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Deconstructing divisions: Cultural schismogeneses as sour ces of creativity in organizations
Meta Gorupand Dan Podjed

Drawing on Gregory Bateson’s theory of cultural issfogenesis, the authors analyse such processes
within two organizations: the Birdwatching and Bisludy Association of Slovenia and VU University
Amsterdam. Both cases illustrate internal cultuti@isions typical for non-profit organizations wieos
goals go beyond optimizing financial profits and ¢aus be interpreted in various, sometimes cdiftic
ways. The article demonstrates how organizatioreinbers, through continuous processes of creative
deconstruction, transform organizations by simdtarsly creating both schisms

and coalitions. This shows that, although cultdiigisions may at first glance seem destructivey e

at the same time sources of creativity that peongiinizational renewal and growth.
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Introduction

There have been several analyses of cultural dit@ation and consequent divisions in
organizations (e.g. Boje 1995; Gregory 1983; R@&#0), but case studies presenting details on
schisms and their evolution have so far not beenechout. Cultural schismogenesis has been
defined as ‘progressive differentiation’ occurridge to discrepancies between members of
various groups or within a single community (Bated®35, 181). In its simplest version, it
describes polarizing social processes wherein rdifteation between individuals develops
through their interactions — for example, a paspeson becomes increasingly inactive in his or
her encounters with an aggressive individual (Bleelk Reference Online 2014). This
phenomenon, which can be extended to social groogs,been explained on the basis of
cybernetic systems theory. This theory explainstpesfeedback loops wherein one element acts
on the other and vice versa, which creates inangbsiapparent differentiation between them
(Wiener [1950] 1954).

This article proposes looking at multiple culturathismogeneses in organizations as
simultaneously destructive and constructive praesss other words, as processes of creative
‘deconstruction’ (Derrida [1967] 1998). We explaithat organizations facing cultural
schismogeneses are actually involved in iteratirecgsses of creative deconstruction through
which organizational members deconstruct and ineérgheir social realities depending on their
personal and group worldviews and, in so doingufiemeously create schisms and maintain a
certain level of equilibrium. From this perspectivee use deconstruction as an approach that
explains cultural schismogeneses in ‘complex ozgiuns’ (Czarniawska-Joerges 1992) not just
as counterproductive or even destructive procedsgsalso as a generative and constructive
element in the (re)creation of organizational a@fuwhich we understand not as a monolithic
entity, but rather as a process of constant steufgglprevalence between different organizational
factions (Parker 2000).

The inspiration to look at cultural schismogenese®rganizations as processes of creative
deconstruction originates from our fascination whkh C. Escher's famous woodcut print
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Metamorphosis I, which portrays seemingly oppossigeams’ of figures actually representing
the sources for new ones. Bees, birds, and fishidiog in the centre of the image, seem to
originate from one another, and one figure needsetoeshaped for another to be created. We
contend that organizations face similar processasounters between different organizational
cultures may result in schismogeneses, but at #mestime they provide sources of
organizational balance and creation. This artislpl@es such processes through ethnographic
studies of two organizations that have faced caltschismogeneses: the Birdwatching and Bird
Study Association of Slovenia (DOPPS) and VU Ursitgr Amsterdam in the Netherlands
(VU).! These have both experienced internal divisionsa@mequent transformations due to a
large variety of interpretations of organizatiogakls related to their non-profit nature and the
specifics of their management (Drucker 1990). Ithbeoases, schismogeneses resulted in an
iterated transformation, providing us with a godarting point for comprehending what occurs
when organizations encountering cultural schismesr@quired to reinvent themselves in terms of
their ‘basic assumptions’ (Schein [1985] 1992) tlylo simultaneous transformation of their
values (Hatch 1993).

The first case presented describes such a transfiormin the DOPPS, an ornithological and
nature conservation association formed in the [E3&0s. Its complex structure combines
voluntary efforts and professional work. Initialdy purely voluntary organization, the DOPPS
was transformed in the late 1990s into a semi-ggd@al one, consisting of approximately 1000
volunteer members and employing more than 20 pedples article outlines the association’s
transformation from a volunteer association to agabpization integrating volunteers and
professionals while emphasizing the dynamic andnisiifed nature of the change process (see
Podjed and Muii¢ 2008).

The second case study analyses change at a utyvierghe Netherlands: the VU. The VU has
been going through a change process characterigethd introduction of strong central
leadership, decreased academic self-governanceaatawhomy, and business-like behaviours
striving for more effective and efficient organipat. These new values are not in line with what
is believed to be characteristic of ‘traditionatiiversities, in which collegialism and academic
autonomy should thrive. In spring 2012, some usivgremployees started overtly challenging
the changes, which made the already present cukuhessmogenesis between managerial and
academic cultures even more apparent. However fhehaps most obviously contrasted values
have resulted in further schismogeneses in thenargon.

The two case studies illustrate that internal amnbis, conflicts, tensions, and differentiations
not only create organizational divisions but arehat same time sources of new coalitions that
allow organizations to maintain a certain orgamnaet! balance despite (indeed, precisely
because of) organizational change processes, whplllened or otherwise. Thus this article
contributes to understanding how organizationalngkaevolves and what the unexpected
consequences of such processes may be. ThesegBratia relevant not only for further research
and analysis of transformations in organizationd, dso for management of dynamic cultural
processes and changes in organizational settings.

! Organizational cultures of the DOPPS are presantddtail in Podjed (2011). The analysis of the Mbased on
the unpublished master’s thesis of the first au{@orup 2013).



