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Abstract

A review of managerial literature highlights the crucial importance of shared
culture and common schemes of interpretation in organisational learning. The
interpretative and sensemaking approaches of organisational learning insert
themselves deeply in the process of the construction of social uniformity and
cognitive homogeneity. Individual learning, culture, beliefs and rationality - the
shared mental models - are the targets of confirmation processes. Thus, this
specific kind of organisational learning cannot be considered as normatively
neutral, but as a political process.

A case study of a bank illustrates that organisational learning can be based
on a structured social construction of cognitive homogeneity which generates
an increase of control and enhances power of the management by reinforcing
the legitimacy of decisions. However, this case study also shows that learning
and non-learning are the two faces of the same process or, in other words, that
organisational learning can produce unawareness and unintentional non-
learning by too much cultural uniformity.

Zusammenfassung

Eine Durchsicht der Managementliteratur verdeutlicht die zentrale Bedeutung
gemeinsamer Kultur und geteilter Deutungsmuster für das Organisationslernen.
Die interpretativen und deutungsbezogenen Ansätze des Organisationslernens
basieren auf tiefgreifenden Prozessen zur Konstruktion sozialer Einheitlichkeit
und kognitiver Homogenität. Die Absicherungsprozesse beziehen sich auf das
individuelle Lernen, Kultur, Werthaltungen und Rationalität - die gemeinsamen
mentalen Modelle. Insofern kann diese Form des Organisationslernens nicht als
wertneutral angesehen werden; es handelt sich vielmehr um einen politischen
Prozeß.

An einer Fallstudie in einer Bank wird illustriert, daß Organisationslernen
auf einer sozial konstruierten kognitiven Homogenität aufgebaut werden kann.
Dabei wird Management-Kontrolle erweitert und ihre Macht verstärkt, indem die
Legitimität ihrer Entscheidungen abgesichert wird. Allerdings dokumentiert die
Fallstudie auch, daß Lernen und Nicht-Lernen zwei Seiten des gleichen Pro-
zesses sind, anders gewendet: Organisationslernen kann zur Ausblendung von
Wahrnehmung beitragen und - unbeabsichtigt - Nicht-Lernen generieren, wenn
zuvor ein zu hohes Maß an kultureller Homogenität etabliert worden ist.
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1. Introduction *

Since the early ‘50s, learning appeared to be a basic feature of corporate life,
and its organisational forms have been studied from many standpoints and con-
ceptualised in different ways in organisational theory. The ever growing litera-
ture demonstrates the empirical and theoretical richness of the concept of or-
ganisational learning and, later on, of the learning organisation.

At first glance, it might seem surprising that despite this diversity, organisa-
tional learning has rarely been studied in view of such fundamental concepts as
power and control, important for understanding organisations (Simon 1949; Bur-
rell 1988) as well as social life (Dahl 1957; Giddens 1984). Managerial writings
on this topic are usually typologies of a non-questioned phenomenon
(Mintzberg 1983) or the approaches confine themselves to a dysfunctional view
of illegitimate power (Crozier 1964; Mumby and Stohl 1991). The omission of
the power component of organisational learning may be considered as a con-
stitutive aspect of organisation theory, since a basic feature of its mechanis-
tic/organic paradigm (Maggi 1990) is to address power in the restrictive terms of
influence or leadership style (Barnard 1968; Machin and Lowe 1983), and to
picture management only as a technical, politically neutral activity (Townley
1993). Rather, according to a political/cultural perspective, we conceptualise
management as a reflexive social action the essence of which is power over
people and power through people (Willmott 1984; Clegg 1989).

The aim of this paper is to provide a critical examination of underlying
processes involved in applications of organisational learning theory, i.e. some
interventionists’ conception of the learning organisation. It presents a three-fold
sociological analysis. In the first part, managerial organisation theory and con-
sultants’ writings within the interpretative perspective of organisational learning
processes will be reviewed and analysed. Then a theoretical framework based
on concepts such as power, domination and control will be proposed. In a third
part, empirical work will be reviewed, in order to illustrate the processes by
which some unanticipated and unwelcome consequences of the very act of
building a learning organisation can appear in the long run.

Briefly summarising the approach developed here, one can state that:

                                           
* Research on this paper has benefited from financial support by the Gottlieb

Daimler- and Karl Benz-Foundation. The Kolleg on „Organizational Learning“
initiated by Prof. Meinolf Dierkes and financed by the foundation has been
intellectually inspiring context. We would like to thank Victor Friedman, John
Child and Bo Hedberg for insightful comments on a previous version of this
paper.
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- In the voluntaristic kind of organisational learning, the capacity for building a
learning organisation rests upon managerial power.

- Organisational learning, as a process involving others, has to be strictly and
continuously monitored in order to ensure its realisation and to keep control
over it.

- Monitoring of sensemaking processes requires a reinforcement of managerial
control and organisational surveillance for the gathering of relevant in-
formation.

- Development of organisational shared mental models (sensemaking
processes) is a social construction that tends to produce cognitive
homogeneity.

- Shared mental models are not politically neutral, since social conformity
enhances the leaders’ legitimacy and, consequently, power (and „managerial
comfort“). Thus, it has to be analysed as an ideology.

- Organisational learning through shared mental models can impede learning
in the long run, by „blinding“ the organisation (with collectively bounded
rationality) in which the non-conforming views are treated as illegitimate
because based on ideas that are different from the dominant ones.

The empirical findings presented show that the interpretative perspective of
organisational learning rarely works successfully for the organisation as a
whole. Interpretative stakes and schemes of sensemaking are as a rule shared
by only some team members or groups of subordinates. Since interpretation
appears as politically connoted and since beliefs are part of the imperative to
obey, sensemaking in an organisation seems closely related to domination. The
functionalist assumption of organisational consensus that stands behind some
trends of the organisational learning methodology appears rather incompatible
with the structural reality of political and cultural disparities. Confronted with the
imperative to share the normative system of the dominant group members of
the organisation could resort to technical or organisational subcultures in order
to save their endangered collective identities. As a result, conflicts of meaning
between hierarchical levels (Filion 1991) and a kind of cultural and ideological
„schism“ within the organisation can be engendered.

2. Organisational learning, cognitive homogeneity and
power: an analysis of some managerial writings

Despite the diversity of organisational learning theories (Fiol and Lyles 1985;
Huber 1991), metaphors (Tsoukas 1993, Gherardi 1996) and models
(Shrivastava 1983; Dodgson 1993), it is actually possible to find relative agree-
ment among authors on the core importance of shared culture or common
schemes of interpretation in the process of collective learning, even though
there is still confusion about what is really organisational learning (Weick
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1991).1 That is, drawing from Daft and Huber’s (1987) distinction between
systems-structural and interpretative perspectives in the analysis of organisa-
tional learning, processes of sensemaking are crucial for learning if we consider
them as related to decision making processes (Schneider and Angelmar 1993)
on the one hand, and to decentralisation, delegation, and autonomy necessary
to knowledge activities on the other hand.

Building a learning organisation is not a random process but a voluntaristic
project (Pucik 1988), that needs leadership to exist, to be achieved (Greiner and
Schein 1988). It is a rational and target-oriented process that generally re-
sponds to the ideology of progress (maximisation, optimisation, etc). Learning is
usually viewed as „a key for competitiveness“ (Garatt 1987) and for organisa-
tional effectiveness (Schön 1975). Its aim is usefulness: „Essentially, learning
can be seen to have occurred when organisations perform in changed and
better ways. The goals of learning are useful outcomes“ (Dodgson 1993: 378).
Therefore, learning does not just appear by itself, it is a social product and has
to be created by leaders who „hold the keys“. Thus, in the interpretative per-
spective where sensemaking is the mainspring of learning, subjectivity and
power seem closely interwoven: „organisational learning occurs through shared
insight, knowledge, and mental models. (...) change is blocked unless all of the
major decision makers learn together, come to share beliefs and goals, and are
committed to take the actions necessary for change“ (Stata 1989: 64).

Argyris and Schön’s (1974) well-known distinction between single-loop and
double-loop learning and between model I and model II does not need presen-
tation here. The authors’ position is that organisational learning is impeded by
the discrepancy between individuals’ espoused theories (what they say) and
theories-in-use (what they do)2 which causes „fancy footwork“ and organisa-
tional defence patterns (Argyris 1990). For Argyris (1993a), as for most of his
followers, a stake of organisational learning is to make explicit tacit and instinc-
tively understood ideas. Double-loop learning may occur after „surfacing fun-
damental assumptions and gaining insight into why they arise“ (Isaacs

                                           
1 The continuous transformation of the organisational learning theory over the

last twenty years - from a rational to a normative standpoint - should probably
be analysed from the perspective of broad historical cycles. Barley and
Kunda (1992) have shown altrnated „waves“ of rational and normative
rhetorics of control depict the „evolution“ of managerial discourses and
organisation theory over the years. Those waves appear to be parallel to
economic cycles of expansion and contraction. The transformation of
organisational learning theories seems to correspond to their model.

2 For over twenty years Argyris (and Schön) postulates a fundamental
distinction between espoused theories and theories-in-use. But his writings
rarely explore a frequent situation: the skilled but „straightforward and
stubborn“ manager who does not realise the distinction of espoused and
used theories, is especially problematic when he appears unable to learn in
accordance with the dominant mental model. Diamond (1986) provides an
insightful psychoanaltytic critique of Argyris‘ model.
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1993: 26). By making explicit „tacit thought (and) underlying thinking“ (Isaacs
1993: 31) by dialogue and confrontation, it is possible - so the argument - to
create learning through changing the „rules about how to interact“ (Argyris
1990). This point of view is clearly based on the assumption of the political neu-
trality of interaction and of dialogue. This neutrality refers to a functionalist
paradigm in which the political inequality of actors and the power-influence re-
lations that define and structure to some extent at least the organisational inter-
actions remain unconsidered. Therefore, this politically neutral paradigm is only
partly applicable to the organisational life. According to social theory and espe-
cially to Giddens (1984) and Goffman (1959), the social agent who can define
the rules of interaction exerts power on others and conditions the object of so-
cial control. This seems to be particularly true for hierarchical relations prevalent
in most organisations since the interpretative process is embedded into the
structural inequality of power and legitimacy among actors.

So, becoming a learning organisation means changing patterns of thinking
(Senge 1990a), a process which „inherently involves the questioning of one’s
values“ (Argyris 1983: 355) and self-identity (Weick 1995). Individuals have to
give up their theory-in-use (Argyris and Schön 1975; Argyris 1990) and adopt
beliefs, values, norms, premises and rationality that form the culture (Schein
1985) promoted in the organisational ideology (Beyer 1981). If organizational
learning relies on shared visions, this can only happen when individual mental
models or cognitive maps converge.3 This shared view of the world implies a
similar process of sensemaking (Weick 1995) that links subjective viewpoints
(beliefs, values) and rationality. As Nicolini and Meznar (1995: 741) argue, the
organisational social construction of learning is one of the channels through
which the managerial cognitive perspective and interpretation of the world is
imposed as the exclusively relevant view and becomes the dominant way of
acting and enacting. In this kind of learning, the collective sensemaking process
- a specific way of grasping problems and developing creative responses -
emerges from a relative homogeneity of individuals' subjectivity. According to
Schneider and Angelmar (1993), convergence of cognition is the condition for
consensus among top management teams. In this sense, the building of a
learning organisation may be interpreted as a purposive structured change
which represents a social construction of cognitive and sensemaking
homogeneity.

