribution of the thesis to existing
knowledge, the three main sections of the Chapter covers: the methodological approach
used by a manager, as an insider, carrying out research in his own organisation; the
impact and importance of subcultures on management of change, and the implications for

Bass on the thesis findings on culture, subcultures and managerial control.

Conclusion

This Chapter has given a brief overview of the long history and tradition of brewing
under the trade name of Bass, and has highlighted changes over the years and up to the
current situation. The importance of understanding the history and traditional ways of

working at Bass will become apparent throughout the thesis as this is a key issue in

understanding the origins of the various subcultures and how they have developed and

Vchanged over the years. There had been little significant changes in working practices in

the brewing industry up to the 1989 MMC report. The MMC report and the subsequent
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DTI orders has had a significant effect on Bass and other major brewers in the UK. The
report, which increased competition, forced Bass to introduce strategic change which

resulted in a change in their traditional ways of working.

As the Bass organisation restructured itself and placed a strategic focus on customer
service, the Distribution function became part of a major change programme. The thesis
focuses on the Distribution function which throughout the research went through a great
deal of change. The response to the changes and the management of the changes within
what is a multicultural organisation was monitored as part of the thesis focus. Changes of
the magnitude experienced by functions in Bass are rarely monitored 'as it happens', in
this case I was fortunate to be carrying out research during an unprecedented period of

change.

My role as Management Services Manager in the Bass North region and on National
projects, enabled me to carry out detailed research in all areas of the business. From this
position I was able to compare cultural differences and validate my findings from the
fieldwork in the regional Distribution Depots. Theoretical development stemmed from
the source data collected throughout the Bass organisation and the use of qualitative data
analysis. Although my role gave me access to observe and collect data, the nature of the
role i.e. work study, made informants cautious when supplying data and answering
questions. Much of this caution was in part due to the perception and links between
Management Services and efficiency, which for many years has been associated with
increased worker utilisation levels, de-skilling and manning reductions. Working and
developing theory from an insider's perspective in this situation was therefore not an easy
task. This situation was exacerbated by the fact that the organisation was going through
many changes and many employees were concerned about their position in the

organisation.
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CHAPTER TWO

rganisationgl Cultures - Con Theories and R rch

The concept of culture in organisational settings has been found by academics,
consultants and managers to be both complex and difficult to define. Although
the word culture is now very much a part of the manager's vocabulary, generally
used in the context of ‘changing' existing or 'creating' new cultures, the concepts
and theories of this relatively new phenomenon in organisations, are extremely
diverse and little understood by the managers themselves. It is evident that, ten
years on from the popular best selling writings of Peters and Waterman, 'In search
of excéllence', Deal and Kennedy, 'Corporate Cultures' anci Ou;:hi, 'Theory Z', the
notion of culture management is still in vogue and considered by top management
to be feasible, and an essential feature of management of change. Gaining control
of, and being able to manipulate an organisation's culture is considered by many
authors and managers to greatly influence corporate effectiveness. The popularity
of the corporate culture concept within organisations continues despite criticisms
by many academics, who consider that the possibility of managing culture as a
control mechanism has a pro-management bias and lacks the support of
empirically sound research data, for example, Meek (1988), Gregory (1983),
Smircich (1983), Johnson and Gill (1993).

The main focus of this thesis is to put forward a theory whiéh argues, firstly that,
large complex organisations are composed of multiple possibly conflicting
cultures, and secondly that, an organisation's corporate culture and it's subcultures
cannot be readily changed. It is also argued that any attempts to 'quickly' change
an organisation's culture(s) are not likely to succeed. Although many changes to
working practices may be perceived as being culture control as a result of

behavioural compliance, successful changes need to be internalised. It is argued
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throughout this thesis that internalisation of changes is more likely to result from
a move away from centrally command driven structures towards the empowering
of middle managers to manage their own subculture(s) within broad parameters.
In order to achieve any success in culture change programmes, a clearer

understanding of the concepts of culture is required by managers at all levels.

The Chapter has three main sections which provide an understanding of the
diverse concepts of culture which have been taken from anthropology and
developed in the field of business and management. The first section provides a
clearer understanding of the various schools of thought relating to cultural
anthropology and organisational theory, and analyses the conceptualisation,
interpretation, and definition of culture in both areas of anthropology and
organisations. The second section examines the plethora of research carried out
on the single 'monolithic’ corporate culture and the link between strong cultures,
‘excellent companies' and enhanced performance. The third section examines the
‘pluralistic' view of culture in terms of multiple cultures and subcultural

perspectives.

Itural Anthropol nd Oroanisationgl Theor

It is not surprising that managers, when asked to define culture, interpret the meaning
and specify the characteristics in many different ways. The extensive literature on the
culture concept, in which researchers and authors interpret, conceptualise and define
culture, is extremely diffuse. Sackmann (1992, p141) argues that many authors tend
to explain and use the variety of concepts in different ways, "creating some

conceptual confusion and ambiguity".

Definitions of culture, in both the anthropological and organisational theory literature,

are wide ranging with no real consensus on its meaning. Kroeber and Kluckhohn
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(1952) for example, are often cited in the literature for their list of over 250
definitions. Definitions vary depending on the researchers association or leanings
towards a particular anthropological or management school, and the researcher's

personal assumptions made about organisation and culture:

"Culture is that complex whole which includes knowledge, beliefs, art, morals, law,
customs, and any other capabilities and habits acquired by man as a member of

society " (Tylor 1924 p1).

"Corporate culture is a pattern of shared beliefs and values that shapes the meaning of
an institution for its members and provides them with rules for behaviour" (Davis

1985 p138).

"Culture is a system of historically transmitted pattern of meanings embodied in

symbols, a system of inherited conceptions expressed in symbolic forms by means of
which men communicate, perpetuate, and develop their knowledge about and

attitudes toward life" (Geertz 1973 p89).

The last definition, relating to the understanding of culture as systems of shared
meanings, is from the symbolic séhool of anthropology which is one of several
cultural perspectives taken from the field of anthropology and used to research and
interpret organisational cultures. In addition to the infinite number of definitions and
in view of the evasive nature of the culture concept, it has also been referred t6 as
'being akin to a black hole which allows no light to escape' (Maanan 1988) 'the
invisible barrier' (Lorsch 1986) and 'the missing link' (Kilmann (1986). These
definitions and recent references lead many ‘nonanthropologists' to assume that there
has been no real progress in conceptualising culture since Benedict's book Patterns of
Culture' in 1934, implying that "the concept is outdated and ambiguous and that its

use is an indicator of obscurantism in anthropology" (LeVine 1985 p67).
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Although there is no clear consensus on the definition of culture in either areas of
social anthropology or organisational theory, over the years there has been separately
recognised and combined characteristics of the organisational culture construct
(Hofstede et al 1990 p286): it is holistic, historically determined, related to
anthropological concepts, socially constructed, 'soft' and difficult to change. These
characteristics and many more identified throughout the literature are the subject of
debate between academics and managers who pursue the culture concept from many

different angles.

Although the link between cultural anthropology and the concept of organisational
culture is an important one it is also a 'fuzzy' one. In order to understand the concept
of culture in organisational settings a clearer understanding of the anthropological

origins is required.

Historically the social anthropologists' main research interest has been, and still is, in
the way men live as members of ordered societies. To this end the anthropologist
seeks to identify and understand the 'structure’ of the society and the 'processes’ of
social interaction within it. Generally, the fieldwork approach used to research and
understand the culture of these societies varies depending on the anthropologists
particular 'school'. However, the direct contact ethnographic approach of extended
'participant observation' is widely used. Anthropologists use this approach,
representing themselves as "marginal natives" (Freilich, 1970) or "professional
strangers" (Agar, 1980), in order to understand the complex behaviour patterns and
systems of meanings of the research subjects from an insider's perspective. A key
metaphor for the anthropologist and one which is often quoted in varying forms in the
organisational culture literature is the viewing of the world, societies or organisations
as a stage, theatre or arena in which the behaviour patterns of the actors are
researched. The actual ethnography is the written account of the observer's

experience and interpretation of the culture from a native view point. In the
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management field anthropologist Gregory (1983) recommends the native-view
approach to corporate culture studies as it avoids, in her view, the pro-management

bias stemming from the structural-functionalist school.

