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This book is dedicated to

Ludwig Numrich

8th August 1891 to 14" August 1988

On the first day of World War I, 60,000 men died. Having been forced
into this war and survived the following four years
of senseless mass-killings, many European workers were bitterly
disappointed with war and capitalism. These returning soldiers founded
revolutionary workers’ and soldiers’ councils to end all wars and
capitalism. Parliamentary democracy and capitalism were to be
replaced with socialised and deliberative workplace democracy.

My great-grand father, Ludwig Numrich, was a member of the
Darmstadt Revolutionary Workers’ and Soldiers” Council, 1918/1919.
This book is dedicated to him and all women and men who fought for
workplace democracy.



Those who can make you
believe absurdities can make
you commit atrocities.
Voltaire
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Preface

Books and, above all, academic books are products of someone sitting at a
desk somewhere, mostly alone, carrying out the communicative action of
writing. In many cases this starts as a two dimensional activity as someone
is sitting in front of an empty white page. Today this two-dimensional
white page consists mostly of the monopolised Microsoft Word for Windows
computer screen. When starting to write, the author soon discovers that
this page is not only two-dimensional but should - and in many cases actu-
ally does — provide for a third dimension, the dimension of depth and cri-
tique. To accomplish a serious level of depth a book needs to be able to
show what lies behind the ordinary things that are being served up. Books
that focus on the third dimension dig deeper into the underlying values of
many assertions. They seek to make visible the hidden ideologies that are
cloaked behind the so-called objective claim. These books are able to show
the unmentioned intentions that exist behind the surface structure and
make them visible to the reader. They reveal what underlies books that
promise to be ‘a practical book’. These books show the truth that is covered
up by today’s anti-intellectualism often labelled as a practitioner’s handbook
that shows facts and figures with problem-solving abilities for the real world. The
anti-intellectualism and anti-thinking biases of these books completely
contradict their claim to present management science, communication
theory, or organisational studies.

The contradictions are cleverly covered up by reducing theory to a few
lines here and there, some easy graphs and figures or a simple literature review.
These reductions are designed to sum up, to deliver a distorted view of what is
out there. By inventing so-called key elements these books carefully avoid the
critical power of theoretical concepts: Firstly, they deny the fact that theory
and concepts are always in use, especially when the infamous no-theory but
practical claim appears.! Despite this and other claims, theories and concepts
are used in every single book ever written in and about any field of socially
constructed facts on communication, management and work. The use of the-
ories is unavoidable in any book that contains forms of socially constructed
knowledge. Secondly, theories and concepts provide a valuable assistance in
the process of uncovering the underlying values and ideologies used in these
supposedly unbiased books. In short, the theory dimension appears in every
book but it appears in two forms. Either it is introduced, used silently and
covered up by the objective or practical, etc. claim or it is used as a conscious
reflection on the way knowledge is produced.

One of the core values of these unbiased and objective books — mostly text-
books - in the field of management is that they fulfil one of George Orwell’s

xiii



xiv Preface

(1949:83) most important dictum outlined in his novel 1984: I understand
HOW: I do not understand WHY ...at one point it had been a sign of madness to
believe that the earth goes around the sun.”> While today’s managers and man-
agement students are told that their field is about HOW to be a successful
manager, HOW to communicate effectively, HOW to manage the work-
place, HOW to succeed in the marketplace, and HOW to turn means into
ends, the overwhelming force is directed towards the means and the HOW.
Standard management books almost never spend much time on the ends
and on the WHY. Similarly, today we all understand HOW the earth moves
around the sun. But our understanding of WHY the Catholic Church as the
prime norm setting keeper of the medieval ideology has taken more than
3350 years to acknowledge that Galileo was correct and the Church was
wrong is much less known and much less reflected upon. Again, we under-
stand the means and the HOWs but God forbid not the WHYs and the ends
of the Church’s motives. After all it was the most prominent ideological
power structure of medieval living for roughly 2000 years. If we dare to ask
about the WHYs and the ends, we might uncover that certain forms of
knowledge are dangerous and need to be withheld by those in power,
today as much as 2000 years ago. We might also uncover that the WHYs
and the ends lay bare some of the hidden truths about the old institution.
And it may tell us why certain truths are kept away from another roughly
200 year old power structure: capitalism and its modern administrators:
management.

In true Orwellian style most of today’s management books tend not to
ask WHY and at which ends all this is aimed for as these might be danger-
ous questions. One might, as Orwell did, suggest this is done for one single
reason: until they become conscious they will never rebel. WHY and ends ques-
tions might lead to this, while HOW and means queries are system integra-
tive and affirmative. They are functional questions that negate and cloak
the WHYs and ends by redirecting attention towards the machine, the
mechanism, and the apparatus. They ensure that Orwell’s rebellious charac-
ter is denied, hidden, buried, or replaced with the affirmative character that
is able operate in foday’s business environment. The headline today’s business
environment is no more than an empty promise found on too many covers
of too many management and business books. Deservedly, these books
have an average shelf life of approximately three to five years as they go
with the modern Zeitgeist.

While book pages definitely have two dimensions and a third dimension
may(!) be found in the depth of a book, they sometimes also have a fourth.
This fourth dimension has occupied human thinking for thousand of years,
from the Greek kronos to Albert Einstein and beyond. The fourth dimension
is the idea of time. In our days, the idea of time has often been linked to
something called Zeitgeist. All books encounter this idea. Zeitgeist is com-
monly — and unfortunately untruly - seen as the spirit of the time.
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However, Zeitgeist or Zeit (time) and Geist (spirit), according to the inventor
of Zeitgeist, German philosopher Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel (1770-1831)
expresses something slightly different. Hegel has been concerned with the
Phenomenology of Spirit (1807) and how the spirit (Geist) or our consciousness
is connected to time (Zeit). Unlike its common understanding today - the
spirit of the time — Hegel’s thoughts were more directed towards the history
of consciousness. He thought that consciousness, and in fact any thinking,
needs to be aware of time. Any thinking or consciousness that is not con-
scious of time and history is somewhat trapped in its time. Only an aware-
ness of historic processes can result in thinking that is not trapped in time.
Therefore, Hegel’s idea of Zeitgeist means that to be in tune with the Zeit is
comparable to being a prisoner of time as the reflection on time and
history remains unconscious. Only those who are conscious of the time
and history in which they exist — and write books - can escape the Zeitgeist.

In this sense, all books are a product of their time but two distinctions
have to be made. There are books that are written and trapped inside the
Zeitgeist and those that are aware of time and history and that can escape it.
Historically unconscious books that pretend to deliver a practitioner’s hand-
book that shows facts and figures with problem-solving abilities for the real world
in today’s business environment are often exposed to the trappings of the
Zeitgeist. In other words, awareness of Hegel’s idea on Zeitgeist can lead an
author’s awareness of a book’s timeliness. Any book that is aware of Hegel’s
Zeitgeist and is furthermore capable of appropriately dealing with the trap-
pings of the Zeitgeist might turn into what is commonly labelled a classic.
Classics are those books that have withstood the critique of time. This
‘critique of time’ is not done by time itself but by people. People living at dif-
ferent times, with different perspectives on the world in general and the
world of work in particular conduct such critiques. Ever since Hegel’s philo-
sophical predecessor Immanuel Kant (1724-1084) critique — something
largely absent from standard textbooks — has been important to thinking.
As Kant once said, under modernity everything has to submit to critique.® In
other words, maybe even in Kant’s or Hegel’s words, good books are not
written unconscious of time and history nor are they written unconscious of
society. Every book also exists in relation to other books in its respective
field, in relation to readers, and to society. No book has ever been produced
disconnected from society or the readers it has been written for. Books, as
an expression of socially constructed knowledge, are always a product of
their time and their social environment.*

The result of an author’s work — a book - is a product that could hardly
have been achieved individually and totally disconnected from society.
Books are not the result of a Robinson Crusoe (1719) like work process. This
idea is and has always been a conservative illusion. Defoe himself has
damaged the conservative Robinson Crusoe fantasy of the island man surviv-
ing on his own because even Mr Crusoe used someone to survive — a native
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appropriately called Friday, a working day. This is not to say that all book
writers have a Friday but people, like the fictive Robinson Crusoe or the
author Daniel Defoe himself, do not exist on fictive islands as lonesome indi-
viduals. All books are written in a socially constructed environment.
Writers as well as their books have one thing in common - they are part of
a society that impacts on them. Like all books, this book is not indepen-
dent of societal influences and values. It is, however, totally independent
from what Habermas has called the power and money code. 1t has not
received any support from industry, government, funding institutions, uni-
versities, etc. It is still possible for a book to be relative independent from
the money and power code. Despite the fantasy of total objectivity and value-
neutrality, all authors - without exception - exist, live, think, and write in a
particular society and at a particular time. All authors and all books carry
elements of their societal values but while some hide them behind such
fictions, others acknowledge them openly.
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Introduction: Communication and the
World of Work |

It was a bright cold day in April, and the clocks were striking thirteen is the start
of one the foremost books on communication. In George Orwell’s 1984,
communication in a future society is reduced to a tool that corrupts our
thoughts while BIG BROTHER IS WATCHING YOU and the thought police is
looking for thought crimes.5 Orwell has provided one of the most powerful
images of where society can go when human communication is deliber-
ately distorted, corrupted, abused, and misused. Even though the year 1984
has long since passed, present society, work, and communication have
obviously not yet reached an Orwellian stage. However his apocalyptic sce-
nario remains with us. Undoubtedly, Orwell emphasised the importance of
communication in shaping our society, our thinking, and how damaging
the misuse of communication can be as it reaches into the heart of our
society. As much as in 1948 when Orwell wrote 1984, today, and in a hope-
fully non-Orwellian future, almost all societies and their accompanying
work arrangements exist through communication. Ever since modern mass
production ended feudalist peasant life some time between the mid-18'"
and the early 20'"? century, demands on communication at work have been
on the increase. The way we work is continuously being reshaped and with
it the demands on communication. With the continuous rise of modern
post-industrial work arrangements, communication has become an ever
more important aspect of our present and future working and social lives.
Not surprisingly, much has been written on the relationship between the
way work has been managed and communication.

Traditionally, economists, labour relations, and above all communication
experts have viewed these developments from somewhat separate stand-
points. With the rise of communication studies as an independent subject
during the last 50 odd years, studies on communication began to be seen as
increasingly important for the world of work. Even though the communica-
tion field has definitely had an impact on the way the world of work is seen
today, it is still divided into a managerial and a labour-relations viewpoint. At
present, the field of communication at work or organisational communication,

1



2 Communication and Management at Work

as it is commonly termed, is still divided into a focus on discussions on why
people communicate at work while others focus on how organisations and
management communicate and how managerial communication takes place.®
These studies concentrate on effective and efficient management. Originally
effectiveness and efficiency are two management ideas that have been trans-
ferred into human communication resulting in effective and efficient com-
munication at work. All too often this widely accepted standpoint tends to
result from a rather one-dimensional and ultimately unquestioned manage-
ment viewpoint. Above all, this effective managerial communication per-
spective tends not to focus on internal communication as it focuses on
customer relations, marketing, etc. Hence work is not at the centre either. It is
successfully removed as largely irrelevant to management communication.
All too often a managerial focus on effectiveness or efficiency takes over and
shadows human communication at work.” A managerially driven view that
uses communication as an instrument inside organisations to support organ-
isational goals supersedes a quest into any why of human communication
at work. The idea of this book, however, is to remove this rather one-
dimensional view on effective communication in organisations which is not
driven by organisational goal achieving purposes that see communication
consciously or unconsciously as a mere supplement to organisational
success.® In contrast, it seeks to move communication among people at work
into the centre.

It focuses on comprehensive investigations into human aspects that
underlie communication at work. Hence the title Communication and
Management at Work fulfils two essential aspects. It directs attention to how
and why people communicate at work. It shows how communication works
as it discusses the inner mechanisms of communication among participants
in managerial, industrial, business, and work-related settings. The key
aspect is on why, how and in what way communication at work is con-
ducted in an effort to bring forward concepts leading to a deeper under-
standing of communication. Of relative importance to an understanding of
Communication and Management at Work is the construction of meaning
among participants in workplaces. Essentially communication is about how
information or messages are issued and received. But Communication and
Management at Work does not stop here. As all participants send and receive
messages they also have to understand and interpret these messages in
order to understand them.? When we receive a message, let's say a red traffic
light, we not only receive the message, we also understand and interpret it.
We interpret this message — a red light - by linking it to previous know-
ledge, i.e. traffic rules that one must obey. In traffic, at work, and in every-
day life, every one of us constantly conducts such operations. We do this
whether we are at home or at work, whether we are observing signs or
reading an introduction to a book on communication at work. As we read
these sentences, we seek to understand the author’s intentions by reflecting
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on information that the author issues to us.}® While reading the introduc-
tion we seek to reconstruct the author’s argument in order to understand
his intentions expressed in Communication and Management at Work. As
humans we are unable to understand the meaning of any author’s intro-
ductory sentences without linking them to some form of previous know-
ledge, to things we already know. This kind of previous knowledge or
a priori knowledge, as the philosopher Kant (1721-1781) once called it, is a
form of knowledge that we all have and share.

Only our ability to link previous ~ a priori - knowledge to newly received
messages enables us to enter into a process that creates meanings. It
enables us to establish understanding and to construct interpretations.
Such a communicative interpretation is also called the creation of
meaning. To understand a text called Communication and Management at
Work is a task relatively easily accomplished as most of us can relate to the
two everyday experiences that most of us share: communication and
work. For many - whether managing or being managed — communication
and work are things we regularly do. Equally, most - if not all of us! -
communicate whether at work or not. While we surely communicate
outside of work, the focus here is on communication at work. Hence the
focal point is on the workplace as the place where most of our goods and
services are engineered and produced. However, Communication and
Management at Work does not have engineering, production, or mechani-
cal tools-boxes for business operations or process re-engineering or any
other management fads at its core. The task at hand is a substantive
inquiry into Communication and Management at Work and not into man-
agerial fashions that change, come, and go. In this context, work is not
just an engineering fad. It is rather a substantial and socially constructed
activity that is at the heart of our present society.

Communication and Management at Work highlights communicative com-
ponents of work that enable the process of work to become alive. It also
focuses on a critical understanding of communication and management at
work that goes beyond standard how-to-do and how-to-do-it-better fashions
that all too often are formulated as a handy recipe book.!! Traditionally,
communication has been viewed as a tool or an instrument. Time and
again communication and management at work have been constructed
inside the framework of instrumental rationality where human thinking is
purposively driven towards managerial goals. Inside rational management —
often expressed as strategic management — such a prescribed way of think-
ing tends to be preoccupied with finding the right, correct, best, effective,
etc. instrument, tool, strategy, etc. for — as it has been claimed - your or
more accurately — any business. Such recipe books are designed to solve your
as much as any managerial problem. This is often done in an approach that
could be summarised as: your business is a very important business — just like
everybody else’s business! With a few clever steps any manager can manage
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communicatively or strategically by moving from being a simple manager
to an upmarket position of strategic or communicative manager!

Most unfortunately, this has been transferred into every part of everyday
life. All human and societal affairs just need to be managed correctly and
the managerial dream of universal success comes true, never mind what
success actually means!'> We are told that if we manage our affairs cor-
rectly, it improves our family and marriage. It relieves us from pain, emo-
tional stress and misfortune. A raft of Manage Your...-books such as Manage
your Marriage, Manage your Finances, Manage your First Date, Manage your
Children, Successful Educational Management, Stress and Anger Manage-
ment, Manage your Family, Manage your Wedding Day, etc. pile up in book-
stores and bookshelves at home. Despite the fact that they may not be as
helpful or as good as they pretend, most people experience pretty soon that
human-, work-, and family life is not as easily fixed as we are being told.!3
That it is not something that can — and in many cases does not even need
to be - easily managed. For many, the advice just follow a simple recipe and
your simple life will be okay, turns out to be a false promise. Despite their
doubtful quality in actually providing help, these books are financial
success stories as they sell well and make(!) money at airport bookstalls
around the world. In the words of George Orwell in 1984, books were just a
commodity that had to be produced, like jam or bootlaces (1949:136). These
well-selling Manage Your... books are the exact opposite of Woody Allen’s
claim my movies must be good, they never make any money, reflecting on his
40-year movie-making career. Maybe good movies and good books hardly
make money. Maybe they are not designed to make money. Maybe they are
designed to enlighten us. Maybe they are not about quick fixes telling us
how but rather about the secret that resides in why.

