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Preface to the New and Revised Edition

The field of organizational culture has evolved along several dimensions in the ten years since the first edition of this book. This new and revised edition attempts to capture this evolution while retaining the fundamental model of culture that continues to prove to be a useful tool. My basic model of organizational culture has not changed, but the application of the model has certainly changed both research and practice around culture formation, evolution, and managed change. I am still addressing the practicing leader and manager who wants to understand and work with culture. To that end the basic structure of the book will look similar to the first edition.

Culture as a concept in organizational life has come to be accepted, but there is still a strong divide between (1) those who want very abstract universal dimensions of culture that can be measured with surveys and questionnaires and (2) those who want to study the nuances, details, and dynamics of particular cultures by observation, interview, and intervention. The first approach looks for general traits; the second approach looks for general cultural processes.

Both groups are interested in how cultural forces impact organizational performance, but whereas the first group is looking for cultural traits that will correlate with performance across all kinds of companies and industries, the second group is looking for direct linkages between particular cultural events and performance outcomes. The first approach lends itself to  a quantitative cross-sectional analysis, the second requires a more clinical longitudinal analysis. The first approach of necessity develops variables that are quite abstract and removed from here-and-now organizational events that the manager or consultant encounters in a particular company. The second approach looks for proximate variables that enable the manager or consultant to deal with the immediate situation. The first approach tries to develop broad theoretical principles that apply to large numbers of organizations. The second approach looks for middle-level theories that illuminate local situations.

I have chosen to highlight this difference at the outset in order to make it very clear to the reader what my own position is on this dimension. While I gain some insight from the work of colleagues who work on the first approach, I have found that my own insights are far greater if I am clinically involved as an active change agent. I have come to believe that at this stage of the development of our field we still need the detailed clinical studies of cultural events because we do not yet know what the crucial dimensions and variables will ultimately turn out to be.

There is also a more pressing argument for the second approach. One cannot really build, evolve, or change culture without getting into the messy details of particular cultures. The broad dimensions are valid, but they are so distant from the day-to-day phenomena that leaders and managers are wrestling with that they do not inform you on what should be done.

So this book, especially this new and revised edition, is written to the leader and manager who needs to get something done and, therefore, needs to understand the nitty gritty of culture dynamics. As it turns out, this nitty gritty has become much more complex because of the evolution of technological complexity, leading to more occupational subcultures, and the growth of globalism, leading to more groups and organizations that mix both occupational and national cultures. A merger of two companies in one country is a far different set of issues than a joint venture of two different companies from two different countries trying to put together a project in yet another country.

Leaders and managers of organizations (and societies) are creators, products, and victims of culture. And it is one of the unique functions of leadership not only to create cultures in new groups but also to manage cultural issues in mature organizations. For all of this, they need concepts and a toolkit. This book is written from that point of view. It is intended to explain what culture is, when and how one assesses it, and when and how one changes it.

The basic structure is similar to the previous edition. In Part One we examine basic definitions, why culture is important in the first place, and what range of dimensions can be explored in probing the content of culture. Part Two begins with an important chapter on general change theory and how it applies to culture. In the next three chapters I explain how to work with culture at different stages of organizational evolution. Finally, we end with the very new issue of multicultural groups that more or less start from scratch to blend together to the extent possible the different assumptions that are brought to a new project by members from different cultures. This is as yet uncharted territory but some principles of how to blend cultures are beginning to emerge.
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 Part One

THE STRUCTURE AND CONTENT OF CULTURE

In order to manage culture, you must understand what culture is, what content culture covers, and how to assess it. It is dangerous to oversimplify this concept because of the illusion that one is managing culture when one is, in fact, managing only a manifestation of culture and, therefore, not achieving one’s change goals.




1

WHY BOTHER?

Why is it important to understand culture? In this chapter I will provide an overview of the many ways in which culture matters. First, culture and leadership are two sides of the same coin and one cannot understand one without the other. Next, we have to understand that organizations are cultural units that have within them powerful subcultures based on occupations and common histories. We have to recognize that organizations exist within broader cultural units that matter in today’s global world because mergers, acquisitions, joint ventures and special projects are often multicultural entities who must have the ability to work across cultures. Finally, we have to understand that the culture issues are different in young, mid-life, and older organizations.




Leadership and Culture Are Intertwined 

Not only does culture reside within us as individuals, but it is also the hidden force that drives most of our behavior both inside and outside organizations. We are members of a country, an occupation, an organization, a community, a family, and a social group. Each of these cultures is part of us and impacts us. In every new social situation, whether we are aware of it or not, we function as “leaders” in that we not only reinforce and act as a part of the present culture, but often begin to create new cultural elements. This interplay of culture creation, reenactment, and reinforcement creates an interdependency between culture and leadership.

Much of the confusion about what culture and leadership mean derives from a failure to consider this interaction between them and our failure to define what stage of an organization’s life we  are talking about. If the leader is an entrepreneur who is founding an organization, he or she will have the opportunity to begin the culture creation process by imposing beliefs, values, and assumptions onto new employees. If the new organization succeeds, then its cultural elements become shared and constitute the emerging culture of that organization. What is considered “leadership” then reflects what the founder imposed and will become the definition of what is considered appropriate leadership in that organization. A successful organization founded by a compulsive autocrat will consider that style of leadership as the “correct” way to run a company, just as another successful organization founded by a participative democrat will consider that style to be “correct.” One reason why it is so hard to define leadership is that there are so many “correct” versions, each reflecting one of the many kinds of successful organizations that exist in the world, each with its own culture.

When new leaders take over existing organizations, they find that the existing culture defines what kind of leadership style is expected and accepted, based on past history and the beliefs, values, and assumptions of earlier leaders. This is true whether we are talking about a new political appointee taking over a government department, a new CEO taking over a business, or a new minister taking over a congregation. If the new leader has been promoted from within, he or she will have some sense of the cultural issues that need to be dealt with. However, if the new leader comes from outside the organization, he or she will have to choose among several options:1. Destroy the existing culture by getting rid of the key culture carriers, usually the top two or three echelons of executives, and attempt to implement his or her own beliefs, values, and assumptions by arbitrarily imposing new behavioral rules on the remaining employees. The risk of using this alternative is that essential knowledge, skills, and “know-how” will be lost as well and the performance of the organization will decline.
2. Fight the existing culture by attempting to impose his or her own beliefs, values, and assumptions on the existing members of the organization. The risk of this alternative is that the organization will adapt only on the surface and “wait it out” until the leader is eventually replaced—the old culture usually will “win” in this scenario unless the new leader has extraordinary charisma.
3. Give in to the existing culture by abandoning his or her own beliefs, values, and assumptions. The risk of this alternative is that all of the elements of the old culture will be perpetuated when in fact some of these elements are obsolete and dysfunctional and should, therefore, be changed.
4. Evolve the culture by initially adapting enough to figure out how to get things done and then gradually imposing new rules and behaviors that rest on different beliefs, values, and assumptions. For many leaders and for many organizations, this is the desirable alternative in terms of improving effectiveness and it is the essence of what is meant by “culture change.” For old and well-established organizations such as government departments or old industries, cultural evolution is the only possible alternative. The cultural dynamics underlying such evolution are the essence of what leaders as culture managers must learn, and these dynamics are the central theme of this book.