                                           
3 One must admit that organisational learning, in its interpretative standpoint,

remains conceptually quite vague. Despite the high complexity of the subject,
it is barely possible to find precise and explicit definitions of such general
notions as „ideas“, „beliefs, „values“, „vision“, „internal pictures“, „mental
models“ or even „cognitive maps“ (Lee, Courtney and Okeefe 1992). Major
authors in the fields of social representations and social psychology are
rarely quoted in spite of the relevance of their studies for organisational
learning (Berkowitz 1982; Breackwell and Canter 1989; Fraser and Gaskell
1988; Duveen and Lloyd 1989; Farr and Moscovici 1984).
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However, in order to understand this power-related process of instrumen-
talisation of culture, it appears necessary to analyse the relationship between
culture and learning. The growing use of the interpretative perspective in or-
ganisational learning can be considered as corresponding to the „organisational
culture“ trend (Lawson and Ventris 1992). In fact, the proposed definitions of
organisational culture are sometimes the same as those of the organisational
learning process: shared beliefs and values (Deal and Kennedy 1982), shared
meanings (Smircich 1983), shared interests (Young 1989) or shared ways of
perceiving and thinking (Allaire and Firsirotu 1984; Meek 1988).

Schein (1985) proposes an integrated theory of culture and learning in
which culture is defined as collective mental models, the assumptions of which
being deeply influenced by values and beliefs. He describes three levels in or-
ganisational culture: the cultural artefacts (dress codes, ways of talking, etc),
the espoused values, and the shared underlying assumptions. It is on the third
level that organisational learning may take place. But Schein cannot ignore that
culture and power are related in organisations. Since learning has to be imple-
mented and depends on culture, it becomes a target for power („leadership is
intertwined with culture formation“). A core function of management is the
„cultural shaping“ - the social construction - of the organisation. Building an or-
ganisation’s culture and shaping its evolution is the „unique and essential func-
tion“ of leadership (Schein 1985). Some authors are even more explicit about
the instrumentalisation of culture. It has to be controlled (Kilmann and Saxton
1985) and become efficient (Ouchi and Wilkins 1983), but can be a source of
alienation, too (Lincoln and Kalleberg (1990).

In later works, Schein (1993) - as well as Isaacs (1993) - stresses the vir-
tues of dialogue and addresses „communication failures and cultural misunder-
standings“ as indicators of differences between organisational subcultures. For
the author, organisational effectiveness will „increasingly hinge on the ability to
develop an overarching common language and mental model. [...] Any form of
organisational learning, therefore, will require the evolution of shared mental
models that cut across the subcultures of the organisation“ (Schein 1993: 41).
Since this evolution „is inhibited by current cultural rules“ (1993: 31) - the entro-
py of the „preservation of form“ (Lovell and Turner 1988: 416-17) - the „unique
and essential function“ of the leadership is to change the cultural rules of com-
munication and common understanding, i.e. the nature of culture and identity.

Therefore, one may consider that power is applied to culture through the
seemingly political neutrality of dialogue. An example for this perspective can be
found in the following anecdote: „The frequent complaint one hears from CEOs
(is) that, even though they have a lot of power and authority, they have great
difficulty getting their programs implemented. They complain that things are not
understood, that goals seem to change as they get communicated down the
hierarchy, or that their subordinates „screw up“ because they don’t really under-
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stand what is wanted“ (Schein 1993: 50; our emphasis). One can hardly be
more explicit about the aim of changing culture: effective power and obedience,
on the basis of shared culture and recognition of ideological legitimacy. As we
will see later, this new form of legitimacy consists of inducing the subordinates
(or team members) to adopt and internalise as their own the constraints, ra-
tionality, goals and, more generally, beliefs and ideas of the leader or their
superior.

The managerial writings of Peter Senge can be used as a significant ex-
ample of the power-related underlying assumptions of this form of organisa-
tional learning (or learning organisation) model. Those assumptions can be
grasped from his very first definitions of learning: „Learning is the process of
enhancing our capacity for effective action“ (Senge 1991: 39) - which is, ac-
cording to Clegg (1989) and Coopey (1995), a form of social power - and, in the
same way, „a learning organisation is a group of people continually enhancing
their capacity to create what they want to create (1991: 42) or „their capacity to
create the results they truly desire“ (Senge 1990a: 3). Drawing from Giddens’
theory of allocative resources (1984), one can associate this capacity for action
to managerial power.

In order to understand the power-related assumptions of this mechanistic
view, the critical paradigm seems to be adequate to analyse its hidden logic.
Theoretical approaches (Foucault 1977) and empirical research (Filion 1994)
have shown that a fundamental principle of power (and domination) is its invisi-
bility. It has to disappear in order to be efficient, to make the will realised. It has
to be silenced to persist. Thus, power can disappear in the impersonality of the
rules (Clegg 1981), be disembodied in technology (Giddens 1984), or be
negated by the discourse (Bourdieu 1982). As Schein (1993) uses the politically
neutral concept of dialogue (in Habermas’ sense [White 1988] but not in Fou-
cault’s), similarly, Senge refers to primitive cultures in which the leader’s only
power is to talk (Senge 1991: 42). However, anthropologists (Clastres 1974)
have shown that the basis of legitimacy in such cultures are quite different from
those of organisations in contemporary complex societies.4 By making this
analogy between corporate heads and „primitive“ leadership, Senge in effect
contributes to the silencing of actual power structure, thus reinforcing it and its
legitimacy.

Because „organisations face today the ever-growing complexity of the
world“ (Senge 1990a), the challenge is to change „patterns of thinking“ through
building new „mental models“ and „improving our internal pictures of how the
world works“ (Senge 1990a: 174). This cultural change is similar to the concept

                                           
4 In so-called primitive, more traditional cultures, the leader has no authority,

cannot impose discipline and does not represent the truth. Only the prophet
does. The prophet tells the truth, can demand discipline and submission to it
and to the leader because truth implies the recognition of its legitimacy.
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that Schein alludes to. One should be „living life from a creative as opposed to a
reactive viewpoint“ (Senge 1990a: 141). To come to this point, Senge proposes
five steps to arrive to his „fifth discipline“: personal mastery, mental models,
shared vision, team learning, systems thinking. Personal mastery consists in
„seeing reality objectively“ (1990a) and changing mental models is „making
one’s thinking more open to the influence of others“ (1990a) so that it is pos-
sible to build a shared vision through dialogue and discussion. Yet, since the
ontological nature of subjectivity (beliefs, ideas, assumptions about the world
and the reality) consists in the truth for oneself, and since all subjectivities have
equal value as soon as they are based on reason, who is right? Who can call on
absolute legitimacy? Who can have the power to question other individuals’
mental models?

The answer is, for the author, quite obvious: „the core leadership strategy is
simple: be a model“ (Senge 1990a: 173). A model of humility? Schein (1993)
pointed out how threatening such a position can be. On the contrary, in Senge’s
model the leader is superior to the subordinates or the team members because
„the first responsibility of a leader (...) is to define reality“ (1990b: 11). He is the
prophet. We can understand this in terms of a four-step procedure. First, „the
role of the leader as teacher starts with bringing to the surface people’s mental
models of important issues“. Second, „leaders as teachers help people re-
structure their views of reality“ (Senge’s emphasis). Third, „influence people to
view reality“, the one defined by the leader. Fourth, internalisation of the domi-
nant mental model: „the vision becomes more real in the sense of a mental
reality that people can truly imagine achieving“ (Senge 1990b: 12-13).

With some of the new ways of re-organisation of work and delegation of
decision-making process, the threat of loosing power and authority is at stake
since „local decision making and individual autonomy lead to management
anarchy unless (...)“ (Senge and Sterman 1992: 137). According to Frerichs
(1992), the goal is to build new alliances with the aim of minimising frictions.
Delegation of decision-making as a means of organisational learning implies
changing the mode of using power, not loosing power. Leaders - top manage-
ment - have to find a new way to obtain obedience and to gain a new form of
legitimacy. Here, the problem is clearly stated: „Just granting power, without
some method of replacing the discipline and order that come out of a command-
and-control bureaucracy, produces chaos“ (Senge et al. 1994: 14; our
emphasis).

Interpretative organisational learning finds here its ultimate goal: „We have
to learn how to disperse power so self-discipline can largely replace imposed
discipline“ (ibid). The core idea for success is therefore: „distributing power
while increasing self-discipline“ (Senge 1994: 15). The underlying political idea
with this type of organisational learning is to obtain cognitive homogeneity as a
means of gaining a fully accepted obedience through self-discipline. Since We-
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ber (1978) has defined the basic principle of the effectiveness of authority as
the will of the subordinates to obey (i.e. the legitimacy of authority is given by
the subordinates), self-discipline can be seen as the ultimate way of obtaining
obedience.

As our empirical studies have shown, this basic principle also works for
changing the individuals’ mental models. Only those who are ready to be
convinced can be convinced, i.e. those who already have the idea and the
desire of being convinced by the ideas of the leader, or in other words, the indi-
viduals who are committed. This is why, according to Senge, one of the basic
rules in building a learning organisation is to start with „small groups that form
around commitments“ (1991: 38) and that „in any case, the first step is to find
your natural partners“ (1991: 39; our emphasis).

It is important to consider here the very special status of the writings of Ar-
gyris and Schön. Largely used in the field of organisational learning and by in-
terventionists, they elaborate a useful methodology for organisational learning.
One can hardly find a call for cognitive homogeneity by these authors and in-
deed, they do not propose an explicit approach of rational or normative con-
vergence. Anchored in the functionalist paradigm, their work rests on the hy-
pothesis of mutual trust, confidence and openness. In this sense, the „social
virtue of model II“ is really a virtue: difficult to find in reality. Not to speak of the
political inequality of actors, of domination and of power-influence relation is
precisely what makes the power to be invisible. Thus, although Argyris and
Schön did not launch the specific trend of organisational learning which brings
and rests on cognitive homogeneity, they „opened the door“ for the use of their
theory for cognitive control. Because concertive control - as defined later - rests
upon an extended knowledge of everybody, Argyris’ methodology can be used
as a brilliant tool to ensure the full transparency of others. Moreover, if, for Ar-
gyris, organisational learning rests on a „reeducative process“ (1990:154), this
is the runway for a teacher to rise, a leader - maybe a prophet - who will define
the rules and will represent the social virtue. The „move“ from Argyris’ objective
and neutral position to a position of „cognitive control“ is effected by a school of
thought represented by Senge, Schein and Isaacs. But Kim (1993) is maybe the
one who explicitly considers that organisational learning will take place by the
construction of an overarching rationality that will encompass and go beyond
the rationality of individuals.

Other authors have more explicitly associated human resources manage-
ment with organisational learning. Solomon (1994) has coined the notion of
„servant leaders“ which identify „people who lead because they choose to serve
one another and the higher purpose“ (1994: 59). Because learning should not
be the sole privilege of the top management but must spread in the organisation
through „servant leaders“, he defines the role of human resources management
as to detect „real commitment“ in order to know „who the innovators are in the
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organisation“ (1994: 61). If „real commitment“ is maybe not cognitive homoge-
neity, it can be, by the empowerment of a certain type of actors, a crucial step to
the social construction of conformity. This idea can also be found in Argyris’
writings (1993b): organisational learning can be initiated by promoting the
learning of key individuals. Pucik (1988) proposes „learning-driven career plans“
(1988: 90) and, in any case, personnel appraisal must be linked to learning in
order to evaluate and reward learning activities and the „cognitive fit“ (Filion
1998). Related to our argument, this implies that if co-optation and cognitive af-
finities may be adequate means to set up convergence and homogeneity at the
top managerial level, a social construction of cognitive conformity has to be
carried out at group or organisation levels, involving monitoring of individuals
and control of learning processes.