Maybe most ideas that gave us Enlightenment and modernity like Galileo’s
earth movements,! Luther’s 95 theses, Copernicus’ planetary movements,
Newton’s gravity, Rousseau’s principles, Kant’s ethics, Marx’ capital,
Einstein’s relativity, Freud’s psychoanalysis, Piaget’s development psycho-
logy, Kohlberg’s ethical development, Habermas’ communicative action, or
Pinter’s 2005 Nobel Prize Lecture were never designed to make money.
Maybe they were designed to uncover the often hidden but basic ideas
about human communication. While not being positioned in the above
listed category, Communication and Management at Work is foremost about
uncovering the secrets of communication at work. Most likely, it will not
turn out to be as funny as Woody Allen’s movies but it is designed as a con-
tribution to the enlightenment project. It should - like Woody Allen’s
movies — be enlightening on aspects of human communication at work. It
is not a money-making guide to Manage Your ‘... (insert your subject
here!)...”.}

Most of the Manage Your... books tend to focus on narrow subject areas
without venturing much beyond their self-set boundaries in which they
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pretend to have all the answers to your ills. Over and over again they
present easy solutions to easy problems that are all to be found and solved
in the domain of how, never in why. While using a language that is easy to
understand they all too often exist inside the confines of such language
use. As language philosopher Wittgenstein had noted the boundary of my
language is the boundary of my world (Radford 2005:177). Hence, the simple
language of the Manage Your... approach already sets strong limits to any
deeper understanding of the world, confining this understanding in a self-
constructed frame presented in theory-less facts. While facts are presented
as given and not as socially constructed complex models, sophisticated
concepts and underlying theory are largely absent. If theory is included at
all, then it is reduced to a few, if any, simple models and simplistic state-
ments reflecting a KISS approach: keep it simple, stupid!'® While they avoid
telling us the theory behind their claims, they still follow a certain chain-
logic: the world is simple, your business is simple, your problem is simple,
and your solution is simple. Ultimately, there is, however, an unmentioned
but equally fatal consequence: you are simple!

These texts tend to confine our thinking inside a pre-constructed square
which we are supposed to live in without recognising, realising and above
all questioning the existence of this pre-constructed square or box.!”
Through these texts, we are more and more led to believe we should be
living inside a comfortable box with sharp boundaries and edges. While the
almost exact opposite is the case, we are told that venturing outside is com-
plicated, disillusive, dangerous, and non-fulfilling. As George Orwell
(1949:163) beautifully remarked in his novel 1984,

the world-view of [managerialism] imposed itself most successfully on
the people incapable of understanding it. They could be made to
accept the most flagrant violations of reality, because they never fully
grasped the enormity of what was demanded of them, and were not
sufficiently interested in public events to notice what was happening.
By lack of understanding they remained sane. They simply swallowed
everything, and what they swallowed did them no harm, because it
left no residue behind, just as a grain of corn will pass undigested
though the body of a bird.

A comfortable domain has been created that allows us to take part without
understanding what is happening. We never have to leave our cushioned
world of consumerism mediated through corporate mass media that tell us
all is fine and that existing in our little boxed-in and closed-off suburban
world is a sane thing. Hence even at a somewhat more intellectual level,
many follow a quasi-intellectual containerisation of thought that presents
the social world of work as being boxed up into a separation of labour
relations (Orwell’s Oldspeak) on the one hand and Human Resource



6 Communication and Management at Work

Management (Orwell’s Newspeak) on the other. These two boxes are further
separated into managerial or organisational communication on the one
hand and communication at work on the other, even though management,
work and communication occur at the same time at the same place - the
place where people work.

Interestingly, an artificial and socially constructed division of academic
disciplines - often reflecting no more than an unconscious reproduction
of a capitalist division of labour in the minds of academics and manage-
ment writers — occurs at the same time as the almost universal call for an
interdisciplinary or supra-disciplinary approach is issued.!® Often, this inter-
disciplinary approach is presented as a fruitful combination of several
disciplines, such as management studies, labour relations, the sociology
of work, and communication studies. At the same time it avoids a self-
narrowing and self-conforming containerisation of discourse (Grant
2004:14). Communication and Management at Work is not just another con-
tainerised recipe on how to manage, communicate effectively, manage your
communication needs, be an effective business communicator, manage and com-
municate strategically, etc. Instead it combines several disciplinary areas as a
supra-disciplinary discourse of the world of work underwritten by a critical
approach that is linked to critical theory. Such an approach demands that
the study is constructed as a critical reflection on communication and
management at work from various perspectives rejecting any one-dimen-
sional® view from any specific viewpoint. Avoiding a specific viewpoint,
an interdisciplinary or supra-disciplinary approach, produces challenges to
an academically constructed comfort zone of deeply held values inside the
well-guarded but ultimately narrowing lines of a sheltered region that is
defined by limited academic discourse. A critical multi-viewpoint and
supra-disciplinary approach does so by, first of all, contesting the very
support mechanisms of containerisation. Such a multi-dimensional view-
point not only places communication at the centre but also links
commonly separated fields as shown in Figure 1.1:

Management Organisational Labour
Studies Theory Studies
3 A A »
Indu§trlal € Communication Human Resource
Relations Management
2 ¥ ¥ A
Organisational Organisational Sociology
Behaviour Communication of Work

Figure 1.1 From an Inter- to a Supra-Disciplinary Approach
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More than just symbolically, Figure 1.1 shows that a previously inter-
disciplinary approach with borders that can be crossed is moved into a
supra-disciplinary approach. The previously often closed boxes of academic
fields can no longer be seen as closed but have to be opened up as com-
munication at work provides very strong links to surrounding fields. In
Figure 1.1 this is shown in two ways. Firstly, all surrounding fields have no
borders when linking them to communication positioned in the middle.
Secondly, communication is free of any border. The linkage to other fields
exists because of communication’s communicative ability itself. As shown
in the centre, communication itself is not depicted inside a closely guarded
box with sharp and thick borders but without any line, indicating openness
and a no border approach towards surrounding fields. While many have tra-
ditionally sought to separate not only each field from an adjacent field but
also from the linkage field of communication, none of the above fields
shown can function or even exist without communication. In short, while
there is plenty of communication inside each box, there is also a rich
collection of communication between each and every of the above boxes.

Communication and Management at Work is neither about communication
in each box nor about communication between specific boxes. It is about
communication and management at work drawing on all and more than
the boxes shown above to highlight the communicative element at work
seen from a wide variety of different viewpoints. Communication and
Management at Work does not live from a once-and-for-all standpoint but
seeks to examine the communicative element of work from as many angles
as possible. The theme is neither a description of a specific boxed-in frame-
work nor does it seek to assume a middle-of-the-road or mainstream stand-
point. It is however not standpoint-less. As American philosopher Isaiah
Berlin emphasised in his Two Concepts of Liberty: to realise the relative validity
of one’s convictions and yet stand for them unflinchingly is what distinguishes a
civilised man from a barbarian.?® Therefore, Communication and Management
at Work is a contribution to a civilised discourse that stands firmly on the
grounds of a non-mainstream but critical assessment of Enlightenment,
modernity, and the world of work.

The idea of Communication and Management at Work is not to produce yet
another standard mainstream middle-of-the-road view displaying an
already known mediocrity by conforming to expected conventions.?! Too
often such mediocrity and ordinary views are at the centre of many uncrit-
ical but widely accepted ideas on management, labour, communication,
and the world of work. Opposing that, reflective and critical scholarship
always seeks to honour the German philosopher Kant’s dictum under
modernity everything has to submit to critique. Indeed, scholarship is not
about producing more and more themes that swim with one or the other
academic trend. Ever since Galileo’s the earth moves, true scholarship is to
be found in those ideas that provide a non-conformist view, even when he



8 Communication and Management at Work

was threatened with the instruments of torture, when forced to shut up,
when forced to live inside his house, when forced to publish under his
daughter’s name. Works that follow Galileo and Kant do not drift along
like deadwood - only floating downstream in an endless flow of main-
stream material. True scholarship that carries connotations of Galileo and
Kant swims - and sometimes struggles — against the mainstream as an activ-
ity that demands real swimming, not just floating along! Where the
floating scholarship can end up has been expressed in George Orwell’s
(1949:290) novel 1984, when the hero surrendered, and everything else fol-
lowed. Newspeak made him believe that he hardly knew why he ever had
rebelled. Today, there seem to be two kinds of scholarship, those who swim
with the current and those - like Galileo and many others — who continue
to swim against it, who continue to struggle, to rebel and to unearth facts
that are inconvenient for mainstream thinking.

Being well inside the Kantian (1781) tradition, Max Weber (1948:147)
once noted, the world of scholarship unearths many facts that are inconvenient
for deeply held values. For philosopher Kant as much as for sociologist Weber
the main theme has been to tackle many deeply held mainstream ideas. As
a critical reflection (Kant) that produces inconveniences for deeply held values
(Weber), Communication and Management at Work is a critical assessment of
work and communication as neither can exist without the other. Not only
are there no workplaces without communication, we — as human beings -
cannot exist without communication either. Communication theorists
Watzlawick, Beavin & Jackson (1967) have expressed this as: You cannot not
communicate. People at work communicate.?”> When they communicate
they also establish a second element that is vital to work and communica-
tion. They simultaneously establish a communicative relationship with
each other.

Therefore people at work are not there to be managed, they establish
relationships. These relationships are established through communication
in communicative relationships. Hence, people at work constantly create
forms of communication relationships with each other. The world of work
(Cheney & Carroll 1997) is a world of relationships among people that has
been established communicatively. People at work do not exclusively com-
municate inside the managerial belief system of hierarchical or vertical top-
down arrangements. Communication at work is not reducible into the
managerial format of upward reporting and downward commanding. To a
much greater extent, present-day organisational existence of people at work
incurs horizontal communicative working relationships by working
together as co-workers rather than the old-fashioned command receivers or
simple task operators.2®> Communicative structures at work are much more
elaborate than many writers of business-driven organisational communica-
tion who rely on narrow up-A-down boxes tell us.?* Behind these boxes
lurks a hidden world of socially and economically constructed relationships
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between people at work. The world of a socially constructed reality of com-
munication and management at work cannot be pressed into a one-dimen-
sional framework, the framework of managerialism. People at work cannot
be neatly containerised and pigeonholed into human resources management
where humans are re-declared to be resources that need to be managed. If the
human world is not only filled with real humans but also governed by
humanity then neither humanity nor humans should be reduced to
resources. Humans are not to be turned into objects of power (Bauman 1989)
to be allocated and turned into organisational resources forced to behave in
accordance with organisational behaviour. Despite many attempts by man-
agerialism and its followers, they have not yet managed to completely turn
humans into objects that can be managed instrumentally. Despite libraries
filled with volumes of managerialism, endless numbers of journals that
glorify the wonders of managerialism, humans still tend to find ways to
escape the totality of managerialism at work.

Despite tremendous attempts of the managerial apparatus to antisepti-
cally compartmentalise people at work into pre-determined boxes, people
still conduct their work inside social and communicative relationships that
relate to the objective world of work. Secondly, proponents of such boxed-
in approaches tend to depict the boxes in which work appears as discon-
nected from history. By doing so, they have often intentionally hidden the
historical character of social and economic relationships at work. However,
and ultimately unavoidably, there will always be an historic element to the
way in which work in present societies is conducted and the way in which
people communicate at work. Ever since The Great Transformation described
the transformation from feudalism with master and servants to capitalism
with owners and workers, the managerial consequences of this process are
with us.?®> More or less, these managerial consequences have been com-
monly termed as Scientific Management. However, sometimes this scientific
management in its currently existing form is conducted in a more unsci-
entific way (Shenhav 1999) than many academics like to show. Ever since
Frederick Taylor engineered his Scientific Management (1911), people at
work have experienced a division of labour between workers and managers.
Even though the current system of production and distribution of com-
modities has undergone several structural changes between the early days
of capitalism starting somewhere in the British Midlands in the early-
18" century to present-day’s Post-Industrial Society (Bell 1973), Taylor’s
division of labour might have changed numerous times but nonetheless it
has not ceased to exist.?® Again, the two essential categories at work — man-
agement and labour - do not exist separately but inside a communicatively
established relationship that is at work and that works.

This relationship between management and labour at international,
national, industry and workplace level has conventionally been seen as a
subject and - especially after the event of The Great Transformation from
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feudalism to industrialism - has been allocated to a field of studies called
industrial relations (IR) or labour relations. A somewhat outdated view sees
this field as the study of collective bargaining or as an equation to trade
unionism.?” Such an antiquated stance appears by far too narrow to cover a
widely accepted definition of this field as expressed by former Bill Clinton
advisor and MIT professor Thomas Kochan (1980:1) who sees the field as a
study of all aspects of people at work. The core communicative element of the
world of work does not lie in the mechanics of technology, the consumer
logic of marketing, or the numbers logic of accounting, but in one aspect
only: people. People at work are seen as communicating people engaged in
communicatively constructed relationships with co-workers, managers,
supervisors, etc.

Communication and Management at Work is not about management or
industrial and labour relations. Nor is it restricted to organisational studies
or organisational communication.?® It reaches far beyond such traditional
and one-dimensional frameworks by focusing on the communicative rela-
tionship between two agencies: labour and management. Simply focusing
on managerial communication would run the risk of being restricted to
how to manage top-down communication. On the other hand, a traditionalist
industrial or labour relations view would rely too much on labour econom-
ics, industrial sociology, etc. This perspective relies on a relationship per-
spective that is more akin to communication as all communication
necessarily also contains a communicative relationship. As much as commu-
nication can only be expressed as a communicative relationship, it would
nevertheless cut too short for Communication and Management at Work to
reduce the world of work to communication. Similarly, an organisational
studies approach would lean too much towards forms of organisations as
discussed inside organisational studies, organisational theory or organisa-
tional development, and on how people behave inside such organisations
as inside organisational behaviour. In either case, the issue is not about
organisations themselves or how people behave organisationally, but how
they communicate. While organisational communication is an important
aspect and is most closely related to Communication and Management at
Work, such a perspective would focus somewhat too narrowly on organisa-
tions themselves. Nevertheless organisational communication has con-
tributed several significant ideas to an understanding of Communication and
Management at Work.

The origins of organisational communication can be traced back to the
1930s and 1940s. It fully developed into a field by the 1970s. Redding’s
(1972) ten postulates of organisational communication transferred earlier
studies on top-down management and supervisor-subordinate communica-
tion into issues such as meaning, everything is a potential message,
message received, feedback, cost factor, redundancy, overload, serial trans-
mission effects, and the organisational climate. Communication moved
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from what effects do downward directed communications have on employees? of
the 1940s to issues of supervisor-subordinate, teamwork, and the organisa-
tional climate of the 1970s. Communication and Management at Work
addresses neither the question of the 1940s nor the restricted framework
of the 1970s. Passing the 1970s, Wert-Gray et al. (1991), identified four
core research interests of organisational communication for the 1980s:
a) climate and culture, b) superior-subordinate, c) power, conflict, and poli-
tics, and d) public organisation communication. Not surprisingly, Com-
munication and Management at Work is more closely related to those than to
the issues of the 1940s or 1970s. It addresses issues such as power, conflict
and politics. However, it is not restricted to the top-down or superior-
subordinate constraints. Between the 1990s and today, organisational and
workplace-related communication has been more concerned with an ever
wider range of issues that could be categorised into two broad groups:?
a) non-reflective how-to-do issues and b) reflective-critical issues:

Table 1.1 Recent Issues of Organisational Communication

a) Non-Reflective How-To-Do Issues b) Reflective-Critical Issues

performance and organisational Organisational discourse, communication
efficiency, groups and teams, networks, voice and silence at work,
leadership, new technologies, managerial metaphors, groups and teams,
intercultural communication, leadership, new technologies, intercultural
managerial communication skills, communication, consensus and dissent,
communication barriers, persuasive fragmented identities, the philosophy of
communication, interactive presence, loss of foundation, master
communication, meetings and narrative, hyper-reality, post-modern
negotiations, business communication forms of communication, communicative
for managers, oral communication, action.

and reporting.

As shown in the table above, the field of organisational communication
widened during the last decade and a somewhat crude categorisation that
also includes some issues in both spheres illustrates that neither a more
functional oriented nor a more reflective and critical viewpoint is able to
position issues of Communication and Management at Work inside either one
or the other box. However, several issues in each category touch on
Communication and Management at Work as they examine aspects covered in
this book. Ultimately, none is satisfactory for the issue as category (a) tends
to view Communication and Management at Work in a top-down, managerial,
and functional view while category (b) is predominantly about an organisa-
tional viewpoint on workers reducing them to a sub-group inside a
reflective-critical framework. This reductive view as expressed in Table 1.1
(a, b) also carries connotations representing discussions that can be viewed
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from the familiar and widely accepted sociological structure (i) versus agency
(ii) matrix (see Table 1.2 below). In both (a, b), workers (Oldspeak) or organ-

isational members (Newspeak) are viewed as:

Table 1.2 Reflection and Non-Reflection in Structure vs. Agency

a) Non-Reflective b) Reflective-Critical
(i) Agency: part of a management critical organisational actor or
framework or portrayed as critical theory perspective on
‘to be managed’ management
(ii) Structure: a given functional and from imperatives of
supportive system profit-making to a platform for
critical organisational
communication

As the table above shows, based on either a (a) non-reflective or (b)
reflective standpoint seen as either emphasising (i) agency or (ii) structure,
current studies in organisational communication can be located in either
one of the four resulting areas. Ultimately, Communication and Management
at Work cannot be squeezed neatly into one the four sub-areas of organisa-
tional communication. The common shortcoming of (a) is its focus on
either a functional standpoint or a top-down perspective. Under a more
(b) reflective-critical approach, social actors are somewhat neutralised
when they appear combined as organisational actors living in an organ-
isational community while the shortcoming of structure lies in the reduc-
tion of organisations to mere platforms for human communication.3®
Communication and Management at Work avoids both shortcomings.
Ultimately, none of the frameworks provided by organisational communi-
cation offers a sufficient standpoint from where an examination of
Communication and Management at Work can depart. However, sociological
perspectives based on agency versus structure make available an initial start-
ing point for a fruitful journey into Communication and Management at
Work.