Throughout the literature on cultural anthropology familiar manifestations of culture,
currently being used in the corporate culture studies, can be found ie symbols, norms,

myths, values, beliefs, ritual, artefacts, and stories.

Although Malinowski and Radcliffe-Brown are considered to be the founders of
social anthropology in Britain and are linked by many writers to the current corporate
culture studies through their functionalism and structural functionalism theories,
several other schools exist and have greatly influenced past and current organisational

research and theory.

Many authors have presented a précis of these different schools of thought within
cultural anthropology and then linked this to past and current approaches to research
into organisational cultures eg. Pettigrew (1979), Gregory (1983), Smircich (1983),
Allaire & Firsirotu (1984), Meck (1988), Barley Meyer & Gash (1988), Hofstede et
al (1990) and Sackmann (1992). For example, Smircich in surgmazising the various
anthropological schools, identifies five distinct areas in which the concept of culture
has been used to research organisations, linking this to cultural anthropology,
management research and organisational theory. In two of the five areas, the study of
cultural differences in organisations and different countries, and the study of
corporate cultures, culture is linked to the anthropological areas of functionalism and
structural functionalism represented by Malinowski and Radcliffe-Brown

respectively.

These two areas are considered by Smircich to represent the viewing of culture by

current researchers as a variable. In the remaining three areas, covering
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organisational cognition, organisational symbolism, and unconscious processes,
Smircich links these to the cognitive (ethnoscience), symbolic, and structuralist

~ schools rc_presented by Goodenough, Geertz, and Levi-Strauss respectively. These
three areas are allocated the second category of viéwing organisational culture as a
'root metaphor' for conceptualising organisation. These two distinct areas of research
and theories are considered by Smircich as either, viewing culture in terms of
something an organisation has, (from a variable perspective) or, in terms of what an

organisation is (from an interpretative perspective).

Allaire & Firsirotu (1984, p194), in line with work carried out by Keesing (1974),
and Swartz and Jordan (1980), identify eight schools and divide the various cultural
anthropologists' views into two major theoretical classifications, firstly as a
component of the social system (sociocultural) and secondly as a conceptually
separate system (ideational). Keesing (1981 p68), refers to the sociocultural system
as "the pattern of residence and resource exploitation characteristic of people"”, and
the ideational system as "systems of shared ideas, systems of concepts and rules and
meanings that underlie and are expressed in the ways that humans live". These two
distinct areas had been earlier clarified by Goodenough (1961), who argues that
anthropologists use the term culture to relate to two distinct meanings, firstly relating
culture to observable phenomena and secondly to an orgénised system of ideas and
beliefs. Sathe (1986, p234) uses the term ‘adaptationist' rather than 'sociocultural’
when referring to culture as "what is directly observable about patterns of behaviour,
speech, and material objects", and identifies the ideational school with what is shared

in community members' minds (beliefs, values, and ideas).

In addition to the variable and interpretative perspectives, Sanday (1979), Sackmann
(1992) consider the 'holistic' style of study which is linked to configurationalists
Benedict and Mead, and funtionalists Malinowski and Radcliffe-Brown. This

approach attempts to integrate several aspects of the culture concept, including
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cognitive, behavioural, emotive and artefactual, and considers it as one unified whole
(Sackmann 1992, p18). This approach involves 'viewing' both the intangible and
tangible aspects of culture in order to gam an understanding of the cultural whole.
vSackmann éonsiders this approach to be difficult in terms of requiring extended
ethnographic research, and argues that many researchers tend to focus on either the
tangible or intangible aspects of the organisation's culture. Referring to Sanday's
work, Gregory (1983) splits the holistic approach into ‘explanatory holistic paradigms'
(linking this to the structural-functional paradigm) and 'interpretative holistic
paradigms' (linking this to the interpretative configurationalist theories of Boas and
Benedict). Although Gregory criticises this perspective, an integrated approach to the

culture concept, and bringing together the variable and interpretative modes of

research, may be more sensible than concentrating on one perspective.

Sackmann (1992), for example, considers that a more simplistic approach to the
complex concept of culture may help to unravel the complexities and resolve the
many definitional conflicts. This approach to the understanding of culture as an
integrated whole is not a new concept and has been the subject of considerable debate
in both cultural anthropology and organisational theory. However, in applying the
holistic perspective and considering culture as an integrated whole, an organisation's

sub-cultures should be recognised and researched as important parts of that whole.

Meyerson and Martin (1987) consider three very different views of culture and
culture change in organisations. They argue that the three approaches to culture
research can be described as: integration; differentiation and ambiguity.

In the integration paradigm the focus is on the shared value philosophy of senior
management as prescribed by Peters and Waterman (1982) and Deal and Kennedy
(1982). Three key issues are highlighted in the integration paradigm, "consistency
across cultural manifestations, consensus among cultural members, and - usually - a

focus on leaders as culture creators" (Meyerson and Martin (1987 p625).
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In the second paradigm differentiation, in contrast to integration, emphasis is on
cultural diversity and the importance of subcultures in organisations. Within this
approach "organisations are not simply a single, monolithic dominant culture.
Instead, a culture is composed of a collection of values and manifestations, some of

which may be contradictory” (Meyerson and Martin 1987 p630).

The third paradigm ambiguity, contrasts with integration and differentiation in terms
of the acceptance of ambiguity. Meyerson and Martin (1987 p637) argue that in the
third paradigm culture is neither harmonious or made up of conflicting subcultures.
Rather, "individuals share some viewpoints, disagree about some, and are ignorant or

indifferent to others".

Although the theories relating to cultural anthropological research are diverse the
current corporate culture and organisational studies can be split into three distinct
conceptual approaches, styles or perspectives. Although there is considerable overlap
in both definition and use, the three perspectives can be broadly grouped into

'variable' 'interpretative’ and 'holistic'. (see Figure 2.1)

The diagram shows the anthropological and organisational theory links as identified
by Allaire and Firsirotu (1984) Smircich (1983) and Sackmann (1992), and draws on
_distinctions made by Goodenough (1961), Keesing (1974, 1981) and Swartz and
Jordan (1980) in relation to the sociocultural and ideational approaches to the use of

term culture.

The current research approaches have been sectioned into three distinct culture
research areas of comparative, corporate and organisational culture studies. The
comparative management studies are represented for example, by the work of
Hofstede (1980) Ouchi (1981). The corporate culture studies are, for example,

represented by the plethora of research carried by Peters and Waterman, and the
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organisation studies are represented for instance by the works of Gregory and
Smircich. A distinction has been made between 'corporate culture studies' and
‘organisational culture studies' in order to differentiate the 'managerialist' literature
from the ‘interpretative’ view of the culture concept. Although it is accepted that
there is considerable overlap in the many perspectives, the integrated and
differentiated paradigms of Meyerson and Martin (1987) are considered to be linked
to the variable and interpretative perspectives respectively. It is also recognised that
the integrated approach can be linked to the holistic approach which views culture as

an integrated whole.

Figure 2.1 attempts to simplify the complexities of cultural anthropology and relate it
to the current corporate and organisational studies. The general debate when
researching organisational cultures is the question of variability ie can culture be
managed, manipulated or created to satisfy corporate objectives? or is it something
which is "deeply embedded in the contextual richness of the total social life of
organisational members" (Meek 1988 p463). The former view can be described as a
"managerialist” or "pro-management" approach to culture and can be broadly linked
to anthropologists who view culture as an "sociocultural system". This view is also
linked to the Human Relations school of management who consider culture as an
organisational variable which can be controlled to satisfy management needs. The
latter view leans more towards the approach taken by anthropologists who view
culture as an "ideational" system, and the researchers who view culture from an

interpretative stand point.
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A significant major shift in cultural anthropological thinking occurred in the mid 50's
with a move from ‘culture as behaviourism' to ‘culture as knowledge'. This division
between the behaviourist and cognitive schools is still an issue for debate in both

anthropological and organisational areas.