Subcultures 

The leader’s role in evolving the culture is complicated by the fact that, as organizations grow and mature, they not only develop their own overall cultures, but they also differentiate themselves into many subcultures based on occupations, product lines, functions, geographies, and echelons in the hierarchy. In some organizations the subcultures are as strong as or stronger than the overall  organizational culture. Leaders thus must not only understand the cultural consequences of the many ways in which growing organizations differentiate themselves but, more importantly, must align the various subcultures that have been created toward a common corporate purpose.

Managing the alignment of many subcultures has become especially important in the 21st century because of:• Mergers, acquisitions, and joint ventures in which the subcultures are actually entire organizational cultures that need to be blended or at least aligned
• Globalization, which produces many diverse multicultural organizational units based on nationality, language, and ethnicity
• Technological complexity, which produces many more “mature” occupational subcultures that have to be taken into account in designing the flow of work (Technological complexity implies that every functional unit such as finance, marketing, or R & D is now more specialized and is attracting members of occupations that are themselves more specialized.)
• Information technology, which has created many more structural options of when, where, and by whom work is to be done (Cultures tend to grow from the interaction of co-located employees, so the question arises of what kinds of subcultures can and will form in networks of employees who are electronically connected but may never have met each other.)



These cultural and subcultural issues influence all aspects of how an organization functions, so the task of leadership is to understand the dynamic forces that arise and to manage these forces to ensure that they are congruent with the organization’s mission and goals. As subculture dynamics become more important, the role  of leadership broadens. It is not enough for the CEO and the top executive group to be concerned about and manage the “corporate culture.” Leaders at every level of the organization must recognize that they have a role in creating, managing, and evolving the subcultures in their parts of the organization. One obvious example is that union leadership must not only understand, manage, and evolve the union’s culture, but must also ensure that the union, as a subculture, is aligned with the corporate culture of a unionized organization.

In summary, leadership cannot really be understood without consideration of cultural origins, evolution, and change. In the same way, organizational culture and subcultures cannot really be understood without considering how leaders at every level and in every function of an organization behave and influence how the total system functions. Organizational functioning is heavily dependent on how existing subcultures align with each other, which means that it is critical for leaders to understand and manage subculture dynamics.




Samples of How the Leadership/ Culture Interaction Matters 

Many years ago, when Atari was preeminent in designing computerized games, they brought in a new CEO whose background was in marketing. His cultural background told him that the way to run a company was to get a good individual incentive and career system going. Imagine his chagrin when he discovered a loosely organized bunch of engineers and programmers whose work was so seemingly disorganized that you could not even tell whom to reward for what. The CEO was sure he knew how to clean up that kind of mess! He instituted clear personal accountabilities and an individualistic, competitive reward system symbolized by identifying the “engineer of the month”—only to discover that the organization became demoralized and some of the best engineers left the company.

This well-meaning CEO had not realized that in its evolution the company had learned that the essence of the creative process in designing good games was the unstructured collaborative climate that enabled designers to trigger each other’s creativity. The successful game was a group product. The individual engineers shared an assumption that only through extensive informal interaction could an idea come to fruition. No one could recall who had actually contributed what. The new individualized reward system gave too much credit to the “engineer of the month” named by the CEO, and the competitive climate reduced the fun and creativity. This leader did not understand a crucial element of the culture he was entering, so he made some decisions that changed a key element of the culture in a dysfunctional way.

The story of Digital Equipment Corporation (DEC) will be told throughout this book, but for purposes of understanding how much culture matters it needs to be said at the outset that the very culture that made DEC a great company in a remarkably short period of time became dysfunctional as size, market conditions, and technology changed.1 Ken Olsen as a leader created a remarkable culture in which all employees felt fully responsible and committed to the growth and success of the organization through innovating a whole new style of computing. One could interact with DEC computers online—the first time that this was possible.

Olsen’s leadership created what became in the mid-1980s the second-largest computer company in the industry. It was a model of how to “empower” people and build a company through product innovation. But as technology and market forces changed in the 1980s toward the computer as a commodity, the DEC culture of innovation failed to adapt to changing technological and economic circumstances, leading to its sale to Compaq and eventual absorption into Hewlett-Packard (HP). Was this a failure of leadership, or was the culture now powerful enough to dictate what kind of leadership would be acceptable, even if it was economically dysfunctional?

The next story illustrates how long it takes to make substantial changes in part of the culture of a large organization—the conversion of Procter & Gamble’s manufacturing system in the 1950s to become a low-cost producer. A far-sighted manager of manufacturing empowered a staff group to examine how one might reorganize plants to increase both productivity and worker satisfaction.2 With the help of organization development (OD) consultants such as Douglas McGregor and Richard Beckhard, this staff group evolved a concept of a factory that depended much more on worker involvement and a reward system that emphasized multiple skills and job trading, rather than job specialization, hierarchical position, or number of people supervised. The essence of the idea was to have a plant view itself as a business with suppliers and customers, and to run that business responsibly. To achieve that would require not only changing some elements of the corporate culture but, more importantly, to change key elements of the union culture. Workers would become multi-skilled and supportive of each other throughout the operation, instead of having rigid rules about who does what.

The staff group also realized that there was no chance of selling such a concept either to the union or to more traditional management types. They had to start with a new plant, hire their own plant manager, and teach him the new concept of a plant as a self-managing business. A leader was found who embodied these new beliefs and the “Augusta” plant was born. It was highly successful, but to proliferate this success the staff group decided that potential managers of other new plants (and of the old, unionized plants) would have to learn the new system in an apprenticeship capacity to ensure that they really understood it. New kinds of leaders with different kinds of management attitudes had to be trained if the new management system was to be embedded in the new and old plants.