Communication and Management at Work is a discussion on the commu-
nicative and instrumental-strategic expression in the labour-management
relationship at work. It departs from an organisational perspective in as
much as it takes a relationship perspective. Such a relationship approach
also departs from a managerial top-down perspective. Traditional industrial
or labour relations even though decades old, failed to focus on communica-
tion as the issues of communication and managerial strategy are more
current and affect every relationship of people at work. Even though there
is a span of well over 100 years between British industrial relations writers
Sydney and Beatrice Webbs’ (1894) original work on the industrial relation-
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ship of people at work and Communication and Management at Work, the
issue of communication has been widely neglected by almost all writers
during this period. For many years, the labour relations writers’ field has
been concerned with problem-solving as the first priority (Kaufman 1993:66),
leading to a deficiency in theoretical development. Already during the
1950s, the late John Dunlop (1958:vi-vii) critically remarked on a seem-
ingly endless growth of empirical data by stating, mountains of facts have
been piled up on the plains of human ignorance. Consequently, studies of man-
agement-labour interaction have been primarily oriented towards practical
solutions to stabilise the system resulting in the near exclusion of commu-
nication but most devastatingly also resulting in an almost theory-free
discipline.

Given the more than 100 years old background of solving problems and
delivering facts, there has been only limited engagement with conceptual
and theoretical issues such as management’s use of instrumental communi-
cation.?! This becomes even more apparent when the issue is examined
from a theoretical perspective based on a viewpoint that includes elements
of critical theory. Hence, traditional conceptual and normative examinations
of communication and management at work relied on theory language
rather than observation language.3? This is no longer sufficient in order to
understand the world of work as a world in which people communicate.
Unlike all previous inquiries into the world of work, for the first time,
Communication and Management at Work moves communication into the
centre of activity. It does this on a non-empirical but conceptual level by
using theory language rather than observation language. Observation lan-
guage expresses empirical cases by using practical examples in support of an
enterprise. Theory language enables basic explanations of a communicative
relationship between labour and management well beyond case studies and
empirical limitations.

Here, the emphasis is not so much on piling up ever more mountains of
socially constructed facts (Berger & Luckmann 1967; Searle 1996) but more
on interpreting these facts to direct our critical conscience towards factors
that construct what is presented as facts. Already Rabelais,3® a writer of the
year of 1532, demanded such a treatment of knowledgeable facts when he
called for knowledge without conscience is but the ruin of the soul. As much as
the world of work — whether expressed in the words of managerialism,
organisational studies, labour studies or the like - is a world that is socially
constructed, social facts could never have existed without human input. All
facts about the world of work that we can possibly know are facts that have
been created by humans. Humans have shaped these facts as much as we
are able to alter and use them. In the world of work, no brute facts (Searle
1969) exist. Today’s work does not contain any facts that exist independent
from us because we have constructed the way we work. In interpreting
these socially created facts, factors, models and paradigms are constructed



14 Communication and Management at Work

to assist our communicative understanding of contemporary labour and
management. Communication and Management at Work essentially fulfils
Hegel’s dictum that the growth of theoretical knowledge is to be seen as an
ongoing process of reconstruction of earlier and imperfect theories in order
to better attain their goals.3* Hegel’s ideas are not to be understood in
Popper’s falsifiable term. Communication and Management at Work does not
seek to proof older theories as false but reconstructs them in the light of
communication at work (Popper 1999). In a similar way to Popper’s
falsification, Communication and Management at Work is not a restoration and
renaissance of earlier concepts and theories. A restoration would be under-
stood to be a return to an initial situation of pure management-labour rela-
tions which are seen as being corrupt. This is not intended and restoration
is not the task here. Communication and Management at Work is not about
traditional management-labour relations that had been buried for some
time. It does not go back to an earlier stage, does not resurrect earlier theo-
ries, and does not falsify them either. It seeks to move on without ever
neglecting to look back.

Communication and Management at Work is directed towards the dictum
of Danish philosopher Soren Kirkegaard (1813-1855): life can only be under-
stood backwards but must be lived forward. While large sections are about the-
ories stemming from the past, the thrust is forward-looking. What has been
done is not a restoration, renaissance, or recycling of old theories on manage-
ment-labour relations but a — sometimes indispensably radical — reconstruc-
tion of theories and models that explain the communicative relationship
between labour and management. This reconstruction seeks to take many
of the presently well-established and mainstream models, concepts, para-
digms, and theories on labour-management relations apart and put them
back together again. This process leads to new forms of theory formation.
In this way, a theoretical understanding of communicative relationships at
work revises many previously held ideas on management-labour relation-
ships. It makes visible those potentials that have not been exclusively
exhausted in earlier attempts.

It goes without saying that Communication and Management at Work deals
with rather complex theoretical issues. Most contemporary paradigms and
models are constructed around some rather basic assumptions when com-
pared with more sophisticated theories of communication. In all theory for-
mations there are, however, trade-offs. Those are between necessary
simplicities, often expressed in the well-known two-by-two matrixes,
models, graphs, tables, figures, etc. On the other hand there is a demand
towards an analytical and theoretical grounding of Communication and
Management at Work. Hence this book is an attempt towards an accom-
plishment of a goal set by one of the founding fathers of critical theory.
German critical theorist Max Horkheimer stood on the shoulders of the
Kant-Hegel-Marx tradition of exposing all aspects of our social, individual
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and collective existence to critical examination. But Horkheimer’s vision
has also been a reflection on the practical relevance of critical theory. Standing
on the shoulders of Enlightenment thinkers and Horkheimer’s Critical
Theory, the Communication and Management at Work project is able to see a
little bit further. As Bernard of Chartres (1159) and Issac Newton (1676)
would have put it, pigmaei gigantum humeris impositi plusquam ipsi gigantes
vident. In other words, Communication and Management at Work is no more
than a dwarf standing on the shoulders of the giants of Enlightenment to see
a little bit further into communication and the world of work.?®

The application of critical theory’s communicative action to the world of
work resulting in Communication and Management at Work is as much a
critical reflection on the subject at hand as it testifies to the practical rele-
vance of this book. But Communication and Management at Work is also
about a much earlier critical writer on enlightenment, René Descartes
(1596-1650).3 In the year 1628 Descartes noted we need a method if we are
to investigate the truth of things. A simple sentence such as communication
at work is about Descartes’ truth of things looks uncomplicated. The crucial
element in Descartes’ words lies in the equally simple word truth. In other
words, a discourse on Communication and Management at Work is directed
towards the truth without interference of instrumental thinking. Hence
the guiding light should be truth and not corporate efficiency, organisa-
tional goals, or managerial demands even when the truth produces dis-
comforting facts about long held values. In order to investigate this,
Descartes’ need for method positions an inter- or supra-disciplinary method
right into the centre. In short, Descartes’ truth of things and method are
one of the core patterns of capitalism (Habermas 1997a:336-337), namely
the pattern of communication and management at work. In the true
sense of the word and as used by Descartes, method is applied in its Greek
origins providing a hodos or road and a meta or towards. Together they
build the road towards or method towards the truth of a thing called
Communication and Management at Work.

Continuing on the road towards Descartes’ truth of things that is seen as
a communicative relationship between labour and management, 100 years
after Descartes, we encounter the German philosopher Friedrich Hegel
(1770-1831). In a further attempt to understand Descartes’ truth of a thing
of communication between management and labour, Hegel taught us the
distinction between: a) understanding, b) dialectical reason, and c) specu-
lative reason. Understanding (i) of a communicative relationship leads to a
determination and a definition of such a relationship, while dialectical rea-
soning (ii) is a movement of thought that has thesis-antithesis-synthesis at
its core. Such a dialectical thesis-antithesis-synthesis concept can be
expressed in three ways: firstly, in the thesis of labour and management
communication in their respective domains and between each other.
Secondly, an antithesis is created as they communicate differently inside
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their respective domains. Inside the labour-domain, labour can communi-
cate among each other and inside a management-domain management
communicates among itself. But both can also meet as members of their
respective domains and exchange messages between their domains. A
third process is directed towards a synthesis when management and
labour enter into a process of communication. Finally, Hegel's speculative
reason (iii) seeks to provide a perspective that will explain how two actors
with sometimes two contrary agendas fit into a single complex thought of
communication at work. This is the speculative or utopian element of
Hegel who was, after all, a student of Kant. Kant, as Hegel’s predecessor,
was interested not only in what is but also in what ought to be. Surely many
had an interest in what is of organisational and managerial communica-
tion. However, the most intellectually stimulating questions remain today
as in the time of Kant and Hegel locked up in the utopian area of what
ought to be. Today, as in their time, utopian speculations into what ought to
be remain the most fruitful and challenging enterprise of the human
mind. Albert Einstein was correct when he wrote imagination is more impor-
tant than knowledge. Hence, an imaginative investigation into the human
condition conducted in the tradition of Kant, Hegel, and Einstein entails
three essential value judgements: a) human life is worth living or rather
ought to be worth living, b) one can detect societal potentials for a better-
ment of working conditions, and c) there are ways and means of achieving
this goal.

The human mind might have been extended by studies into what is but
studies into what ought to be might enrich the human mind further as
thinkers from Galileo to Einstein have shown. Hence any study into the
world of work and into Communication and Management at Work needs not
only to confront what is but also, and perhaps more importantly, what ought
to be. Even after roughly 250 years and many studies into subjects of the
human condition at work, discussions on work are still able to produce new
thoughts of what ought to be. While work remains the key sociological category
(Offe 1985) and is essential to Communication and Management at Work’s
theme, with work the workplace occupies centre stage. Consequently,
Communication and Management at Work is not written to discuss more of
the same. Predominantly, it examines the ways and methods by which
information and ideas are communicated, exchanged and shared. Therefore,
Communication and Management at Work is a dialectic discourse on the com-
municative aspect of the management-labour relationship at work with the
workplace as the physical location.

Following from this, Communication and Management at Work is written
for those who have a professional interest in communication between two
actors in the set framework of work, workplace, firm, or company.
Communication and Management at Work is also written for those who do
not stop at Hegel’s distinctions (i, ii) but for those with an interest in going
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beyond understanding and dialectical reason, directing their attention
towards speculative reason (iii) and seeking to contemplate what ought to
be. Hence the core achievement of Communication and Management at Work
is expressed as a reformulation of Marx’ well-known eleventh thesis on
Feuerbach linked to Hegel’s speculative reason and to Kant’s what ought to be
emphasising on Habermas’ communicative potentials.?” Behind the rather
complicated theoretical world of Feuerbach, Marx, Hegel, Kant, and
Habermas lies a rather simple notion: as empirical studies on what is,
gigantic mountains of facts about the world of work have been produced,
collected, and interpreted. However, the crucial point is, firstly, to high-
light the origins of communication and the role it has played during the
rise of modernity, Enlightenment, and capitalism. Secondly, this develop-
ment has not only impacted on the way society is structured but also on
the workplace. Thirdly, to understand modern work-societies, an under-
standing of communication at work is necessary.3® To accomplish these
three aspects a certain language has to be applied when discussing the
language of language and the communication of communication.%

Communication and Management at Work uses meta-communication as it
communicates about communication. This is divided into three distinct areas
of communication: a) the construction and production of communication,
b) the transmission of communication as a technical process, and finally,
c) the reception and appropriation of communication. Communication
about communication - meta-communication - elaborates these three core
problems. This can be transferred into:

Table 1.3 Three Core Perspectives of Meta-Communication

Perspective Description

semantic and construction how is a message constructed and conveys a desired
meaning;

technical and transmission how accurately can a message of communication be
transmitted;

reception and appropriation  how effectively does a received meaning affect
conduct.*°

The focus of Communication and Management at Work — seen through the
three elements of the well-known communication theorists (Shannon &
Weaver 1949; Thompson 1990; Wood 2004) - is not about the first aspect.
Even though most perspectives on communication are located inside the
conduit model in which communication involves the relatively unproblem-
atic transmission of ideas and information between sender and receiver
(Mumby 2001:592), Communication and Management at Work is not about
simple transmissions. It is predominantly about the way communication is
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used to legitimise managerial decisions, management and managerialism,
or expressed differently, how socially constructed actors such as manage-
ment and labour conduct action in a desired way. Essentially, the central
interest of Communication and Management at Work is directed towards the
problem of a struggle over meaning and how this can affect the conduct of
social actors.

To discuss this in an extended framework, Communication and Manage-
ment at Work is set to complete two essential tasks: firstly, it is a contribu-
tion to theory development into domination, the mechanism that
reproduces conditions for submission, and potentials for emancipation
from such domination.*! It seeks to fill a current lack of a systematic study
into communicative aspects of relationships between labour and manage-
ment at work. Secondly, it also shows that two logics of communication
are operative in the domains of labour and management. The different
forms of communication become visible as communicative theories are
applied to labour-management relations at the workplace.*?

Having established the three tasks of Communication and Management at
Work, the final segment of this introduction discusses the aims. The first
aim is to illustrate communication and its instrumental or strategic use but
not as neutral reflections of some objectified reality manifested in the belief
that there is a singular truth, the truth of managerialism.*> However,
subjective interpretations in both domains demonstrate that such interpre-
tations succeed the singularity of an objectified truth. The second aim is an
explanation on how and why communication between labour and manage-
ment in their respective domains functions or how and why it dysfunc-
tions. The third aim is about predictions made on miscommunication
between both actors and on the future of communication.** A fourth aim
can be found in critical theory’s inherent aspect of emancipation at work.
This part is directed towards action en route for positive social change. The
pursuit of social change is not founded on a law-based understanding of
theory where a simple causal relationship between x and y is established.*

The fifth aim is to show a correlational relationship where critical commu-
nication (x) and instrumental or strategic communication (y) go together
but not to assert that one causes the other. Instead of finding laws that
govern communication, the emphasis is directed towards rule-based ex-
planations articulating patterns of communication by describing and
explaining what happens in work-based communications between labour
and management. Such rules or patterns reflect the irregularity of human
actors as humanly created rules — unlike physical laws - are subject to social
change. The sixth aim includes the assertion of parsimony towards appro-
priate simplicity. This is expressed as: the best theory is the simplest one that is
capable of describing, explaining, understanding, and instigating social change
(Wood 2004:43). This is articulated in the last chapter offering practical
usage of the theory of communicative action, even though it might appear
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complicated from the outset. Wood's statement has also been expressed as
nothing is as practical as a good theory. The final aim is heuristic as it should
provoke new ideas, insights, thinking, and research into the communica-
tive relationship of the two actors at work. In this, one has to take some
philosophical elaboration into account.*s The world of work is, strictly speak-
ing, not an inherently philosophical subject but relates to it. Philosophy is in
large part the name for all those questions which we do not know how to answer
in the systematic way that is characteristic of science (Searle 2002:20). As ques-
tions about communication and management at work cannot be under-
stood by natural-science measurements, sometimes understanding needs to
touch philosophy.#” This can be confronting as confronting a professional
philosopher is to confront one’s own ignorance. Nevertheless, the embarrassment
must be endured (Burrell 1994:5). In this respect, one can only hope that
Communication and Management at Work provides a major embarrassment
but one that can be endured by a reader who is willing to adhere to the
German Bauhaus architect, Walter Gropius’ words the human mind is like an
umbrella, it works best when open.*®

To the open-minded, Communication and Management at Work has not
only tasks - pieces of work to be accomplished — and aims - purpose and
design - but also several goals. The first goal is to provide a new under-
standing of two sets of familiar materials by treating both in an original
and stimulating manner. One set of familiar material is found in the rela-
tionship between labour and management, while the second set is a link
between communication and strategic action. A second goal is directed
towards a critique of prevailing assumptions in several academic fields
about communication and management at work, while a third goal is set as
an educational purpose. Communication and Management at Work, then,
faces its first theoretical puzzle by applying a theory in a practical way
while avoiding to become hopelessly academic (Parkin 1996:420). This book
is designed to be educational thus reflecting on Orwell and Marx. The edu-
cational task set by George Orwell (1949:226) in his novel 1984 is, there was
truth and there was untruth, and if you clung to the truth even against the whole
world, you were not mad. The educational task set by Marx is his eleventh
Thesis on Feuerbach: The issue is not just to interpret the world but to change it!
Hence the final chapter is written as a practical guide that supports these
two goals.