As identified in Figure 2.1, the different conceptual approaches of variable versus
interpretative or sociocultural versus ideational and the holistic integrated perspective,

are underpinned by eight anthropological schools. These are discussed briefly below:

Functionalism

The history of functionalism is firmly linked to the work of Malinowski (1944) and
Radcliffe-Brown (1952), who although they differed in their derivatives of culture,
were both interested in the viewing of culture as a ‘complex integrated whole'. Their
main differences stemmed from their respective definitions and understanding of
'function’, and its relationship with 'social structure'. Malinowski for example, did not
relate function to social structure and believed that culture could be explained or is
derived from the biological needs of man. Radcliffe-Brown on the other hand
considered that any definition of functionalism should include reference to social
structure, arguing that function was the "contribution" an institution makes to the
maintenance of social structure (Sanday, 1979 p. 530). This stance gave birth to the
theories relating to the structural functionalist school of which Radcliffe-Brown
(1949, p.322) wrote "this theory of society in terms of structure and process,
interconnected by function has nothing in common with the theory of culture as

derived from individual biological needs".
The viewing of organisational culture as an organisational 'variable' has its roots

mainly in the anthropological areas of functionalism, (Malinowski 1944) and

Structural-functionalism, (Radcliffe-Brown 1952). The functionalist paradigm
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having great influence on classical management and contingency theory over the
years and on the recent emergence of corporate culture studies. Burrell & Morgan
(1979 p26) consider that functionalism "is characterised by a concern for providing
explanations of the status quo, social order, consensus, solidarity, and actuality. It
approaches these general sociological concerns from a standpoint which tends to be

realist, positivist, determinist, and nomothetic".

The anthropological roots of functionalism are linked by many authors to past
management theorists in organisation theory and development eg. Jacques (1952),
Harrison (1972 ), Mayo (1933), Roethlisberger and Dickson (1939), Maslow (1954),
and McGregor (1960). For éxarhplé, Gregory (1983) considers that there is very little
difference between these past theorists and the approach taken to the current corporate
culture studies. Meek (1988), Smircich (1983), and many others agree with Gregory
and link the current corporate culture studies to the structural-functionalist and

functionalist schools of anthropology.
Historical Diffusionist

The historical diffusionist school or historical particularism as it is sometimes
referred, stems primarily from the work of Boas, Benedict and Mead. Although this
school and its theorists are similar to Radcliffe-Brown and Malinowski, in their study
of culture as a '‘complex integrated whole' the historical diffusionist school was more
interested in the historical nature of culture, in terms of historical reconstruction, and
the relationship between historical factors and cultural transformation. Allaire and
Firsirotu (1984, p202) link this school, although not directly, to the study of
organisations "as historically produced sociocultural systems", and identify the
closely related work of Chandler (1962, 1977), Stinchcombe (1965) and Filey and
House (1969). More recently the work of Schein (1983), considers the notion of

culture formation and historical transformation of values, norms and beliefs from the
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original founder of the organisation through generations of owners and managers. In
further work (1984 p13) he argues that "by constructing a careful organisational
biography from documents, interviews, and perhaps even surveys of present and past

key members, it is possible to identify the major periods of culture formation".

Ecological Adaptationist

The Ecological adaptationist or cultural materialism school is represented by the work
of Steward (1955), White (1959), and Harris (1964). The theorists within this school
stress the important link between ecological adaptation and culture formation. Harris
(1964), for example, considers that the development of_cultural traditions and
customs is governed by the biological néeds for survival within the environment, and
that the maintenance of an adaptive relationship is the key. Allaire and Firsirotu link
this environmental adaptation school to the open systems theory of Katz and Kahn
(1966) and contingency theory of Lawrence and Lorch (1967) and Burns and Stalker
(1961).

Cognitive

The cognitive (ethnoscience) school was pioneered to a great extent by Goodenough
(1957), and has much in common with the structuralism of Levi-Strauss (1958). As
mentioned earlier the move from behaviourism in the mid 1950's was in the direction
of cultural knowledge. Goodenough and anthropologists from other schools
including Geertz (1973), Schneider (1975) and Wallace (1970), presented arguments
that culture consists not of things that we can observe, count, and measure nor is it
patterns of behaviour, it is shared information or knowledge encoded in systems of

symbols (D'Andrade 1984, Keesing 1981).
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In the literature the cognitive perspective is linked to various authors and
theorists in management research. For example, Smircich (1983) and Allaire and
Firsiroto (1984) cite the work of Argyris and Schon (1978) who view
organisations as 'cognitive enterprises’ and along with many other researchers
view organisations as networks of shared understandings or meanings. The work
of Schneider (1975) and the concept of ‘organisational climate' is linked by
Allaire and Firsiroto to the cognitive school, who consider the concept to be a first

attempt at conceptualising culture in organisational settings.
Structuralist

The structural or psychodynamic perspective, as developed in France by Levi-Strauss,
focuses on the deep structures of thought and the unconscious psychological
processes of the human mind. Levi-Strauss considers that man communicates by
symbols and that the way symbols are constructed reflects the structure of the human
brain. In the management literature, Turner (1977, 1983) is cited for his structuralist
approach to the study of 'differences between bureaucratic and industrial

arrangements' (1977) and 'the diagnosis of organisational conflicts' (1983).

Mutual Equivalence

There is very little reference in the literature to the mutual equivalence school other
than the work of Wallace (1970) as identified by Allaire and Firsirotu (1983).
Wallace does not consider shared values, beliefs, norms or meanings in his concept of
culture, his fundamental approach is to view culture as "a system of instrumental
cognitions, mutually predictive of behaviour, which nevertheless allow human beings
with very different motivations and cognitive orientations to organise co-operative
strivings and participate in the social life of a community” (Allaire and Firsurotu 1983

p205). In the more recent management literature the work of Ouchi (1981) and the
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notion of ideal-type organisations 'A' 'J' and 'Z', type 'A' is linked to Wallace's
concept. The type 'A' (American) organisation is characterised by 'limited contractual
relations between 'employees'. This is in contrast with the type 'Z' (an American type
with Japanese-like characteristics) orgaﬁisaﬁon which ié characterised by holistic

relations between employees.

Symbolism

The symbolic school is represented in the literature mainly by the work of Geertz in
his book 'The Interpretation of Cultures' (1973). Anthropologist Geertz and many
others from the symbolic school, view cultures as 'systems of shared meanings'.
According to Keesing (1981, p70) anthropologists who apply the symbolic
perspective to analysis of organisational culture, identify culture as consisting "not of
things and events that we can observe, count, and measure: it consists of shared ideas
and meanings". In sharp contrast to the cognitive school who consider culture as
being in the minds of individuals, Geertz argues that cultures are systems of 'public
meanings' not private codes in the minds of individuals (Keesing 1980, p71).

In relation to the study of culture in organisational settings, and in particular the
understénding of syfnbols and the interpretation of their meanings, Smircich (1983,
p351) identifies the work of Manning's (1979) study of the world of detectives,
Smircich (1983), study of the world of executive staff of an insurance company, and
studies of police: Pacanowsky and Anderson (1981) and Van Maanen (1973, 1977).
Smircich (1983) and Geertz (1973) consider that this approach to the study of
organisational cultures involves an analysis of how individuals interpret their
experiences and how these interpretations guide their actions. In Geertz's view "man
is an animal suspended in webs of signiﬁbance that he himself has spun, and that

culture are those webs" (Sanday, 1979 p532).
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Within the symbolic school Allaire and Firsirotu identify two contrasting sub-schools
which are identified in the management literature as 'actionalist' and 'institutional’.
Collectively the actionalists and institutionalists agree that "an organisation, as a
result of the unique conjunction of its genesis, history, sociocultural context,
technology, and successive leadership, may secrete and sustain its own system of
symbols and meanings, widely shared by the organisation's members and instrumental
in eliciting or rationalising their commitment to the organisation" (Allaire and
Firsirotu 1984 p207). Although both these schools link organisational culture with

the organisations history and past leadership, they differ on the emphasis.