Theoretical framework

The theoretical framework draws on three concegptdtural schismogeneses, organizational
cultures, and creative deconstruction. The firspdieexplain how different cultures within
organizations come into contact during which, duéheir differences, schisms often emerge. To
comprehend cultural schismogeneses in organizatiengironments better, the notion of
organizational culture is then introduced. We ardhat organizational cultures should be
discussed in the plural and that they should besrstdod as dynamic processes. These two
concepts point in turn to the usefulness of theatore deconstruction approach, which
emphasizes the non-singular nature of truth byaemjplg that social reality, be it organizational
or of any other sort, cannot be understood outsidertain context. Hence, in the process of
deconstruction, individuals or groups destroy amdstruct characteristics of a given social
reality, and in so doing simultaneously create sulsi between some entities and alliances
between others.

Culture in this text is understood, broadly spegkin a contemporary anthropological sense that
usually understands culture in the plural; as wakdife, socially acquired behaviour, and
knowledge (e.g. Kuper 1999). Encounters betwedardifit cultures have long been of interest to
scholars studying the not-always-peaceful dynaroicsultural contacts. Theorizations of the
‘cultural schismogeneses’ that such cultural entengroften resulted in were initially introduced
by the English anthropologist, semiotician, andesyleticist Bateson (1935), who defined them
as splits or divisions between strongly opposedi@es or parties, caused by differences in
opinion or belief. Bateson not only recognizes thessibility of cultural schisms between
different cultures, but also finds them within agle community, which is particularly relevant
for our analysis of the two organizations preseiex. He proposes three possible outcomes in
the event of culture contact: ‘the complete fusiohthe originally different groups, the
elimination of one or both groups, [or] the persigte of both groups in dynamic equilibrium
within one major community’ (1935, 179). Differeation can lead either to a schismogenesis or
to the establishment of an equilibrium, althougheBan does not pay further attention to how
this equilibrium may be maintained.

This conceptualization of cultural encounters cko &e applied to organizational contexts. In
line with the above, a schismatic metaphor in oiggions is used by Morgan (1981), who

argues that organizations fundamentally lean tosvalidintegration as an outcome of change
generated from within. He combines two possiblevgief a schism. The first contends that units
of a system ‘strive for functional autonomy’ (Morgd 981, 25) and independence, and the
second refers to a schismogenesis in which inferectetween different groups may actually
generate unity and do not result in a breakdowtmodincing a postmodern view of cultures in

general, and organizational cultures in particu{@arker 1995, 2000), we argue that

schismogeneses and equilibriums are actually painecsame process.

Organizational culture has been a contested nagiod,its researchers have defined it in various
ways. In analysing various approaches to orgamizaliculture, Martin (2002) outlines three
possible viewpoints. The first, the integration gperctive, argues that culture is a monolithic
entity, perceived and shared in very similar masr@nong all organizational members (e.qg.
Deal and Kennedy 1982; Ouchi 1981; Peters and Waier1982; Pettigrew 1979; Schein [1985]
1992). The second, the differentiation perspectigepgnizes that there are ambiguities within



organizations, but acknowledges agreement at theuttural level (e.g. Alvesson 1993; Brooks
1999; Gregory 1983; Rosen 2000). The last, thenfeagation perspective, argues that ambiguity
is central for understanding culture. Individuakrgeive their social realities in different ways
and collective consensus cannot be reached (efgabé Weick 1984; Hatch 1999). We wish to
adopt a combination of the last two perspectivesomanizational culture, while particularly
stressing two of its characteristics: plurality diuadity.

Organizational culture, rather than being uniformhared, is a constant struggle for prevalence
between various factions, coalitions, or subcufurevhich all try to define common
organizational aims in their own ways. It can bdemstood as a ‘continually contested process of
making claims of difference’ in groups and betwéeam (Parker 2000, 233), and can thus be
viewed as a ‘struggle for hegemony’ with competpgositions attempting to define the primary
purpose of the organization in a way that meetg thefinitions (Parker 2000, 75). From this
perspective, which is in accordance with anthrogicla definitions of culture (Batteau 2000),
organizational culture is not stable and permankat,instead constantly being enacted and
changed. In line with this definition of organizatal culture, it is important to grasp that cultura
transformation and change are virtually uncontbdédbecause they are results of ‘simultaneous
interlocking local processes’ (Demers 2007, 88)xHhSa perception of organizational cultures,
with an emphasis on ambiguity as a way of life 4clviprobably fits best into ‘fragmentation
studies’ (Demers 2007, 88—89) — implies that orgatons can be seen as undergoing a constant
and unfinished process of deconstruction. Theilities are understood and interpreted in
different ways and are often contradictory, and thiwhy cultural schisms emerge. At the same
time, however, it is exactly these schisms thatreeessary to maintain an equilibrium because
coalitions are formed through this same procesthofigh schisms result in strained relations
between some groups, this may at the same time cdaser connections between members
within set groups. Schisms not only imply new diws, but also (and always) new alliances.
From this perspective, organizations are simultaslgoundergoing processes of creation and
destruction.

This leads to the concept of creative destructahijch was introduced in economics by
Schumpeter ([1942] 2003). This describes the cantis destruction of the old and the creation
of a new economic structure within the system, edusy the introduction of new products,
methods of production, markets, and forms of orgtion. The concept has also been applied to
organizational studies. Biggart (1977), for examgleows that, in order for an organization to
change, destructive and creative processes musistothis referring to the destruction of old
work methods, facilities, technologies, alliancasd organizational ideology having to coincide
with the creation of new forms of these elemeniwil&rly, Cule and Robey (2004) illustrate

the importance of the creative destruction phasgganizational transition.