3. Concertive control, power and legitimacy

Anyone who is aware of the changes that occurred in the business field
during the last twenty years knows that corporations act less and less as
bureaucracies even if some of their organisational foundations still persist.
Human relations, sociotechnical systems, semi-autonomous groups, quality
circles, flexible production, participative management, MBO, TQM, just-in-time
and numerous other innovations concerning delegation or decentralisation of
decision making and involving all organisational strata changed the manner in
which command-and-control is performed.5 It is our argument that these mul-
tiple changes are targeted at a new balance of organisational coercion and
legitimacy of authority. Therefore, a new theory of control is needed. Recent
studies converge to indicate that a new form of control progressively emerged
from the trends of organisational culture and organisational learning.

Edwards (1981) proposed a three-level typology of control forms that are
historically successive even though not totally substituting each other. The first
type is „simple control“, i.e. the direct, face-to-face, surveillance and command
relationship that takes place between superior and subordinates or boss-em-
ployees in small or family-owned companies. Although, according to Edwards,
simple control has inherited from the XIXth century the image of authori-
tarianism and alienation, it is still an effective control mode. The second type is
„technological control“ which had its apogees in scientific management and the
assembly line. Control is here embodied in technology and work organisation
(Clegg 1975). More recent forms of technological control and surveillance are
represented by integrated production and computerised systems for manage-
ment. The third type is „bureaucratic control“. Impersonal rules and staff-and-

                                           
5 Still, the structure of domination remains in principle unchallenged (Leflaive

1996). In the same way, Sewell and Wilkinson (1992) have shown how just-
in-time systems reinforce discipline and surveillance, while Tuckman (1994)
indicated clearly how total quality management (TQM) can take place in a
bureaucratic organisation.
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line divisions provide sets of roles which integrate control of work processes
and of individuals. Bureaucratic control is particularly efficient because it is in-
corporated in every day supervision, in legal-rational rules and routines, making
the bureaucracy a powerful form of domination, i.e. an iron cage (Weber 1978).

From Marx’s factory to Taylor’s scientific management; from Mayo’s human
relations to Ouchi’s corporate culture, the „problem of order“ (Whitley 1977) re-
mains of crucial concern. This main problem in modern organisations has been
- and is ever still - to discipline, to ensure the compliance of the individual to the
domination structure where a small group of individuals have authority over a
larger one (Weber 1978). Unlike total institutions (Goffman 1963; Giddens
1984), the disciplinary domination of the modern business enterprise rests upon
two principles: coercion and legitimacy.

Following Foucault (1977) and Clegg (1998), organisational coercion is
functioning via disciplinary power in order to fulfill the compliance of all indi-
viduals to sets of roles, actions and procedures codified in disciplinary rules.
The capacity of dominant actors to define the rules of action, to monitor their
implementation and to punish disobedience or incompetence is the capacity to
produce uniformity of social conducts. Administrative regulations and devices of
human resource management like personnel appraisal systems are contem-
porary forms of disciplinary power (Townley 1993; Filion 1998). Surveillance is
thus a basic feature of modern organisations (Dandeker 1990) and a means of
administrative power (Giddens 1984) since management can be defined as in-
formation processing for decision making. Concerning our topic of organisa-
tional learning, Chandler, in his study of General Motors (1964) pointed out the
core importance of surveillance - bringing flows of information to the manage-
ment - that made the organisation more „intelligent“. Direct or sensorial surveil-
lance of individuals, work process control, and information gathering are parts of
the monitoring activity (Giddens 1976 and 1984). More recently, computerised
information systems modified the traditional distinction between surveillance
and control in bureaucracies and industrial business. However, this is before all
a change of form and does not indicate an erosion of power structures. To the
extend that these power structures are still rather visible there is a risk concern-
ing the basis of legitimacy.

In this context, concertive control can be considered as a fourth type of
control. Designated as „unobtrusive control“ by Tompkins and Cheney (1985),
this form is defined by Perrow as „the control of the cognition premises under-
lying action“ (1986: 129). Concertive control rests upon „a set of core values,
such as the values found in a corporate vision statement. In a sense, concertive
control reflects the adoption of a new substantive rationality, a new set of con-
sensual values, by the organisation and its members“ (Barker 1993: 411). In
this „post-bureaucratic“ model, control is achieved by controlling the self-control.
It is functioning the way that the top management, team members and/or sub-



11

ordinates, all adopt value-based discourses which „infer ‘proper’ behavioural
premises: ideas, norms, or rules that enable them to act in ways functional for
the organisation“ (Barker 1993: 412). Concertive control rests upon a displace-
ment of the control: from action to the premises of action (or from decision to
the premises of decision). The previous section has illustrated the way in which
this displacement can occur according to the literature on organisational
learning. But yet, this is not at all brand-new. Simon (1947) already drew
attention to the control of the factual and ethical premises as a key in the
decision making process, and stressed that this control is directly related to the
exercise of authority. Therefore, homogeneity and control of the premises of
decision are of crucial importance, a fortiori if the actors are at the top level of
the hierarchy (Lovell and Turner 1988). As a precursor, Simon (1947) pointed
out early on what has been recently re-discovered by managerial and
organisational theorists: the role of indoctrination.

Concertive control cannot be conceived nor achieved without a prerequisite
ideological apparatus which defines and states what is at stake. As it has been
said, ideas, beliefs, mental models and shared views of the world are usually
not defined a priori and they can change according to various conditions.
Nevertheless, the characteristic of any ideology is the imperative of sharing the
ideas. In accordance with the basic principle of any ideological apparatus, the
organisational ideology refers to subjectivity as the basis for rational action or
decision making. This is why action is not anymore the object of control but the
individual itself, the way he/she thinks, his/her identity, his/her way to internalise
the stated norms and values (Berger and Luckmann 1966). The question may
be different for top managers who elaborate the shared vision (they have to
convince each other, even if the hierarchical-political status may play an im-
portant role at this level, too). But concerning the diffusion and sharing of the
ideology across the organisation, the pre-existence of the ideological apparatus
(the dominant discourse to be internalised) to the very act of believing trans-
forms the prescribed ideology in a new form of cultural domination which in-
volves concertive control. Here, concertive control is quite near to the „ideo-
logical control“ defined by Czarniawska and Hedberg as one of the four modes
of the „control cycle“. Refering also to Robbins (1983) and Smircich and Morgan
(1982) they speak of ideological control as „producing commitment and a
perception change in people“ (Czarniawska and Hedberg 1985:22-23) by the
use of organisational myths, rituals and metaphors. But a difference can be
pointed out: concertive control mainly rests on the structural reinforcement of
the interpretative process through human resources management. Commitment
and belief is not anymore a wish of the leaders but an imperative made to sub-
ordinates.

Implementation of ideology and concertive control can be achieved through
provisions for detection, recognition and empowerment of „cognitively conform-
ing“ individuals. But the literature - and some of our case studies - show that the
preferred way for implementation is the social construction of homogeneity.
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Cognitive homogeneity can be partly based on affinities, but can also be en-
larged to ideological convergence. Coopey (1995), Mintzberg (1983) - as well
as Schein (1968) - have pointed out the link between power and ideology.
Ideas, values, norms and beliefs which constitute the dominant ideology have to
be shared by members of the management and subordinates in order to ensure
the efficiency of power. Since the organisational dominant ideology serves the
leaders’ power the imperative to internalise the ideology implies a social con-
struction involving sensemaking processes and affecting the identity of indi-
viduals (Berger and Luckmann 1966).6 In this sense, the social construction
process is to be defined as the use of power for shaping culture and identity.
Concertive control thus means being in „cognitive control“ of the individuals who
constitute the human/social substance of the organisation.

Concertive control as a form of obedience relationship may enhance the
leaders’ power and authority. Shared mental models and cognitive homogeneity
not only provide a feeling of security, reinforcing leaders’ self-image but can
also - and are meant to - engender collective action that is conforming to the
dominant view. It would not be adequate to draw from Foucault’s „docile bodies“
a direct analogy, such as „docile minds“, since „cognitive discipline“ can strongly
enable action - although within fixed limits of pre-determined rationality and
selected „cognitive tracks“. Instead, „compliant thinking“ seems a suitable
expression to describe the means and the goals of organisational learning in the
interpretative perspective. In this context, the basic principles of power remain
unchallenged: to ensure the full visibility of others (to make explicit looming tacit
ideas and assumptions - Argyris’ Model II) and - conversely - the invisibility of
power (by consensus and shared meanings in discourses). It is the subjectivity
that forms the target for managerial action, via surveillance and control. As a
metaphor, the „mental panopticon“ is probably the best way to illustrate the in-
terpretative perspective of the learning organisation.

Thus, the legitimacy of authority is much stronger if we consider, as men-
tioned before, that obedience rests upon the will of the subordinates to obey
and the agreement to the „substance“ of the decision or the way of seeing the
world (the sensemaking process). Legitimacy (as the effectiveness of authority
through the voluntaristic and enthusiastic nature of obedience) is therefore more
plainly recognised since collaborators and subordinates already share the
premises of the decision. In other words, organisational learning on the basis of
shared mental models enhances power on the top by enhancing the willingness
of subordinates to obey, i.e. to agree. Maybe the term „substantive legitimacy“
is suitable to indicate this „twist of legitimacy“ (compared to bureaucratic legal-
rational legitimacy): Individuals do not conform because they have to, but be-
cause they agree to the substance of decision, sharing the underlying premises.

                                           
6 There are also other ideologies in every organisation such as class ideology

among the workers or technical cultures, but they are not dominant.
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A previous study (Filion 1994) has indicated that concertive control does
not replace bureaucratic control. In fact, the political nature of the organisation
remains unchanged: The demand for cultural and ideological conformity adds
up to political domination. In this form of organisational learning that requires
the spread and adoption of a specific culture and ideology, the power resources
(Giddens 1984) are applied on culture as a new object, thus reinforcing the very
status of authority.

The consequences for organisational learning – still in its interpretative per-
spective - are tremendous since the shared premises and rationality do not
have to be made explicit. The participants are already chosen and built to reach
consensus, to share the same view of the world and to anticipate a similar
learning. The resulting „managerial comfort“ of homogeneity, however, is
achieved at the expense of diversity of views, a fact that can ultimately produce
some kind of organisational blindness.

But reality and organisational life are rarely as they should be from a politi-
cal point of view. Can ideological and cognitive homogeneity be achieved and
sustained for a long time without countervailing effects? The fieldwork con-
ducted in different organisations has shown some unintended critical implica-
tions.

4. Hierarchical networking and „cognitive trap“: some em-
pirical findings

The theoretical framework presented above rests on empirical studies carried
out by the first author in various types of organisations and using the interpreta-
tive paradigm of organisational learning. Despite important differences con-
cerning technology, structure, product, culture and history among those organi-
sations, undeniable similarities have been found as well relating to the underly-
ing processes and implications of organisational learning and especially con-
cerning aspects of power and control.

In order to point out some unanticipated consequences of learning organi-
sation based on concertive control, the case of the Bank Central Back-Office
(BCBO) will be presented here. The choice of this organisation - part of one of
the largest French banks – rested on its very special status: It had a key posi-
tion in the bank’s global strategy which was to modernise the banking activities.
The fieldwork has been done in two parts: the first wave of interviews was con-
ducted around the mid 80s, one year after the arrival of the new general
manager; the second part has been done four years later. All together, 120 in-
terviews of at least two hours each have been conducted, ranging from the
bank’s human resources manager to the „boy“ (who carries the checks and
business papers), in accordance with the quotas method. In this two-steps pro-
cedure, we re-interviewed (at least) the same persons in order to analyse the



14

„time effect“ on their appraisal of this type of organisational change and learn-
ing.