For example, Pettigrew (1979) is identified with the institutional school for his strong
views on the historical and leadership links with culture and the birth, growth, and
evolution of organisations. On the topic of symbolism and the creation of
organisation cultures, Pettigrew (1979, p573) identifies the work of Selznick, (1957)
and Clark, (1972) for their approaches to the historical and leadership links to the
culture concept. Pettigrew, Selznick, and Clark consider that leaders past and present
are creators of both the tangible parts of the organisation and the less visible aspects
ie symbols, ideologies, languages, beliefs, rituals, and myths (Pettigrew 1990). The
‘actionalist’ perspective is linked to thé work of Silverman (1970) who although he
agrees with the institutional concept, puts less emphasis on historical events and past
leadership and concentrates on the 'shaping' of the organisation by present participants

or leaders.

Although there are different views in the literature regarding the links between culture
formation, the birth of the organisation, founders, past and current leaders, most
authors "seem to agree with Selznick that the founder and leader is the major force in
shaping, maintaining, and perpetuating culture in an organisation" Sackmann (1992,

p29).



By reviewing the various anthropological schools, the related management theory and
the current culture studies, a clearer picture has emerged regarding conceptual
approaches to culture. Although the individual schools pursue their specific theories,
there is considerable overlap which makes deciphering the different perspectives very
difficult. The themes in both anthropological and organisational areas fall into two
main perspectives, the variable (sociocultural) and interpretative (ideational). A third
perspective which can be considered as covering the variable and interpretative
approaches is the holistic view which according to Sackmann (1992 p23) "may
eventually render a comprehensive picture of culture in organisations". The
unification of the various aspects and concepts of culture, and thus viewing it as an
integrated whole, is an interesting prospect. Sackmann (1992), however, considers
that although this approach would highlight the multifaceted nature of culture, it
would require a detailed extended ethnography. Nevertheless this approach could be
used to view the tangible and intangible aspects of an organisations culture and

subcultures.

A key area in the research into an organisation's culture(s) is the understanding of the
constituent parts or subunits and identifying or understanding cultural shifts, and the
underlying reasons why and how cultures change over time. From a standpoint of
viewing culture from a 'multifarious perspective' using generic models, a framework

can be developed for the study of culture(s) in organisational settings (see Figure 2.2).
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The framework is intended as a workable research platform based on the assumption

that :

* An extended ethnography by an internal or external researcher is feasible
within the host organisation.

* Access to historical data and performance statistics is available over a long
period of time.

* The organisations core or dominant culture and its sub-cultures are viewed not
only independently but also as parts of the cultural whole.

* Access to past and present 'leaders’ and ‘subordinates’ for interview purposes

in order to identify significant events.

The viewing of culture as being multifarious which consists of both behaviouralistic
and cognitive dimensions, and consists of sub-cultures which may be supportive or
counter productive would appear to be a more fruitful approach than concentrating on
one aspect or approach to the culture concept. The framework shown in Figure 2.2 is
a guide to studying cultures in large geographically dispersed organisations which are
likely to posses multiple cultures or sub-cultures, and is the general framework used

to study the Bass cultures which are discussed further in Chapter 4 and 5.
Figure 2.2 suggests that organisations should be viewed as multicultural with

each subunit being separate from the dominant culture. The dominant culture

refers and relates to the ideals of senior management.
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22

Itur ies in Organisational in

In addition to the work carried out on defining and understanding culture and how the
culture concept should be approached, there has been a plethora of research carried
out on corporate cultures and the link between "strong" cultures and enhanced
performance. Many critics of this research consider it to be a 'superficial fad', for
example, (Allaire and Firsirotu 1984, Meek 1988, Hofstede et al 1990), and that the
concept is 'sold’ to corporate managers as a panacea for the creation of a
homogeneous culture which will serve to satisfy the corporate objectives of the
business. Much of this research and the consultants 'selling' solutions to 'problem'
cultures, refer to the possible creation of 'corporate cultures', 'quality cultures’,
'customer service cultures', ‘productivity cultures', 'entrepreneurial cultures' and so
on, relating the culture concept to a tangible organisational variable which is within

the control of management.

Kilmann et al. (1986 p92) who are proponents of the concept of culture management
and culture change, consider that the corporate culture concept is too important to be
considered a 'fad'. They argue that "culture is the social energy that drives or fails to
drive the organisation", and that culture therefore may have a 'positive’ or 'negative'

impact on organisational outcomes.

Much of the impetus for the interest in the culture concept in organisations came
initially as a reaction to Japanese excellence in manufacturing and the means by
which this excellence was achieved. The 'strong' or 'weak’, homogeneous' or
'heterogeneous' corporate culture concept has been identified by many authors as an

explanation for productivity differences across different countries and different

organisations. In particular the Japanese versus Americdn comparative studies of

organisational performance carried out by Pascale and Athos (1981) and Ouchi
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(1981), focused on the Japanese managerial culture and 'the Japanese way of doing

things'.

The marketing of the corporate culture concept is carried out in very much the same
way as the 'hard’ technologies of J.I.T., M.R.P., C.I.M and T.Q.M. was in the 70's in
that they were considered as a route to improved performance by adopting the 'worlds
best practice’. Gill and Whittle (1993 p281) argue that many of these consultant led
improvements to performance "seem to proceed through phases of high enthusiasm
and much activity followed by a period of disillusionment, to be replaced by the next
stage panacea". The main difference being that production, infdfmation technology
and quality systems, although difficult to introduce and gain acceptance of change,
are tangible parts of an organisation and the benefits of their introduction can be
easily quantified. Culture on the other hand, is an invisible, intangible 'soft' side of an
organisation which is very difficult to measure, manage or change. The approach
taken by the corporate culture researchers who see culture very much as a variable
part of the organisation and the sole property of management, is based on the

assumption of an amenable flexible workforce.

Although the research carried out on the links between culture strength and
performance have been widely acclaimed, certain authors have reservations on the
research methods applied and the assumptions being made. For example, Gregory
(1983) considers that the corporate culture studies are pro-management and not
substantially different from past Human Relations research which aimed to illustrate
the impact of irrational human factors on rational corporate objectives, for example,
the work of Mayo (1933) and Roethlisberger and Dickson 1939). Gregory's view is
that organisations are better viewed as multicultural in order to identify the cohesive
. and divisive functions of culture.” Meek (1988 p455) argues that many of the
corporate culture studies are "linked to the interests of management and which

promulgate the idea that 'culture ' is the collective consciousness of the organisation,
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'owned' by management and available to management for manipulation”. Meek
relates the cause of this to be the result of 'borrowing' from just one field of cultural
anthropology ie. structural-functionalism. Gregory (1983 p361), linking the Human
Relations School with the structural-functional paradigm, argues that the past research
"enabled scientific managers to better control subordinates by taking workers' cultural
reactions into account". Referring to the work of Kanter (1977), Gregory emphasises
the pro-management bias of this past research and considers it to be similar to the
current approach to corporate culture studies. Meek (1988) reviewing the work of
Kilmann (1985) 'Gaining control of the corporate culture', and Ackroyd and Crowdy
(1990 p5), in their ‘autonomous' work group study of slaughtermen, question the
feasibility of culture management and control and "whether cultures of excellence can
be generated by managerial action or whether what happens is that cultures are
gratuitously hijacked when possible by self-serving managerial groups, happy to co-

opt the sub-culture of work groups when it works to their advantage".

A.great deal of this research, so called the strong culture hypothesis, was advanced by
Baker (1980), Ouchi (1981), Schwartz and Davis (1981), Deal and Kennedy (1982),
Peters and Waterman (1982), Dennison (1984), and Wilkins (1984). These writers,
and many others throughout the late 1970's and early 1980's, argued that 'managing’
corporate culture is the key to corporate success and that successful organisations
have strong homogeneous cultures with distinctive traits in terms of shared values,
beliefs and behaviour patterns. Additionally they proposed that organisations create
myths and legends, engage in rites and rituals and are governed through shared

symbols and customs (Meek 1988).