Over the next several years, a number of new plants started up, in each case with a manager who had apprenticed in the Augusta plant. The new operations worked well and built new cultures  based on productivity and involvement, but the unionized plants remained problematic because of well-established cultures based on years of conflict-full labor/management interaction. Some of the older-and-wiser ex-Augusta managers were then placed into those plants to begin the process of “changing the culture,” although that was not the terminology used at the time. Each plant also had an “organization development” (OD) manager who reported directly to the plant manager. These OD managers had been recruited from the employee ranks before being trained in organization development on the theory that they would understand the union culture better and, therefore, have more credibility as change agents.

My work with one of these managers highlighted the problem. Until the union began to trust management, there was no chance of even discussing the new kinds of production systems that would allow for job trading and multi-skilling—notions that violated some of the most sacred cows of trade unionism. In one plant, it took about five years for the union to decide that the manager could be trusted and to open discussion of a new kind of contract. After several more years, the union accepted the new system and saw that it was of benefit to all. In the mid-1990s, I attended a celebration marking the conversion of the last of P&G’s unionized plants to the new system. The event occurred fifteen years after the launch of the Augusta plant, but a real culture change had been achieved in the manufacturing division through a carefully designed and managed process of culture evolution.

“Acme Insurance” (a pseudonym) illustrates the consequences of changing technology without analyzing the constraints of culture and the interaction of subcultures. Acme decided to increase its competitiveness by rapidly evolving to the paperless office with all major transactions to be done by computer in the very near future.3 To accomplish this change, they hired a talented manager of information technology (IT) who had a proven track record in implementing new systems. She was  given a tough target of converting the clerical staff to the new paperless system within one year. Training modules were created to teach employees how to use the new system effectively. But the IT manager was not aware that the company was, at the same time, launching intensive productivity efforts that signaled to the employees that they had to get their normal work done in addition to whatever training they could squeeze in. The subculture of production was not aligned with the subculture of IT.

The result was that the training was done in off hours and halfheartedly and, worse, the IT manager was not told this because the employees feared senior management reprisal. At the end of the year, the IT manager announced that the paperless transaction system had been successfully installed, but she did not know that the employees were so poorly trained that it was taking them much longer to use the computers than it had taken to use paper. Productivity actually dropped. Failure to recognize some of the deep realities of their own corporate culture and its subcultures caused this organization to waste tremendous amounts of money and effort for very little gain.

I observed a similar scenario in the back room of a large bank that installed computerized recordkeeping to reduce paper flow. Employees had data on their computer screens, but when a customer called with an inquiry, there was never enough of the case history on a single screen for the employee to rely on. So the employees kept extensive backup folders, which they pulled out and spread out on their desks as needed. Whenever the IT-ORIENTED manager came around, the folders disappeared and the employees pretended to be using only the computers. This was not a technology failure. It was a managerial failure to understand the subculture operating in the clerical group.

Subculture issues in another kind of organizational context are illustrated when large “accidents” occur. For example, the shooting down of the UN helicopters in Iraq’s no-fly zone in 1994 with the loss of twenty-six UN peacekeepers can best be explained by multiple communication failures between the Army helicopters,  the Air Force fighters who guarded the no-fly zone, and the high flying Air Force AWACS, who were supposed to monitor all traffic in the area.4 These communication failures resulted primarily because the cultures of these organizations had different priorities, which led to gradual drifting apart of the communication systems they used. A similar argument has been made in explaining the failure of NASA to cancel the ill-fated Challenger launch, even though several members of the engineering subculture argued strongly that the O-rings would fail in cold weather.5

Subculture issues become important in mergers, acquisitions, and joint ventures. When organizations that have developed their own cultures acquire each other, attempt to merge, or engage in various kinds of partnerships and joint ventures, the culture issue is more blatant and visible. However, surprisingly little attention is paid to culture before the new organization is created, and it is often a surprise to the parent company that it now has to deal with powerful subcultures that may not blend together very well. As the new organization begins to function, people hear the rhetoric that “we will take the best from both cultures,” but that is usually not possible because each subculture will continue to support its own way of doing things.

I recently spoke to a senior executive from Novartis, which is the merger of Sandoz and Ciba-Geigy, two Swiss chemical/ pharmaceutical companies. I had worked with Ciba-Geigy in the 1970s and was surprised to learn of this merger because at that time the companies were actively competing with each other. When I asked the Novartis executive how the merger was working, he pointed out that it was going fine between the parent companies, but that there were still Ciba people and Geigy people who did not get along. This may well reflect the fact that when Ciba and Geigy merged in 1971 they had to blend together several different technologies reflecting different occupational subcultures, whereas the Novartis merger reflected more the blending of what had become two pharmaceutical companies with similar technologies.

In these cases it is most important to recognize that different occupations reflect different cultures based on the education and training of the people in those occupations. These differences have always been acknowledged in the way that companies tend to protect and isolate their research and development departments, often physically moving them to remote locations. What is just recently being recognized is that finance, marketing, engineering, manufacturing, and the other major business functions develop different subcultures because the members of these functions have different occupational backgrounds. The best way to understand subcultures is, therefore, to examine the backgrounds of the people who make up the groups that are at issue.


Merger Options 

In cases in which cultures have to be combined, four possible patterns may evolve: separation, domination, blending, or conflict.6

 

Separation. The first possible option is that the cultures remain separate, as happens when conglomerates allow subsidiary companies to retain their separate identities. I was asked some years ago by the Swedish government to run a workshop for the senior executives of the government-owned Swedish industries to decide whether they should launch an effort to create a “common culture” across their various industries. After lengthy discussion of the disparate elements of ship building, mining, bottled water, and so on, it was clear that a common culture was not only a bad idea but probably impossible to implement. The attendees did agree that the senior executives in each industry should be viewed as “corporate property” and be made available in whatever industry needed them. But even there, they decided it would be dangerous to remove these executives from the companies in which they had achieved success.

Separation can work if the cultures are “aligned” in the sense of not working at cross-purposes with each other. This is easy if  the owners manage through limited financial linkages. It becomes more difficult in partnerships or joint ventures in which the parents have different cultures.

 

Domination. The second possibility is that one culture dominates the other. In some cases this is explicit, as when one company openly acquires another. When Intel bought a semiconductor plant from DEC in the early 1990s, the new management announced that the plant would now operate by the Intel method—and that was that! When Hewlett-Packard bought Apollo, it coercively trained Apollo employees to adopt “the HP way.” I learned from a group of engineers in Palo Alto that the HP way required people to be nice to each other and reach consensus in group meetings. If you resisted too vigorously, they said the boss would pull you aside later and tell you that you were “not a team player.” Some months later, I was sitting next to a young woman who had gone to work for Apollo in Massachusetts; I asked her how she liked it. She said it was OK, but she worried that one could not really be outspoken or get one’s point of view across. I asked her what would happen if she persisted in arguing for her view, and she said—literally—“The boss will pull you aside and tell you that you are not a team player!!!”