Although Schumpeter’s ([1942] 2003) notion of creatdestruction offers valuable insights into
the ways in which organizations change, we mainthiat the processes of creation and
destruction in organizations can be better undedstorough the process of ‘deconstruction’. The
concept of deconstruction was introduced by Deriid®67] 1998), who defined it as an

approach to studying texts based on the assumtitainianguage is a system of differences. A
word cannot be understood without having a compreibe of its opposite, and it is therefore



through this différancethat an understanding is reached. Thus one carnuoderstand a word if
one understands its context — a word’s meaning rakpen the context in which the reader,
writer, or speaker has placed it. Hence the samm wan be understood in almost countless
different ways, as individuals ascribe meaningt tdepending on their own frames of reference.
Consequently there exist no objective meanings ofdg; and indeed the majority of texts
comprise narratives that are conflicting or conty. It is through the process of
deconstruction that these inconsistencies are exip@gich points to the fact that deconstruction
stands for simultaneous and continuous construcaod destruction. This complements
Schumpeter’s ([1942] 2003) notion of creative dedion by recognizing that the seemingly
separate processes of creation and destructionimaffect be seen as convergent. A similar
approach can be applied to social and organizdtgmenomena or, as in the case at hand, to the
different understandings of organizational cultuaed consequent cultural schismogeneses.

Research methods

Both researchers carried out ethnographic reseayohkisting of participant observation, semi-
structured interviews, and focus groups. Partidipabservation encompasses the active
involvement of the researcher in the activitiesh® groups of people studied; in combination
with other research approaches, such as semi+stedcinterviews, the researcher immerses
himself or herself in the lives of the researchieth$ad 2005) — in this case in organizational life
— in order to follow the daily activities, ritualfteractions, and events of the people being
studied as one of the means of learning the exjalid tacit aspects of their cultures (DeWalt and
DeWalt 2002). Thus the researcher is able to peoinddepth and ‘emic’ insights into the topic
studied while being context-sensitive (Ybema e2809). One of the main challenges — and at
the same time the primary interest — of our ethaplgic research was that organizations and their
cultures are in constant flux. Hence it was of @lienportance not to look at and represent these
phenomena as ‘frozen social form[s]’, but insteathink and write about them as occurrences in
a ‘state of organizing in itself (Garsten 1994,721Ethnography is a particularly relevant
approach if one is to understand and analyse argaomns as dynamic social entities because it
aids in describing separate partitions in time, aoohsequently understanding their
transformations.

To provide a quality interpretation of data, a cgdbased analysis was carried out. Coding is a
way of looking for patterns by categorizing langeiag use (Taylor 2001), and it enables the
researcher to systematically define what the teatysed is about (Gibbs 2007). Both researchers
created combined analytical frameworks, meaning ttiay interwove interview transcripts and
field notes. This significantly improves the qualif analysis because it makes it possible to
discover both the differences between and the cemmghtarity of the various types of texts
(Lastovicka and Fernandez 2005; Strgm and Fager2@kEz).

Despite the similarities in research approachesethre several differences between the two case
studies. The main part of the ethnographic studthefDOPPS was carried out from January
2006 to January 2008. The research took place aleyears after a significant organizational
change had occurred in 1999. During the main pathe ethnographic study, the researcher
accompanied the birdwatchers on their field tripd participated in their formal and informal

2 In coining the term différance, a play on wordsswaed to explain that a meaning is constantlyetdet!’, that is,
postponed, and simultaneously ‘differentiated’akation to other elements.



meetings, educational training, and nature consiervactivities. He not only observed, but also
took part in, beginner training, bird counts, arideo volunteer activities; by so doing, he was
carrying out ‘engaged learning’ (Carrithers 19929.carried out 30 semi-structured interviews
(each lasting one hour or more), of which six werdh DOPPS employees (one interview was
repeated in order to gather additional informatidadir with executive board members (one was
repeated), one with a supervisory board memberwititoheads of regional branches, one with a
former member and the main founder of the DOPP8, lahwith volunteer members. He also
conducted two focus groups: one with members ajcallbranch and the other with teenage
participants at an ornithological camp. After thaim part of the ethnographic study was
concluded, he carried out several unstructuredviellip interviews in order to collect additional
information.

The main part of the research at the VU was comdulbetween February and May 2013, which
was a period characterized by turbulent real-timganizational turmoil. The research was partly
retrospective and partly real-time, analysing itadehe period between March 2012 and July
2013, when several cultural schisms within the pizgtion had become prominent. It has to be
noted, however, that the turmoil at the universitydied continued after the researcher left the
field. The researcher attended four public eventseght informal meetings held by the
opposing university staff. In so doing, she gaired understanding of how the resistance
movement functioned and their perceptions of th#oua cultural schisms emerging within the
organization. In addition, she conducted 22 seroictiired interviews (average duration of about
an hour), of which 14 were carried out with acadeand non-academic staff involved in the
opposition to change, two with deans, one withracsedirector, one with a project officer of the
operations programme, one with a policy advisoe with the chair of the works council, one

with the chair of the students’ council, and on¢hva student that supported the employees in
opposition. Interviews with some representativethefuniversity management provided insights
into their perspectives on the organizational ti@msation under study. The researcher also
conducted a focus group among students at the tiyaafubocial Sciences who expressed interest
in participating in activities aimed at improvirntgetquality of education.