High performance organisations such as IBM, Hewlett-Packard, Procter and Gamble,
and Macdonalds are cited by Peters and Waterman (1982) as organisations having a
highly developed set of managerial values and beliefs which are part of their

organisational culture. The shared belief of many of these researchers and
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management is that culture is an organisational variable and therefore can be
manipulated or reshaped, and that supportive cultures can be created giving better
organisational performance. Barney (1986 p 658), for example, in considering
culture as 'a source of competitive advantage', argues that in order to achieve
sustained superior performance the organisation's culture must be valuable, rare, and
imperfectly imitable. Barney's argument is that an organisation which has a unique
culture which cannot be copied will be in a far superior position than its competitors.
Drawing on the work of Clark (1972), Bamney links an organisation's uniqueness to
the possible embodiment of cultural manifestations in an organisation's unique
history. He proposes that "a firm with a history significantly different from that of a
firm whose culture it would like to imitate may find an unbridgeable barrier to
imitation. If the firm's culture is also valuable and rare, then it may enjoy a

sustainable competitive advantage”.

Deal & Kennedy (1982), in their research into 80 companies, found that successful

companies place a great deal of emphasis on shared values, for example:-

- They stand for something, that is they have a clear and explicit philosophy

about how they aim to conduct their business.

- Management pays a great deal of attention to shaping and fine tuning these
values to conform to the economical and business environment of the
company and to communicating them to the organisation.

- These values are known and shared by all the people who work for the

company.
‘Deal and Kennedy feel that employees at all levels are more supportive of the

business they work in if they understand what the company stands for. They identify

'slogans' such as:-
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Caterpillar - '24-hour parts service anywhere in the world' -

indicating a commitment to satisfying customer needs.
Continental Bank - 'We'll find a way' (to meet customer needs).

Although Deal and Kennedy see shared values as being a pre-requisite for success
they do make the point that when economic circumstances change 'shared values may

continue to guide behaviour in ways no longer helpful to the organisation's success.'

It is suggested that organisations who do not have these shared values and specific
traits are lIess successful and possess weak heterogeneous cultures. However, there is

very little evidence in the way of empirical research which shows this to be the case.

Hofstede et al. (1990), in their empirical study of organisation cultures in twenty
units from ten different organisations in Denmark and the Netherlands, concluded that
'shared perceptions of daily practices' not 'shared values' are the core of an
organisation's culture. Their findings contradict the prescriptions put forward by
many authors and proponents of the shared value philosophy, who assume that the
values of the founders, leaders and corporate heroes are shared by all members of the
organisation. Hofstede et al. (p31 1) concluded that "the values of founders and key
leaders undoubtedly shape organisational cultures but that the way these cultures
affect ordinary members is through shared practices". This view of passing on
leaders' views to members practices is linked by Hofstede et al. to the work of Weber
(1948 p297) who asserts that "when the organisation of authority becomes permanent,

the staff supporting the charismatic leader becomes routinised."”
The 'excellent company' concept and the 'shared value' philosophy has been critically

reviewed and criticised by many authors who consider many of the best selling books

to be too populist, too idealistic and methodologically poor (Soeters 1986, Freeman
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1985, Ray 1986, Mitchell 1985). Both Ray and Mitchell consider the ethical issues
surrounding the so called ‘excellent’ companies. Mitchell, for example, carried out a
comparison of Peters and Waterman's 62 excellent companies with his own study of
the 100 best companies to work for, only 21 of the 62 were seen in the list. Mitchell
views the excellent company hypothesis as manipulative in that it views people as

instrumental for productivity and not valued per se.

The question of culture management has been addressed by many researchers,
academics and consultants, many of whom agree that culture is extremely difficult to
control and change. The debate on culture management revolves around definition
and what is understood by the term corporate culture or organisational culture. Most
researchers agree that culture within organisations exists at varying degrees or levels
ranging from deeply set values and beliefs to the manifestations of culture in the form
of structures, systems, symbols, myths, reward systems, rituals and heroes (Pettigrew
1990) Hofstede ét al. 1990). Based on a simple model developed by Hofstede et al.
1990 p291), and the work of Pettigrew (1979, 1990) and Schein (1985) the varying
levels of cultural manifestations can be shown in the form of concentric circles see
Figure 2.3. The core of the culture is represented by the complex and deep rooted
values, beliefs and assumptions which are largely unobservable yet have a
considerable affect on behaviour. These core values are manifested in the 'practices’
of the organisation and are the observable behaviour patterns and artefacts. Pettigrew
(1990 p266), considers that although it is relatively easier to control the core values
which are manifested in the 'practices’, because to a great extent these are observable,
a strategy for corporate culture change should include both core values and the
manifestations of culture. Pettigrew (1985), in his study of change at ICI, identified
changes in both the core values and practices over a 25 year period which occurred at
critical points in the organisation's life. These critical points were linked to times of
severe economic difficulties and changes in leadership and power. Pettigrew (1990)

identifies these 'phases' of culture change in the study of Jaguar Cars, relating the
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significant culture shifts to competition in the 80's and the leadership era's of Lyons

1928-72, the British Leyland era 1972-80 and the Egan era 1980 - to date.
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Figure 2.3 Manifestations of Culture
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2.3

Probably the most detailed account of cultural transformation is that given by Tunstall

(1986), on the AT&T organisation in America. In his case study he proposes a three

step guide:

First, management must understand the meaning and impact of corporate culture and

must ascertain, often through empirical methods, elements of its own culture.

Second, the 'cultural wheat must be separated from the chaff’. Decisions must be
made about which elements support future goals and strategies, and thus must be

retained, and which elements are no longer appropriate, must be changed

Third, appropriate actions must be taken to effect the required changes in a way that

leaves the desirable elements unaffected.
Multiple Cultures an culture Per: i

The underlying assumption of the corporate culture studies is that there exists a single
homogeneous culture which permeates the organisation, and that it can be
manipulated to satisfy management objectives. This monolithic view of organisational
culture is considered by many to be unrealistic and to stem from the ideals of senior
managers. A pluralistic view, particularly in complex environments and in large
geographically dispersed organisations is considered to be a far more realistic
approach to the culture concept. Smircich (1983, p346), argues that "much of the
literature refers to an organisation culture, appearing to lose sight of the great
likelihood that there are multiple organisation subcultures, or even countercultures,
competing to define the nature of situations within organisational boundaries". The
assumption of the single unitary culture has been challenged by many other authors
who consider that the study of organisational cultures should be viewed from a

multicultural viewpoint, and that organisations consist of multiple, potentially
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conflicting subcultures (Gregory 1983; Reynolds 1986; Martin & Siehl 1983; Louis
1985).

The term 'subculture' was used by Turner (1971) in his work ‘Exploring the
Industrial Subculture'. In his book he describes a subculture as "a distinctive set of
meanings shared by a group of people whose forms of behaviour differ to some extent
from those of the wider society". Turner refers to the industrial subculture as being
part of the larger society. Within the organisational context the subculture can be
described similarly as 'having different belief and value systems from the dominant
culture’. Schein (1985) endorses this view and considers that a variety of cultures
based on functions, geography, professions and so on do exist within organisations
and can be considered as subcultures just as the corporate culture can be considered as

a subculture of the wider society.

In the strong culture studies there is very little reference to the existence of
subculturés and their possible supportive or negative impact on organisational
performance. The emphasis is on a single unitary corporate culture even though in
large geographically dispersed organisations the existence of multiple subcultures and
possible counter-cultures is more than likely. The concept of a unitary or monolithic
culture even in smaller organisations is considered to be unlikely, the strong belief is
that subcultures appear to be the rule and unitary cultures the exception (Van Maanen
& Barley, 1984). Marshall & Mclean (1985), and Gregory (1983) consider that any
research into an organisations culture should include its different subcultures their
relationship with each other and their impact on organisational functioning and

performance.
In the single or multiple culture debate Kilmann et al. (1985) consider the theory 'X'

and theory 'Y' principles of McGregor (1960) in order to differentiate between

managers who view culture from a monolithic or pluralistic stand point. They
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consider that managers and consultants who use the theory 'X' approach to managing
people assume a single senior management culture, the converse applying to the

theory "Y' approach.