To achieve what has been set out above, this book is divided into twelve
chapters. After introducing the subject area, the second chapter seeks to
lay the groundwork for communication at work by examining the origins
and the role that communication plays in today’s society. The next
chapter relates communication to the development of rationality as a vital
contribution to modernity. At the centre is the role of rational communi-
cation that is necessary for the work domain to become operative. This has
transformed communication into instrumental communication. Chapter §
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discusses how the world of work has been seen and how a critical investi-
gation into the world of work can uncover hidden structures of commu-
nicative domination. This is followed by two investigations into the two
core domains that are operative at work. Ever since Taylorism, these have
been the domains of labour and management. Both take on different
forms of logics and communication as chapters 7 and 8 show. Chapter 9
demonstrates how management has been able to use and communicate
the ideology of engineering in order to support and legitimise itself. This
has been a crucial imperative in establishing communicative control over
work. Today'’s forms of control at work are significantly less reliant on the
well-established previous forms of control (Edwards 1979). Unlike these
previous forms of control, today’s work regimes experience a much higher
dependence on communication when establishing and maintaining
control. The predominant form of establishing and maintaining control
derives from the successfully administered conversion of human beings
into human resources. Chapter 11 shows how control is communicated
when individuals are converted during the process of primary and sec-
ondary socialisation. Chapter 12 examines how modern HR managers
communicate control once individuals have been inducted into today’s
work regimes.



2

The Origins of Communication and
Management at Work

This chapter will provide a brief overview of the origins and the role that
communication played since our society has moved away from a feudalist
past into the present-day system of industrialism, managerialism, and capi-
talism. While there are many viewpoints from which the role of communi-
cation in this process can be discussed, the analytical concept of critique
provides a particularly fruitful angle as the idea of critique has also been at
the core of the Enlightenment project. Ever since the idea of Enlightenment
took hold when society left the medieval Dark Ages, critique has been a
constant companion of modern thinking. It allows not only a reflection on
the philosopher Kant's idea of what is but also directs our attention to
Kant's second idea that might be even more important - the idea of what
ought to be. Ever since the Enlightenment thinker Kant the human condition
in society and in the world of work has been critically examined using two
distinctive viewpoints. The first is a reliance on theories concerned with
how things work — what is — and the second a reliance on theories that go
beyond a simple what is entering the domain of what ought to be.*® Enlight-
enment’s task has never only been about how things work but has always
carried connotations directed towards what ought to be. Under feudalism
God and religion had told us what is and what ought to be. Under Enlight-
enment, this was no longer possible. From this time on we had to find out
for ourselves what is and what ought to be. Hence strong scientific demands
for our post-feudal society had to be issued.

As much as our civil society changed in the process of Enlightenment,
working life underwent dramatic changes as well. Feudalist peasants bound
to the Lord and to soil became workers,*® working in factories and engaging
in the labour market. These changes also produced significant demands on
communication as many new ways of doing things had to be established.
No longer were churches, the Lord, and priests able to tell us how society
was to function. From now on, people — under the freedom issued in a
post-feudalist world - had to communicate their ideas on what society is,
how it should conduct itself, and above all how society and people ought

21
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to conduct themselves. Overwhelmingly, this was seen to be the task of
Enlightenment thinkers.

Originating in the 18" century one of the foremost philosophers of
Enlightenment, Immanuel Kant, sought to identify how things should be
done in a modern society as a critical reflection on our feudalist past.
Building on Kant’s 18™-century idea of critical reflections, 19*'-century
philosophers such as Hegel and Marx introduced the idea of labour as a
core concept for the evolution of human society. But their ideas on work
did not remain disconnected from the existing conditions at work. As
much as work was seen as part of human evolution, it was also a part of
society. Very soon, they discovered that work was done in a relatively
harsh world of 19t"-century industrialism and capitalism. While connect-
ing philosophical ideas to existing conditions of human society and
human work, 20™-century theorists eventually worked core Enlighten-
ment ideas such as society, capitalism, work, and communication into one
framework. While doing so, the Frankfurt School’s Theory of Communica-
tive Action also combined what is with what ought to be. It saw the need to
preserve both as one of the core ideas of the Enlightenment project. Once
this was done, critical theory had developed the tools necessary to
analyse the changing character of capitalist society. In the tradition of
Enlightenment, the Frankfurt School’s critical theory has been able to
analyse the following core aspects of modern society and modern work
regimes:

Table 2.1 Elements of Work and Society

Core Aspects of Modern Work Regimes and Society

critical description of configurations of a modern work society,

social and economic class relations and the social interplay between economy

and society,*!

C the influence and rise of modern mass culture and mass communication,>?

D new forms of production such as Taylorism, Fordism, Neo- and Post-Fordism,
the post-industrial service industry, information technology and knowledge
economy and modern communication technologies creating new forms of social
control at work,

E new modes of primary and secondary socialisation into advanced capitalist and
industrial societies,

F the demise of individuality coinciding with the rise of standardised products
along with the mediated and often equally standardised mass consumer,

G the successful integration of the working class into consumer capitalism and the
withering away of the proletarian culture and the proletarian milieu,* and finally,

H the unprecedented and previously unseen stability of industrial societies as

mediated and communicatively established system integration.

= >
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In order to transfer core issues of our society as outlined in Table 2.1. into
a workable model, critical theory had to go beyond the customary bound-
aries of traditional theories available in mainstream 20™-century thinking.
Some of these mainstream models had developed alongside Enlightenment.
Two core outcomes of Enlightenment mainstream thinking had been func-
tionalism and positivist science. Both have never been able to leave Kant’s
what is. They remained locked inside Hegel's Zeitgeist when explaining
new developments of capitalist societies.>* However and with increasing
certainty, functionalism and positivist science proved to be unable to explain
many of the prevailing pathologies of 20t%-century social and working
life.>> Therefore, several shortcomings of traditional functionalism and
positivist science demanded a model based on critical theory that was able
to make previously unseen developments visible.>® Such theoretical model
needed to include a link between the reproductive domain and the produc-
tive domain. Labour-management interactions that had been reduced to
the productive domain without a link to the reproductive domain could no
longer be used. In short, restrictions that stem from functionalism and
traditional positivist theories became too limiting>” and new develop-
ments in the societal and the working domain demanded a new theory
that ended all false restrictions of separating the work domain from the
social domain. The 20'""-century development of critical theory provided
sufficient tools that link both domains as outlined above (Table 2.1).

The linkage between society and work can be understood more compre-
hensively when contemporary working society is linked to communica-
tion. Communication in advanced societies always needs to include an
understanding of its fundamentals as well as of its organised forms as
they appear at work. By doing so, traditional understandings of classical
and mainstream management and labour concepts had to be fundamen-
tally adjusted to allow a fully developed comprehension of communica-
tion at work. Such reconstructions can only become operative when
designed as a multi-disciplinary approach capable of coping with the
demands issued (Table 2.1). But before the development of traditional
labour or management concepts into a comprehensive and above all
communicative model to understand modern work relationships can take
place, a brief look at some of the core elements of critical theory have to
be highlighted.

The origins of the Frankfurt School of Critical Theory — a term introduced
by Max Horkheimer in 1937 - date back to the year 1923 when Max
Griinberg, Max Horkheimer and Theodor Adorno founded an institute for
social research in Frankfurt. When Hitler’s Storm Troopers (SA) occupied the
institute in 1933, the Frankfurt School was forced to escape via Paris to
Columbia University in New York where it became the Institute of Social
Research. Like many leading scholars during the Nazi-Regime, they too lived
in American exile and the Frankfurt School became known as Critical
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Theory.>® Today, critical theory has many representatives inside Germany,
Great Britain, the United States of America, Canada, Australia, etc. Apart
from the institute’s organisational situation, conceptual origins can be
found in the ideas of several Enlightenment philosophers.>® Crucial ideas
from this period leading to the Frankfurt School came from Kant
(1724-1804) and Hegel (1770-1831), but also from Marx (1818-1883),
Engels (1820-1895) and Georg Lukacs (1885-1971).5

Central to Kant's early Enlightenment thinking have been his writings
on critique as expressed in three major works, Critique of Pure Reason
(1781), Critique of Practical Reason (1788), and Critique of Judgement
(1790). Unmistakably, Kant (1781:xxiv) stated that our age is, in every
sense of the word, the age of criticism, and everything must submit to it.
Beyond that Kant emphasised that of utmost relevance to present-day
thinking is not so much what can I know? but what ought I to do? Prior to
Kant’s Enlightenment thinking, traditional forms of rationality had often
been restricted to simple descriptions of what is. Ever since Kant this has
changed forever. It gave Kant a secured and somewhat scarily irremov-
able position in the world of philosophy.®! Kant’s thinking not only
introduced the term a priori as a fundamental concept of how we can
understand the world around us, Kant also sets forward a demand for
what ought to be.52 To answer his question of what ought to be, Kant for-
mulated a Categorical Imperative that focuses on the treatment of people
in the same way as one would like to be treated. The Categorical
Imperative does not see the treatment of people as a means to an end or an
end in itself.%* Kant’s idea on what ought to be reaches far beyond that as
his ideas always include a possible future state of affairs in a real utopian
sense where we would have liberated ourselves from selbstverschuldete
Unmiindigkeit or voluntary servitude,5*

A philosophical project that ends the state of voluntary servitude and
includes utopian ideas has been carried forward via critical theory’s
second intellectual founding father, Hegel.®® In Phenomenology of Spirit
(1807), Hegel acknowledged the existence of the subject.®® Hegel also
extended the Kantian concept of a priori acknowledging a dialectic rela-
tionship between Kant’s a priori and posteriori knowledge and between
Kant’s subject and his interest in the object.®” For Kant as much as for
Hegel, subject and object are not artificially, academically or philosoph-
ically separated but interdependent. No one can antiseptically separate
our being in the world as real existing subjects and our ability to see the
objective world.®® Hence an elementary concept of Hegel’s work is con-
sciousness. In his Philosophy of Right, Hegel discusses animals and human
beings and concludes that labour is a central category that distinguishes
both from each other.®® Put simply the division between us and the
animal kingdom is not only our ability to make tools - as tool-making
human beings - it is our ability to conduct labour and to work.”® While
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animals certainly move, eat, reproduce and so on, they do not conduct
structured work in the way humans are able to. Consequently, work and
labour are crucial historical elements for the development of human
beings and for our present-day human society. Once Hegel and the earlier
Kant had located the centrality of human labour and work in the histor-
ical development of human society, two other intellectual forefathers of
critical theory have taken their ideas even further.

Marx and Engels took the Hegelian analysis one step further by
developing a theory on alienated labour and the human potential for
emancipation.”! As humans have the ability to emancipate themselves
from the realm of the animal world and subsequent societies — may it be
slavery, feudalism and the like - they also carry potentials for emanci-
pation from alien work arrangements, asymmetrical power relations,
and forms of domination.”? Critical theory focuses on these human
potentials. In short, critical theory is a product of Kantian and Hegelian
Enlightenment thinking that culminates in Marx’s demand for a ruthless
criticism of everything existing (1846:8). This is further revealed in the
subtitle of Marx’s major contribution, Das Kapital, that reads, a critique
of the political economy. As much as Marx’s core work is not about
communism or socialism as it is a critique of the political economy, crit-
ical theory’s core interest follows very much Kant’s and Hegel’s request
tor a critical understanding of present society that cannot be issued
without a strong emphasis on emancipation. While critical theory has
its intellectual origins in Kant, Hegel and Marx, it is neither classical
nor neo-classical Kantian nor classical or neo-classical Hegelian. It is
not orthodox Marxian or Marxist as such. For once, a critical theory of
the 20" and 21 century has developed far beyond the 18- and
19th-century philosophy of Kant, Hegel, and Marx.”3

Furthermore, critical theory also reaches far beyond any version of con-
temporary labelling in connection to Marx because Marx and all followers
of orthodox-, traditional-, unreconstructed-, post-socialist-, neo-, post- etc.-
Marxists, had and continue to have a hard time explaining government inter-
vention, mass democracy, and the welfare state (Habermas 1997:343). This is
especially discomforting for all (insert your preferred label here)-Marxists as all
three of Habermas’ elements are key categories of advanced capitalism.”*
Any understanding of modern capitalism is no longer able to avoid these
issues. In short, many of the prefix-Marxists who rely on Marx tend to fall
into what Hegel critically named the trap of the Zeitgeist as they remain
trapped in the world of the mid-19" century when Marxian analysis repre-
sented the most advanced spirit (Geist) of that time (Zeit) providing a
sufficient tool to understand the world. This is no longer possible.
However, as advanced capitalism still shows some structures that can be
explained by relying on Marx’s 19"century work, they do, nevertheless,
show a significant range of signs that demand a substantially extended
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framework in order to cope with the following trends of present-day work
and life regimes (Marcuse 1966:21):

Table 2.2 Structural Trends in Advanced Capitalism

Trends

Explanation

Concentration

Military

Assimilation

Welfare state

Politics

Science

Private
Households

Opening
bedrooms

Standardisation

Corporate
globalisation

National concentration is increasingly replaced by global
concentration with state support via international organisations
such as GATT, World Bank, International Monetary Fund,
OECD, etc.

Corporate Globalisation under advanced capitalism did not lead
to an end of armed conflict rather a continuation as military
science and technology becomes a function of system
integration

There is a gradual assimilation of traditional working-class
culture and distinctiveness seen as the proletariat into the
middle class with diminished difference between blue- and white
collar workers

Although under threat via globalisation and neo-liberalism,
welfare state functions as a pacification of disenfranchised and
growing sections of the population providing system stability.”>

As interest divergence between political parties narrows to a
one-dimensional system acceptance, they become
undistinguishable as politics is reduced to minor contests as
bi-partisanship grows.

Scientific institutions become integrated into advance capitalism
as a shift from public-humanist principled education towards a
private-market principled system provides functional additives

With the shift from work- to consumer-society’® private life is
converted into commercial spheres opened up by market access
to households as social relations are converted into market
relations.

Access of a corporatised and market driven cultural industry is
directed toward money, not art or aesthetics. A mediated society
opens even bedrooms for commercial advertising.””

As mass-mediated reality becomes reality, a standardisation of
mass media, mass consumption and communication is
established. What follows is a one-dimensional and standardised
consumer.

With the rise of global corporations, an international division of
labour, product markets and labour markets are reassigned
serving globally operative corporations and diluting national
boundaries.
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Table 2.2  Structural Trends in Advanced Capitalism - continued

Trends Explanation
Political Under the demands of corporate globalisation, national welfare
globalisation and social and labour regulative systems come under threat

towards a downward shifting additive to a globalised system.

Trade unions A merging of working- and middle-class demands unions to shift
towards issues previously assigned to middle-class interests as
class struggle becomes a routine exercise of minor issues.

One- As labour struggles against an overwhelming mass-mediated

dimensionality =~ apparatus directed towards a one-dimensional view of society

communication and work, ideology’® and communication moves into the centre.
Increasingly forms of instrumental communication are
established in the reproductive and productive sphere as an
ideological support mechanism for system integration.

Table 2.2 above shows, the shift from traditional or early capitalism
towards advanced capitalism entails a raft of previously underdeveloped or
non-existing issues that Marx could have neither seen nor foreshadowed
in the middle of the 19™ century. In short, critical theory is neither anti-
Marx nor Marxian but a further development of this earlier set of ideas in
order to understand the changing character of today’s working and social-
life regimes. Apart from the failure of much of contemporary Marxist
analysis to include the developments of the 20'" century, in other respects a
theory of capitalist modernisation developed by means of a theory of commu-
nicative action does follow the Marxian model (Habermas 1997:375). As much
as communication in modern society and today’s workplace cannot solely
be understood in classical or orthodox Marxian explanations, it has to be
understood as an extension of it.

One of the early theoreticians of critical theory, Theodor W. Adorno, not
only extended Marxian thinking, he also departed from Marxian revolu-
tionary thinking based on two observable and theoretical issues that
developed during the 20" century (Morris 2001:119). Firstly and unlike
Marxian theory, critical theory’s concept of communicative action is a con-
tribution to an explanation why the class structure - already correctly diag-
nosed by Rousseau (1755:11) in the 18" century as the extreme idleness of
some and the excessive labour of others — has survived until today.” The
second problem of Marxian 19™-century thinking that was converted into
the 20™ and 21% century by Marxists goes to the heart of Marx's theory.
Present-day Marxian thinking is still largely unable to provide sufficient
answers to a very Marxian question: how can class structures prevail
without leading to a revolution as predicted by Marx?%
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Instead of a foreshadowed revolution, what has been dominant in the
20" and 21%t century is The Affluent Society, The Affluent Worker in the
Class Structure, The New Middle Class, and The One-Dimensional Man.8!
This is enshrined in a rather mythical but equally wide accepted formula:
growth means affluence and affluence means democracy.®? This formula
carries strong connotations of Fordist mass production, mass consump-
tion, and mass democracy. 19*-century thinking had been unable to
predict the rise of Fordism that resulted in a massive transformation of
capitalism through a dramatic increase in the accessibility of consump-
tion and concurrent wage rises culminating in Ford’s famous $5-Day. For
relatively large sections of the working class in most major industrialised
countries the entire social setting of wage and class relations altered fun-
damentally under Fordism.® It transformed large sections of a previously
impoverished working class of the mid-19'" century into reasonably
affluent classes by the mid-20"™ century.?* The Fordist transition, how-
ever, also came at a cost, as those whose life is the hell of the Affluent Society
are kept in line by a brutality which revives medieval and early modern prac-
tices.8® Most crucially however, Fordism did neither end the economic and
social division of those who are forced to sell their labour and those who
buy it. Our mass-consuming society is still divided into sellers and buyers
of labour. Nor has it ended the division into those who manage and those
who are managed.® In spite of that, Fordism has significantly contributed
to the exact opposite of what Marx had predicted would happen.®’
Marcuse (1969:17) diagnosed the end of Marx’s 19th-century prediction of
an increased impoverishment of workers as:

In the affluent society, capitalism comes into its own. The mainsprings
of its dynamic - the escalation of commodity production and productive
exploitation - join and permeate all dimensions of private and public
existence.