Does one see less domination in so-called mergers of equals? Or is every merger an acquisition—no matter what the rhetoric is about taking the best from each culture? In my own experience, one culture is always dominant, but this reality may not be visible for some time—precisely because of the rhetoric.

 

Blending. Can cultures blend or integrate? Blending, taking the best of each culture, is usually claimed to be the desirable outcome. What happens in practice is generally more complex and questionable. One level of blending is to create a new, superimposed set of values and sell them to the various cultural units. As we will see in later chapters, this only works under certain conditions. At another level, the new organization attempts to benchmark its various systems and procedures against each other and against externally perceived “best practices” to create and standardize new procedures across the resultant organization. One often hears that the new organization takes the accounting system from one parent, the human resource system from the other parent, and so on.

To balance power and maintain the image of merging, the board chairman often comes from one company and the president from the other, or a succession system is announced that draws senior people alternatively from each organization. These moves preserve the public image of a merger, but it cannot be inferred from the standardizing of systems that the cultures actually blend. In fact, the often-seen resistance to changes in the new organization is almost always based on the fact that cultural issues have not been considered at all in making decisions about procedures. In one merger, it was found that a company paid very high salaries but aggressively resisted stock options and other forms of golden handcuffs because of a deep belief that one should neither provide promises of lifetime employment nor expect loyalty from employees. The other company had grown up with the belief that people needed to be developed as long-range resources and therefore had adopted a low-salary, high-stock-option and high-bonus system. There was no way to blend these two philosophies. One had to win out over the other.

Blending is most likely to occur when the separate subcultures face a new common problem that can only be solved by collaboration. When members of the subcultures have to work together in forced interaction, they begin to pay attention to each other, develop understanding of their differences, and create new ways of working that take advantage of both cultures.

Though blending is often a desired outcome, especially in joint ventures or partnerships, in a study of fifty-fifty (ownership) joint ventures with parents from different countries, very little evidence of initial blending was found. Only when the joint venture faced a crisis that required real collaboration was there any evidence of blending.7

Conflict Resistance and “Counter-Culture.” Not every subculture is aligned with the corporate mission and the corporate culture. This phenomenon becomes most noticeable in the destructive behavior of some unions whose goals are so out of line with what corporate headquarters would consider that they actually are willing to jeopardize their own jobs in trying to bring the company down. However, to varying degrees one sees subcultures that oppose at least some elements of the corporate culture in every organization. Sometimes these subcultures cause internally stimulated revolutions, as when a military group takes over a government by force.

Conflicts are often viewed as “power plays” or “politics,” as when engineering and manufacturing fight or when marketing and finance get into conflict, but what is missed in that construction is the important fact that it is subcultures with different views that are in conflict with each other, not individual managers. Even if the senior managers agreed, there is no guarantee that the members of the subcultures would understand each other enough to be able to implement what was decided.




How Culture Matters at Different Stages of Growth 

Culture matters in different ways according to the stages of organizational evolution. A young and growing company attempts to stabilize and proliferate the culture that it views as the basis of its success. The culture is the main source of the organization’s identity and is therefore clung to with a vengeance, just as adolescents cling to their budding identities. Young organizations are also typically still under the control of their founders, which means the culture is more or less a reflection of the founder’s beliefs and values. Even if success leads to broader acceptance of those beliefs and values across the whole population, one must recognize that a challenge to any cultural element is tantamount to questioning the founder or owners of the organization. Those cultural elements  become sacred cows and are difficult to change. Culture “change” is therefore more a matter of evolving and reinforcing cultural elements, as will be explained later.

A mid-life organization can be defined as an organization that has had at least two generations of professional managers appointed by outside boards whose members are usually beholden to diverse stockholders. Most likely such an organization evolves into multiple units based on functions, products, markets, or geographies, and those units are likely to develop subcultures of their own. Thus the culture issue in the mid-life organization is threefold:1. How to maintain those elements of the culture that continue to be adaptive and relate to the organization’s success;
2. How to integrate, blend, or at least align the various subcultures; and
3. How to identify and change those cultural elements that may be increasingly dysfunctional as external environmental conditions change.


In such a mature organization, one will find a corporate culture that reflects all the parts of the organization and many subcultures that reflect functions, products, markets, and geographies. An overall assessment of the culture could become very cumbersome, therefore, because the culture will have so many elements and facets. However, as we will see, assessment of the culture’s strengths and weaknesses becomes important when the organization is trying to change strategy or business processes. Culture assessment can then be geared to the business changes that are being proposed in order to discover how the present culture and subcultures will aid or hinder the proposed changes.

As companies age, elements of the corporate culture or the misalignment of subcultures can become serious survival problems for the organization, especially if the technology, market conditions, and financial situation have changed. Key elements  of the corporate culture can become a serious constraint on learning and change. The organization clings to whatever made it a success. The very culture that created the success makes it difficult for members of the organization to perceive changes in the environment that require new responses. Culture becomes a constraint on strategy.

An aircraft company that nearly went bankrupt with one of its commercial models subsequently became highly successful in the defense industry and evolved a corporate culture that was well adapted to working with the government. New opportunities for commercial aircraft arose, but the board and senior management were now unable even to contemplate going back into the commercial business because of their strong memories of the debacle several decades earlier and their comfort with their present culture.

The culture issue in the older maladapted company is how to engage in massive transformations, often under great time pressure to avoid serious economic damage. The process of transformation is basically the same as in the healthy mid-life company, but the demands of time and the amount of change needed often precipitate drastic measures (usually labeled “turnarounds”). Rapid unlearning and letting go of things that are valued is for many employees too difficult; either they leave the organization or they are let go because they “resist change” too strongly. If the attempt to manage the change fails, the organization may go bankrupt—and start all over again, building a new culture with new management, or be acquired and find a new culture imposed on it.

How cultural evolution and transformative change can be managed will be discussed later in this book.




Where Does Culture Reside? 

Culture is a property of a group. Whenever a group has enough common experience, a culture begins to form. One finds cultures  at the level of small teams, families, and work groups. Cultures also arise at the level of departments, functional groups, and other organizational units that have a common occupational core and common experience. Cultures are found at every hierarchical level. Culture exists at the level of the whole organization if there is sufficient shared history. It is even found at the level of a whole industry because of the shared occupational backgrounds of the people industry-wide. Finally, culture exists at the level of regions and nations because of common language, ethnic background, religion, and shared experience.