Although in the past, culture has been treated as a unitary concept, a few past
researchers of organisational culture have identified the existence of multiple cultures,
subcultures, and counter cultures. Smircich (1983), in her study of top executives in
an insurance company found two different subcultures. These were two groups one
consisting of long serving staff and one consisting of staff brought in from another
company. Martin & Siehl (1983), discovered counter cultures developed by John
Delorean who's values were in direct conflict with the dominant culture at General
Motors. Saffold (1988), highlights the work carried out by Faux (1982), in the
automobile industry where highly complex subcultures affected organisation
development. Gregory (1983), identified different cultural views in her
ethnoscientific research into technical professionals in Silicon Valley. In this
particular study the subcultures identified with their particular profession rather than

the organisation's dominant culture.

There is clearly a lack of empirical research in the area of subcultures and multiple
cultures, however, this is not so surprising as, management employ consultants to
create uniform cultures not to identify the existence of potentially conflicting

subcultures.

From the research it would appear that'most cultures are not unitary or homogeneous
and that they have diverse values and patterns of behaviour which, weak or strong,
have a powerful influence on the performance of both management and the

workforce.
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In viewing organisations from a multicultural view point Louis (1985), and Saffold
(1988), suggest that researchers should assess the aspect of cultural

penetration. Their proposals are centred around the assessment and diagnosis of
cultural penetration in terms of the sociological, psychological, and historical aspects.
The sociological aspects refer to the extent to which the corporate level culture
permeates the organisation. Past research indicates that culture within organisations
changes significantly from top management to the lower ranks (Martin & Siehl 1983).
The psychological aspects refer to the measurement of the homogeneity of shared
meanings and shared understandings within the different subcultures. Finally
historical penetration refers to the stability of practices and shared understandings
over a period of time. ~Louis considers that the assessment of historical penetration

will give important indicators to potential resistance to change.

The historical analysis of organisational cultures is considered to be of significant
importance when trying to analyse current behaviour patterns and predict future
reactions to change. Pettigrew (1979), advocates that organisations should be
explored as a continuing system with a past, a present and a future. In his empirical
research study of a British boarding school he used critical historical events to plot
the growth, evolution, and transformation of the organisation. Schein (1984), in line
with Pettigrew, includes an historical analysis in his four part approach to the
understanding of an organisation's cultural paradigm. Schein considers that it is
possible to identify periods of culture formation by carrying out a review of critical
incidents over time and analysing the outcomes. In addition to the historical analysis
he suggests analysing: the process and content of socialisation of new members; the
beliefs, values, and assumptions of "Culture Creators or Carriers;" and jointly
exploring with insiders the anomalies or puzzling features. This mode of study,
Schein suggests, will help decipher the concept of culture and determine the

relationship between culture and organisational effectiveness.
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24

nclusion

Although there are several schools of thought within the area of cultural
anthropology, and considerable overlap in both definition and use of the culture
construct, the current interest in the concept of culture in organisational settings can
be categorised into three key broad conceptual approaches. Firstly, culture can be
viewed from a variable perspective, secondly it can be viewed from an interpretative
perspective, and thirdly it can be viewed from an holistic perspective using generic

constructs.

The variable approach or the viewing of culture as a sociocultural system has been
linked to the anthropological schools of functionalism, structural functionalism,
historical diffusionist, and ecological adaptionist. The viewing of culture from this
perspective tends to have a ‘managerialist’ or 'pro-management’ bias with the
concentration being on observable phenomena ie from a behaviouristic stand point.
The early literature on corporate culture management and consultants currently
'promoting' culture change programmes clearly see culture as a tangible organisation
variable which is within the control of management. Because of this approach and
the pro-management bias, the current corporate culture studies have been linked to the
Human Relations School and the work of Mayo, Roethlisberger and Dickson and
McGregor. For example, Gregory (1983), considers that there is little difference

between the past human relations work and the current corporate culture studies.

The interpretative perspective or the viewing of culture as an ideational systems
draws mainly from the anthropological schools of cognitive, structuralist, and
symbolism. The move in anthropological thinking in the mid 50's from 'culture as
behaviourism' to 'culture as knowledge' gave rise to the thoughts of anthropologists
and management theorists who consider culture as 'systems of shared ideas and

meanings'.
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The distinction between variable perspectives and interpretative perspectives is not
clear cut, and there is considerable overlap which causes conceptual confusion and
ambiguity-. The c;onfusion aﬁges whén academics énd managers 'pick' from both
'camps' and create generic constructs in an attempt to conceptualise organisational
culture. One such approach is the holistic perspective or the viewing of culture as a
unified whole. Although this perspective is linked to the functionalist and historical
diffusionist school, and draws from the cognitive schools, it can be considered as an
integrated approach to the study of organisational cultures in workplace settings. The
holistic perspective, the bringing together of cognitive, behavioural, emotive, and
artifactual aspects, would require extended ethnographic research, it is for this reason
that it receives little attenﬁon in the management literature. However, Sackmann
(1992 p23) considers that this approach would highlight the multifaceted nature of
culture and "may eventually render a comprehensive picture of culture in

organisations".

Assuming that an holistic approach is feasible within an organisation it is important
that the research should include the organisation's subcultures. It is evident from past
research that culture is best studied from a multicultural view point taking into
account the possibility of subcultures which may be positive or negative towards the
dominant organisational culture. From an holistic perspective the organisation's
subcultures would form part of the whole. This is in line with Meyerson and Martin

(1987) integration paradigm.

The indications from the literature are that there is a relationship between culture
types and organisational performance, this is covered in more detail in Chapter 6.
The question relating to culture management is linked, to a great extent, to how
culture is defined. For example, if culture is defined in relation to behaviourism and
linked to performance then culture is a measurable variable and can be manipulated

and controlled. If culture is defined as part of the thought process and relates to

-61 -



systems of shared ideas and meanings then culture is intangible, difficult to measure,
“and difficult to change. A more sensible approach is to consider culture as both in the
minds of organisation members (beliefs, values and ideas), and in the actions of

organisational members (organisation practices).

The organisation's founder and its past and current leaders play a key role in shaping
the organisation's core or dominant culture. A key question is 'how far do the values
of the leader permeate an organisation's culture and subcultures?'. To a great extent

this is covered in Chapters 4 and 5 (Fieldwork).

In summary, culture is best viewed from a multicultural perspective taking into
consideration the multifaceted aspects of the culture concept. One approach would be
to view culture from an holistic perspective taking account of both the cognitive and
behaviouristic aspects, the history of the organisation, and the role of the founder and
leader in shaping an organisation's culture and subcultures. As Sackmann suggests
this would require an extended ethnographic study in order to capture the cultural
whole. However, this approach can be seen as an integrated approach, that is, the

assumption of cultural consistency across the organisation.

The main focus of this research is on the management and control of subcultures in a
multicultural organisation, specifically Bass Brewers and the subcultures in the
geographically dispersed Distribution depots. From the literature research it is clear that
managers generally view culture from a variable perspective and that many researchers
view culture from an interpretative perspective. In order to firstly develop an
understanding of an organisation's culture(s), and research the control aspects and the
links between culture and performance, a structured research programme is required
which incorporates an understanding of the Bass corporate culture and regional
subcultures from all possible perspectives. In view of the literature research findings, it is
clear that large geographically dispersed and complex organisations are culturally diverse

and consist of subcultures which maybe negative in terms of the values and beliefs of
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Senior Management. Therefore it is considered that the research methodology should
concentrate on the assumption of 'differentiation', that is the assumption that complex
organisatiohs do not posses a single monolithic corporate culture, they are more likely to
posses a variety of subcultures. From this view of the culture concept, subcultures are
viewed as being part of, yet not an integrated part of, the overall Bass culture. That is not
to say that the corporate culture does not exist. The corporate culture is the dominant

culture which represents the values and ideals of senior management.

Culture is multifarious and therefore should be viewed from a ‘multifarious perspective’,
from this perspective culture would be viewed as having great variety and depth. Itis
considered that rather than analyse culture from a single perspective it should be
researched inductively from many perspectives. That is both the corporate culture and
subcultures must be analysed to gain a clearer understanding of their relationship. From
such a research approach it is likely that a more realistic view of culture and subcultures

in organisations will emerge.