In contrast to the predicted revolutionising consciousness and subsequent
revolution, the majority of organised labour shares the endless and often
somewhat meaningless consumption of commodities and the concurrent
stabilising ideologies of the middle class.%® A working-class identity is no
longer a viable option as the mass media and the mass-mediated society
continuously present a displacement of representation of workers and their
culture (Zengotita 2005). The image of the consumer society is powerfully
mediated through mass media displacing the image of a working-class
society. The might of industrial society is lodged in men’s minds (Adorno &
Horkheimer 1944:7). In a mass-mediated society, the separation of workers
from the means of production has not vanished but is successfully glossed
over by a mediated reality as systematic integration of working-class
consumption into advanced capitalism is established. Despite all efforts by
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corporate mass media, perceptions of class have not totally vanished in a
mediated mass consumer and classless society.®® This is shown in Table 2.3:

Table 2.3 Class Distinctions and Patterns of Consumption

No Patterns of Consumption

i) At the bottom, people tend to believe class is defined by the amount of money
you have.

ii) In the middle, people grant that money has something to do with it, but think
that education and the kind of work you do are almost equally important.

iii) Nearer to the top, people perceive that taste, values, ideas, style and behaviour are
indispensable criteria of class, regardless of money or occupation or education.*

Table 2.3 shows how patterns of consumption relate to class distinctions.
It appears as if working- and middle-classes’ perceptions (i-ii) of what consti-
tutes class has more to do with how much you can consume while the upper
class (iii) believes ow you consume is relevant.” Consumption, even though it
might appear at its surface to be an individualised process, is in fact a socially
organised activity under the system logic of advanced capitalism. In sum, mass-
mediated and mass-guided consumption redirects social energies into a system
integrative process preserving social relations in the reproduction sphere via an
unconscious process necessary for system stability.

The consumption process diverts the focus on wage labour relations
away from the world of work towards consumer relations. It essentially
moves from the production domain to the reproduction domain as an
elementary modality of present relationships.®? Relevant to both domains
- production and re-production — however is a relationship character as a
necessary condition of system maintenance for production and mass-
mediated re-production. More than ever before, working- and middle-
class consumption relies on the individual ownership of commodities as
consumer goods, not as investment goods. Increasingly consumer rela-
tions have replaced solidaristic working-class relations.”® The old human-
to-human relationships have been altered to human-commodity-human
relationships as The Privatisation of Everything takes hold.** Commodity
relations demand new techniques that squeeze the commodity between
human-to-human interactions. The technique of selling and advertising
infiltrates every corner of life as children are singing advertising songs
that have long replaced the nursing rhyme. Today the private space has
been invaded and whittled down by technological reality. Mass production
and mass distribution claim the entire individual, and industrial psychology
has long since ceased to be confined to the factory (Marcuse 1966:12). The
affluent mass-consumption society created the totally mediated and
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incorporated individual and elevated Marx’s commodity fetishism to new
heights as the repressive form of commodity consumption moved to
centre stage.”> Fordist consumption removed creative energies of the
working population from the domain of production into the domain of
reproduction. In the reproductive domain, Fordist standardisation of
mass products resulted in a standardisation of consumption. Ultimately,
the standardised consumer standardises their living and social relation-
ships while at the same time the mediated society keeps up the pretence
of individuality.”® More than anything this is symbolised by the shopping
mall. Upon entering any standardised shopping centre, a human is mirac-
ulously transformed into a standardised consumer. This consumer lives
the illusion of being able to purchase anything on the pre-constructed
and mass-mediated consumer want-radar. The fact that one can only pur-
chase what is presented to the consumer - and these are exclusively stan-
dardised products - is hidden behind the illusion of individualism. In the
affluent society the mass-mediated reality has conquered consumer’s
behaviour successfully and elevates it above everything else.

The mediated society presents a largely televised picture of society that
attests to the media’s yearning to be the dominant source of a class-sup-
pressing reality via the transformation of workers into consumers and their
integration into the consumer society. This is most evident in the con-
sumerist behaviour visible in the act of hunting material goods, cultural
merchandise, standardised fun, commercialised beauty, prestige objects,
and pure luxuries all of which have long passed the necessities of life. The
affluent society is most prevalent in the concept of discretionary income
exemplifying the extent of a commodified consumer society. Discretionary
income is indicative of income earned and spent on other than basic needs.
Former luxuries have become accessible to the average consumer when
sumptuous goods were converted into everyday commodities constantly
creating and satisfying new needs and demands. As Your All New Silver
Credit Card! replaced the ordinary credit card, soon the gold card had to
replace the silver card and soon after that, the platinum card replaced the
gold card only to be replaced by the black card. This process is made never
ending as is the process of consumption itself. In such a process it is your(!)
newly issued credit card representing yet another status symbol that con-
stantly carries in it notions of replacement to reflect the stratification of
present-day society. Without options for reflection in today’s mass-
mediated society the standardised consumer appears to be dripping along
unconsciously, seemingly accepting his fate. In present society, the endless
shift between consumer and labourer at the level of humans is linked to an
infinite alienation constructed out of an equally endless shift between the
world of work and the world of consumption at the structural level.

The 20™ century endlessly shifting world of consumption and produc-
tion is worlds apart from the 19*h-century world of impoverished workers
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struggling to keep alive, struggling against a harsh working regime, and
struggling against capitalism. Rather than becoming the revolutionary
proletariat or the gravedigger of capitalism, the workers of advanced capi-
talism are turned into a petty middle class. And those who do not comply
with the system are gathered at the bottom of an apparently classless
society. It is of course nonsense to say that middle-class opposition is replacing
the proletariat as the revolutionary class, and that the Lumpenproletariat is
becoming a radical political force.’” The welfare state has successfully elimi-
nated the Lumpenproletariat by integrating them into the welfare system or
marginalising them as working poor into political insignificance. System
integration occurred when a raft of welfare mechanisms forced the
Lumpenproletariat into integration. Such integration is a highly valued
option that pacifies the Lumpenproletariat. Criminalisation and imprison-
ment of the Lumpenproletariat serve the same purpose.®® This section of
society has been pacified, marginalised, and covered up by corporate mass
media locating it on the fringes of — not only the televised - society. The
Lumpenproletariat only appears in the living rooms of the middle class as
televised victims or perpetrators of crimes which, as it is simultaneously
portrayed by the same mass media, demand ever harsher sanctions.*®
Meanwhile at the middle level, the salaried petty bourgeoisie or middle
class has been equally pacified and largely incorporated into the affluent
consumer society in a process of embourgeoisiement.'® In sum, the rise of
20™M-century advanced capitalism saw the rise of the social-democratic
welfare state as functional complements to deficiencies of free-markets and
the affluent consumer society, adjusting those who the consumer society
failed to adequately integrate.'®

Despite these rather significant developments, many Hegelian and
Marxian ideas on the centrality of work and labour for our present society
have remained unchallenged. In simple terms, having just watched the
latest TV show does not negate — in reality it more likely supports - the fact
that you just spent eight — or more — hours working. Maybe late night TV
shows serve above all those who work longer and longer hours and who
work in highly fragmented working-time arrangements. Despite this, the
economic foundation of present society still lies to a large part in work.
Consumption has neither managed to eliminate work nor has it replaced
work as the creator of wealth. Socio-economic relations and the wealth of
present society are primarily based on the productive domain and not on
exclusivity of the re-productive domain. However, the consumer society
concept makes visible the pathologies of present-day affluent society just as
much as contemporary work arrangements are central to the pathologies of
our present work regimes. Despite consumerism, the world of work remains
a key category of present-day life.

Viewing Work as the Key Sociological Category and having a strong interest
in uncovering the hidden mechanisms of the pathologies that come with
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it, Herbert Marcuse — a member of the Frankfurt School - developed strong
interests in labour.'°? Studying workers’ democracy and non-authoritarian
forms of work organisation during the 1920s, his interest was directed
towards the transformation of work itself. Essentially, Marcuse argued there
ought and can be creative and productive work by an individual that is not
an atomistic entity. However, present forms of work could only be under-
stood alongside domination and alienation (Agger 1979:194). Marcuse saw
domination as a key to unlocking the world of work. In our society, accord-
ing to Marcuse, any positive social transformation of work is prevented by
domination. Ever since the event of capitalism, domination — Max Weber’s
term was Herrschaft — has remained one of the dominant features of work
regimes.!%® The suppression of the individual occurs via the acceptance of
hierarchical structures as a universal concept. Inside this universal accep-
tance, domination has an external and an internal component. One refers
to the external exploitation or the extraction of surplus value,!* the other
explores self-disciplining mechanisms that prevail at work allowing
external domination. Domination cannot be understood through the prin-
ciples of coercion only but must be explained rather as a process whereby
subordinated groups actively participate in the construction of their own
subordination. It occurs when a structure-agency relationship is fixated or
frozen as an asymmetrical association establishing the singularity of
managerialism over the plurality of social relations at work.1% Domination
freezes an asymmetrical power relationship allowing advantageous interest
supremacy over all other but equally important interests.!%¢

Some of the strongest accompanying elements of domination inside
current work regimes are socially constructed hierarchies, a feature of a
social relationship that is absolutely necessary for the present system of
economy. According to the emancipatory goal of critical theory, this needs
to be replaced by an organisational rationality based on non-domination
and non-hierarchical forms.!” These ideas can be found in the early
research programme of the Frankfurt School as this programme was ori-
ented towards issues in the domain of work. However their programme was
not to be understood in a narrow sense of present-day’s relations at work
that derived from a 19'*- and early-20™-century understanding of relations
at industry that had been termed: industrial relations. Their programme
always dealt with fundamental problems such as those of domination and
emancipation inside the dialectics of work and society.

Within the dialectic relationship between work and society on the one
hand, and the failure of traditional Marxian theory to predict the non-
occurrence of a revolution on the other, the early Frankfurt School had to
deal with a much more dangerous problem facing human society and
humanism (Moore 1966). Much to the astonishment of many Marxists
during the mid-1930s, capitalist development took a somewhat unfore-
seen turn to the worst expression of economic and social existence in
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modern times. Fascism was on the rise almost everywhere. Bourgeois
democracy had not only failed to forestall fascism in Europe but demo-
cracy had - sometimes actively and sometimes passively - led to its own
opposite: tyranny.!% With the rise of Nazism in Germany during the late
1920s, one of the early research projects of the Frankfurt School was
designed to gain insights into the psychic structure of manual and white-
collar workers in pre-Nazi Germany in the year 1929.1% In contrast to
many Marxists, workers - as it appeared during the 1920s and early 1930s
- had not been immune to the rise of fascism. Based on their study the
Frankfurt School concluded that if one’s economic working life and one’s
social life is administered by an instrumental-technical apparatus that con-
forms to domineering social and work norms, one loses potentials for self-
determination and individuality. Once an individual became part of a
capitalist and industrial machine of total domination and administration,
the step to become part of a totally dominated and administered Nazi-
machine wasn’t impossible.!'° The new mass-mediated fascist state based
on modern and capitalist techno-rationality seemed to have fulfilled one
of Voltaire’s direst warnings: those who can make you believe absurdities can
make you commit atrocities.'!!

The two decades of the 1920s and 1930s showed that Marxist assump-
tions and existing political reality were worlds apart. The Frankfurt School’s
analysis of workers on the eve of German fascism had shown that there was
no revolutionary working class left that could have militated against the
fascist onslaught. The Frankfurt School had designed a research program to
investigate precisely this failure of German workers and develop emancipa-
tory strategies directed against the rise of fascism. A new set of theoretical
tools had to be developed for such an emancipatory program that enabled
workers to provide tools against the fascist nightmare.

The experience of fascism and the theory-reality cleavage expressed in
revolutionary expectations and fascist takeovers led the Frankfurt School to
a new set of dialectic relationships between society and work where social
life had to be increasingly characterised by a division between the forma-
tion of consciousness and the actual division of social labour. Following
that, the Frankfurt School developed two leading answers to the problem of
fascism. Firstly, Wilhelm Reich’s seminal work on The Mass Psychology of
Fascism (1946) and secondly Franz Neumann’s work on Behemoth: The
Structure and Practice of National Socialism, 1933-1944 (1944). Overall, the
fascism-capitalism link had to be explored. In the wake of this Horkheimer
wrote one cannot be discussed without the other (Held 1997). Having survived
the Holocaust of fascism and its German version of Nazism in exile in the
United States of America, post-WW II interests of the Frankfurt School
moved towards three issues: firstly, the prevailing structures of capitalism,
secondly, post-fascist societies, and finally state bureaucratic systems that
prevailed in the Soviet Union.
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Work and communication in present consumer society

In the aftermath of fascism and war advanced western societies had to find
new ways of integrating society as the forced integration of humans
into the Nazi-machinery had ended in Auschwitz. The post-1945 world
demanded new forms that allowed the integration of society into the appa-
ratus of capitalism without running the danger of repeating the horrors of
fascism. Hence, several different domains of post-war developed society
had to be integrated in new ways. Habermas wrote (1997a:115) whereas
primitive societies are integrated via a basic normative conscious, the integration
of developed societies comes about via the systematic interconnection of function-
ally specified domains of action. One of the most important domains is
located in the functional domain of labour. The labour domain is largely
governed by market mechanisms that decentralise and de-politicise all
guiding forces that lie behind it. Regulative elements developed by market
forces are expressed in the un-equal distribution of money and power.!'? This
structure establishes principles that infiltrate all domains of social life. New
conflict lines between market enforcing competition on the one hand and
society depending on solidarity on the other were opened. Traditions of
mechanic, organic, or even imagined solidarity have been destroyed by the
penetration of highly complex market systems without reproducing struc-
tures that secure society.!'® Increasingly, market forces are the driving force
of industrial capitalism resulting in social anomie.'** To counter this move,
forces towards system integration are established, seeking to integrate
[Nutzbarmachung] elements of solidaristic societies into advanced capitalism.
As system integration via money and power has proven to be incomplete and
failed to establish total control over work and society, a new space was
opened up. This new space is present when contradictions in present
society cannot totally be administered even when relying on the most pow-
erful sources of system integration. This structural incompletion unwraps
space among social actors to direct their attention towards social integration
of resistance using social norms and social values that are communicatively
established. Inside these spaces social actors can establish competencies for
emancipation by using concepts such as communicative action where
social action is guided through communicatively established understand-
ing. To accomplish communicatively established understanding the com-
plexities of modern societies must be understood. This needs to occur
inside a critical framework that starts with a full comprehension of the role
of communication in present work and social life. To achieve this, tradi-
tional theory cuts too short. What is needed is a theory that goes beyond
what is, criticises what is and reaches far into what ought to be.

What is distinctively different between traditional and critical theory is
the relationship between social analysis and critique that is built into the
framework of theory. As much as traditional sociological theories might
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have been able to capture the essence of early capitalism, these theories
are no longer adequate. They are insufficient to explain the complexities
of domain links in advanced capitalism. Even though many earlier theo-
ries had critique as an item in their construction, they never located cri-
tique at the centre. Similarly, any analysis of the complexities of present
capitalism demands a more substantial inclusion of critique. In short,
Kant’s earlier and rather simple notion of critique is no longer sufficient to
reflect the changing character of present society. Today, all forms of
knowledge, communication, models, theories, etc. need to be seen as
expression of a more complex world. The modern world of work and
society needs to be exposed not just to simple critique as demanded by
Kant but to a multitude of different types of critiques. When allowing cri-
tique - as understood in the thinking of modern critical theory - to be of
more substantial character, it can be understood in four ways (Giddens
1992):

Table 2.4 Four Types of Critique

4 Critiques Description

(i) Intellectual That is inherent into any discipline as a rejection of any
reformulation of contradictory statements for the sake of
consistency in the scientific realm (Adorno 1976:115). This
criticism amounts not to a rejection, e.g. on grounds to
talsify, but to a demonstration of inadequacy with regard to
a proper analysis of social phenomena (Fldistad 1970:176).
Overall, Horkheimer(1937:128-129) saw a philosophy that
thinks to find peace within itself...has nothing to do with critical
theory.

(ii) Practical This version of critique is geared towards a technical
application of knowledge as an engineered usefulness of
practical knowledge.

(iii) Ideological It asks questions such as ‘who will use this knowledge and for
what ends?’ and is concerned with ‘how a particular research
study is incorporated into asymmetrical power relations.

A good example of such a critique within IR can be found it
Giles and Murray’s recent work (1997:103).