You as an individual, therefore, are a multicultural entity and are able to display different cultural behaviors depending on what the situation elicits. But if you spend the bulk of your life in a given occupation and organization, you not only take on many of the cultural themes that others in the occupation or organization share, but these become tacit assumptions and drop out of your awareness. It is this unconscious quality of culture that makes it so powerful. You are not aware of your cultural biases until someone challenges them or until you have offended someone with a different cultural background.




The Bottom Line 

Culture matters because it is a powerful, tacit, and often unconscious set of forces that determine both our individual and collective behavior, ways of perceiving, thought patterns, and values. Organizational culture in particular matters because cultural elements determine strategy, goals, and modes of operating.

The values and thought patterns of leaders and senior managers are partially determined by their own cultural backgrounds and their shared experiences. If we want to make organizations more efficient and effective, then we must understand the role that culture plays in organizational life. If we want leadership to be more effective, we have to make leaders aware of their unique role as culture creators, evolvers, and managers.

Having thought broadly about culture, it is now time to think more precisely about how to define culture, how to assess it, and how to begin to evolve it.

Questions for the Reader

As you begin to think about culture, think about it first in your own personality:• Review your family, ethnic, national, and educational background to identify the major influences on your current values and ways of doing things.
• Review your current formal and informal group affiliations to identify what current norms and values matter to you.
• Think about your place of work, its history, and traditions and see how that relates to your own values and ways of doing things.








2

WHAT IS CULTURE ANYWAY?




Three Levels of Culture 

The biggest danger in trying to understand culture is to oversimplify it. It is tempting to say that culture is just “the way we do things around here,” “the rites and rituals of our company,” “the company climate,” “the reward system,” “our basic values,” and so on. These are all manifestations of the culture, but none is the culture at the level where culture matters. A better way to think about culture is to realize that it exists at several “levels,” and that we must understand and manage the deeper levels, as illustrated in Figure 2.1. The levels of culture go from the very visible to the very tacit and invisible.

Figure 2.1. The Three Levels of Culture
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Level One: Artifacts 

The easiest level to observe when you go into an organization is that of artifacts—what you see, hear, and feel as you hang around. Think about restaurants, hotels, stores, banks, or automobile dealerships. Note your observations and emotional reactions to the architecture, the decor, and the climate, based on how people behave toward you and toward each other.

You can sense immediately that different organizations do things differently. For example, in Digital Equipment Corp. (DEC) people were constantly in meetings with each other, there were no walls or closed doors, they dressed informally, there was an intensity of feeling all around, and you got a sense of fast-paced action. In Ciba-Geigy, on the other hand, everything was very formal. People were behind closed doors, conversations were hushed, dress was formal, and you got a sense of careful deliberation and slow movement.

As a customer or new employee, you may like or dislike one or the other of these organizations; you may think to yourself that DEC and Ciba-Geigy have different cultures. But you have to be careful. All you know for sure is that they have different ways of presenting themselves and different norms of how to deal with each other. What you don’t know is what this all means.

In other words, at the level of artifacts, culture is very clear and has immediate emotional impact. But you don’t really know why the members of the organization are behaving as they do and why each organization is constructed as it is. Just by hanging around and observing, you cannot really decipher what is going on. Even when you see very similar things, you don’t know whether they mean the same thing, as in the case of pyramids in Egypt and pyramids in Mayan Central America. You have to be able to talk to insiders and ask them questions about the things you observe and feel. That takes you to the next deeper level of culture.


Level Two: Espoused Values 

Imagine yourself to be a new employee or manager, offered jobs at two companies that differ as much as DEC and Ciba-Geigy did. Should you go to work for the one whose entry lobby and security procedures make you feel most comfortable? Do you know enough about either culture from experiencing the artifacts and behavior patterns, or should you dig more deeply? To dig deeper means to start asking questions about the things the organization values. Why do they do what they do? Why did DEC create open office areas while Ciba-Geigy put everyone behind closed doors? These questions have to be asked, especially about those observed artifacts that puzzle you or that seem somehow inconsistent with what you would expect. For this purpose, you need to find insiders who can explain their organization to you. Anthropologists call them “informants” and depend heavily on such conversations to decipher what is going on.

The first things you learn when you start asking questions is that the organization has certain values that are supposed to create an image of the organization. In Figure 2.1, these are shown as the organization’s “espoused values.” In DEC, you were told that they believe in teamwork, that you cannot get good decisions without arguing out what everyone’s point of view is and obtaining buy-in from those who have to implement decisions. Therefore they had to make it easy for people to communicate with each other. You may even have been told that these values came directly from Ken Olsen, the founder of the company and that at one time in the company’s history he had even forbidden having doors on offices. In this company, when they had meetings they tended to be free-for-alls and highly emotional. You may also have been given some documents, pamphlets, or short papers that described the company’s values, principles, ethics, and visions and been told that these documents reflected their basic values: integrity, teamwork, customer orientation, product  quality, and so on. In Hewlett-Packard new employees were given a little book that describes the “HP Way.”

In Ciba-Geigy, you were told that good decisions cannot be made without careful thought and that they value privacy and the opportunity for employees to really think things through before going into action. You would have heard that this approach was necessary because the nature of their technology was such that careful individual research and thought was the only way to reach a good decision. In this company, meetings were formal and consisted mainly of senior people announcing the decisions made and what now had to be implemented by junior people.

In Ciba-Geigy, you would also have been given various documents that purported to describe the company’s values and principles. But to your surprise, many of the points on the list of values would be almost identical to the ones that DEC gave you. Ciba-Geigy was also customer-oriented, cared about teamwork, product quality, integrity, and so on. How could two organizations that espoused so many of the same values have completely different physical layouts and working styles? You also may have noticed that some of the values mentioned did not seem to fit the observed behavior. For example, both organizations espoused teamwork as a value, but both were highly individualistic, encouraged competitive behavior among their employees, and had reward systems that were geared entirely to the individual.

Having read a lot about culture in the popular press, you are now tempted to guess that these two organizations can be fitted into a “typology.” Clearly, Ciba-Geigy seemed to have been a “command-and-control” kind of organization, while DEC seemed to have been a flatter, network kind of organization in which people felt personally empowered. You may also have had emotional reactions to these labels, based on your own past experience and values. So now you have to dig still deeper to reconcile the inconsistencies that you have observed and been told about.

The longer you hang around and the more questions you ask, the more you see obvious inconsistencies between some of the espoused values and the visible behavior. For example, both companies espoused customer orientation, yet neither was producing products that were particularly easy to understand or use, and neither had people who seemed very polite or service-oriented.

What these inconsistencies tell you is that a deeper level of thought and perception is driving the overt behavior. The deeper level may or may not be consistent with the values and principles that are espoused by the organization. If you are to understand the culture, you must decipher what is going on at this deeper level.