The following Chapter on Research Methodology details the approach to corporate
culture and subculture research using ethnographic methods within an inductivist

framework.
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CHAPTER THREE

Research Meth 1

A manager carrying out research in his own organisation and simultaneously carrying out
productivity improvement projects within the same research area, has both advantages
and disadvantages as a researcher. The obvious advantage is the close proximity of the
researcﬁ subjects to the researcher, enabling easy access to data and facilitation of
participant and general observation techniques. The major disadvantage or difficulty
stems from the effective management of the two roles, that is the role of the 'manager’
involved in quantitative analysis through the use of non-participant observation, and the
role of the ‘researcher’ involved in qualitative analysis through participant observation.
Additionally the quality of data collected may be adversely affected by suspicions of a
manager collecting information from the shopfloor. In order to overcome these
problems, rather than treating the two roles or methodologies of quantitative and
qualitative analysis as mutually exclusive, the research methodology was developed to
make use of both quantitative and qualitative data throughout the research process and at

the theoretical development stage.

The research methodology used to analyse and understand the cultural and managerial
differences in the fifteen depots, was broadly based around methods used in

ethnographic fieldwork and within an inductivist framework. Within this framework the
use of 'grounded theory' was used to order the material, induce specific historical and
other distinctive links, and develop a coherent theory from the mass of fieldwork data.
The main research approach used within this inductive framework was the application of
observation techniques and other qualitative research methods in order to understand the
research setting and subjects. This naturalist approach, which aims to research subjects in

the natural interactive mode, is the opposite of the scientific deductive method which
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requires development of theory prior to testing through empirical observation (Gill &

Johnson 1991).

The ethnographic method of participant observation was used to observe the patterns of
behaviour of both management and shopfloor personnel using both overt and covert
observation techniques. The use of participant observation in the Distribution depots and
other areas of the Bass organisation was supplemented by semi-structured interviews,
statistical analysis, collection of life histories, psychometric testing and general

observations.

The qualitative methods used in ethnographic fieldwork havc been used by many
researchers studying managerial and shopfloor work. For éxandple, Dalton (1959) used
covert observation techniques in his research into managerial cultures in four
manufacturing organisations and Mintzberg (1973) used structured observation in his
research into the work of five senior managers. Cunnison (1966) as a participant
observer, carried out research into behaviour patterns in the waterproof garment industry
and Beynon (1973) used participant observation and interviews in his research into
cultures at Ford. In view of the nature of my research, which involved identifying and
analysing managerial and cultural differences in the regional depots, and then viewing the
Bass organisational culture from a corporate perspective, a methodological approach

using techniques used in anthropological research appeared to be the most appropriate.

The main focus of the research was on the Distribution function, and the existence of and
effect of subcultures on management control and overall performance. The conceptual
approach to the culture concept was initially from an assumption of differentiation. From
this assumption the subcultures were viewed as being part of the overall Bass culture,

although they were not viewed as an integrated part.
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3.1

This Chapter outlines the initial methodological choice for the research programme and
the flexible strategy adopted throughout the work. The techniques used in order to
research the regional organisational sub-cultures, and to develop a hypothesis inductively,
are discussed and the problems encountered relating to data handling, access and ethical

issues, are highlighted.
rch Methodological Choi

There is much debate in the literature between the relative merits of qualitative and
quantitative research, and the respective methodologies of induction and deduction. For
example, the following 'discussion’ (Maanen 1979) gives an indication of how both

methodologies are perceived:

Qualitative Researcher:

"Many people these days are bored with their work and are...."

Quantitative Researcher (interrupting): "what people, how many, when do they feel this
way, where do they work, what do they do, why are they bored, how long have they felt
this way, what are their needs, when do they feel excited, where did they come from,

what parts of there work bother them most, which...."
Qualitative Researcher: "Never mind"

The above is very much a mis-conception of the interpretive approaches to research using
inductive methodologies. While Popper (1968) considers the process of induction as
being unscientific and not linked to the logic of scientific enquiry, many proponents of
the inductive approach consider it to be more challenging than "checking out what we
already know" (Selye; 1964; Mintzberg 1979 p584). The inductive process of working

from data to theory however can be very problematic. For example, there is a
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requirement, in the first instance to collect the data through observation, interviews and
other methods, and secondly to interpret the mass of data and identify patterns and links.
The final stage is then to move from data to theory. The whole process of working
inductively can be complicatéd and at stag;es requires creativity and an enquiring mind.
Research in this mode, as with deductive research, requires the researcher to ask the
‘what, where, why, and who's' throughout the various stages of the research in order to

understand the research setting and develop theory from the acquired data.

In the Management Services function the approach used to solve problems using work
measurement and method study techniques is very systematic. For example, the
traditional procedure and sequence of events when carrying out a method study project to
improve methods of working would be: select the work to be studied; record the current
operations using appropriate techniques; examine critically the current methods; develop
new methods of working, and present the findings in a project report. This systematic
approach to method study works extremely well because the study area and objectives are
clearly defined and the appropriate techniques to use are well established. To a great
extent I used a similar systematic approach at the start of the research project, which

assisted in my early focus, see Figure 3.1.

Although the research procedure shown in Figure 3.1 can be used as an initial
framework, the likely outcome of such a rigid approach would be fairly banal research.
At the start of my research I used the project approach as a basic framework which was
changed as the research developed. In reality I used the basic systematic approach as a
‘closed loop', continually reverting back to the select, record, examine and develop stages.
I continuously went back to the select stage having discovered patterns and possible
further research areas at the data reduction stage. The systematic approach is not as clean
as it looks, working inductively can be very messy simply because of the amount of data

generated which requires reducing in order to develop a coherent theory.
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Basic Research Procedure

Select

Area of research - Gain access - Carry out literature research

Record

Various observation techniques - interviews - other source data

Examine

Critical examination of facts - links, themes and patterns - validate

Develop

Grounded theoretical analysis - write up - continuous validation

Present

Draft theory - validate - final thesis

In relation to the fieldwork, my research can be broadly sectioned off into three major
stages. The first stage was the detailed 'culture audits' in the 15 Distribution depots which
involved extensive interviews and observations at each depot site. Through qualitative
data analysis the three different sub-cultures theory was developed and formed the base
framework for stage 2. It is worth pointing out that during the early stages of the
research I had no preconceived ideas on the culture types which came out of the
fieldwork and data analysis. However, I was aware of the differences in terms of
attitudes, at management and shopfloor levels at each site, from my observations in my

role as Manager. As Miles (1979 p591) points out, "research projects that pretend to
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come to the study with no assumptions usually encounter much difficulty”. Miles
advocates the use of explicit preliminary frameworks which remain flexible throughout

the life of the project.

Having identified the existence of different cultures in the depots, the second stage
focused on the three sub-culture types using one depot from each cultural grouping.
Although the 15 depots fitted quite nicely into three categories, this may be a little mis-
leading, all 15 depots were very different in cultural terms, and 15 in-depth studies could
have produced some interesting results. However, because of time constraints and the
problem of access, which is discussed later, three in-depth studies were considered to be a
representative sample. Having made this decision the fieldwork was concentrated on the

three representative depots to gain a clearer understanding of the differences.

Simultaneously the research was widened to identify possible links with the regional sub-
cultures and the Bass dominant culture. In essence this was a look at cultural dispersion,
that is the degree to which the beliefs and values of the dominant culture are dispersed
throughout the Bass organisational structure. To a great extent this was facilitated by my
Management Services role which allowed me into all functions and regions on project
work. Itook every opportunity on my visits to other sites and functions to observe and
compare my findings with the Distribution function. The observations and discussions in
depots outside the Bass North boundaries were in general overt, in that a brief
explanation of my research was given to the Distribution Managers. Other observations
in different functions and regions were researched covertly as part of my Management
Services project work. The main reason for this approach was the problem of negotiating
access with the relevant site manager which could have resulted in rejection and a loss of

valuable research data.

Additionally, at the same time as my stage two and three research, a management of

change programme, which included modules on culture change within Bass, was being
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introduced by the Board and being delivered through lectures down to middle
management levels. As I was personally involved in the delivery of the modules to the

- Scotland and North/North West Management Services Teams I took the opportunity to
analyse their response 'to the pianned culture chaJ;gc from other peoples' perspectives. A
major personal difficulty was delivering a two day lecture on management of change and
culture change from pre-prepared notes provided by the Bass Board. Extracts from the

notes included:

"Other companies seem to have changed their cultures over time, and this is what is so

exciting for us. We can change our culture if we want to, although it does take time".