Frequently named - both by management and employees - „the factory in
the bank“, this 700 people bureaucratic/taylorist organisation was, despite the
highly routinised procedures, a world of stress, time pressure and heavy work
load. Acting as the central treatment office of all internal and external banking
transactions realised by the 620 local banks of the French capital, the BCBO
had a long history marked not only by a strong inertia due to taylorism, top-
down bureaucratic organisation, old technology and low productivity, but also by
problematic work relations which had engendered many labour conflicts during
the end of the seventies and the beginning of the eighties.

Before the so-called „modernisation“ process was started, the BCBO was
composed of six functional departments (finance, human resources, accounting,
etc.) and seven „production“ departments. Among them, five handled all
commercial (portfolio) and savings operations allocated on a geographical basis
(corresponding to an area of the city). The two others were specialised depart-
ments, one for all bank transfers (before all with corporate clients), the other for
credits and special financial operations. It was therefore no surprise that we ob-
served during the first fieldwork a strong technical culture where skills have
been developed in the long run, by shared experience, for better coping with the
daily, weekly and monthly time constraints.

Challenged by a stronger competition resulting from changes in the eco-
nomic environment but also triggered by new demands from corporate clients,
the bank’s top management developed a new strategy of providing banking
service based on flexibility, quick response to the customer and total quality
management. As it is often the case, the arrival of a new general manager at
the BCBO with full support from the bank’s top management has been the
starting point of major structural and cultural changes. According to the general
manager, the main aim of this „modernisation“ project was not about changing
the technical procedures and routines but rather the way of seeing technical
problems and the relationship to the clients. The aim was to become a more
flexible and efficient organisation through delegation of responsibility, multi-
skilling, autonomy and collective learning. In fact, the reorganisation through
interdependent structural and cultural changes was considered as the prerequi-
site for learning to take place and, progressively, to autonomously learn how to
learn.

Right from the start, the social construction of cognitive homogeneity has
been conceptualised by the new general manager as a political process com-
prising a structural and a cultural side. Both of them have been based on a view
of management resting on value-based mutual trust and agreement (shared
ideas) as a basis for co-operation and hierarchical relations. As a first step, the
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organisational structure has been deeply modified. Intermediate levels have
been removed, the pyramidal structure being flattened from a six to a three-
level hierarchy. All operational departments were directly placed under the
authority of the general manager to avoid „interferences“ of intermediary levels
or assistants and to ensure direct collective decision making. The aim of in-
creasing „direct control“ on the lower management level and to improve infor-
mation and communication flows has also been an opportunity to transfer out of
the BCBO (with full support from the head-office) staff members considered as
„non-conform“, „bureaucratic“ or „narrow-minded“; those judged as reluctant to
learning, not willing to adopt the new ideas and to agree with the new dominant
ideological view on management. The two specialised departments have been
progressively „dried out“ as multi-skilling took place in the other departments.
Changes in the work process using computerised technology have been set up.
Moreover, the operational functioning has been reorganised by introducing the
delegation of both management and technical organisation tasks.

On the cultural side, the organisational ideology promoted by the general
manager through corporate statements rested on the assumption that
management and employees should share the same ideas if they were ex-
pected to co-operate efficiently. Consequently, a value-based culture has been
constructed through a „corporate project“ stipulating core ideas, values and
norms. The social construction of cognitive homogeneity rested on detection,
symbolic reinforcement and promotion into key functions (empowerment) of
conforming persons. In concrete terms, it started with a diagnosis and selection.
All staff members - after meeting and discussion - have been „ranked“ ac-
cording to a three-level classification: „synergetic“ (sharing the same mental
model and ideas); „more or less acceptable“ (to be convinced); and „intolerable“
(to be transferred out of the organisation or in a functional position). As a
second step, the same procedure has been conducted for employees by each
department manager. Because delegation of responsibilities and collective de-
cision-making implied the acknowledgment of a set of basic principles (the
stated values), norms and ideas represented a crucial part of personnel ap-
praisal. Salary raises, rewards and symbolic recognition were linked to criteria
such as autonomy, skills in creative problem-solving, „good initiatives“ and „real
involvement“ - all defined from the dominant standpoint. Although „cognitive
maps“ or „mental models“ were not explicitly parts of the communicative culture
of the organisation, expressions like „sharing the same ideas“, „being able to
work together“, „to be open minded“ and „having synergy“ were currently
employed to characterise the qualities of the subordinates sharing the dominant
view in the organisation.

In five years, about 230 work groups - of various size and for different dura-
tion - have been created. Ranging from strategic decision committee to quality
circle, from technical problem-solving to co-ordination and communication
groups, those work groups involved almost every member of this organisation at
least for some time. In general, there were two types of groups: reflection
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groups and operational groups. Those temporary structures were linked by the
same goal: knowledge creation, collective learning and institutionalisation of the
newly developed procedures. At the beginning, participation was voluntary,
each group being handled by a „synergetic“ manager who had personally re-
ceived his mandate from the general manager after being trained particularly
concerning rhetoric skills and control of discussion. In fact, besides the official
goal of knowledge creation, those discussion groups were targeted at three un-
stated aims:

- To make explicit usually tacit assumptions in cognition processes of the par-
ticipants and, therefore, to detect and publicly recognise the value-conform-
ing actors;

- to convince „in-between“ participants to join the leader’s position;

- to ensure that decision-making processes in which the discussion groups
were involved - and their results - are in conformity with the general orienta-
tion of the BCBO so as to consolidate the organisational coherence.

Taking these various aspects, the knowledge creation process was from the
very beginning targeted to confirm the dominant view in the organisation.

In daily life, the rise of autonomy - due to computerised technology and
delegation of decision-making to the work teams - has been accompanied by in-
creasing surveillance and control. Since most of the employees had about 20
years of seniority - which explains both the high level of competency and of
„defensive footwork“ - the crucial stake for management was about preventing
„divergent autonomy“, i.e. to make sure not to lose control over work teams. Ar-
guing that it was necessary to „know everyone personally“, monitoring activities
have been conducted in two ways: by hidden computerised control of the work
as well as by direct (visual) and/or indirect (hearsay) surveillance. The basic
rationale was the same: to detect and empower the conforming persons and to
convince or to delegitimise the non-conforming ones.

After all, the Bank Central Back-Office has been, according to our analysis,
an excellent learning organisation. Technical debugging and innovative
changes were rapidly accomplished through collective problem-solving, and by
the capacity of all involved persons - at least in the first years - to understand
others’ assumptions, to push discussion forward and to develop creative ideas.
The involvement in quality circles and other structures was high and a sense of
membership - of being part of something - progressively arose during the first
two to three years, creating a stimulating emulation at all levels. Quality im-
provement were documented by significant decreases of the monthly rate of
complaints from customers. The organisation clearly learned and changed.

But after almost four years of constant learning and improvement, the or-
ganisation has tended to stabilise and, later on, started to „unlearn“: Unsolved
problems being pushed away, new problems with corporate clients not being



17

taken into account, people being less motivated and disagreement arising in
decision-making processes in some departments at various levels. The reap-
pearance of „already solved“ problems puzzled the top management team
which had not thought of the possibility of a cultural and political crisis. Blinded
by part of the subordinates and other team members sharing the same view of
the world, the general manager had not grasped the importance of the moaning
from parts of the employees and their management teams. What had
happened?

The first unintended - and unwelcome - consequence of the management
of a learning organisation via “cognitive homogenisation” was a feeling of mis-
trust appearing among more or less conforming actors due to the contradiction
noticed between the official/ideological discourse on mutual trust and the reality
of monitoring and control activities, even those that seemed justified. For most
of the employees and parts of management teams, autonomy meant autonomy
and learning implied an opportunity to increase their know-how and their col-
lective autonomy. This is why the feeling of a cultural mismatch progressively
developed. To summarise the position of employees, learning, improving one’s
own performance, doing a good job and actively working for the well-being of
the company did not mean „being on the side of the boss“. As one of them said:
„I am here to do the best I can. Not to be brain-washed and to think like the
boss“. As a kind of counter-effect, learning reinforced collective identity forma-
tion among the groups of employees and among their direct managers. And
since the political nature of the organisation implies a structural inequality be-
tween strata of actors, subcultures were developing in contrast to the official
political structure. Although unintended, this outcome should not be surprising:
The process of forging an organisational/cognitive homogeneity has lead
„naturally“ to a cultural crisis because the very foundation of this form of organ-
isational learning is political domination.

The second - and the most important - unanticipated consequence is a
side-effect of the social construction of cognitive homogeneity. Since there is no
equality among individuals and since the management of homogeneity rests
upon strong personal affinities, the top management team tended to be like a
court. Cultural/cognitive convergence does not annihilate power-related strate-
gic games. So, privileged team members or subordinates behaving as culturally
conforming actors gave positive feedback to the higher levels, each of them de-
legitimising the non-conforming views, ideas and values. Thus, effective power
and strong „management comfort“ have been experienced by the general man-
ager. However, disinformation, too, has been growing gradually as the dark side
of this management comfort. Moreover, the hierarchical networking used to
build the consensus-style decision making led to unintended consequences of
concertive control. Cognitive homogeneity was an imperative, which means to
conform to ideas, beliefs and assumptions that had been developed at the top
level by managers already sharing those ideas. Indeed, those mental models
were considered as truth, as the best way to work collectively. In fact, hierar-
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chical networking was implemented when there was a need - such as time-
saving, efficiency and effectiveness - to work with the ones that were judged
truly loyal or, in other words, „really with us“. Collecting information on the indi-
viduals’ ways of thinking, concertive control and classification had provided the
basis of networking. In order to secure influence on all organisation levels, the
idea was to cooperate with people only who share the basic ideas on how
management should be done. Those individuals were called „relays“ or „effi-
ciency channels“. Mutual trust, obedience, legitimacy of actions and team
working were high, but only among the individuals sharing the dominant view of
the reality. A sense of inequity progressively emerged across the company,
since the rewards and bonuses were systematically reserved for conforming
individuals, despite the involvement of the others. Finally, cultural inequality had
reinforced political inequality. Divergences of mental models had only „disap-
peared“ temporarily, but they were just „under cover“. Because the credo of
ideological homogeneity asked for total devotion, it was quite difficult for cul-
turally non-conforming actors to „voice“ (Hirschmann 1970). Their only alterna-
tives were apathy (Bajoit 1988) or to politically play „loyalty“, if they were not
prepared to chose the „exit“ solution.

In the end, the major unintended consequence has been relative blindness
of the organisation, a specific form of bounded rationality (Simon 1991). First,
the hierarchical networking through cognitive homogeneity had given a biased
view of the reality of the organisation, disguising the character and strength of
existing subcultures. Second, the incapacity to consider non-conforming views
of innovation or problem-solving as creative alternatives entangled the
organisation in „closed thinking“, As a consequence, identification of problems
and solutions were confined to the range of possibilities that the officially
institutionalised cognitive routines described and prescribed. This phenomenon,
known as „cognitive trap“ or „learning trap“ (Levitt and March 1988), should
however be understood in a slightly different way. Here, the blindness is not due
to routine or to a false sense of confidence. Instead, it has to be interpreted as
an unintended consequence of the will to create cognitive homogeneity and to
obtain full legitimacy for the leader’s ideological system.