The case studies presented are complementarytiththaillustrate the same processes occurring
in two organizations characterized by conflictingrgeptions of organizational goals caused by
their non-profit nature. However, they do so byngsdifferent research designs and forms of
analysis. The DOPPS was not directly studied duanturbulent period of transformation.
Instead, the case study offers an overview of tigarazation and its change retrospectively and
over a longer period of time. The analysis of tHé, \dn the other hand, was conducted during a
shorter period of time but, although it providestaile on developments during only
approximately a year and half, this period was ati@rized by uncommonly overt tensions and
conflicts. The two case studies thus contribut®rggitudinal and a short-term perspective on
cultural divisions, illustrating on the one hande ttmundaneness of cultural schisms in
organizations and on the other their long-termatéfe

Cultural schismogenesesin a Slovenian bir dwatching association

The Slovenian birdwatching association DOPPS, hgadered in Ljubljana, has over 1000
members. It was founded in 1979 by a group of Ttlowlogy enthusiasts, led by a charismatic
leader — a former poet and writer who became imatkeis amateur ornithology in the 1970s



through a simple question: What birds can be seerSlovenia? Because no Slovenian
ornithological atlas was available, ‘there was rbeo possibility than to organize it’, he
explained in an interview. By ‘organize it’, he aally meant establishing an ornithological
association that would involve people capable afyoag out bird counts and monitoring
activities (Podjed2010b. Since then, the DOPPS has grown into the lea8iogenian nature
conservation and birdwatching association. It earout activities nationwide, with five regional
branches and a youth branch. The highest rankifiggadfbody of the association is its general
assembly, composed of DOPPS members. The two dibdies are the executive board,
comprising a president, vice-president, delegataggonal branches, and other members, and
the supervisory board, which has four members.eSthe mid-1990s, the association has also
had a professional team: the DOPPS Office, whichpsed over 20 employees at the time of
the research, including the director.

Background

The establishment of the association in Sloveniaecanuch later than the founding of similar
birdwatching and nature conservation associationthé West; for example, in the UK or the
Netherlands. The relatively late formation of th®BPS can partly be explained by the socio-
economic situation in the aftermath of the SecormtltVWar, when the country was part of the
former socialist Yugoslavia. In the post-war yegughlic opinion and politics were not generally
in favour of birdwatching or nature conservatiorcc@sionally, being a birdwatcher was even
dangerous, because ‘[ajnyone who tried to pressetiands and old orchards was considered to
be an opponent of socialist development’ (Tront@99, 1). In addition, when the birdwatchers
tried to spot birds with their binoculars aroundtéaies or military barracks, on several occasions
they were considered potential spies and enemidiseofegime (Iztok Geister, in Atigd 2008,
38).

The late 1980s and early 1990s were marked bydbialsand political transition of Slovenia,
which became an independent country in 1991. Alnmssaintly — indeed even before the former
Yugoslavia had been dissolved — it started to $efoc new alliances both inside and outside
Europe. The collapse of the former country alstiateéd the disintegration of the Yugoslav
Association of Ornithological Societies (ZODJ), wainialso prompted the DOPPS to start
searching for new international connections, egglgcwith BirdLife International, the world’s
largest nature conservation partnership, with d&million members and supporters. BirdLife
fully accepted the DOPPS into its internationawuek in 2001. Three years earlier, the name of
the association was officially changed to ‘DOPP&Bife Slovenia’, which both symbolically
illustrated the international partnership and s #ame time hid the old mission statement
described in the association’s original name; thabirdwatching and bird study. At first glance,
this was an insignificant change; in effect, howewemarked a transition to a new period, with
more emphasis on nature conservation (Podjed 2013).

Internal divisions

Throughout its existence, the DOPPS has had algldafined mission statement (i.e. the
protection of birds and nature), but in fact it@lgohave been interpreted in several ways. In other
words, the organization has been ‘torn apart’ attipia levels throughout its history (Podjed
2010a). These divisions were gradually reinford¢edugh positive feedback loops, characteristic
of schismogenetic processes. Most apparent wadiffieeentiation between the employees who



began working for the DOPPS office in the mid-1986d volunteer members of the association,
who generally referred to themselves as ‘amateuthmiogists’. The latter commonly perceived
the employees as privileged members of the orghoizlecause they were often paid for doing
the same jobs that the volunteers carried outdgray. As the professional side gradually grew,
its growth reinforced opposition on the part of th@unteers, and the division between the
groups became more apparent.

The second schism was caused by generational afiffes; that is, by gradual ageing of its
existing members and incorporation of younger nemexs, who transferred new ideas and
values into the organization. Initially, in the datl970s, the association was a relatively
unstructured community with a flexible and uncleararchy, and it was also an association of
colleagues of similar age. A founding member exgdithat at that time there were ‘no clear
commands’ and ‘everything was jointly agreed ugmww to attract new members, how to enrich
the journal, and so on’. Gradually, however, theugrof older members remained more focused
on the original core activity of the DOPPS (i.erdiatching), while the group of younger
members supported more professional, organizedstndtured work and emphasized the need
to move towards more socially and environmentalgvant activities (i.e. nature conservation).
During ethnographic research carried out in theO20@ comparable generation split was
identified: the youngest members, that is, represimes of the third generation, commonly acted
as a homogenous group that stood up against theigddas of the middle group (the former group
of young members). In addition, the youngest geimrastarted to reconnect with the oldest
generation and therefore formed a new, ‘mixed’ grou

The third schism was created at the beginning efdiganization’s existence on the basis of
knowledge about birds and nature. Some DOPPS memiaoth professionals and volunteers —
are extremely skilled at bird recognition and irolbgy and botany. On the other hand, many
other members, especially the newcomers, do noivkmach about birds and their behaviour,
but simply enjoy walking in the countryside and refiag time with like-minded people. The
problem here is that skilled and unskilled memlberge to cooperate and help each other when
they carry out bird monitoring and nature conseovatactivities, which can cause tensions
between the two groups.