(iv) Emancipatory It is the unreserved discussion of propositions. It employs all
available techniques of refutation and goes beyond ‘socially
critical” by being rigorous in the sense of an appropriately rigorous
form of social theory that is comprehended in terms of a
quasi-Kantian model. It is a return to human emancipation of
Enlightenment including power and reason attained in
communicative action. Criticism is not a method of testing, it is
this test itself as discussion (Habermas 1976a:210).
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Table 2.4 shows how critical thinking is directed towards a politics of self-
actualisation reflecting on four uses of critique. At the first level (i) is an
avoidance of two positivist traps. The first trap mistakenly sees facts-as-
facts without seeing the factors that created the facts. The second trap lies
in speak-for-themselves without seeing the need that facts always need to
be interpreted and understood by human beings. In short, any modern
understanding of the world of work needs to reflect, first of all, on intel-
lectual critique (i).!'> This has been incorporated into any social thinking
that ever since Kant’s simple critiques has not only been part of
Enlightenment but has also been part of our understanding of the world.
At the second level, practical critique (ii) needs to critically reflect on the
way communication, language, speech, etc. is formulated as a technical
instrument. It needs to assess how it is being used in the world of work.
At the third level, ideological critique (iii) takes the ideological character of
managerialism into account reflecting on how it shapes communication
at work. Finally, at the fourth level, emancipatory critique (iv) supersedes
all three earlier versions of critique as it directs attention towards the goal
of emancipation. This goal is to preserve the emancipatory element in
Kant, Hegel, Marx, Horkheimer, and many others. It seeks to radically
reconstitute the project of transformation of present society directed
towards human emancipation. Ultimately, it calls for emancipatory social
criticism. In short, while the traditional understanding included some
form of critique that had never proceeded beyond the first three levels
(i—iii) critical theory has at its core a fourth dimension. The fourth level
of critique is designed to act towards the development of emancipatory cri-
tiqgues. Consequently, no longer can a critical understanding of communi-
cation at work stop at the third level (Table 2.4). The fourth level (2.4-iv)
is significantly different from a traditional understanding of communica-
tion at work. This level includes intellectual, practical, and ideological cri-
tique. Most crucially however, the final level goes one step further. It
includes the level of emancipatory critique. In essence, this is more than
just an add-on. Kant’s original idea of under modernity everything is exposed
to critique applies to all three previous levels. Above that a further level
of emancipatory critique is created. Consequently, all four forms of cri-
tique — from Kant’s Enlightenment to today’s critical theory - are not
simply added but play a crucial role in understanding today’s world of
work. Therefore, a comprehensive and critical understanding of the com-
municative demands in the world of work must reflect on all four forms
of critique.

At level four (Table 2.4), one of the core tools that eclipses rather than
enlightens the world of work is the search for more and more facts con-
structed inside the traditional positivist paradigm. The mere collection of
endless facts about the world of work has hardly enabled a deeper or criti-
cal understanding of present-day work regimes. Instead it remains on the
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surface while extending this surface more and more. In short, while pro-
ducing ever more details about the world of work, none of these details has
led to an emancipatory understanding of it. Knowledge collection activities
have prevented rather than enhanced emancipation of the world of work.
Inside the traditional approach to understand the world of work, known as
industrial or labour relations, critical advances in emancipation have come
to a standstill. This dead-end of present industrial relations has been
summed up by Horkheimer’s (1937:191) critique on traditional theory. He
argues

the assiduous collecting of facts in all the disciplines dealing with social
life, the gathering of great masses of detail in connection with problems,
the empirical inquiries, through careful questionnaires and other means,
which are a major part of scholarly activity, especially in the Anglo-
Saxon universities since Spencer’s time ~ all this adds up to a pattern
which is, outwardly, much like the rest of life in a society dominated by
industrial production techniques.

In other words, traditional theory tends to uncritically reproduce bourgeois
society by constructing a false consciousness of a tradition that had never
existed. Ever since the beginning of Enlightenment the element of critique
and what ought to be has been at the centre. Separating what is from what
ought to be inside the scientific endeavour, as positivism tends to do, does
not produce a truthful reflection of the origins of science. It hinders rather
then enhances scientific understanding, reasoning, communicative ratio-
nality and above all Enlightenment and modernity. Instead, traditional
approaches have manipulated our view of Enlightenment as domineering
elites have managed to control public and academic discourse. This has
been done through repetitive symbolic activities that refer to re-constructed
past practices. It masks their manipulations by reinventing a scientific
tradition that never existed. The scientific tradition of Enlightenment has
never seen a separation between what is and what ought to be. It has never
added critique to the scientific process. It has never added value to science.
It has never separated an observer from real existing social relations. All of
these separations are artificially created after the event of Enlightenment to
justify and legitimate a version of science that is dominated by domina-
tion. None of this has ever been part of science or Enlightenment. Neglecting
or denying Enlightenment’s inherent demand towards critique means to
create a nihilistic view. This view has produced an endless array of intellec-
tuals inside the positivist club of mainstream science. They tend to
accommodate structures of economic and political domination by narrow-
ing their research tasks to simplistic what is, problem-solving, or toolkit
approaches.!!® This is visible in almost any discipline represented in our
socially constructed understanding of work and society. But most crucially,
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it is operative in the domain that directly deals with the economic domain
of the present order, the domain of the world of work.!”

Once mainstream theory and its subsequent historically re-constructed
view of the world of work dissected into two separated domains with
society here and work there has been overcome, the historical and dialecti-
cal evolution inside the upper or reproductive and the lower or productive
domain starts to become visible. Similarly, a critical understanding of the
world of work needs to go beyond traditional views. These views are still
locked inside a self-serving and all too often self-created but ultimately self-
limiting box of what is. In overcoming these limitations a critical under-
standing of communication at work unlocks system integrative demands
inside each domain.

The communicative relationship between the social and the work
domains can be carried through from feudalist belief systems into early
capitalism, eventually reaching advanced capitalism. In advanced capital-
ism, a middle class has developed together with a movement towards
urbanisation and a rapid development of the mass-production domain.
These three developments demand significant adjustments in the re-pro-
ductive domain. Once these shifts had been accomplished during the tran-
sition from feudal life to early and to advanced capitalism, societal
coordination had to be transferred from religious belief systems to a public
domain that was able to pacify revolutionary as well as democratic
demands that would challenge the ruling elite. Steering demands on
society could no longer be met through religion or through the public
domain. Increasingly, society replaced the steering media of the public
domain with the two most prominent media: money and power.
Alongside these changes different elites developed. While under feudalism
the elite consisted of kings, queens, and priests, the early capitalist elites
consisted of merchants and manufacturing-capital owners. In the
advanced stage, these elites consist of financial and IT companies as well
as owners of corporate media.

As these elites settled most of the challenging conflicts between classes
and system integration, a relative minor transition from early liberal capi-
talism to advanced capitalism enabled the most significant reorganisation
of the public domain. No longer was the previously open public sphere
needed as a forum for conflict resolution. Powers from the productive
domain began to infiltrate the public domain. As corporate mass media
began to colonise the public domain, critical enlightening science and
modern knowledge creation became increasingly instrumental in the cre-
ation of the present system. Unlike Enlightenment’s quest for truth present
corporate media started to convert all information into a commodity as
they largely occupied and defined the public domain today. Unlike craft-
shops that manufactured a limited number of commercial goods during
early capitalism, advanced capitalism operates a system of mass-manufac-
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tured mass-consumer goods. However, it also turns every necessity of life
into a mass commodity. The character of mass commodities enters deep
into knowledge and information. Hence terms such as information society
or knowledge society seek to capture these developments. New, however is
that information and knowledge are converted into tradable commodities.
Their prime role is no longer to enlighten us but to be a commercial good
that can be bought and sold. Sometimes they are only produced so that
they can be sold with no other intention in mind. As much as such enter-
tainment, information, and knowledge merge, new infotainments enter the
market.!!® News is not there to inform us but to be presented in the most
entertaining way. News and even the truth are subsistent to this. They are
no more than a commodity. As the information commodity gained impor-
tance in the advanced version of capitalism, advanced capitalism has com-
monly been labelled information or knowledge society to divert attention
away from its underlying capitalist structures. Even though the very base of
this society is for sale as information is sold and bought in the media
market often rendering knowledge to the instrumental demands of com-
modities rather than truth, the true character of the economic foundations
of the system is hidden behind the term information society.!!® As we are
told we all live in an information age, information and even truth enters into
an instrumental relationship constructing information and truth as com-
modities. This fact is harder and harder to hide as not only all necessities of
life but also the public domain become commodified.

As much as the present order remains based on mass production and
mass consumption, it also operates the public domain as a transmission
medium that structures today’s mass consumer. In this mass-communi-
cated society the increased complexity of simultaneously operative
domains also increases demands towards communication. These coordina-
tion demands have significantly increased as steering requirements inside
and between domains have amplified. No longer can the world of work be
neatly separated from the world of consumption. In advanced capitalism,
societies have truly entered the age of:

mass production = mass consumption

Figure 2.1 The Production-Consumption Equation

Under this equation, humans are no longer defined simply as people.
They are constructed as producers or workers. In managerial Newspeak
(Orwell 1949) terms such as human resource or associates are applied.
In the reproductive sphere, they are constructed as mass consumers. In
both domains we are exposed to a highly functional, structural, and
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instrumental environment that has a Janus-face like appearance of
producer/worker on one side of the face and a mass-consumer face on
the other.!?® Even though people have been transformed into either
worker or consumer they are still the same person when walking into an
office, a factory, or a workshop or when walking into the shopping mall.
The more both are fundamentally necessary for the present system, the
less can the productive world of work be artificially separated from the
reproduction domain as the Janus-face of worker/consumer becomes
reality. Equally, these domains can no longer be seen as functional
without communication. Increasingly, communication is an absolute
necessity inside each domain as much as between the domains. Without
it, both domains can no longer exist and exchanges between both
domains can no longer be organised. Communication inside and
between domains operates under system imperatives. It needs to inte-
grate workers into a work regime and a consumer into a consumption
regime. This occurs as a double structure of mutual influencing and sta-
bilising elements. On the one hand, system stabilising elements from the
ex-work domain can increasingly be utilised to keep the work domain
functional. On the other hand, system stabilising elements from the
work domain, such as managerialism, can increasingly be utilised to
keep the reproductive ex-work domain functional. This double character
establishes the strongest communicative link between the world of work
and the ex-work domain.

As complexities inside the world of work grew, system integrative imper-
atives from the ex-work domain became increasingly central to the steering
needs of the work domain. When system integrative rationality and instru-
mental communication infiltrate the work domain, the world of work is
ever more closely linked to the ex-work domain. These links only exist
through communication. Subsequently, today’s understanding of commu-
nicative structures is indispensable for an understanding of the world of
work. Similarly, no longer can the world of work be understood by using
tools that have been created as part of a positivist paradigm. No longer can
the world of work be understood with restrictive and narrow tools that
viewed the domain of work as an enclosed, measurable, and functional
system. Increasingly, an understanding of our socially constructed reality of
wotk and society cannot be limited to an image of the natural equals the
social world. Such traditionalist instruments are no longer sufficient to
understand the socially constructed communication demands of the work
domain. Understanding of these issues cannot be achieved by simply col-
lecting more facts or by reducing our understanding of the world of work
to the simple paradigm of problem-solving. Present complexities of work and
society can only be understood via a model that accurately reflects the
communicative conditions inside the world of work. This has to be dialecti-
cally linked to communicative conditions inside the ex-work domain. The
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time that saw the world of work as a domain to be understood inside
problem-solving and fact-finding paradigms has come to an end.

In enhancing such a view, Horkheimer and Adorno’s original critique
on positivist traditions showed several deficiencies of the conventional
problem-solving and fact-collecting paradigms when applied to the world of
work.?! Their critical rationality approach combines rationality with cri-
tique. In a second step, critical rationality needs to be extended towards
communicative rationality. Only with an understanding that is constructed
via communicative rationality an understanding of the world of work can
provide the crucial knowledge that is required. Any comprehensive
understanding of the world of work cannot be gained through the appli-
cation of natural tools or through the confinements of system stabilising
elements applied to the world of work. A comprehensive understanding
must always include elements from the ex-work domain that have
increasingly been utilised to keep the work domain functional. This ex-
work-work linkage can only be understood through communicative
rationality. Constructed as a discourse under conditions of communicative
rationality participants in such discourse can draw upon the critical
knowledge needed to comprehend the domain complexities of work and
society. This will assist in the process of reaching communicative under-
standing about a common situation. Tools that are able to overcome the
shortcomings of traditional theory’s problem-solving and fact-collecting par-
adigm have to be based on a new way of creating knowledge, a new way
of epistemology. Such an epistemology needs to examine traditional theo-
ries critically.!?? Inside the reality of work and society, communicative
rationality is designed not only to understand the ‘what is’ but also the
‘What ought to be’. Therefore, it enters into the idea of communicative
action. It is designed to assist the process of critical reflection among par-
ticipants leading to communicative action and ultimately to social action
directed towards emancipation. However, communicative action is never to
be seen as a purely theoretical tool. If it is seen simply as a theory, it has
failed its most important test. This theory is a theory of society conceived
with an emancipatory as well as a practical intention.1?3

In conclusion, a brief look at the theoretical, philosophical, and histoz-
ical role of a critical understanding of the issue of communication, man-
agement, and work as established in our present society has found that the
origins of such critical understanding date back to Enlightenment. This is
enshrined in Kant’s early demand to produce a critical understanding
which needs to transcend what is by entering into what ought to be as any
critical understanding of the role of communication inside the world of
work is historically bound to the origins of critical thinking. Enlightenment
is not only enshrined in philosophical ideas but also in the most dramatic
change of work ever seen. It fundamentally altered thousands of years of
peasant life when converting peasants into workers as factory life became
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established. Ever since these changes, an understanding of the world of
work can only come from a theory that links both work and society.

Enlightenment also produces - as a rejection of religion - not only an
assessment of what is but what ought to be as it had to find new ways of
societal existence. As much as a critical understanding had led to a rejec-
tion of religious manipulation in the pre-Enlightenment period, a critical
analysis of present work and society leads to a rejection of today’s mass
manipulation as experienced in advanced capitalism. Critical social
science is a reflection on Enlightenment philosophers such as Kant, Hegel
and Marx who have contributed significantly to a critical understanding
of reality during the 18% and 19 century. In a second step, contempo-
rary theory development is much more a reflection of historical events
that took place between the 18" and the 20" century. Both, theory devel-
opment and the link to the historical development of work and society
have shaped pre- and post-Enlightenment theory construction for more
than 200 years. With the event of modernity feudalist thinking has
ended. This allowed the creation of Enlightenment and early capitalism. It
significantly shaped theory development during the past centuries.

As society, work, and capitalism developed, so had the tools to under-
stand them. 20"-century events such as the rising mass consumption that
occurred concurrently with rising mass communication impacted strongly
on our understanding of work and society. Both also impacted on the
development of theory. As complexities between society and work grew,
theory development had to grow with these complexities. Once both
domains had developed communication as their main linkage, work and
society had to be understood in this context. No longer was an understand-
ing of society and work possible without communication. Similarly, theory
development was no longer possible inside the narrow margins of problem-
solving and fact-collecting. Understanding needed to go beyond a simple
understanding of what is. It had to enter into what ought to be. Present
understanding had to include Kant’s demand for critique as a substantial
element of theory. The fundamental issue of critique can no longer be
negated. Critique has assisted our society in overcoming a feudalist past.
Critique has been able to show some of the pathologies that developed
alongside advanced forms of capitalism. In sum, a sufficient understanding
of the complexities of work and society can no longer be established inside
a traditional framework that limits the examination of problem-solving and
fact-collecting. A future understanding of work and society needs to be based
on a model that highlights elements of critical rationality inside our
present working society.



3

Critical Rationality and Present Working
Society

Rationality is one of the most distinguished concepts lifting society out of
the dark days of feudalism and moving it towards Enlightenment.**
Rationality is with us today, defining many of the most basic rules of
human conduct.!?® This reaches deep into our present society and our
working arrangements. At work as well as in society, we are supposed to act
rationally. While a simple communicative statement like please act rational
appears to be nothing special, the ideas behind it are somewhat more
complex. First of all, to act rational and rationality are both parts of the
Enlightenment project. Rationality has two forms. One is the idea that ratio-
nality ended pre-rational belief systems when foundations of our society
moved on to a rational base. The rational base or rational justification is
the second form. Unlike in feudal times, human action could no longer be
justified by a reference to some higher authority, usually God. From now
on, humans had to justify what they do. As rational science advanced
around the 17" and 18" century, the world was increasingly understood by
scientific rationality. This affected society in two fundamental ways.
Advances in natural science, such as physics, biology, mathematics, chem-
istry, and medicine altered our understanding of the natural world.!?¢
Advances in the social science of economics, politics, and philosophy altered
our understanding of the social world.

As rationality took hold in the natural and the social world, Enlighten-
ment’s rationality served two important functions. On the one hand, ratio-
nality as part of natural science gave us rational instruments, on the other,
rationality as part of social science presented us with critical rationality. An
example from the biological and the social world illustrates this. The
human voice could no longer be perceived as God-given but as a biological
function. In the same way a ruler could no longer assume his social posi-
tion as God-given. Social rule had to be rationally justified via democratic
legitimisation. The feudalist assumption — held for thousands of years -
that the human voice as well as social rule are God-given, had ended. They
were replaced by the two defining concepts of Enlightenment, instrumental
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rationality and critical rationality. Both assisted us in the ending of irra-
tional foundations of a feudalist past. Instrumental rationality and critical
rationality are inextricably linked to Enlightenment, both carried human
society into modernity and have been a part of modernity ever since.