Level Three: Shared Tacit Assumptions 

To understand this deeper level, you have to think historically about these organizations. Throughout the history of the company, what were the values, beliefs, and assumptions of the founders and key leaders that made it successful? Recall that organizations are started by individuals or small teams who initially impose their own beliefs, values, and assumptions on the people whom they hire. If the founders’ values and assumptions are out of line with what the environment of the organization allows or affords, the organization fails and never develops a culture in the first place. But suppose, for example, that Ken Olsen, the founder of DEC, believed that to obtain good decisions and implementation of those decisions, people must argue things out and get buy-in on all decisions, and that the imposition of this way of working created a set of products that were successful. He then could attract and retain others who believed the same thing (that one must always argue things out). If by this means they continued to be successful in creating products and services that the market liked, these beliefs and values would gradually come to be shared and taken for granted. They become tacit assumptions about the nature of the world and how to succeed in it.  And as DEC continued to succeed and grow, these assumptions grew stronger.

In analyzing DEC’s culture you would observe two other factors. Ken Olsen was an American and an electrical engineer who grew up in the academic environment of MIT’s Lincoln Labs. Many of the values and assumptions he brought to the table reflected U.S. values, academic norms of open debate, and the technological realities of electrical engineering and computer design. No one knew what was possible in interactive computing, so strong debate was a far better problem-solving method than arbitrary authority. Experimentation and internal competition were appropriate to the development of a new technology.

In Ciba-Geigy, the founders were Swiss-German chemists working on dyestuffs and agricultural chemicals. Unlike electrical engineering, chemistry is a much more hierarchical science in which experiments have to be very carefully done because of the dangers of mistakes. Individual creative thought was as or more relevant than group debates, and researchers with more knowledge and experience were more valued and trusted. A highly disciplined organization that could efficiently implement solutions would attract people who liked discipline and order, and as they succeeded, they also came to take it for granted that hierarchy, discipline, and order were the only way to run an effective organization based on chemistry and basic research. In either case, then, one could “explain” the essence of the culture if one understood national background, core technology underlying the business, and the personalities of the founders.

The essence of culture is then the jointly learned values and beliefs that work so well that they become taken for granted and non-negotiable. At this point they come to function more as tacit assumptions that become shared and taken for granted as the organization continues to be successful. It is important to remember that these assumptions resulted from a joint learning process. Originally, they were just in the heads of founders  and leaders. They became shared and taken for granted only as the new members of the organization realized that the beliefs, values, and assumptions of their founders led to organizational success and so must be “right.”

Recall the stories from Chapter One. The new CEO of Atari did not understand the tacit assumption that products (computers and video games) result from a group effort. The IT manager introducing the paperless office at Acme Insurance did not understand the tacit assumption that getting one’s normal work finished always had priority over training and that short-run productivity goals were always more important than long-range productivity improvements. The P&G change team did understand that the unionized plants would not adopt a new method until they had developed trust in management and that the culture of these plants had been built up over decades on the tacit assumption that management could not be trusted; they would first have to evolve to a new assumption and show that the new production system would actually benefit the unionized workers.




So, How Do We Define Culture? 

Culture is a pattern of shared tacit assumptions that was learned by a group as it solved its problems of external adaptation and internal integration, that has worked well enough to be considered valid and, therefore, to be taught to new members as the correct way to perceive, think, and feel in relation to those problems.

What really drives daily behavior is the learned, shared, tacit assumptions on which people base their view of reality—as it is and as it should be. It results in what is popularly thought of as “the way we do things around here,” but even the employees in the organization cannot, without help, reconstruct the underlying assumptions on which their daily behavior rests. They know only that this is the way, and they count on it. Life becomes predictable and meaningful. If you understand those assumptions, it is easy to see how they lead to the kind of behavioral  artifacts that you observe. But doing the reverse is very difficult; you cannot infer the assumptions just from observing the behavior. If you really want to understand the culture, you must have a process involving systematic observation and talking to insiders to help make the tacit assumptions explicit (see Chapter Four).




Implications of This Definition 

The implications of this way of thinking about culture are profound. For one thing, you begin to realize that culture is so stable and difficult to change because it represents the accumulated learning of a group—the ways of thinking, feeling, and perceiving the world that have made the group successful. For another thing, you realize that the important parts of culture are essentially invisible. Members of the organization cannot readily tell you what their culture is, any more than fish, if they could talk, could tell you what water is. And this point is crucial to our understanding of why cultures cannot be “measured” and “quantified” through surveys or other techniques that only ask about behavior and espoused values.

Furthermore, you begin to realize that there is no right or wrong culture, no better or worse culture, except in relation to what the organization is trying to do and what the environment in which it is operating allows. General arguments of the sort you read in popular literature—about becoming more team-based, or creating a learning organization, or empowering employees—are all invalid unless they show how the tacit assumptions on which these “new values” are based are adaptive to the environment in which the organization has to function. In some markets and with some technologies, teamwork and employee empowerment are essential and the only way the organization can continue to succeed. In other market environments or with other technologies, tight discipline and highly structured relationships are the prerequisites to success. There is  no best or right culture, as the evolution and ultimate demise of DEC illustrated.

Another important implication of this definition is that culture is a “pattern” of assumptions that are interconnected to varying degrees. It is very tempting to look for one or two key assumptions and then to label the culture on that basis, as one could do by calling DEC a “networked culture” and Ciba-Geigy a “command-and-control culture.” As we will see below, the label makes it easy to miss other dimensions that are just as important to understanding the culture; hence a culture description should always be a multi-dimensional diagram. The multi-dimensionality becomes especially important when assessing the strengths and “weaknesses” of a culture. When a dimension is identified that has become dysfunctional and needs to be changed, one also has to understand how the functional elements must be preserved and how they can actually aid the change process.




The Complexity of Culture: Digital Equipment Corporation 

The DEC culture can be represented by two diagrams that illustrate not only the number of dimensions that have to be taken into account but also their interconnection (see  Figures 2.2 and 2.3). The purpose of showing these diagrams and analyzing the DEC culture in some detail is to illustrate the complexity of a culture. In practice, it would take a long period of living in the organization to be able to depict the tacit assumptions in this level of detail. I was able to create these diagrams because I had consulted with DEC for over twenty-five years. For most purposes, this level of detail is not necessary, as we will see.