The fourth schism occurred on a geographical basismore specifically, due to tensions
between the central region of the country and tedppery. During the research, it was
frequently mentioned that the DOPPS had becomedatralized and that information travelled
only in the direction of the central branch in twuntry’s capital, Ljubljana. This perception of
‘underprivileged members’ at the periphery has #&sioto several clashes and has reinforced the
internal divisions.

Managing change

Tensions between the various groups in the DOPR® da a head in 1999. The trigger for
change — which was often referred to as a ‘revofiit- was a seemingly irrelevant dispute over
the finances for printing the association’s jourrialie to inappropriate financial management,
the DOPPS executive board decided to replace tie¢ etlitor of the journal, who was also the
charismatic founder of the association and therméb leader of the ‘older generation’. Thus the
founder lost his position of power in the assooiatand consequently severed his contact with it.



This unexpected farewell of the ‘founding fatheas he is often described by his (former)

colleagues (and even by younger birdwatchers widoniad met him in person), indicated that a

clash between old and new values had occurred. fHawthis event was only a manifestation of

schismogenetic processes in the organization;sttviggered by several events and activities and
followed by other, perhaps less apparent, transdtons. In the mid-1990s, the association

managed to attract an important general sponsgmlale telecommunications company. Then,

in the 2000s, it became involved in several impartBU nature conservation projects; for

example, a project to renature a coastal bay gmdjact for conservation of an endangered bird
species, the corncrake. Moreover, the DOPPS matitarom volunteer research and amateur
birdwatching to nature conservation carried ouaanore professional basis.

In the 1990s, new values in the association anehaarganizational model, aimed at solving the
schisms within the association, were demarcatatidarrival of a new director (i.e. office head).
Prior to taking his executive position in the DOPRBe new director was an amateur
ornithologist, closely involved in nature consereat and employed as the manager of a for-
profit company. In the interview, he explained tha managerial skills, honed in the for-profit
sector, proved very useful in the DOPPS becaus®be realized that the professional team (the
office) could be managed in a way similar to howrmstteam companies are managed. However,
there is also a crucial difference between thepfofit and non-profit sectors that has to be taken
into account. In the interview, he described théenndéference:

In a company, you always know who holds the reifige reins are held indirectly,
through management. Those decision-making line<laa. But in the association,
these lines are less transparent. The reasorsisntieimbers elect the executive board,
which makes decisions about the main strategies san@n. In addition, all the
employees are also members of the association.

According to the director, there is a highly mota group of both volunteers and professionals
in the DOPPS:

It's not difficult to motivate them. In a compargeople soon begin avoiding work.
/...I There, you have to make sure that people wBtk.here everything's different.
Because people are highly motivated, they take orerwork than they can manage.

This implies that a manager in such settings shaatdally motivate people to work less than

they would otherwise want and to support them siritiuting their activities in a more focused

way. In the DOPPS, such an ‘anti-managerial’ apgmnoécf. Parker 2002) was established

simultaneously with a turn from observing birdsndure conservation. This was also one of the
reasons why the volunteer element stagnated fdrile w birdwatching is a popular leisure-time

activity, but nature conservation can hardly bardef as such. Moreover, funding of EU nature
conservation projects, which covered almost halthef association’s budget in recent years,
made it possible to strengthen the professionalgidhe association (i.e. the DOPPS office).

In addition to nature conservation projects asrttan activity in the DOPPS since 2000, the
association still carries out birdwatching actegti Since 2002, for example, they have been
preparing a new ornithological atlas as a volunfgeject, comparable to the initial endeavours



of the ornithologists in the late 1970s — exceyst tthis time it is being managed by the
professionals in the DOPPS office. As its coordinaxplained in an interview, the new atlas
was intended to have a similar cohesive effechaotd atlas — ‘unification’ of the organization
and its members, collaborating towards the samé ¢tmawvever, this unifying goal can once
again be interpreted in various ways.

Cultural schismogenesesin a Dutch university

VU University Amsterdam is one of 14 universitiestihe Netherlands. It comprises 12 faculties
covering a wide range of sciences and enrolling@pmately 24,500 students. According to the
university’s website at the time of writing, theademic and non-academic staff numbered 2764
and 1905, respectively. The university is govermgdfive bodies: a supervisory board, an
executive board, a college of deans, a works chuaicd a students’ council. The supervisory
board (representing external stakeholders) andutixecboard are the core decision-making
bodies. The latter consists of the chair, rectogmifecus, and a board member. The college of
deans is presided over by rector magnificus amgsponsible for overseeing scientific quality
and integrity. The works council and students’ aourare advisory bodies representing
university employees and students, respectiveldividual university employees’ rights are of
concern to the trade unions. The faculty-level goamce structure mirrors the central one, with
individual deans chairing the core faculty decisiaking bodies (i.e. faculty boards).