"Whether we use the word culture to describe countries or companies, it always means

the way people do things".

Although the management of change programme was very well structured, the whole
objective was to deliver the corporate message and obviously not personal views on
culture. This is one of the many ethical issues that arose out of my dual role as ‘manager’
and ‘researcher’ which almost verged on 'schizophrenia' by the end of my research . The
ethics relating to manager and researcher roles and the conflicts are discussed in later

sections.

Stage two of the research, as with stage one, created a great deal of data which had to be
analysed and reduced in order to set a base framework for further development of the
thesis. Stage three used the findings from the previous stage to seek possible links
between culture and performance and examine the leadership links with culture and
performance. This was researched by analysing the corporate culture, that is the ideals of

the Bass Brewers Board, and using quantitative data and interviews with key personnel.
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3.2

It is relatively easy to set out research methodologies retrospectively into frameworks and

stages of research and theoretical development. All this looks very neat and tidy, when in

~ reality the whole process of working inductively from qualitative data can get very messy

and very complicated particularly at the stage of qualitativcan‘alysis.
licing the Organisational Cultur

Many authors have used the analogy of 'slicing up the organisation' or 'slicing the culture'
in order to highlight and understand the complexities of an organisation's culture by
focusing on particular aspects (Mintzberg 1979, Louis 1985). However, as Louis
suggests there are many ways of slicing up an organisation's culture. My research
methods used in the fieldwork at Bass can be best described as being analogous to 'slicing
an icing topped fruit cake', which as a whole, viewed from different angles and
dimensions, can be perceived in many different ways. For example, if we view the Bass
Brewers ‘cultural cake' two dimensionally (see Figure 3.2), although there are clear
functional boundaries, these are linked together by a smooth homogeneous top. Many
senior managers, who consider an organisation's corporate culture as a variable which can

be manipulated to satisfy business objectives, see the organisation in this dimension.

This two-dimensional view, assumes a single unitary culture which has no depth and
theoretically is easy to understand and manipulate. The organisation's culture, viewed in
this dimension, is assumed to be on the surface and consisting of observable behaviour
and tangible phenomena. Research from this dimension could be linked to the variable
perspective of culture which is often linked to the top down approach to changing an
organisation's culture. A research methodology based on this perspective would provide
a mis-leading view of culture yet would probably satisfy many managers wishing to

embark on a culture change programme.
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Figure 3.2 licing the 'Cultural Cake' - A Two Dimensional Vi
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If on the other hand we view the ‘cultural cake' three dimensionally with the top off, we
get a very different picture which shows a heterogeneous organisational culture, very rich
in texture and depth both horizéntally and vertically (see Figure 3.3). In order to research
and understand an organisation's culture, the organisation might best be viewed three-
dimensionally so that the existence of multiple cultures, which may be functional,

geographical or professional can be explored.

Figure 3.3  Taking the T ff A Three Dimensional Vi
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My initial research approach, viewing the organisational cake three dimensionally, was to
take out the Distribution ‘'wedge' and slice it into 15 smaller wedges (see figure 3.4). This
provided the setting for the research into the 15 different depot cultures. The next stage
was then to take horizontal slices from each Distribution depot wedge and carry out a

detailed analysis to identify manifestations of culture in each setting.

Figure 3.4  Slicing the Function, A Three Dimensional View

The next stage was then to take vertical slices from the thick end of the wedge and work
inwards towards the organisation's centrally controlled operations at its headquarters in
Burton. With this approach the organisation's culture and structure can be viewed
'bottom up' and in-depth see Figure 3.5. This figure shows the direction in which the
research programme was conducted and, as mentioned previously, the simultaneous
culture change programme was conducted. An interesting feature of the Bass
management of change programme was that it was aimed at managers and middle
managers in the organisation, stopping at supervisors and below. However, the long term
plan was to eventually involve all levels on 'customer service programmes', and to
communicate the planned changes within the business. My research worked the opposite
way and concentrated on the middle managers and their subordinates who have impact on

performance and who are closest to the customer.

-82-



Figure 3.5 Iture Research an lture Change Programm

Culture Change
* Board Level (HQ)
Regional Director Level
Regional Manager Level
Distribution Manager Level
Distribution Operatives and Staff
\

Culture Research

Once the organisétion has been sliced into several segments and both horizontal and
vertical slices have been taken the research can become more focused. For example, each
individual slice could be analysed in de_tail both horizontally and vertically in order to
understand the local culture and how this fits in with the Bass dominant culture. The
mass of data gathered from each depot required organising in order to identify links and
themes, and move from data to theory via data analysis and data reduction. This is the
creative part of the inductive process and where the use of a grounded theoretical analysis

of the data saved time and helped induce relevant data and produce coherent theory.
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3.3

litative Data Analvsi

- The process of data analysis is clearly an important issue in the overall process of theory

gerieration and assistance with emergent theories. Formal approaches to data analysis and
theory generation can be found in most téxts on fieldwork methods, however, detailed
accounts of methodological approaches to data analysis are sparse. Sieber (1976) in his
review of field methods which included : Glaser and Strauss (1967); Filstead (1970);
Glaser (1972 ); Runkel and McGrath (1972); Schatzman and Straus (1973); Bogdan and
Taylor (1975) and Smith (1975), identified that only 5 to 10 per cent of book space was
devoted to analysis. He concluded that "methodologists obviously prefer to spend more
time on such matters as gaining access, interviewing, choosing informants, handling
reciprocites, and so on, rather than on the intellectual work of analysis" Sieber (1976 p1).
From the analysis Sieber did generate a list consisting of a general approach to the data
analysis problem, this included: the intertwining of analysis and data collection;
formulating classes of phenomena: identifying themes: and the provisional testing of

hypotheses.

One of the texts reviewed by Sieber, 'The Discovery of Grounded Theory' (Glaser and
Strauss 1967), is probably the most cited and most used of the theory generation
techniques. Turner (1983), for examplé giv'eé practicai exaxflplcs of its use in hospitals,
manufacturing and local government. Turner makes the point that grounded theory
generation is not a new technique, and cites the early work of Malinowski (1944) and

Whyte (1943) where similar data analysis techniques were used.

Grounded theory, as termed by Glaser and Strauss (1967) aqd developed by Turner
(1981, 1983) and Miles (1979), in its basic form is a technique to assist in the problem of
analysing and interpreting large amounts of data. Miles (1979 p591) relates it to "being
open to what the site has to tell us, and slowly evolving a coherent framework rather than

imposing one from the start". This is achieved by arranging the perceived important
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aspects of the source data in a format which can be seen and therefore manipulated to
identify links, themes and categories. There are other similar approaches to grounded
_theory ‘analysis, for example, Sackmann (1991) used 'theoretical content analysis' in her
research into cﬁltural knc;wledge in orghnisations. Sackmann describes the technique,
which was developed by Carney (1979), as focusing on the isolation and examination of
equivalent themes and their patterns. There are variations of grounded theory, the key
issue is that in any type of research which generates large amounts of data a system is

required to move from data to a coherent theory.

The concepts and patterns derived from the initial stages of grounded theoretical analysis
underpin further theoretical development. At each stage of the development process, an
understanding of the research setting can be tested by referring back to the research
subjects for confirmation and validation. This validation process is vital in the
understanding of the research site, and ensuring that emerging theory is developed from

reliable data.

In view of the mass of data collected through observation and interview, the concept of
grounded theory generation was used as part of the detective work looking for clues,
patterns and links. In order to facilitate theoretical development I arranged my collected
data into three easy access filing systems. The main filing system was in geographical
/depot order which contained fieldwork notes from observations and interviews and any
other relevant information about the depot and location. The second filing system was a
précis of the depot notes written onto a cards (playing card size) which were used as a
visual aid to theory generation. Further cards were introduced into the pack as patterns
and linkages emerged, for example those relating to history, work patterns and trade
union links. The third filing system was generated from theoretical development and

was in subject links order, for example, leadership, values, symbols and rituals.
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