When DEC started, it was, in effect, helping to create the computer market. No one knew for sure what the right products were and what customers would want in the long run. The ten deep assumptions on which DEC was built were that: Figure 2.2. DEC’s Cultural Paradigm: Part I
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• Rugged individualism and an entrepreneurial spirit in the employees are the only way to succeed.
• Employees are willing and able to take responsibility.
• Smart entrepreneurial people who are creating innovations must debate things out to arrive at “truth.”
• Work must be fun.
• Everyone is a member of the family and, therefore, has job security.
• Customers must be treated with total respect, must always be told the truth.
• Responsible people with goodwill can solve any problem. Figure 2.3. DEC’s Cultural Paradigm: Part II
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• Engineers know best (especially when most early customers are also engineers and techies).
• Internal competition among projects and letting the market decide what wins is the best way to define priorities.
• Maintaining centralized paternalistic control is essential.



In describing and analyzing a culture, it is important to recognize that some of these assumptions interact directly with others. One cannot have strong debates without responsible people and one cannot sustain the emotionally draining emphasis on debate and pushback without the security of the paternalistic climate. Failure only meant that the person was in the wrong job and could move to another job and succeed. It is also possible for assumptions to conflict with each other, in which case one must identify which assumption has priority in cases of conflict.  For example, the assumption that people can be given and can exercise responsibility is potentially in conflict with the assumption that one must maintain centralized control. When DEC was young and small, these two assumptions could co-exist, but when DEC was older, larger, and had developed strong autonomous engineering managers, these managers overrode many of Ken Olsen’s efforts to maintain centralized control.

These assumptions working in concert with each other created an incredible sense of empowerment at all levels of the organization and an atmosphere of involvement and commitment that created a highly successful company. With success, the assumptions became taken for granted as “the way we do things.” But reaching consensus by this means was a slow and often painful process. Successful negotiation and buy-in depended very much on the trust that developed in the “family,” which was based on the members’ being familiar with one another’s styles. If the hardware developer asked a software counterpart whether the software would be ready in six months and received an affirmative answer, he would know whether this meant literally six months, or maybe nine months, or maybe not at all unless he kept pressuring his associate. Engineers and managers were “functionally familiar” with each other. They knew how to calibrate each other from working closely together over some period of time.

If a decision was made and down the road someone questioned it, it was his or her obligation to “push back” and “do the right thing” (as the deep assumptions put it). This process often unraveled decisions and improved them, but it took much longer and only worked if the functional familiarity among the players was high and they could trust each other not to bring up trivial issues. This model of how to work with each other was enormously successful and catapulted DEC into the Fortune 50.

But success brought growth, and as the organization grew, the debate was increasingly with strangers rather than trusted colleagues. Functional familiarity became rare and was replaced  with formal contracts, checking on each other, and playing power games to make things happen. At the same time, the technology itself became more complex; this required a shift from an environment in which individual engineers designed complete products to one of large teams of engineers having to coordinate their efforts to build the complex products that were becoming possible and desirable. The highly individualistic, competitive, creative engineers found themselves increasingly having to coordinate their part of the design with others whose ideas they did not necessarily respect. The sense of involvement and commitment that characterized small projects was hard to sustain on large projects with multiple parts that had to be coordinated in a disciplined fashion. Whereas early in its history DEC engineers were kings and dominated decisions, as the business matured other functions such as finance and marketing became more powerful; the result was growing conflicts among functional groups that had created their own subcultures over time.

DEC’s success attracted competitors, and as computers increasingly became a commodity, time-to-market and the cost of development and production became major factors. These external forces made the original assumptions about individual autonomy and empowerment increasingly dysfunctional. The empowered engineering managers became powerful. Not only could they not agree among themselves, but they also ignored or overruled Ken Olsen’s efforts to focus because they now felt more powerful than their founder. DEC leadership recognized these new forces and talked about shifting to smaller units in which the original assumptions that people believed in could be implemented, and would allow focusing on a smaller number of products, more discipline and hierarchy. But leadership could not give up the tacit assumptions of individual empowerment and debate because that was the basis of their success as innovators. As they grew, they became increasingly victim to a political process in which baronies grew and mistrust replaced the functional familiarity on which the culture had depended.

Central control became ever more difficult. Excessive costs, slow time-to-market, and inability to develop a coherent strategy in an increasingly complex market caused serious financial problems, until finally in the 1990s DEC had a major change in leadership and embraced a more hierarchical structure that would allow the discipline and efficiency the market now needed. As this happened, DEC old-timers lamented what they regarded as a loss of the DEC culture and many of them left voluntarily to build organizations of their own on the DEC cultural model. Paradoxically, even as DEC the economic entity disappeared, the DEC culture survived in its alumni.

The lesson is that a good or right culture is a function of the degree to which shared tacit assumptions create the kind of strategy that is functional in the organization’s environment. If you were the kind of person who preferred the open, confrontational type of organization that DEC represented and went to work there in the 1970s, you would have had a blast. If you were there with the same mind-set in the 1990s, you might have found yourself bored by all the rules or out of a job.




The Bottom Line 

It is clear that culture is a complex concept that must be analyzed at every level before it can be understood. The biggest risk in working with culture is to oversimplify it and miss several basic facets that matter:1. Culture is deep. If you treat it as a superficial phenomenon, if you assume that you can manipulate it and change it at will, you are sure to fail. Furthermore, culture controls you more than you control culture. You want it that way, because culture gives meaning and predictability to your daily life. As you learn what works, you develop beliefs and assumptions that eventually drop out of awareness and become tacit rules of how to do things, how to think about things, and how to feel.
2. Culture is broad. As a group learns to survive in its environment, it learns about all aspects of its external and internal relationships. Beliefs and assumptions form about daily life, how to get along with the boss, what kind of attitude one should have toward customers, the nature of one’s career in the organization, what it takes to get ahead, what the sacred cows are, and so on. Deciphering culture can therefore be an endless task. If you do not have a specific focus or reason for wanting to understand your organizational culture, you will find it boundless and frustrating.
3. Culture is stable. The members of a group want to hold on to their cultural assumptions because culture provides meaning and makes life predictable. Humans do not like chaotic, unpredictable situations and work hard to stabilize and “normalize” them. Any prospective culture change therefore launches massive amounts of anxiety and resistance to change. If you want to change some elements of your culture, you must recognize that you are tackling some of the most stable parts of your organization.
 

Questions for the Reader

So what should you do differently tomorrow?