5. Conclusion: evading the „cognitive trap“

In this paper, we have proposed a critical rereading of some managerial writings
on the interpretative perspective of organisational learning. Our aim was to
highlight how the premises of those theories rest upon a new form of domina-
tion in organisations based on the imperative of cognitive compliance. The role
of ideology and the imperative of cognitive homogeneity as major means to
obtain discipline in organisational settings appear to be the key for under-
standing this form of domination.
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The processes involved in the implementation of the interpretative concept
of organisational learning insert themselves deeply in the procedures of control
and are normatively loaded with the aim of producing social and cognitive ho-
mogeneity inside the organisation. This seems to be a powerful way of stabilis-
ing or enhancing the legitimacy of decisions. Consequently, organisational
learning via cognitive compliance appears to be a particularly fitting methodol-
ogy to cope with quickly and deeply changing environments without risking in-
ternal chaos or resistances. In fact, the power structure in organisations may be
enhanced by interpretative and concertive control because it is generating
knowledge on rationalities and subjectivities (Foucault 1980), and, therefore,
control on individuals (Dahl 1986).

However, a critical element is built into the process of organisational learn-
ing if it is conceptualised as making explicit tacit thoughts with the aim to form a
common and unique mental model. By making mandatory ideological conver-
gence of all members of the organisation this form of concertive control under-
mines the very basis of concerted organisational action: individual identities and
- at least - some diversity of (bounded) rationalities.

Our empirical findings indicate that the conceptual distinction between
systems-structural and interpretative perspectives in organisational learning
(Daft and Huber 1987) appears to be partly inoperative since the social con-
struction of cognitive homogeneity rests upon systems-structural aspect of man-
agement. Moreover, while concentrating on a maximum of homogeneity for
power-related and management reasons, an organisation may sacrifice its po-
tentials for adaptation that are associated with diversity. The unintended con-
sequence of cognitive homogeneity and hierarchical networking may force, in
the long run, the organisation to unlearn (in the sense of Hedberg, 1981) its own
beliefs, values, cognitive patterns and underlying ideological assumptions and
to restart from new premises.

How can an organisation avoid the „learning trap“ and prevent to get caught
up in too restrictive „cognitive tracks“? The wisdom of considering that power
can not rest for a long time on the control of interpretative schemes - or any
cultural dimension- appears to be one of the best advises, because leadership
is to stay of a political nature. If the leaders’ legitimacy has to be reinforced
through the imperative of a „one track cognition“ conforming to the dominant
view of the world, the leadership practice may deserve a serious reappraisal.
When being contradicted or isolated in one’s view of the world appears to be
difficult to bear, it’s time for a critical self-evaluation. Learning to learn also
means learning to doubt - and learning to fail - about one’s own certainties,
about one’s own rationality. It also means to refrain from the deeply rooted de-
sire to obtain from subordinates and team members full legitimacy and absolute
recognition of one’s truth. This implies trusting others and others’ autonomy as
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well as admitting that being in a position of leading a group or a company does
not mean having always the best view of the world and of reality.

While it is seducing for the top managers to enlarge and reassure both their
power and legitimacy through enforcing cognitive homogeneity, it may be wiser
- at least on a longer term perspective - to institutionalise a kind of countervail-
ing structures, e.g. union representatives/work councils (Czarniawska and Hed-
berg 1985). An alternative could also be to create so-called „weird think tanks“
and encourage their members to produce divergent visions based on radically
different premises and rationalities as well as alternative interpretations of po-
litical and socio-economic environments. With entire freedom of thinking institu-
tionally safeguarded against marginalisation or sanctions the chances increase
that organisations are able to catch up the right ideas at the right time. How-
ever, if, as it was stated at the beginning of this paper as a premise, manage-
ment represents power over people and power through people, how can a
countervailing structure or even a „weird think tank“ prevent from falling into the
„cognitive trap“? The answer is maybe to make the power visible or, at least, to
consider it as a basic feature of dialogue. To hold a dialogue, to understand
others’ position and to make explicit everyone’s assumptions and tacit ideas
does not automatically imply or assure agreement and the construction of a
cognitive consensus. On the contrary, dialogue can also mean discussion on
the basis of hardly reconcilable standpoints. Compromises are among the hall-
marks of enlighted companies. Organisational learning theory rejoins here deci-
sion making theory. In contrast to the ideal of attaining optimal and perfect ra-
tionality in reality, only a bounded rationality is possible, bounded by available
information but also by norms, values and ideas. Thus, one could consider or-
ganisational learning in a context in which different interests, cultures and ra-
tionalities articulate in the construction of compromises: temporary solutions to
specific problems, collectively elaborated by specific actors agreed upon for an
unknown but limited period.



21

Bibliography
Allaire, Y. and Firsirotu, M. E. (1984): ‘Theories of Organizational Culture’, Or-

ganization Studies, (3), p. 193-226.

Argyris, C. (1983): Reasoning, Learning and Action. Individual and Organiza-
tional, San Francisco, Jossey-Bass.

Argyris, C. (1990): Overcoming Organizational Defenses. Facilitating Organiza-
tional Learning. Boston. Allyn & Bacon.

Argyris, C. (1993a): Integrating the Individual and the Organization, New
Brunswick, Transaction Books.

Argyris, C. (1993b): Knowledge for Action. A Guide to Overcoming Barriers to
Organizational Change. San Francisco, Jossey-Bass.

Argyris, C. and Schön, D. A. (1974): Theory in Practice. Increasing Professional
Effectiveness, San Francisco, Jossey-Bass.

Argyris, C. and Schön, D. A. (1978): Organizational Learning: A Theory of Ac-
tion Perspective, Reading, Addison-Wesley.

Bajoit, G. (1988): ‘Exit, Voice, Loyalty... and Apathy. Les réactions individuelles
au mécontentement’ [Exit, Voice, Loyalty… and Apathy. Individual Reac-
tions to Discontent], Revue française de sociologie, 29, p. 325-345.

Barker, J. R. (1993): ‘Tightening the Iron Cage: Concertive Control in Self-Man-
aging Teams’, Administrative Science Quarterly, 38, p. 408-437.

Barley, S. R. and Kunda, G. (1992): ‘Design and Devotion: Surges of Rational
and Normative Ideologies of Control in Managerial Discourses’, Administra-
tive Science Quarterly, 37, p. 363-399.

Barnard, C. I. (1968): The Functions of the Executive, Cambridge, Harvard Uni-
versity Press (1st edition: 1938).

Berger, P. L. and Luckmann, T. (1966): The Social Construction of Reality. A
treatise in the Sociology of Knowledge, New York, Doubleday.

Berkowitz, L. (ed) (1982): Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, New
York, Academic Press.

Beyer, J. M. (1981): ‘Ideologies, Values and Decision-Making in Organizations’,
in Nystrom, P. C.; Starbuck, W. H. (eds): Handbook of Organizational De-
sign, (vol. 2), New York, Oxford University Press, p. 166-202.

Bourdieu, P. (1982): Ce que parler veut dire [What Means to Talk], Paris,
Fayard.

Breackwell, G. and Canter, D. (eds) (1989): Empirical Approaches to Social
Representations, Oxford, Oxford University Press.

Burrell, G. (1988): ‘Modernism, Postmodernism and Organizational Analysis.
The Contribution of Michel Foucault’, Organization Studies, 9 (2), p. 221-
235.

Chandler, A. (ed) (1964): Giant Enterprise, Ford, General Motors and the Auto-
mobile Industry, Harcourt Brace.



22

Clastres, P. (1974): La Société contre l’État [The Society against the State],
Paris, Minuit.

Clegg, S. R. (1975): Power, Rule and Domination, London, Routledge and Ke-
gan Paul.

Clegg, S. R. (1981): ‘Organization and Control’, Administrative Science Quar-
terly, 6, p. 545-562.

Clegg, S. R. (1989): Frameworks of Power, Newbury Park, Sage.

Clegg, S. R. (1998): ‘Foucault, Power and Organizations’, in: McKinlay, A. and
Starkey, K. (eds): Foucault, Management and Organization Theory, Lon-
don, Sage, p. 29-48.

Coopey, J. (1995): ‘The Learning Organization, Power, Politics and Ideology’,
Management Learning, 26 (2), p. 193-213.

Crozier, M. (1964): The Bureaucratic Phenomenon, London, Tavistock.

Czarniawska, B. and Hedberg, B. (1985): ‘Control Cycle Responses to Decline’,
Scandinavian Journal of Management Studies, August, p. 19-39.

Daft, R. L. and Huber, G. P. (1987): ‘How Organizations Learn: A Communica-
tion Framework’, Research in the Sociology of Organizations, 5 (1), p. 1-36.

Dahl, R. A. (1986): ‘Power as the Control of Behaviour’, in Lukes, S. (ed):
Power, Oxford, Blackwell, p. 37-58.

Dahl, R. A. (1957): ‘The Concept of Power’, Behavioural Science, 2, p. 201-205.

Dandeker, C. (1990): Surveillance, Power and Modernity. Bureaucracy and Dis-
cipline from 1700 to the Present Day, Cambridge, Polity Press.

Deal, T. E. and Kennedy, A. A. (1982): Corporate Cultures: The Rites and Ritu-
als of Corporate Life, Readings, Addison-Wesley.

Diamond, M. A. (1986): ‘Resistance to Change: A Psychoanalytic Critique of
Argyris’ and Schön’s Contributions to Organization Theory and Interven-
tion’, Journal of Management Studies, 23 (5), p. 543-562.

Dodgson, M. (1993): ‘Organizational Learning - A Review of Some Literatures’,
Organization Studies, 14 (3), p. 375-394.

Duveen, G. and Lloyd, B. (eds) (1989): Social Representation and the Devel-
opment of Knowledge, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press.

Edwards, R. C. (1981): ‘The Social Relations of Production at the Point of Pro-
duction’, in Zey-Ferrel, M. and Aiken, M. (eds): Complex Organizations:
Critical Perspectives, Glenview, Scott Foresman, p. 156-182.

Farr, R. M. and Moscovici, P. (eds) (1984): Social Representations, Cambridge,
Cambridge University Press.

Filion, N. (1991): ‘Meaning Conflicts, Subcultures and Enactment of Norms and
Values in Participative Management’, in Bertaux, D. (ed): Materialien zur
Internationalen Soziologie (vol. 2), Bielefeld, Gesellschaft für Internationale
Soziologie, p. 645-670.



23

Filion, N. (1994): Domination culturelle et participation en entreprise [Cultural
Domination and Corporative Participatory Systems], Paris, I.E.P. (unpub-
lished Ph.D. dissertation).

Filion, N. (1998): ‘Les critères du jugement: Vertu et discipline d’entreprise dans
les formulaires d’évaluation du personnel’ [The Criterion of the Judgement:
Virtue and Corporate Discipline in Personnel Appraisal Systems], in Didry,
C.; Wagner, P. and Zimmermann, B. (eds): Le travail et la nation [The La-
bour and the Nation], Paris, Editions de l’EHESS.

Fiol, C. M. and Lyles, M. A. (1985): ‘Organizational Learning’, Academy of
Management Review, 10 (4), p. 803-813.

Foucault, M. (1977): Discipline and Punish. The Birth of the Prison.
Harmondsworth, Penguin.

Foucault, M. (1980): Power/Knowledge: Selected Interviews and Other Writings
1972-1977, New York, Pantheon.