A critical understanding of work and society stemmed from a time when
rationality was established as a form of thinking. This challenged many
assumptions of the pre-Enlightenment period. It established critical examina-
tion not only of what is but also of what ought to be.'?” Since the Enlighten-
ment period the relationship between critical and rational thinking has
proven to be more challenging than originally thought. While any rational
thinking during the 18™ and 19** century provided enough critique on feu-
dalist and traditional thinking, during the 20" century demands on critical
thinking increased as forms of production and societies changed from feu-
dalism to early capitalism and towards advanced capitalism. In order to keep
up with these societal and economic developments, theory had to progress
as well.?® One of the most significant theories that developed during the
early 20* century and was able to address these changes is Horkheimer’s
work on Traditional and Critical Theory (1937). He constructed the basic para-
meters of critical thinking that reflected on new societal developments. He
clarified the fundamental difference between traditional and critical think-
ing. Traditional and Critical Theory (1937) is widely regarded as the founding
document that coined the term critical theory. The most basic assumption is
that all theory, whether traditional or critical, can be seen as stored-up know-
ledge, put in a form that makes it useful for the closest possible description of facts
(Horkheimer 1937:188). Theory in this sense always constructs a number of
possible worlds and possible series of new entities that are invisible in every-
day language. While everyday language often prevents a deeper understand-
ing of work and society, theory enables exactly that. However, traditional
theory and critical theory are fundamentally different in the way they seek
to achieve such understanding.

Historically, traditional theory assumed its role as a critique on religion
challenging the hegemony of a feudalist regime when God as the supreme
supervisor was replaced with human supervision based on rationality.'?’ It
assisted in the cessation of feudalism by establishing reason and rationality
as new forms of knowledge.!*® Such conceptually formulated knowledge
presented as theory, has been seen as the sum of propositions about a
subject. These propositions are linked to each other to formulate a theory.
In very general terms, theory gained validity from being consistent with
facts. In a second step theory is tested on actual facts. As a general rule,
facts have to be subsumed under theory. However if theory and factual
experience contradict each other, they must be re-examined. Therefore, the
relationship between facts and our understanding of them via theory always
remains hypothetical. Both can and often have to change or be altered. In
other words, our understanding of facts changed over time much in the
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same way as our theoretical models changed. These changes had to occur
in two domains. As the social world differs from the natural world, so do
theories. One set of theories explains the natural world while another set
explains the social world.

However, traditional theory disregards the distinction between social and
natural science and transfers methods developed in the domain of natural
science into social science. It assumes, often unconsciously, that our society
operates like the laws of mathematics or physics even though humans hardly
ever behave accordingly. Given its natural-science background, traditional
theory tends to operate as an enclosed system of propositions. It sees science
as a whole attempting to discover law-like foundations of society. These are
supposed to operate naturally and are seen as being neutral to historical
developments. Traditional theory seeks to maintain the illusion of the sepa-
ration between social existence and theory. Critical theory is the opposite.
Here, theory arises within a social fabric that constitutes the involvement of
human beings capable of intervening and articulating themselves.'3! The dif-
ference, in short, is that critical theory admits that theory can only develop
inside our society and is inherently connected to our society. Traditional
theory does the same but pretends an assumed independence or disconnec-
tion between society, economy, and history on the one hand and theory on
the other. To maintain this illusion is an important part of traditional theory.
Usually it is achieved through the claim to be objective. In any case, the
artificial separation between historical and economical development of
society and theory development has been expressed as:

The traditional idea of theory is abstracted from scientific activity as it is
carried on within the division of labour at a particular stage in the latter’s
development. It corresponds to the activity on the scholar that takes place
alongside all of the other activities of a society, but in no immediately
clear connection with them. In this view of theory, therefore, the real
social function of science is not made manifest; it conveys not what
theory means in human life, but only what it means in the isolated sphere
in which, for historical reasons, it comes into existence. As opposed to his,
critical social theory is to become conscious of the self-referentiality of its
calling; it knows that in and through the very act of knowing it belongs to
the objective context of life that it strives to grasp.!3?

Traditional science is founded on a perceived certainty of the existence of a
totality of propositions that emerge from theoretical work in a systematic
manner. Often this occurs under classificatory thinking assuming that
simple classification or The Order of Things (Foucault 1994) produces under-
standing or even theory. It assumes that there are given certainties — usually
called invariables as opposed to variables — and that these have to be put in
order in accordance with an invented system of classifications. It establishes
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an Order of Things by linking assumed variables to equally assumed invari-
ables in the form of hypothetical if-then constructions. In a second step, the
hypothetical if-then construction is presented as a scientific fact. Often such
law-like hypotheses are developed in anticipation of law-like regulators in
society without any empirical justification for them. Classifications and an
assumed Order of Things disregard the existence of a number of important
elements: firstly, contradictions are eliminated, secondly, there is an absence
of superfluous and purely dogmatic elements, and finally, society and sub-
jectivity has no influence on the observable phenomenon. Traditional
theory has a tendency to be expressed in logical and purely mathematical
correlations. Until today, these models have had and still have a strong
influence on social science.!3?

In contrast, critical theory is a product of Enlightenment thinking. It is
linked to rationality much in the same way as the rationality of society
coincided with the development of productive forces under capitalism.
Some of these productive forces developed an ever more refined method
and technique running capitalist firms.!3* In order to understand this
development, the Marx-influenced and Marx-supplementing thinker Max
Weber analysed the institutional framework surrounding and supporting
the capitalist economy.3* Unknown to 19"-century Marx who saw science
and technology as unambiguous forces for emancipation within the civili-
sation project that started modernity, 20!-century Weber correctly assessed
that they themselves had become a medium of social repression.!3®

Max Weber is viewed as one of the Godfathers on how to understand capital-
ism, capitalist companies, modern management, organisational studies, and
above all bureaucracy.'” However, Weber is known in management texts only as a
management consultant who recommended the value of bureaucracies and got it
wrong, an error the textbooks forgive on the grounds that he was writing so long ago,
before management knowledge had really developed (Harding 2003:55). While stan-
dard management texts tend to misrepresent Weber heavily, today’s domi-
nance of managerial ideology — known as managerialism — also tends to hide
Weber’s crucial concept for an understanding of modern business affairs.'3® To
a relatively large extent the concept of Herrschaft, crucial in order to understand
our present system, is elementary. While discussing bureaucracy Weber
perceived Herrschaft first and foremost as the clearest expression of domination.
This fact is all too often and conveniently swept aside.!3® Unfortunately,
Weber’s concept of domination does not fit into standard management
ideology and therefore it is conveniently pushed aside.

Standard management writers tend to portray management as something
like there is no more important area of human activity than management, since its
task is that of getting things done through people (Harding 2003:28). The image
presented is one of a total absence of domination. Weber’s domination is
altered into getting things done through people!'*° The critique of management in
Weber's writings on bureaucracy and domination is miraculously converted
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into a one-dimensional management ideology of organisational discipline nec-
essary for the modern organisation. For Max Weber, it is the guarantor of techni-
cally and economically necessary organisational discipline, which then becomes the
model of the entire discipline required by modern industrial society (Marcuse
1968:213). Hidden behind management’s ideological niceties of getting things
done through people remains the brute fact that science and technology have
assisted the establishment of a highly domineering system.!*! Weber was
correct in saying that it is Herrschaft or domination, not bureaucracy that is the
defining element of management. While hiding this, present managerial
systems have almost completed Weber's ultimate form of managerial
Herrschaft. Weber’s metaphor of an iron cage represents management’s totally
administered and totally reified world in which means-ends, purposive, and
instrumental rationality supports domination. In the work domain and in the
societal domain it fulfils the same goal. This version of rationality is discon-
nected from ethics unleashing potentials directed towards a dehumanised
society where people struggle to find meaning in life.'*> While Weber’s rather
pessimistic appraisal of scientific civilisation mistrusts a rationalisation process
that is reduced to means-ends, managerialism has successfully detached
Weber’s writings from ethical value orientation.!*3

But Weber was not the only theoretician with a rather pessimistic view
when looking at managerialism, the bureaucratisation of society, and
working life. An almost equally pessimistic outlook was put forward in
Horkheimer’s Eclipse of Reason (1947) and in Marcuse’s One-Dimensional
Man'** (1966). While Horkheimer and Marcuse viewed Enlightenment’s
rationality in a somewhat negative and at least partly even depressing light,
they nevertheless did not fail to highlight modernity’s potentials for eman-
cipation. They also rejected the Orwellian or Kafkaesque nightmare of
Weber’s iron cage. This has been summed up in the final words of Marcuse’s
(1966:261) groundbreaking thesis on modernity’s tendency to operate one-
dimensionally. Unlike Kafkaesque, Orwellian, or iron-cage visions of
society, Horkheimer’s and Marcuse’s vision is more hopeful reflecting it is
only for the sake of those without hope that hope is given to us.

Horkheimer'and Marcuse rejected society’s end destination inside an iron
cage watched by Orwell’s Big Brother. Both represent the sharpest contrast to
Weber's iron cage, Kafka's inescapable nightmare of bureaucracy, and Orwell’s
(1949:311) visions of but it was all right, everything was all right, the struggle was
finished. He had won the victory over himself. He loved Big Brother. The End. The
End as Orwell wrote does not lie in the love of Big Brother but in hope and
human emancipation. Critical theory, nonetheless, shares substantial parts of
Weberian and Orwellian critique of Western modernity and Eastern Soviet
state socialism.!*> Weber’s, Orwell’s, Kafka’s, Horkheimer’s and Marcuse’s cri-
tiques have been directed against three developments. These were Soviet-style
Stalinism, German fascism, and American consumerism. They considered all
three of carrying tendencies directed towards totalitarianism, domination, and
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hierarchy in society and at work. Furthermore these forms of domination,
authoritarianism, and totalitarianism have been an outcome of the Great
Transformation between feudalism and capitalism and its subsequent develop-
ment of modernity.*¢ On the positive side, Horkheimer and Marcuse also
saw that modernity was the foremost affirmation of autonomy against every
traditional and social order that stabilised pre-modern societies.

Rationality, work, and society

Max Weber’s Iron-Cage, Marcuse’s One-Dimensional Society, and Orwell’s futur-
istic 1984 are images that were only possible after the Great Transformation
that converted society from feudalism into capitalism at the superstructure or
reproductive domain and at base or productive level.l¥” The reproductive
superstructure domain includes ideology, the state, laws, and status systems.
The base or productive domain includes work, workers, management, and
industry. Both domains are in a dialectical relationship. In the reproductive
domain, the belief in God and religion has been replaced by science and
rationality.!®® These changes and subsequent developments are the underly-
ing factors of modern society. On the one hand, today’s managerial rational-
ity of everyday life already shows signs that indicate a future development
into what Weber, Marcuse, and Orwell predicted. On the other hand, in
today’s society human action is no longer based on irrationality, superstition
and a mythical past but has to be justifiable based on rational behavioural
patterns. More than ever before human action in today’s society has to be
justified on rational grounds. Under modernity human behaviour has been
based on Weber’s (1922, 1924) four principles of rationality:

Table 3.1 Four Types of Rationally Grounded Behaviour

Rational Behaviour Explanation of Patterns of Social Behaviour

i)  Purposive-rational involves that expectation of social behaviour of
external objects or individuals serve as a condition or
means of a rational and success orientation geared
towards ends.

i) Value-rational concerns a conscious belief in an ethical or aesthetic
mode of behaviour that occurs independent of any
prospect of strategic success.

iii) Emotional-rational is largely determined by an actor’s current affections
and emotional stages.

iv) Traditional-rational is determined by deeply embedded and long held
patterns of behaviour as a consequence of long-term
rituals, routines, and habits.
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As Table 3.1 shows, traditional forms of rational behaviour can be closely
linked to pre-modern patterns of pre-rational forms of behaviour. Apart
from emotional (iii) and traditional (iv) rationality, it is purpose-rational (i)
and value-rational (ii) behaviour that forms the clearest modes of behav-
iour. Both (i and ii) signify modernity as the end of faith-based behaviour
that supported pre-modern belief in God. These two (i-ii) are the most
modern forms of behaviour expressed as market rationality. Rational
behaviour expressed in market rationality could only be established along-
side the societal transformation from feudal to modern forms of social and
economic organisation of society. As faith in God was replaced by faith in
market and rationalism, science and rationality grew. At the base or pro-
ductive level, feudalism based on land-ownership, serfdom, and local lords
was replaced by capitalism. Two essential features grew out of this develop-
ment: the creation of consumer goods or commodities and the division of
labour. Links between the reproductive and productive domain are com-
municatively established through a dialectical process that guarantees each
sphere semi-autonomous operation.

As early capitalism became advanced capitalism steering requests for social
welfare and economic regulation had to be met. In contrast to the initial
Great Transformation from feudalism to capitalism, a somewhat minor tran-
sition shifted capitalism towards a refined and more advanced form of
regulated market capitalism. The shift from early liberal capitalism to a
markedly more coordinated version of capitalism that entailed the social
welfare state did not replace the centrality of the consumer commodity nor
did it replace the centrality of the division of labour.'*° Both remained core
values. But they added some new forms to the existing economy. No longer
was capitalism able to neglect the problems and pathologies of its produc-
tion method. Rising problems in the social domain forced the creation of a
welfare state onto it.!5® With the conversion of early capitalism that located
most modern products outside the reach of the proletariat, the develop-
ment of the consumer society altered the worker-consumer relationship
fundamentally.!3!

With standardised mass production, a standardised mass consumer had
to be created. Somehow mass consumption had to be communicated to the
masses. Technical developments in the sphere of communication assisted
this via radio, mass newspapers, magazines, TV and Internet. Access to
these spheres of communication as well as to consumer goods became
democratised(!) as everyone could participate. The mass-consumer society
not only structures mass consumption it also structures mass democracy.
Mass consumption and mass democracy are safely removed from the
productive domain.!S? Neither do we have access to goods nor do we vote
at work. Consumption and voting are located in the reproductive domain,
i.e. the shopping mall and the voting booth. In a mass-consumer society
democracy became a massively organised ritual of the state.!>® It is an



50 Communication and Management at Work

organisation that incorporates everyone into a system. It is system integra-
tive. It is also a massive communicative effort affecting millions of
people.’* It strongly communicates that we are to give our vote on a
regular and ritualistic basis whenever it is communicated to us. In democ-
racy, we can give something that is given to us — and sometimes taken away
— usually by the state. This ritual has been summed up by Poole’s Unspeak
(2006:198) as: in modern democracies, the electorate exerts its democratic right to
choose its leader every four or five years; in the interim, it appears, the people may
safely be ignored.'>® Today, this communicated ritual follows the methods of
mass advertisements where political parties are reduced to a product to be
voted for. Just like voting for one product or the other, just like picking up a
can of soup in a supermarket, we accept our given fate to choose one soup
over the other or one candidate over another. The voter is reduced to a
standardised political mass consumer-mediated through equally standard-
ised corporate mass media. Economic and state regulation further enhance
the ritualistic exchange - one vote for a leader another one for a can of
soup - elementary to the present order of assumed democracy that applies
only to the reproductive superstructure as the productive base is a democra-
tic-free zone. In both domains, society and work, most have accepted that
they are governed not so much by democracy but by two other elements
that are needed for the steering of society and work:'%¢ money and power.

Money and power as two steering media have been elevated well above
democracy. Their capacity in directing society and work remain largely
unaffected by changes that occur from time to time in the reproductive
domain. Being unaffected by the democratic process, money and power are
of increasing importance in society. The system-integrative force of power
and money streamlined an ever more conformist society into a highly stan-
dardised or one-dimensional existence. Marcuse (1966) has diagnosed
the pathologies of such a streamlined and conformist society. His One-
Dimensionality Thesis has been summed up as a process that alienates
humans in the work and society domain. As early capitalism and techno-
logical advances shaped industrial societies, an increased accommodation
of economic-social and work affairs has appeared. Both have constructed
the work and society domination via administrative powers. Therefore,
Manufacturing Consent (Burawoy 1979) affects work and society in much the
same way.