• Take some time to reflect on your own concept of culture and to integrate into it some of the insights from this chapter.
• Think about the organization in which you work, and see whether you can come up with some of its espoused values. Does the organization live its espoused values? If not, what are the deeper, shared tacit assumptions that explain daily behavior.
• Start by thinking about the artifacts around you and the behavior you observe. Locate things that puzzle you; ask an old-timer why they are that way. Try to see the culture as an outsider might (but for now, try not to evaluate it or think about changing it).
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that it s the reps and the districts who make the system go
and that what management is doing is in support of the front
lines. It s a very people-oriented culture that allows for both
flexibility and discipline. For example, every district follows the.
sales and marketing plan, but every district manager allows
the reps to use their own skills and biases to their own best
advantage and does not impose arbitrary methods to be used
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© Itis assumed that people will be successful; success is
expected and taken for granted.

© Itis assumed that people have no ego or social needs on
the job.

 You must be willing to sacrifice for the company by
working long hours, taking two briefcases home, etc.
Nowadays, everyone has two jobs and is expected to be
able to do them.

* Itis assumed that groups can work on their own and set
their own priorities (but there is a sense of lack of direc-
tion by management).

Assumptions about the management process:

© The organization is procedure- and numbers-diven.

® Itis all about dollars and costs.

* Surfacing costs is a good thing.

©  The organization is numbers-oriented (for example,
numerical target for how many people to have in the
organization).

© The organization operates with a command-and-control
mentality.

* Itis assumed that “management decides; others do"
(example: when there are jobs to be filled, manage-
ment just decides who will il the jobs, with lttle or no
consultation).

 There s very little accountability and great latitude,
especially in the intangible o soft areas that are harder
tomeasure.

 Teamwork is espoused, but the reward system (forced
ranking) is highly individualistic, with emphasis on
rewarding “heroes.”

 Engineers run the company. You know who is an engi-
neer right away; they are the golden boys who are white,
male, tall, clean-cut, and aggressive but not combative.
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1. Assumptions about the nature of the work to be done:

The organization is energized by identifying problems
and developing fixes

It works by quick fixes of whatever problems are identi-
fied (“fire, ready, aim").
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Stage 1. Unfreezing: Creating the motivation to change
Disconfirmation
Creation of survival anxiety or guilt
Creation of psychological safety to overcome learning
anxiety
Stage 2. Learning new concepts, new meanings for old
concepts and new standards for judgment
Imitation of and identification with ole models
Scanning for solutions and trial-and-error learning
Stage 3. Refreezing: Internalizing new concepts, meanings,
and standards
Incorporation into self-concept and identity
Incorporation into ongoing relationshi
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External Survival Issues

* Mission, strategy, goals
o Means: structure, systems, processes

 Measurement: error-detection and correction systems.
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Dress codes

Level of formality in authority relationships

Working hours

Communication: How do you learn stuff?

Social events

Jargon, uniforms, identity symbols

Rites and rituals

Disagreements and conflicts: How are they handled?

Balance between work and family
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* There is a very strong sales culture that was largely created
over the last several decades by the present vice president,
who is about to retire.

« This sales culture s credited with being the reason why the
company has been as successful as it is.

« The present sales culture is perceived to be the company’s
best hope for the future. The sales organization feels
strongly that it should not be tampered with.
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in every case. Reps feel they have some autonomy, but feel
obligated and committed to company plans.

The individual and group incentive and bonus systems are
working well in keeping an optimum balance between
individual competition and teamwork. The management
system is very sensitive to the need to balance these forces,
and it does so at the higher level as well between the sales
and marketing organizations.

The wider company culture is very people-oriented and
makes multiple career paths available. The emphasis on per-
sonal growth and development, supplemented by thorough
training, emanates from the top of the company and is per-
ceived as the reason why people are so motivated.
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* Company is an autocratic/paternalistic family that
takes good care of its children (pays well and has
generous-but not portable-retirement) provided they
are loyal, hardworking, and successful.If they are
somewhat anxious, that is normal and OK.

 Adone deal s irreversible.

IV. The organizational “climate”:

imate is egalitarian, friendly, low-key, and polite, but
possibly vicious and blaming when backs are turned.

®  Weare a punitive, blaming culture.

* You never say you don't know or admit that you made
amistake.

* Noone wants to admit to bad things, but people talk
about bad things that happened to others

© When mistakes or failures are identified, blame is assigned
quickly and without much systemic analysis; the guilty.
are named, badmouthed, and labeled, which affects their
future assignments, but no formal consequences follow.

 There are not many incentives to work together.

Asingle mistake for which you are blamed can offset
many successes and result in your being labeled and fim-

d in future assignments and promotions.

 If you are labeled as having made a mistake, it affects
whom you can work with in the future, o being nega-
tively labeled can be very destructive to a career.

© Once you are labeled, it is forever; examples are “superior
performer,” “dinosaur” “not a team player,” “high-potential,”
“low-potential,” “not management material.”

* Working overtime is the norm.

* Work is done through relationships, and you work with
those people whom you know; you use the "old boy’
network.
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® Itisassumed that if you break a problem down into
small enough pieces and fix each piece, the big problem
gets solved (blindness to interdependencies).

*  Problems are recognized and named once variances get
high enough. Management then steps in with a quick
diagnosis and fix, sets up a new structure or remedial
process, and then relaxes and does not follow through on
implementation (for example, shortfall on cost recovery).

* Wehave a "hero" culture: waiting for problems to get
serious, then fire-fighting and rewarding the successful
fire fighters (“But remember, a culture that rewards fire-
fighters breeds arsonists”).

* Quick fixes are always new structures and processes,
and once a new structure or process has been put in
place, the job is done. Implementation is someone else’s
problem.

*  Alldilemmas and predicaments are viewed as problems
tobe solved and are thus subject to the quick structural-
fix response.

* Nosensitivity to the complexity of “soft" issues or the
difficulties of implementation after a new structure or
process s announced.

*  Fixes are often the creation of teams or groups, and once
ateam is formed itis assumed that the job is done (but
the culture is basically individualistic; hence, teams may
not function well).

*  Getting involved with implementation is avoided
because it exposes you to failure.

® ltisassumed that
II. Assumptions about people and their motivation:

es will sell themselves.

© Itis assumed that people can and will work on their own,
that they are highly motivated and dedicated (that is,
management does not have to micromanage).
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1. Primary embedding mechanisms

 What leaders pay attention to, measure, and control regularly

* How leaders react to critical incidents and organizational cris

© Observed criteria by which leaders allocate scarce resources

« Deliberate role modeling, teaching, and coaching

 Observed criteria by which leaders allocate rewards and status

o Observed criteria by which leaders recruit, select, promote,
retire, and excommunicate organizational members

1L Secondary articulation and reinforcement mechanisms

* Organization design and structure

* Organizational systems and procedures

 Organizational rites and rituals
« Design of phy:

* Stories, I

cal space, fagades, and buildings

gends, and myths about people and events

* Formal statements of organizational philosophy, values,
and creed