Fraser, C. and Gaskell, G. (eds) (1988): Attitudes, Opinions and Representa-
tions. Social Psychological Analysis of Widespread Beliefs, Oxford, Oxford
University Press.

Frerichs, J. (1992): ‘Partizipation und Macht im Betrieb’ [Participation and
Power in Firms], in Daheim, Heid and Krahn (eds): Soziale Chancen... For-
schungen zum Wandel der Arbeitsgesellschaft, New York/Frankfurt am
Main, Campus.

Garratt, B. (1987): ‘Learning is the Core of Organizational Survival: Action
Learning is the Key Integrating Process’, Journal of Management De-
velopment, 6 (2), p. 38-44.

Gherardi, S. (1996): ‘Organizational Learning’, in Warner, M. (ed): International
Encyclopedia of Management and Business, London, Routledge.

Giddens, A. (1976): New Rules of Sociological Method, New York, Basic Books.

Giddens, A. (1984): The Constitution of Society, Cambridge, Polity Press.

Goffman, E. (1959): The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life, New York,
Doubleday.

Goffman, E. (1963): Stigma, Englewood Cliffs, Prentice Hall.

Greiner, L.E. and Schein, V.E. (1988): Power and Organization Development.
Mobilizing Power to Implement Change, Reading, Addison-Wesley.

Hedberg, B. (1981): ‘How Organizations Learn and Unlearn’ in Nystrom, P. C.;
Starbuck, W. H. (eds): Handbook of Organizational Design, (vol. 1), New
York, Oxford University Press, p. 4-27.

Hirschmann, A. O. (1970): Exit, Voice and Loyalty. Response to the Decline in
Firms, Organizations and States, Cambridge, Harvard University Press.

Huber, G. P. (1991): ‘Organizational Learning: The Contributing Processes and
the Literatures’, Organization Science 2 (1), p. 88-115.

Isaacs, W. N. (1993): ‘Taking Flight - Dialog, Collective Thinking, and Organ-
izational Learning’, Organizational Dynamics, 22 (2), p. 24-39.



24

Kilmann, R. H. and Saxton, M. J. (eds) (1985): Gaining Control of the Corporate
Culture, San Francisco, Jossey-Bass.

Kim, D. H. (1993): ‘The Link between Individual and Organizational Learning’,
Sloan Management Review, Fall, p. 37-50.

Lawson, R. B. and Ventris, C. L. (1992): ‘Organizational Change: The Role of
Organizational Culture and Organizational Learning’, Psychological Record,
42 (2), p. 205-219.

Lee, S.; Courtney, J. F. and Okeefe, R. M. (1992): ‘A System for Organizational
Learning Using Cognitive Maps’, Omega International Journal of Manage-
ment Science, 20 (1), p. 23-36.

Leflaive, X. (1996): ‘Organizations as Structure of Domination’, Organization
Studies, 7 (1), p. 23-47.

Levitt, B. and March, J.G. (1988): ‘Organizational Learning’, Annual Revue of
Sociology, 14, p. 319-340.

Lincoln, J. R. and Kalleberg, A. L. (1990): Culture, Control and Commitment,
Cambrige, Cambridge University Press.

Lovell, R. D. and Turner, B. M. (1988): ‘Organizational Learning, Bureaucratic
Control, Preservation of Form. Adding to Our Basic Understanding of Re-
search Utilization in Public Organizations’, Knowledge: Creation, Diffusion,
Utilization, 9 (3), p. 404-425.

Machin, J. and Lowe, T. (1983): ‘Introduction’, in Machin, J. and Lowe, T. (eds):
New Perspectives in Management Control, New York, St. Martins Press.

Maggi, B. (1990): Razionalità e benessere. Studio interdisciplinare
dell’organizzazione [Optimal Rationality. Interdisciplinary Organization
Studies], Milano, Etas Libri (1st edition: 1984).

Meek, V. L. (1988): ‘Organizational Culture: Origins and Weaknesses’, Organi-
zation Studies, 9 (4), p. 453-473.

Mintzberg, H. (1983): Power In and Around Organizations, Englewood Cliffs,
Prentice Hall.

Mumby, D. K. and Stohl, C. (1991): ‘Power and Discourse in Organizational
Studies: Absence and the Dialectic of Control’, Discourse and Society, 2,
p. 313-332.

Nicolini, D. and Meznar, M.B. (1995): ‘The Social Construction of Organizational
Learning: Conceptual and Practical Issues in Field’, Human Relations, 48,
(7), p. 727-746.

Ouchi, W. G. and Wilkins, A. L. (1983): ‘Efficient Cultures: Exploring the Rela-
tionship Between Culture and Organizational Performance’, Administrative
Science Quarterly, 28, p. 468-481.

Perrow, C. (1986): Complex Organizations. A Critical Essay, New-York, Ran-
dom House.

Pucik, V. (1988): ‘Strategic Alliances, Organizational Learning, and Competitive
Advantage. The HRM Agenda’, Human Resource Management, 27 (1),
p. 77-93.



25

Robbins, S. P. (1983): ‘The Theory Z Organization from a Power-Control Per-
spective’, California Management Review, 25 (2).

Schein, E. H. (1968): ‘Organizational Socialization and the Profession of
Management’, Industrial Management Review, (Winter), p. 1-16.

Schein, E. H. (1985): Organizational Culture and Leadership, San Francisco,
Jossey-Bass.

Schein, E. H. (1993): ‘On Dialog, Culture, and Organizational Learning’, Or-
ganizational Dynamics, 22 (2), p. 40-51.

Schneider, S. C. and Angelmar, R. (1993): ‘Cognition in Organizational Analy-
sis: Who’s Minding the Store?’, Organization Studies,14 (3), p. 347-374.

Schön, D. A. (1975): ‘Deutero-Learning in Organizations: Learning for Increased
Effectiveness’, Organizational Dynamics, 4 (1), p. 2-16.

Senge, P. M. (1990a): ‘The Leader’s New Work: Building Learning Systems’,
Sloan Management Review,31 (1), p. 7-23.

Senge, P. M. (1990b): The 5th Discipline. The Art and Practice of the Learning
Organization, New York, Doubleday Currency.

Senge, P. M. (1991): ‘The Learning Organization Made Plain’, Training & De-
velopment, 45 (10), p. 37-44.

Senge, P. M. and Sterman, J. D. (1992): ‘Systems Thinking and Organizational
Learning - Acting Locally and Thinking Globally in the Organization of the
Future’, European Journal of Operational Research, 59 (1), p. 137-150.

Senge, P. M.; Roberts, C.; Ross, R. B.; Smith, B. J. and Kleiner, A. (1994): The
Fifth Discipline Fieldbook. Strategies and Tools for Building a Learning Or-
ganization, New York, Bantam Doubleday Dell.

Sewell, G. and Wilkinson, B. (1992): ‘Someone to watch over me’: Surveillance,
Discipline and the Just-in-time Labour Process’, Sociology, 26, p. 271-289.

Shrivastava, P. (1983): ‘A Typology of Organizational Learning Systems’, Jour-
nal of Management Studies, 20 (1), p. 8-28.

Simon, H. A. (1947): Administrative Behaviour. A Study of Decision-Making
Process in Administrative Organization, New York, Free Press.

Simon, H. A. (1991): ‘Bounded Rationality and Organizational Learning’, Or-
ganization Science, 2 (1), p. 125-134.

Smircich, L. (1983): ‘Concepts of Culture and Organizational Analysis’, Admin-
istrative Science Quarterly,28.

Smircich, L. and Morgan, G. (1982): ‘Leadership: The Management of Mean-
ing’, The Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 18 (3).

Solomon, C. M. (1994): ‘HR Facilitates the Learning Organization Concept’,
Personnel Journal, 11, p. 56-66.

Stata, R. (1989): ‘Organizational Learning: The Key to Management Innovation’,
Sloan Management Review, 30 (3), p. 63-74.



26

Tompkins, P. K. and Cheney, G. (1985): ‘Communication and Unobtrusive
Control in Contemporary Organizations’, in McPhee, R. D. and Tompkins,
P. K. (eds.): Organizational Communication: Traditional Themes and New
Directions, Newbury Park, Sage, p. 179-210.

Townley, B. (1993): ‘Performance Appraisal and the Emergence of Manage-
ment’, Journal of Management Studies, 30 (2), p. 221-238.

Tsoukas, H. (1993): ‘Analogical Reasoning and Knowledge Generation in Or-
ganization Theory’, Organization Studies,14 (3), p. 323-246.

Tuckman, A. (1994): ‘The Yellow Brick Road: Total Quality Management and
the Restructuring of Organizational Culture’, Organization Studies, 15 (5),
p. 727-751.

Weber, M. (1978): Economy and Society (edited by Roth, G. and Wittich, K.),
Berkeley, University of California Press (Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft.
Grundriß der verstehenden Soziologie, 1st edition: 1919).

Weick, K. E. (1991): ‘The Nontraditional Quality of Organizational Learning’,
Organization Science, 2 (1), p. 116-124.

Weick, K. E. (1995): Sensemaking in Organizations, Thousand Oaks, Sage.

White, S. K. (1988): The recent work of Jürgen Habermas. Reason, justice and
modernity, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press.

Whitley, R. (1977): ‘Organizational Control and the Problem of Order’, Social
Science Information, 16, p. 169-189.

Willmott, H. (1984): ‘Images and Ideals of Managerial Work: A Critical Ex-
amination of Conceptual and Empirical Accounts’, Journal of Management
Studies, 21, p. 349-368.

Young, E. (1989): ‘On the Naming of the Rose: Interests and Multiple Meanings
as Elements of Organizational Culture’, Organization Studies, 10 (2),
p. 187-206.



BÜCHER
DES FORSCHUNGSSCHWERPUNKTS
ARBEITSMARKT UND BESCHÄFTIGUNG
(nur im Buchhandel erhältlich)

Friedrich Buttler, Wolfgang Franz, Ronald
Schettkat, and David Soskice
Institutional Frameworks and Labor Market
Performance. Comparative Views on the U.S.
and German Economies
1995, London/New York, Routledge,
352 Seiten

European Academy of the Urban Environment
New institutional arrangements in the labour
market. Transitional labour markets as a new
full employment concept
1998, Berlin, EA.UE series „The Urban
Environment in Europe“, 135 Seiten

Gernot Grabher
Lob der Verschwendung
1994, Berlin, edition sigma, 144 Seiten

Gernot Grabher / David Stark (Eds.)
Restructuring Networks in Post-Socialism.
Legacies, Linkages and Localities
1997, Oxford, Oxford University Press, 360
Seiten

Hubert Heinelt / Gerhard Bosch / Bernd Reissert
(Hrsg.)
Arbeitsmarktpolitik nach der Vereinigung
1994, Berlin, edition sigma, 249 Seiten

Max Kaase / Günther Schmid
Eine lernende Demokratie - 50 Jahre
Bundesrepublik Deutschland
WZB-Jahrbuch 1999
Berlin, edition sigma, 586 Seiten

Traute Meyer
Ungleich besser? Die ökonomische Unab-
hängigkeit von Frauen im Zeichen der Expan-
sion sozialer Dienstleistungen
1997, Berlin, edition sigma, 216 Seiten

Mirjana Morokvasic / Hedwig Rudolph  (Hrsg.)
Wanderungsraum Europa. Menschen und
Grenzen in Bewegung
1994, Berlin, edition sigma, 286 Seiten

Frieder Naschold / David Soskice / Bob Hancké /
Ulrich Jürgens (Hg.)
Ökonomische Leistungsfähigkeit und Insti-
tutionelle Innovation
WZB-Jahrbuch 1997
1997, Berlin, edition sigma, 366 Seiten