Background

To understand the organization of the VU and tHeural schismogeneses overtly emerging in
particular since spring 2012, one needs to ackroy@ethe broader changes that occurred in
modern Dutch higher education. In the 1960s and49Dutch higher education faced notable
massification, which resulted in greater governmeagulation. Nevertheless, academic
autonomy was left largely intact. Gradually, unsides became perceived as overly separated
from the broader society (De Boer, Enders, and yei007; Westerheijden, De Boer, and
Enders 2009). The late 1970s and 1980s broughtt @worsening financial situation, resulting
in budget cuts and a reorganization of the puldatar, referred to as New Public Management,
which placed emphasis on more effective and efficieinctioning of public organizations
(Pollitt and Bouckaert 2004). In the case of Dutghiversities, this meant that they had to
become more autonomous and self-responsible, wiiah to be achieved by shifting from
government regulations to output supervision aeghg at a distance’ (Kickert 1995). In effect,
this meant that universities had to become morerketd and ‘output-oriented’, which has
allegedly also had negative consequences for tegamd learning practices (Bal, Grassiani, and
Kirk 2014). These changes coincided with the céimion of university management because
the previously decision-making employee and studeptesentative bodies were turned into
advisory bodies (Westerheijden, De Boer, and En2ieos).

The VU had been continuously affected by thesegqs®es, but in spring 2012, approximately a
year before the ethnographic study took place,iqéatly heated discussions related to the
university’s strategic plan started taking placeneCof the main issues was the proposed
operational reorganization involving a E33 millibndget cut to be achieved by centralizing and
modernizing administration and support servicesthi®y end of 2015, which would result in

several hundred layoffs of non-academic staff. Assponse, an informal platform for distressed
university staff, the ‘Concerned VU employees’ Qintch: Verontruste medewerkers van de VU,



hereafter VVU’ers), was established. In cooperatiath the works council and the trade unions,
the VVU’ers organized several events: demonstratian ‘alternative’ opening of the academic
year, and a symposium — all raising awarenesseotitanges that they perceived as worrying.

On top of the proposed budget cuts, major campoevegions started, requiring significant
investment. In addition, representative and goveynibodies started discussing a proposed
merger of science faculties of the VU and of thevarsity of Amsterdam, which could arguably
cause further layoffs and, as some saw it, nedgataféect the quality of education and research.
January 2013 brought a negative trial audit asseisisby the Accreditation Organisation of the
Netherlands and Flanders (NVAO), which signalledt tthe VU needed to improve the way it
was run, especially its education agenda. In s@bi3, the ‘management crisis’ at the VU was
severely criticized in the media and the rector mifa@us resigned, explaining that his
qualifications were not compatible with the VU’dute objectives (Schilp 2013).

Internal divisions

These developments indicated that the VU had foiself in a vortex of several cultural
schisms. One of the most distinct of these, emlobisiehe formation of the VVU’ers, relates to
the differences between university management emglagees. As a group uniting academic and
non-academic staff, the VVU’ers emphasized that poécies and strategies of university
management signalled the colonization of the VW& agientific institution by an irreconcilably
different managerial culture driven by financialdamarketing incentives. According to their
manifesto, the VU was turning into a ‘cookie fagtprwhere knowledge was reduced to a
guantifiable, marketable product and where empleyke not participate in the decision-making
related to the university’s core activities (foramalysis of similar developments in the UK, see,
for example, De Vita and Case 2014).

The formation of the VVU’ers simultaneously resdltm a deeper abyss between university
employees and management and an alliance amonguusbBvrarely connected academic and
non-academic staff. As one academic and VVU’er sanmed it, ‘It was in fact quite new,
exciting, and atypical that we [academic and nasmdamic staff] cooperated in the first place in
this, as VVU’ers.’ In the words of another acadern VVU’er, ‘in the end, we just have to
focus on the fact that we [academic and non-acadlamaiff] are dealing with one executive
board'. In addition, VVU’ers were cooperating wttke two employee representative bodies, that
is, trade unions and the works council, and manyJ¥vs were also members of one or both
official representative bodies.

Despite the commonalities and seemingly sharedegahnd goals, however, several schisms
emerged among the VVU’ers themselves. Academicramdacademic employees were subject
to different working conditions and different hieshies of work relations, giving the former
more freedom to speak up. At the same time, nomswedstaff were to be directly affected by
the changes at the VU, including the layoffs. Whseremany of them were (among other things)
fighting for their jobs, the academic staff weret sonilarly threatened. The different goals of
academic and non-academic staff were also reflecteéchde union membership. The biggest
trade union at the VU consisted of 30% academic7@9d non-academic staff. This implied that
those trade union members who were also VVU’erseweressence struggling for individual
employees’ rights, as opposed to those VVU’ers whasibitions were mainly related to a
structural change in the way in which the VU waas.rlt was clear that different groups of



university employees were fighting for dissimilandasometimes contradictory goals and,
although they were sympathetic with each other’sregches and aims most of the time, the
differences between them could not be hidden, espewhen it came to seeking and reaching
agreements with the university management. Oneeatiacand VVU’er stated:

It is difficult [for VVU’ers] to have the agenda dfe unions to save jobs. . .. | am not
going to do that. I'm in favour of that, but | wauhot say that VVU’ers should have
this as their primary task. We support them in,tbhat | think the union should do it
and we’'re just going to help them; if these wemnadkind of a solidarity action with
the unions, that would be the best model. /.../ 8o think that we should sometimes
really make it clear that there are three groupéU\érs, trade unions, and the works
council] involved here.