Jacqueline O'Reilly
Banking on Flexibility
1994, Aldershot, Avebury, 297 Seiten

Jacqueline O’Reilly / Colette Fagan (Eds.)
Part-Time Prospects. An International Com-
parison
1998, London/New York, Routledge, 304 Seiten

Hedwig Rudolph (Hg.)
unter Mitarbeit von Dagmar Simon
Geplanter Wandel, ungeplante Wirkungen.
Handlungslogiken und -ressourcen im
Prozeß der Transformation
WZB-Jahrbuch 1995
1995, Berlin, edition sigma, 348 Seiten

Hedwig Rudolph / Anne Schüttpelz
Commitment statt Kommando. Organi-
sationslernen in Versicherungsunternehmen
1999, Berlin, edition sigma, 146 Seiten

Ronald Schettkat (Ed.)
The Flow Analysis of Labour Markets
1996, London/New York, Routledge, 294 Seiten

Günther Schmid (Ed.)
Labor Market Institutions in Europe.
A Socioeconomic Evaluation of Performance
1994, New York/London, M.E. Sharpe, 291
Seiten

Günther Schmid
Är full sysselsättning fortfarande mö jlig?
Övergångsarbetsmarknader som en ny
strategi för arbetsmarknadspolitiken.
(Übersetzung: Birger Viklund)
1995, Södertäje,  PM Bäckström Förlag, 53
Seiten

Günther Schmid / Jacqueline O'Reilly /
Klaus Schömann (Eds.)
International Handbook of Labour Market
Policy and Evaluation
1996, Cheltenham, UK, Edward Elgar, 954
Seiten

Klaus Schömann
The Dynamics of Labor Earnings over the
Life Course. A Comparative and Longitudinal
Analysis of Germany and Poland
1994, Max-Planck-Institut für Bildungsforschung:
Studien und Berichte, Bd. 60, Berlin, edition
sigma,190 Seiten



Klaus Schömann / Ralf Rogowski /
Tomas Kruppe
Labour Market Efficiency in the European
Union. Employment Protection and Fixed-
Term Contracts
1998, London/New York, Routledge, 214 Seiten

zukunft im zentrum, Service-Gesellschaft für
Beschäftigungs- und Qualifizierungsberatung /
Wissenschaftszentrum Berlin für Sozialfor-
schung (Hrsg.)
Arbeitslandschaft Europa. Bericht zum
Zweiten Europäischen Arbeitsmarktkongress
The European Labor Landscape. Report on the
Second European Labor Market Congress
Berlin 1994
Vertrieb: zukunft im zentrum gGmbH,
Rungestraße 19, D-10179 Berlin, Schutzgebühr:
20,-- DM, 328 Seiten



DISCUSSION PAPERS 1996

Einige der nachfolgenden discussion papers sind im
Internet zu finden:  http://www.wz-berlin.de

Some of the following discussion papers are available
on our internet home page:  http://www.wz-berlin.de

Abteilung:
Organisation und Beschäftigung

Swen Hildebrandt
Berufsausbildung in Frankreich zwischen Staat,
Region und Unternehmen:
Neuere Entwicklungen in der Region Provence-
Alpes-Côte d'Azur
Bestell Nr.: FS I 96 - 101

Dorothee Bohle
Governance im Spätsozialismus. Die Heraus-
bildung hybrider Koordinationsformen und
informeller Vernetzungen in Polen und Ungarn in
den achtziger Jahren
Bestell Nr.: FS I 96 - 102

Felicitas Hillmann / Hedwig Rudolph
Jenseits des brain drain - Zur Mobilität westlicher
Fach- und Führungskräfte nach Polen
Bestell Nr.: FS I 96 - 103

Gernot Grabher
Neue  Bundesländer?
Zur Rolle des historischen Erbes in der
Reorganisation von Betrieben und Regionen in
Brandenburg
Bestell Nr.: FS I 96 - 104

Philippe Bernoux
Das Unternehmen - ein neues soziologisches
Forschungsobjekt in Frankreich?
Bestell Nr.: FS I 96 - 105

Frauke Miera
Zuwanderer und Zuwanderinnen aus Polen in
Berlin in den 90er Jahren.
Thesen über Auswirkungen der Migrations-
politiken auf ihre Arbeitsmarktsituation und
Netzwerke
Bestell Nr.: FS I 96 - 106

Abteilung:
Arbeitsmarktpolitik und Beschäftigung

Willem J. Dercksen / Jaap de Koning
The New Public Employment Service in the
Netherlands (1991-1994)
Bestell Nr.: FS I 96 - 201

Peter Auer with Thomas Kruppe
Monitoring of Labour Market Policy in the EU-
Member States
Bestell Nr.: FS I 96 - 202

Jacqueline O'Reilly
Theoretical Considerations in Cross-National
Employment Research
Bestell Nr.: FS I 96 - 203

Günther Schmid
Reform der Arbeitsmarktpolitik. Vom für-
sorgenden Wohlfahrtsstaat zum kooperativen
Sozialstaat
Bestell Nr.: FS I 96 - 204

Peter Auer / Stefan Speckesser
unter Mitarbeit von Lothar Linke
Labour Markets and Organisational Change
Future Working Structures for an Ageing
Workforce
Bestell Nr.: FS I 96 - 205

Peter Auer / Stefan Speckesser
unter Mitarbeit von Lother Linke
Arbeitsmarkt- und Organisationswandel: Zu-
künftige Arbeitsstrukturen und ältere Arbeit-
nehmer
Bestell Nr.: FS I 96 - 205a

Günther Schmid
unter Mitarbeit von Maja Helmer
Beschäftigungswunder Niederlande?
Ein Vergleich der Beschäftigungssysteme in den
Niederlanden und in Deutschland
Bestell Nr.: FS I 96 - 206

Philip O’Connell and Fran McGinnity
What Works, Who Works? The Impact of Active
Labour Market Programmes on the Employment
Prospects of Young People in Ireland
Bestell Nr.: FS I 96 - 207

Abteilung:
Wirtschaftswandel und Beschäftigung

Bob Hancké
Industrial Reorganisation in France. Changing
relationships between large and small firms
Bestell Nr.: FS I 96 - 301

Bob Hancké
The Political Economy of Organizational Change.
Industrial Restructuring and Industrial Relations
in France: Le Cas Renault
Bestell Nr.: FS I 96 - 302

Bob Hancké / David Soskice
Coordination and Restructuring in Large French
Firms. The Evolution of French Industry in the
1980s.
Bestell Nr.: FS I 96 - 303

Elisabetta Gualmini
Policy Innovation in the Italian Labour Market: The
influence of institutions
Bestell Nr.: FS I 96 - 304



Richard Hyman
Institutional Transfer: Industrial Relations in
Eastern Germany
Bestell Nr.: FS I 96 - 305

Steven Casper
German Industrial Associations and the Diffusion
of Innovative Economic Organization: The Case of
JIT Contracting
Bestell Nr.: FS I 96 - 306

Mark Lehrer
The German Model of Industrial Strategy in
Turbulence: Corporate Governance and
Managerial Hierarchies in Lufthansa
Bestell Nr.: FS I 96 - 307

Isabela Mares
Firms and the Welfare State: The Emergence of
New Forms of Unemployment
Bestell Nr.: FS I 96 - 308

Bob Hancké
Labour Unions, Business Co-ordination and
Economic Adjustment in Western Europe, 1980-90
Bestell Nr.: FS I 96 - 309

David Soskice / Bob Hancké
Von der Konstruktion von Industrienormen zur
Organisation der Berufsausbildung. Eine
vergleichende Analyse am Beispiel von
Großbritannien, Deutschland, Japan und
Frankreich
Bestell Nr.: FS I 96 - 310

Bob Hancké / Sylvie Cieply
Bridging the Finance Gap for Small Firms. The
role of information flows across large firm-based
production networks in supplying finance to small
firms: the case of France
Bestell Nr.: FS I 96 - 311

John Phillimore
Restructuring Australian Industrial Relations: The
Limits of a Supply Side Approach
Bestell Nr.: FS I 96 - 312

Bob Hancké / Steven Casper
ISO 9000 in the French and German Car Industry.
How international quality standards support
varieties of capitalism
Bestell Nr.: FS I 96 - 313

Isabela Mares
Is Unemployment Insurable? Employers and the
Institutionalization of the Risk of Unemployment
Bestell Nr.: FS I 96 - 314

Torben Iversen
The Political Economy of Inflation: Bargaining
structure or central bank independence?
Bestell Nr.: FS I 96 - 315

Mark K. Cassell
The Treuhandanstalt, Privatization and the Role of
the Courts
Bestell Nr.: FS I 96 - 316

Pepper D. Culpepper
Problems on the Road to "High-Skill": A sectoral
lesson from the transfer of the dual system of
vocational training to eastern Germany
Bestell Nr.: FS I 96 - 317

Sylvain Broyer
The Social Market Economy: Birth of an Economic
Style
Bestell Nr.: FS I 96 - 318

David Soskice
German Technology Policy, Innovation, and
National Institutional Frameworks
Bestell Nr.: FS I 96 - 319

Karl-Orfeo Fioretos
How and Why Ins titutional Advantages are
Preserved in a Global Economy: A Comparison of
British and Swedish Multilateral Preferences
Bestell Nr.: FS I 96 - 320

Sigurt Vitols
German Industrial Policy: An Overview
Bestell Nr.: FS I 96 - 321

Steven Casper
The Development of Decentralized Supplier
Networks in East Germany: A Challenge to the
German Model of Industrial Organization
Bestell Nr.: FS I 96 - 322

Richard Deeg
German Banks and Industrial Finance in the 1990s
Bestell Nr.: FS I 96 - 323

DISCUSSION PAPERS 1997

Einige der nachfolgenden discussion papers sind im
Internet zu finden:  http://www.wz-berlin.de

Some of the following discussion papers are available
on our internet home page:  http://www.wz-berlin.de

Abteilung:
Organisation und Beschäftigung

Felicitas Hillmann / Hedwig Rudolph
Redistributing the Cake? Ethnicisation Processes
in the Berlin Food Sector
Bestell Nr.: FS I 97 - 101

Dorothee Bohle
Zwischen lokaler Anarchie und globalen Netzen:
Transformationsprozesse im polnischen Straßen-
güterverkehr
Bestell Nr.: FS I 97 -102



Felicitas Hillmann
This is a migrant’s world: Städtische ethnische
Arbeitsmärkte am Beispiel New York City
Bestell Nr.: FS I 97 - 103

Sigrid Quack
Karrieren im Glaspalast. Weibliche Führungs-
kräfte in europäischen Banken
Bestell Nr.: FS I 97 - 104

Enzo Mingione
The Current Crisis of Intensive Work Regimes and
the Question of Social Exclusion in Industrialized
Countries
Bestell Nr.: FS I 97 - 105

Abteilung:
Arbeitsmarktpolitik und Beschäftigung

Dirk Finger
Dienstleistungsschecks in Europa - ein Modell für
Deutschland? Beschäftigungseffekte und Kosten
für die Volkswirtschaft: fünf Szenarien
Bestell Nr.: FS I 97 - 201

Dirk Finger
Service cheques in Europe - a model for
Germany? Employment effects and macro-
economic costs: five scenarios
Bestell Nr.: FS I 97 - 201a

Günther Schmid
in collaboration with Maja Helmer
The Dutch Employment Miracle? A comparison of
employment systems in the Netherlands and
Germany
Bestell Nr.: FS I 97 - 202

Günther Schmid, Peter Auer, Hugh Mosley, Klaus
Schömann (Eds.)
Progress in Evaluation Research: Documentation
of Two Transfer-Workshops on the „International
Handbook of Labour Market Policy and
Evaluation“
Bestell Nr.: FS I 97 - 203

Günther Schmid, Klaus Schömann und
Holger Schütz
Evaluierung der Arbeitmarktpolitik. Ein analy-
tischer Bezugsrahmen am Beispiel des Ar-
beitsmarktpolitischen Rahmenprogramms in
Berlin
Bestell Nr.: FS I 97 - 204

Silke Bothfeld
Teilzeitarbeit für alle? Eine Untersuchung von
Teilzeitpräferenzen in Deutschland und
Großbritannien unter beschäftigungspolitischen
Gesichtspunkten
Bestell Nr.: FS I 97 - 205

Ralf Rogowski und Günther Schmid
Reflexive Deregulierung. Ein Ansatz zur
Dynamisierung des Arbeitsmarkts
Bestell Nr.: FS I 97 - 206

Ralf Rogowski and Günther Schmid
Reflexive Deregulation. International experiences
and proposals for labour market reform
Bestell Nr.: FS I 97 - 206a

Jacqueline O’Reilly, Claudia Spee
Regulating work and welfare of the future:
Towards a new social contract or a new gender
contract?
Bestell Nr.: FS I 97 - 207

Hugh Mosley and Stefan Speckesser
Market Share and Market Segment of Public
Employment Services
Bestell Nr.: FS I 97 - 208

Abteilung:
Wirtschaftswandel und Beschäftigung

Mark Lehrer, Owen Darbishire
The Performance of Economic Institutions in a
Dynamic Environment: Air Transport and
Telecommunications in Germany and Britain
Bestell Nr.: FS I 97 - 301

Stewart Wood
Weakening Codetermination?
Works Council Reform in West Germany in the
1980s
Bestell Nr.: FS I 97 - 302

Thomas R. Cusack
On the Road to Weimar?  The Political Economy
of Popular Satisfaction with Government and
Regime Performance in Germany
Bestell Nr.: FS I 97 - 303

Bob Hancké
Modernisation Without Flexible Specialisation.
How large firm restructuring and government
regional policies became the step-parents of
autarchic regional production systems in France
Bestell Nr.: FS I 97 - 304

Mark Tilton
Regulatory Reform and Market Opening in Japan
Bestell Nr.: FS I 97 - 305

Thomas R. Cusack
Partisan Politics and Fiscal Policy
Bestell Nr.: FS I 97 - 306

Peter A. Hall /
Robert J. Franzese, Jr.
Mixed Signals:
Central Bank Independence,
Coordinated Wage Bargaining,
and European Monetary Union
Bestell Nr.: FS I 97 - 307



David Soskice and Torben Iversen
Central Bank - Trade Union Interactions and the
Equilibrium Rate of Employment
Bestell Nr.: FS I 97 - 308

DISCUSSION PAPERS 1998

Einige der nachfolgenden discussion papers sind im
Internet zu finden;  http://www.wz-berlin.de

Some of the following discussion papers are available
on our internet home page:  http://www.wz-berlin.de

Abteilung:
Organisation und Beschäftigung

Hildegard Theobald
Frauen in leitenden Positionen in der Privat-
wirtschaft. Eine Untersuchung des schwedischen
und deutschen Geschlechtervertrages
Bestell Nr.: FS I 98 - 101

Isabel Georges
Heterogeneity versus homogeneity?
Transformation of wage relations of the French
and the German public telephone operators: the
case of directory inquiry services
Bestell Nr.: FS I 98 - 102

Dieter Plehwe (Hg.)
Transformation der Logistik
Bestell Nr.: FS I 98 - 103

Sigrid Quack
Reorganisation im Bankensektor.
Neue Chancen für Frauen im Management?
Bestell Nr.: FS I 98 - 104

Janne Tienari, Sigrid Quack
and Hildegard Theobald
Organizational Reforms and Gender: Feminization
of Middle Management in Finnish and German
Banking
Bestell Nr.: FS I 98 - 105

Hedwig Rudolf, Felicitas Hillmann
Via Baltica. Die Rolle westlicher Fach- und
Führungskräfte im Transformationsprozeß
Lettlands
Bestell Nr.: FS I 98 - 106

Felicitas Hillmann
Türkische Unternehmerinnen und Beschäftigte im
Berliner ethnischen Gewerbe.
Bestell Nr.: FS I 98 - 107

Nancy Fraser
Social Justice in the Age of Identity Politics:
Redistribution, Recognition, Participation
Bestell Nr.: FS I 98 - 108

Abteilung:
Arbeitsmarktpolitik und Beschäftigung

Dietmar Dathe
Wechselwirkungen zwischen Arbeitszeitpolitik
und Arbeitsangebotsverhalten. Eine Unter-
suchung zur Bedeutung von Arbeitspräferenzen
für eine Politik der Arbeitsumverteilung
Bestell Nr.: FS I 98 - 201

Ton Wilthagen
Flexicurity: A New Paradigm for Labour Market
Policy Reform
Bestell Nr.: FS I 98 - 202

Klaus Schömann, Thomas Kruppe und
Heidi Oschmiansky
Beschäftigungsdynamik und Arbeitslosigkeit in
der Europäischen Union
Bestell Nr.: FS I 98 - 203

Jacqueline O’Reilly, Ralf Rogowski (Hg./Eds.)
Dokumentation des Round-Table Gesprächs
„Die neue Labour-Regierung in Großbritannien:
Zwischenbilanz der ersten hundert Tage“
„The New Labour Government in Great Britain:
Assessment of the first 100 days“
Bestell Nr.: FS I 98 - 204

Holger Schütz, Stefan Speckesser, Günther Schmid
Benchmarking Labour Market Performance and
Labour Market Policies: Theoretical Foundations
and Applications
Bestell Nr.: FS I 98 - 205

Günther Schmid
Transitional Labour Markets:
A New European Employment Strategy
Bestell Nr.: FS I 98 - 206

Klaus Schömann, Ralf Mytzek, Silke Gülker
Institutional and Financial Framework for Job
Rotation in Nine European Countries
Bestell Nr.: FS I 98 - 207

Dietmar Dathe
Der Familienzyklus als Bestimm ungsfaktor für
das Familieneinkommen und das Arbeitsangebot.
Eine Untersuchung für West- und Ostdeutschland
auf der Grundlage des Mikrozensus 1995
Bestell Nr.: FS I 98 - 208

Abteilung:
Wirtschaftswandel und Beschäftigung

Karin Wagner
The German Apprenticeship System after
Unification
Bestell Nr.: FS I 98 - 301



Donatella Gatti
The Equilibrium Rate of Unemployment in Varying
Micro-Institutional Settings
Bestell Nr.: FS I 98 - 302

Steven Casper
The Legal Framework for Corporate Governance:
Explaining the Development of Contract Law in
Germany and the United States
Bestell Nr.: FS I 98 - 303

Torben Iversen and Thomas R. Cusack
The Causes of Welfare State Expansion:
Deindustrialization or Globalization?
Bestell Nr.: FS I 98 - 304

Bob Hancké
Industrial Restructuring and Industrial Relations
in the European Car Industry. Instruments and
Strategies for Employment
Bestell Nr.: FS I 98 - 305

Donatella Gatti
Unemployment and Innovation Patterns. The role
of business coordination and market competition
Bestell Nr.: FS I 98 - 306

DISCUSSION PAPERS 1999

Die nachfolgenden discussion papers sind im Internet
zu finden:  http://www.wz-berlin.de

The following discussion papers are available on our
internet home page:  http://www.wz-berlin.de

Abteilung:
Organisation und Beschäftigung

Swen Hildebrandt
Lean Banking als Reorganisationsmuster für
deutsche und französische Kreditinstitute?
Anmerkungen zur Tragfähigkeit eines leitbild-
prägenden Managementkonzepts
Bestell Nr.: FS I 99 - 101

Dieter Plehwe
Why and How Do National Monopolies Go
"Global"?
Bestell Nr.: FS I 99 - 102

Dorothee Bohle
Der Pfad in die Abhängigkeit? Eine kritische Be-
wertung institutionalistischer Beiträge in der
Transformationsdebatte
Bestell Nr.: FS I 99 - 103

Normand Filion, Hedwig Rudolph
Power, Control and Organisational Learning
Bestell Nr.: FS I 99 - 104

Abteilung:
Arbeitsmarktpolitik und Beschäftigung

Günther Schmid / Klaus Schömann (Hg./Eds.)
Von Dänemark lernen
Learning from Denmark
Bestell Nr.: FS I 99 - 201

Hugh Mosley and Antje Mayer
Benchmarking National Labour Market Per-
formance: A Radar Chart Approach
Bestell Nr.: FS I 99 - 202

Eunice Rodriguez
Marginal Employment and Health in Germany and
the United Kingdom: Does Unstable Employment
Predict Health?
Bestell Nr.: FS I 99 - 203

Erschienen in der Veröffentlichungsreihe der
Querschnittsgruppe Arbeit & Ökologie:

Carroll Haak, Günther Schmid
Arbeitsmärkte für Künstler und Publizisten -
Modelle einer zukünftigen Arbeitswelt?
Bestell Nr. P99-506

Abteilung:
Wirtschaftswandel und Beschäftigung

Bob Hancké
Revisiting the French Model. Coordination and
restructuring in French industry in the 1980s
Bestell Nr.: FS I 99 - 301

David Soskice
The Political Economy of EMU. Rethinking the
effects of monetary integration on Europe
Bestell Nr.: FS I 99 - 302

Gabriele Kasten / David Soskice
Möglichkeiten und Grenzen der Beschäfti-
gungspolitik in der Europäischen Wirtschafts- und
Währungsunion
Bestell Nr.: FS I 99 - 303

Julie Pellegrin
German Production Networks in
Central/Eastern Europe. Between Dependency and
Globalisation
Bestell Nr.: FS I 99 - 304

Donatella Gatti / Christa van Wijnbergen
The Case for a Symmetric Reaction Function of
the European Central Bank
Bestell Nr.: FS I 99 - 305



Steven Casper
National Institutional Frameworks and High-
Technology Innovation in Germany. The Case of
Biotechnology
Bestell Nr.: FS I 99 - 306

Steven Casper
High Technology Governance and Institutional
Adaptiveness. Do technology policies usefully
promote commercial innovation within the
German biotechnology industry?
Bestell Nr.: FS I 99 - 307

André Mach
"Small European states in world markets"
revisited: The questioning of compensation
policies in the light of the Swiss case
Bestell Nr.: FS I 98 - 308

Bruno Amable
Institutional Complementarity and Diversity of
Social Systems of Innovation and Production
Bestell Nr.: FS I 99 - 309



Absender/From:

Versandstelle - WZB

Reichpietschufer 50

D-10785 Berlin

B E S T E L L S C H E I N

O R D E R  F O R M

Bitte schicken Sie mir aus Ihrer
Publikationsliste folgende Diskussions-
Papiere zu.

Please send me the following discussion papers from your Publication List:

Paper No. Author
__________________________________________________________________________

   Bitte schicken Sie bei Ihren Bestellungen von WZB-Papers

   unbedingt  eine 1 DM-Briefmarke pro paper  und einen

   an Sie adressierten Aufkleber  mit.   Danke.

   For each paper you order please send a "Coupon-
   Réponse   International " (international money order)

   plus a self-addressed adhesive label.   Thank You.