The previous set of interrelated schisms impliedtlaer split, this time relating to different
university sections (faculties and support seryicBepending on their sector of employment,
employees reacted to the proposed changes differéntaddition to the differences between
academic and non-academic staff described preyioigliso has to be noted that the majority of
the most vocal opponents among academics weretdtl with the Faculty of Social Sciences.
This possibly implied a disciplinary schism as wegltesumably, social scientists are more
socially aware and inclined towards activism thémecs. Alternatively, this might originate in
the fact that the Faculty of Social Sciences whredtened’ with a merger with the Faculty of
Arts in spring 2012, which had raised concerns ansmme employees.

Furthermore, conflicts also arose as a consequehtee different political affiliations of the
VVU’ers. Some VVU’ers were characterized by othass‘hardliners’ or ‘radicals’, suggesting
that the best way to achieve their goals was mouth negotiation and compromise, but through
employing more drastic means of resisting, sucstridees and barricades. Although not averse to
public action, the majority of VVU’ers favoured &eextreme approaches.

In addition to the parties mentioned above involiretbrmal and/or informal university politics,
students also played an active role. However, stigsde either through formal representative
bodies or via informal student groups — did notfoa strong coalition with the concerned
employees. According to the chair of the studewtsincil, their motives for and goals of
resisting significantly differed from and sometimegen contradicted those suggested by the
VVU’ers and trade unions:

As students . . . our only concern is what the lleeé service, facilities, or education
are, and not so much if the employees are getinegl or not. That sounds cold-
hearted and it is, but sometimes you have to addhésgs like this, otherwise things
get mixed up.

Managing change

In recent decades, universities, including the Walve faced turbulence, which has resulted in
new forms of organization. As a consequence ofetlobmnges, tensions between academic and
managerial values have become more visible andlgraic. In addition, as shown in the
previous section, other schisms may occur durimggi of organizational turmoil. The question
remains how these cultural schismogeneses areiysicand put to use in the attempts to
maintain organizational balance.



First, and as mentioned above, a strong coaliibrieast at times, was formed among various
categories of university employees. Related to, this alliance between the VVU’ers, trade
unions, and the works council was formed. This lteduin a schism between university
employees and university management, which causéalken organizational balance. Although
this did not happen immediately, university manageidid eventually realize that they needed
to provide some answers to their concerned empsoysfter a stronger resistance movement
emerged, the managers directly involved with reoizgion plans tried to ‘clarify to people how
the goals of this operation, or project, [were] wontrary to /.../ the nature of an academic
organization’. Although such rhetoric is not to bkndly taken as the truth, the interviewed
senior director realized that the concerned emgsyead helped raise the issues reaching beyond
the VU and beyond criticisms of its executive board

[1t is positive that public debate . . . is stagito focus on how we go about higher
education, what we think of higher education in Netherlands. And whether we are
willing to invest serious money in higher educat@mnnot. And | think that is a very
important debate.

At lower organizational levels, the dean of a palttrly active faculty, in terms of overt
opposition to change at the university, for exampkated that he essentially considered his
concerned employees loyal and therefore apprecih&defforts:

I’'m not saying that | buy it all or that | also btlye solution, because [the VVU’ers’]
problem is much bigger than the problem of the Wd.just that the VU is now in the
limelight, and because you're [i.e., the employess]loyal and concerned here and
now, this is where you speak up.

At the same time, some members of the resistanceemment realized that the university
management might have been right in at least sdrtieew ideas. The chair of the works council,
for example, said:

There’s also always a secret opinion that maybexieeutive board has a good point.

And the deans are saying, yes, maybe we shouldttidess money in support. And,

even as the works council, we said, if there’sfinigihcy in administration and so on,

it's OK to make it more efficient, and yes, conseafly fewer people will work there.
Despite all the schisms, differences, and conttiadis, partial or temporary alliances, and what
some of the interviewees even considered betragaisember of support staff, an active trade
union member, and a VVU’er maintained, ‘Together alieneed each other very much. It's
funny to say this. [laughs] We can’t do with and eaa’'t do without!

Discussion

Both cases analysed illustrate that organizatiowistaeir cultures can be understood as constant
‘struggle[s] for hegemony’ (Parker 2000, 75) inaiss of oppositions, which can escalate in
schismogenetic processes as described by Bate886)(IThe latter emerge due to differences
within one or between different communities, andhiase cases they have proved to result in
what Bateson calls ‘dynamic equilibrium’ (179). this sense, our observations are closely
related to Martin Parker’'s (1995) study of the migational culture of the Vulcan company [not
a real name]. On the basis of ethnographic findiagsut constantly restructured internal



coalitions in the organization, Parker suggestgitepbehind the prevailing and outdated view of
culture as a ‘homogenous normative glue’. Insteadjanizational culture should be
conceptualized as a ‘set of factions and alliantest allow its members to see themselves in
certain times as within the ‘family’ and in certaimes as within other ‘families’ (Parker 1995,
542). Similar views are introduced in parts of Nast (2002) and Demers’s (2007) works, who
show that organizational cultures and their tramsédgions need to be understood by fully taking
their complexities into account. This article iduzes an approach that allows and indeed
supports such a notion of organizational cultureamely, deconstruction. In both cases
presented, we noticed that the cultures of an @azgdon are constituted and (de)constructed
through oppositions, as suggested by Derrida ([L2898). It was shown that different groups of
organizational members tried to bring forward dif@ aspects of their organizations’ values and
missions. In doing so, inconsistencies presupptsedeconstruction were exposed. However,
these inconsistencies proved not to be destrudbive instead contributed to the creative
maintenance of an equilibrium.

Such a ‘deconstructive’ understanding of organizeti cultures has important implications for
managing change. In the DOPPS and at the VU, mandgel to accept — or at least tried to
understand — complex internal dynamics in theiaaigations. This was far from an ideal-type
understanding of organizational culture as a uahifidnole that can be shaped and transformed by
a team of skilled managers or even by a singleopers complex organizations such as the
DOPPS and the VU, with flexible and malleable gaatsl various possible interpretations of
their mission statements related to their non-pradture, managerial approaches to culture- and
organization-making that perceive organizationdtuta as a unifying force (e.g. Deal and
Kennedy 1982; Ouchi 1981; Peters and Waterman 1882hot make much sense. In such
complex, fragmented, and dynamic environments,ouariapproaches to creating order out of
chaos based on integrative reification of cultunel ghe idea that ‘basic assumptions’ of an
organizational culture (Schein [1985] 1992) cantla@sformed by managerial decisions might
actually be counterproductive. Instead of an irdeégnist understanding of organizational culture
(Martin 2002), other approaches that enable uraedstig of cultural pluralism and diversity
within an organization (in Martin’s [2002] schemieese perspectives are differentiation and
fragmentation) are more appropriate to supportrideessary cultural shift to non-managerial
alternatives (see Parker 2002). Following such @ggres, a manager should in a way become
his or her own antidote, an ‘anti-manager’, ableidentify, track, and steer — and not only
supervise, control, and direct — dynamic changegsges in organizations.

Conclusion

Building on the ideas of cultural schismogenesid areative deconstruction in organizations,
this article analysed two organizations: a Sloveriadwatching association, the DOPPS, and a
Dutch university, the VU. The latter is a much Er@nd more complex institution than the
DOPPS, which is a relatively small national asdomia Their core activities are also quite
different: whereas the VU is an educational aneéassh organization, the DOPPS is involved in
nature monitoring and conservation. Our study fedusn the transformations that took place
within the two organizations and identified sevesahilarities relevant to understanding the
dynamics of cultural schismogeneses and consegorganizational transformations. Both
entities presented are non-profit organizations dheir mission statements go beyond
maximization of capital, which may result in coaféd perceptions of organizational goals. In
addition, both organizations have faced multipleisos and have been internally ‘torn apart’.



The article explained that such processes are heless not necessarily counterproductive
because they stimulate the organization to transfand adapt to members’ needs and broader
social, economic, and political demands. As membeesningly pull in different directions, there
are shifts taking place in organizations all theetj and conflicts prompt new ideas and test
possibilities for further organizational developrhen

In both cases, different organizational membershaterred to dissimilar, and sometimes even
contradictory, frames of reference creating orgational settings wherein schisms actually
enabled the maintenance of organizational balambe. DOPPS was founded as a volunteer
amateur association. During its transition to a enprofessionalized organization, conflicting
views emerged regarding its mission. The consegsehisms were related to the differences in
the professional status of organizational membgnoféssionals and volunteers), to the
generational gap (older and younger members),datilan variations (centre and periphery), and
to differences in skills and knowledge (experts adateurs). As a university, the VU
traditionally subscribed to academic values usudl§ined in terms of collegial governance
arrangements and academic freedom. A shift towaatsagerial values has resulted not only in a
schism between employees and management, butasehisms related to different employment
statuses or category of organizational membersagademic staff, non-academic staff, and
students), membership in official employee repregese bodies (trade unions and the works
council), organizational unit membership (particulaculties and support service units), and
political affiliation. Although new organizationatructures were introduced (a more professional
one in the case of the DOPPS and a more managepatiown arrangement in the case of the
VU), several different organizational goals and swes persisted. Despite the presence of
different and often contradicting organizationalltaxes, which originated from different
perceptions of organizational values, both orgdiuina have maintained — sometimes more and
sometimes less — a stable balance. We argue tlbau$® deconstruction allows for different
perceptions of set phenomena, it necessarily atplies a creative combination of these points
of views, which ultimately enables organizationddptation and growth.

This text contributes to our understanding of aaltischisms within organizations in terms of
processes of creative deconstruction, as metagatgritiustrated by M. C. Escher’'s woodcut
print Metamorphosis Il, and offers insights releivBor organizational change management. The
two ethnographic studies further imply two partanly interesting avenues for future research.
First, the study shows that boundaries betweenliconfy groups are unclear and malleable.
Individuals may simultaneously belong to variousugrs and thus operate on what can be argued
to be conflicting sides (e.g. individuals taking looth professional and volunteer activities at the
DOPPS, or academic middle managers, such as dedmus,identify themselves with both
academic and managerial values in the case of the Due to their ambiguous position, such
individuals may act as ‘connectors’, transcendimffucal divisions and blurring boundaries
between different groups. Our data suggest thah samganizational amphibians’ may be
important change agents in organizations wherenizgtonal goals tend to be ambiguously
interpreted, and thus they and their practices rdeseloser observation. Second, the cases
presented show that schismogenetic processesamiaggions are not initiated exclusively ‘from
within’: internal differentiations and consequerdrnisformations of organizational cultures are
influenced by broader social, political, and ecoioontexts. The case of the DOPPS presents
how a social and political shift, establishmentaofiew country, and changed attitudes towards
nature conservation activities affected the tramsétions of the association’s culture(s). The



case of the VU similarly illustrates how nationed&l budget cuts and new managerial
approaches reverberated at the organizational.l@Vmse findings raise noteworthy questions
related to, first, how the ‘old’ and the ‘newly iatluced’ organizational cultures influenced by
socio-political context interact within organizat® and, second, how particular organizational
distinguishing features may act in return on broadecietal discourses in the course of
organizational change.
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