Engineering ideas such as efficiency and mechanical ideas of administra-
tion overwhelmed the individual at work and society.!>” Gradually, with
the loss of core elements of critical rationality such as autonomy, dissent,
and the power of resistance, society became one-dimensional. Humans were
degraded to one-dimensional human beings when exposed to the structural
forces of money, power, and the instrumental use of language.'>® Such one-
dimensional use of power and language has been expressed in Watson’s
Death Sentence (2003:3) as: they will tell you it is in the interest of leadership,
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management, efficiency, stakeholders, the bottom line or some democratic imper-
ative, but the public language remains the language of power. The use of public
or managerial language is subsumed under the power that severs one-
dimensional goals whether at work or in society. The one-dimensional lan-
guage of power supports an equally one-dimensional link between society
and work. This language of power subscribes to instrumental rationality
much in the same way as it subscribes to a totally administered economic,
welfare, or social order. Conditions of such a one-dimensional working
society are achieved when the following five elements are successfully
established:

Table 3.2 Five Characteristics of Advanced Capitalism

Form Content

i  Productivity and A high level of industrial productivity achieved through
mass consumption advancements in technology, automation, and
mechanisation capable of satisfying mass needs governed
by mediated mass consumerism is successfully established.

ii Integration of A largely absent or domesticated political or economical
opposition opposition achieved through repressive state machinery
and through system integration via consumerism and
political rituals.

iii Mass needs Corporatised mass-media power converts humanist
demands for emancipation into needs that can be met
via mass mediation and mass consumption.

iv. No working-class A rebellious working classis converted into a petty
revolution bourgeois middle class under the auspices of an affluent
society where work-related conflict is ritualised and largely
replaced by conflicts in the do main of reproduction.

v System integration Private and working life has been successfully integrated
into a system of commodity production that appears to
benefit a one-dimensional society.1>®

As Table 3.2 above depicts, advanced capitalism has truly left its earlier
forms when the following five elements are completed. Unlike its earlier
version, advanced capitalism shows a much greater capacity towards system
integration. This is largely achieved through Fordism (i). Productivity levels
unseen by Marx have resulted in a system of mass consumerism along with
the rise of material and social welfare conditions. These have successfully
pacified workers as they have been converted from a propertyless but revo-
lutionary proletariat into middle-class mass consumers with houses, cars,
suburban living, and mortgages (ii-iv).1%° This system has successfully con-
verted early manufacturing workers into standardised mass-production



52 Communication and Management at Work

workers and consumers with standard pre-fabricated houses, standard cars,
standard mortgages — and standard coffins. These workers are well-integrated
into a system of production and reproduction, and rather than opposing it
(i), protect the system (v).

Today’s standardised mass consumerism is communicated via mass adver-
tising. This move also positioned communication from a relatively minor
side-issue during early capitalism to the centre. More than ever before the
present system depends on communication. Communication’s ability as
steering media increases as demands on mediation between the working and
consumption domains grow. The present order could no longer function
without the reliance on communication. In a standardised world of mass-
communicated culture that is mediated through corporate mass media,
people are increasingly reshaped. The reshaping of society takes place via a
conversion of humans into consumers. Today, people at work are no longer
workers but a Human Resource or, to use US supermarket chain Wal-Mart’s
label, an Associate. The existence as an associate or as a human resource is
one of the clearest expressions of modern managerial Doublespeak (Orwell
1949:53). In the future we might end up as Shopping Resources or Consumption
Associates when walking though the gates of the shopping mall.'$! Our
present world redefines and reduces us to mass consumers. Consumption
occupies consumers without engaging them. Participation and democracy
are excluded from the working and the shopping domain as people are kept
busy working and consuming in a never-ending rat race.'%? It is possible to con-
sider capitalism as the ideal form of democracy, consisting of a grand procession of
innumerable little electoral moments, when consumer choice is exercised in the
supermarket or the cinema or the car showroom (Poole 2006:203). Consumer’s
choice, voting-shopping, and rat races convert us into little consumer rats
constantly choosing, voting, consuming, and running the treadmill towards
Affluenza where affluence has become a disease. 63

Being trapped in the system-treadmill of consumerism and mass-
mediated democracy moves preferences to the centre of the system.!64
Democracy is either centre-left or centre-right. It is inside the system, not
progressive or backward conservative. It does not break the system. It does
not move forward or backward. It only moves a tiny bit to the left or to the
right. Society remains stagnant inside the margins of the system. Choice
has been converted into simple left-right alternatives just like the choice
between Pepsi or Coke!!% Only the famous ‘Would you like fries with it?’
seems to be absent.!® Such a mass-structured society does not leave much
room outside the confines of these system integrative pre-set choices. Even
somewhat independent forms of grassroots democracy are converted into a
communicative ritual of advertising-guided and mass-mediated events con-
cealing the true supremacy of money and power. As Marcuse (1966:20)
emphasised, when this point is reached, domination — in the guise of affluence
and liberty — extends to all spheres of private and public existence, integrates all
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authentic opposition, absorbs all alternatives.'s” This represents the height of
system integration.

System integration under advanced capitalism is further enhanced by the
creation and subsequent satisfaction of mass needs that divert attention
from social protest and emancipation. The working class as analysed by
Marx and Engels and depicted in movies such as Metropolis or Charlie
Chaplin’s Modern Times becomes a consumerist middle class. Class conflict
is pacified via mass consumption and mass democracy. Today, the transfer-
ral of conflict from the work domain into the non-work domain has been
accomplished. Industrial conflict is less and less regulated at the point of
origin but removed and dealt with in committees, commissions, social or
labour courts, councils, labour law and the like. Finally, advanced capital-
ism has achieved a one-dimensionality that has been unimaginable by its
ecarlier forms. The earlier struggle that exposed conflict of interest between
labour and capital has been mediated. A mediated society is not only able to
obscure divergent class interests but also to convert workers’ interest into
one-dimensionality.!%® Unlike its predecessor, advanced capitalism relies
ever more on the reproductive, upper level, or superstructure domain
to achieve system integration. At the reproductive domain advanced
capitalism has successfully developed its ideological foundations. These
foundations are made up of scientism and rationality directed towards a
one-dimensional modernity that places instrumental domination via
science and rationality in the centre.'® During the transition from early to
advanced capitalism adjustments in the reproductive domain showed a
move from Enlightenment’s rationality towards One-Dimensionality which
established previously liberating science and rationality as instruments of
domination. This is communicated across classes and across domains.

The rationality of the communicative domain

Unlike the traditional base-superstructure model, the inclusion of commu-
nication into the base domain and the superstructure domain enables an
understanding of these transitional processes seen as communicational
processes (Figure 4.1, Chapter 4). The Great Transformation from feudalism
to capitalism as well as the minor transition from early to advanced capital-
ism has been supported by changes in the communicative domain.!”°
No longer can the superstructure-base dichotomy be seen without its com-
municative element as shifts in demands on communication occurred
alongside both transitions. During Enlightenment an old feudalistic regime
of mystic communication via God, religion, and church lost ground to a
democratic and open market place of ideas that constructed the public sphere
of modernism.!”! As the steering instruments of feudalism ended, the
public domain had to fulfil these steering elements. God and his earthly
representatives such as lords, barons, counts, and aristocrats no longer
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dictated the conduct of society. From now on, society had to do it on its
own and find ways in which to conduct its affairs. Such conduct could only
be established communicatively, hence the public domain. In order to
establish a truly public domain where a new form of public communication
occurred four elements had to be satisfied:!72

Table 3.3 Four Elements of the Public Domain

Elements that need to be in existence

i an open and democratic society,

ii access to the public sphere is open to all members of a society,

iii it is a forum for discourses that concerns all members of the domain, and
iv there are commonly shared interests among those members.

The four elements in Table 3.3 could only come into existence when feu-
dalism moved into the background of human society thus creating an open
and democratic society (i). As formally independent workers and rising
city-based middle-class citizens demanded access to forms of communica-
tion that allowed critical discourse, the feudal order started to decline.
Once proletarian workers and enlightened citizens began to free themselves
from the communicative bondage of feudalism, both demanded voice and
political participation based on rational forms of communication (ii). Open
discourse among all members of society (iii) enabled the establishment of
common agreement on the ways human society should conduct itself (iv).
This, sometimes violent, breaking up of feudalist forms of communication
between church and peasant enabled a communicatively established ratio-
nality to push more and more towards modernity.}”®> Once modern and
rational communication was sufficiently established, forces in the produc-
tive domain began to take over communication in the reproductive
domain. Increasingly, privately owned mass media began to infiltrate the
public domain. Elements from the productive domain began to colonise
the public domain when commercially institutionalised media increasingly
challenged communication in the reproductive domain. Free speech in the
freed-up reproductive domain became increasingly a question of power and
money as commercial imperative stemming from the productive domain
infiltrated communication in the reproductive domain.

Public discourse became ever more guided by and through these privately
owned mass-media organisations. This occurred increasingly via highly
concentrated corporate media outlets rather than through participation of
democratic citizens.!”* Communication was not directed towards truth.
Information became a commodity bought and sold to the highest bidder.
The idea of reaching common understanding has been replaced and shifted
towards commodified exchange.!” Exchange rather than use value con-
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verted information and discourse into an instrument of capitalist ex-
changes. Increasingly, the open forum for communication took on forms
of domination establishing a one-dimensional regime. These regimes are
commercially driven market forms of communication smothering access to
open and public debate.!”® More than in previous periods, communication
during advanced capitalism is identified by distortions and instrumentality
as the commodification and centralisation of mass media takes hold. More
than via state control (i and ii), the public domain has been restructured
via economic factors (iii-viii). This restructuring of the public domain can
be shown as:

State Domain Private Systems of Control

€ (i) ownership of private mass media

€ (iv) scale and scope, large corporations, centralisation
{i) government control =¥ Public € (v) alignment of media and corporate interests
(ii) censorship 2 [ Domain | € (iv) dependency of advertising revenue

€ (vii) advertising: status quo and conservative

€ (viii) advertising goods is main objective

Figure 3.1 The Restructuring of the Public Domain

Unlike George Orwell’s predictions in his work 1984, Figure 3.1 shows that
the public domain has not been restructured by an omnipotent police-
controlled state but by the private sector. Corporate rather than state inter-
est have not only infiltrated but also colonised the public domain. Not the
power centralised by the state but the concentration of power in the hands
of a few large global corporations has restructured the public domain.
Present society is not the end of history but rather the beginning of a
history of unparalleled media concentration and media infiltration of
everyday life.”” In present life, it is hardly possible to meet 99% of all soci-
etal members. Therefore, our ideas of societies, country, nation, etc. are
shaped by mass media that mediate between individuals and society. Mass
media establish, create, and shape our ideas of anything beyond the
primary groups to which individuals have personal contacts. We compre-
hend our society or country via the picture portrayed in the media, not by
meeting the members of our society or nation. Mass communication -
structured as one-way communication — links us to society. We only receive
a mediated reality of what society is.!”® This mediated reality is not so
much shaped by state-controlled media but by privately owned media
where private interests rather than the state control the public domain, a
domain that is of vital importance for democracy.'”® Therefore, democracy
is much more challenged by private than by state media. As the public
domain works best when a significantly large variety of uncontrolled media



56 Communication and Management at Work

have access, the restructuring comes from a significant narrowing of
participants on the public domain. The concentration of private-media
ownership might have led to proliferation of trivialities broadcasted in
increasingly indifferent programmes and channels while at the same time
the range of interests has narrowed due to the concentration of media in
the hands of a few global-media corporations.

As shown in Figure 3.1, state-sponsored censorships (i) and the direct
control of journalists and media (ii) have largely been overtaken by one-
dimensional interests of corporate mass media.'®® The corporatisation of media
has led to the representation of one interest, the interest of corporations (iii).
As mass media become larger and larger, they tend to focus on economics of
scale (iv). Programmes are increasingly trivial, petty, crude, and unsophisti-
cated as they are intentionally narrowed down to a common denominator.'8!
In that way, they can be used in different markets, different societies, and dif-
ferent countries. With that an alignment of media interest and corporate
interests takes place (v). As corporations depend on advertising revenue, pro-
grammes are structured to serve this goal rather than the public need.!®2 They
tend to portray the commercialisation and commodification of everyday life
as a normal, happy, and fulfilling event.!®3 All alternative views are excluded,
thus leading to a one-dimensionality of interest, the interest of the com-
modity. On the whole, advertising and the adjacent programs tend to be
conservative, hostile to criticism and other viewpoints (vii). The advertising
of goods takes over democratic needs of society as communication is re-
directed from communicating the truth towards instrumental communica-
tion.!® The main objective is not Enlightenment and critical rationality but
the avoidance of controversies, challenging ideas, serious political debate, etc.
This is reduced to entertainment as news are reduced to infotainment. It con-
tains or containerises our thoughts not unlike locking them in a container.
The idea of the public domain is no longer to be seen as a means for demo-
cratic debate and open discourse but as an end. This end is the commercially
driven instrumental communication. Today, the public domain has been
completely restructured from a democratic domain into a vital link between
mass consumer and mass production (Figure 4.1).



4

Understanding Communication in
Today's Working Society

As much as all societies need communication to establish themselves as
societies, needs for communication shift when societies change from pre-
historic to slavery societies and to agrarian-feudalist societies. These shifts
are required as the forms for production and reproduction change. Com-
municative needs have changed when pre-historic communities moved
into more organised forms of hierarchical social structures. When these
societies grew larger as more and more food became available due to ever
more sophisticated production arrangements, changes in the communica-
tive needs in the non-productive structure were required. In order to exist
and reach agreement in relatively large human formations, these social
structures needed new forms of communication. Sophisticated forms of
enlarged production and the resulting social structures demanded that
communication moved at a somewhat higher and more sophisticated level.
With the end of societies that had been built around the exploitation of
slaves and the rise of feudalist forms of food production, communicative
needs changed again dramatically. No longer was the slave at the centre of
production; the peasant and the lord who rented soil to the peasant
became the cornerstones of the new societal arrangements. For thousands
of years prior to the most dramatic transformation these arrangements had
been able to sustain human existence.

The Great Transformation ended all forms of feudalist living and moved
humans into modernity. It radically altered all previous forms of peasant
life. From now on, modernity and Enlightenment took hold. For the first
time in human existence, the soil and agricultural forms of production
became secondary. The system of production was no longer based on peas-
ants, soil, and the lord, but on workers, machinery, commodities, and
above all, capitalists. This process radically restructured the way humans
reproduced and organised their societies. In this process, not only all prev-
ious forms of societal living (A) and economic production (C) changed fun-
damentally, also the communicative needs altered again. Once peasants left
their thousands of years old traditions and became double-free workers — free
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from feudal chains and free from the ability to produce because the means
of production had been taken away from them and transferred into the
domain of capital that now owned machinery, factories and the like - these
free workers needed to sell their labour on the labour market. But they also
demanded their voice to be heard. No longer could the lord dictate the
affairs of society, nor were the capitalists, the newly established form of
economic power, able to govern the public domain (B) on their own. Those
who had been made workers demanded access to the communicative
domain.

The communicative element (B) of modern relations between the re-
productive (A) and the productive domain (C) can be shown during the most
significant change from feudalism (i) to early capitalism (ii) and to advanced
capitalism (iii). While under the traditional view of production and social
relations outside of production the superstructure-base link was seen as dialec-
tical, a critical-communicative perspective demands that this link is under-
stood as communicative. The link between A and C is not only theoretically
dialectic but also communicatively established. Only communication is able
to link A to C. This is shown in B. With B, a new linking domain is established
as this domain is not only a go-between or connection domain ({) but has
also developed as a dynamic domain. The communicative domain B takes on
an own task as it is ruled, governed, and structured by a separated dynamic
that is not the same that governs domains A and C. At a somewhat simplified
level the development of modernity, rationality, and communication can be
constructed as follows: 18

i) Feudalism [ ' ii) Early Capitalism Coy) i) Ady d Capitali
A Mysticism and Enlightenment & Modernity One-Dimensional Modernity
Religion . 4 : = . 2 =
M_y§\ic, God, ; Science and Rationality Science & Rationality as
Religion, Church c ! Kant's Critique of Pure Reason ! ! Instrumental Domination
@ ' _‘% H | é : T
«
B Irrational g Rational £ Ideological
Communication % Communication'® - Communication'
Mystic communication ; @ » Truth and Understanding of the 3 Distorted and instrumental
between God and Serfs:  F ! Natural and Social environment : Communication'®
S T b
c T PR T H T
Feudalism ; : x = L] b
Land and Rent ! § ﬁ 2 [sg=]
Craft Production, : = = .
Peasant Economy > ' Capltallsm > | Advanceq Capitalism
Subsistence : Commodity and Money : :State/Regulation/Money/Power
| Ford, Taylor's Division of Labour! :Service and Knowledge Industry'®®

Figure 4.1 A Historic Process Model of the Development of Rationality and
Communication

Figure 4.1 shows foremost the historic development of rationality and com-
munication. Rationality and the need for communication have changed
throughout the last centuries. Above all, it is communication that links
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specific domains to each other. Between the production domain (C) and
the non-productive or reproductive domain (A), the communicative
domain (B) is established as a linkage domain. As rational ways of pro-
ducing commodities replaced early craft-based workshops (C') unable to
deliver the goods needed in modern societies (Ci), communication (B=f)
changed as well. This can also be seen when society moved from mass
manufacturing (Ct) to advanced capitalism based on the service and know-
ledge industry (Ci). At the upper level (A), rationality is linked to society
and the institutions that support the productive domain via domain (B).
Finally, changes in the communicative domain (B) altered the way rational-
ity was used to support developments in domain A and C.!° These changes
occurred as work (C), society (A), and communication (B) underwent two
transformations (x, y). These transformations also changed the way we
work (C), the way we live (A), and the way we communicate (B) when we
moved from feudalism (i) to early capitalism (ii), and eventually to
advanced capitalism signified by the service industry and the knowledge
economy (iii). This occurred alongside three developments in all three
domains: (A) the superstructure or reproductive domain (B) the commu-
nicative domain, and (C) the basic or productive domain. The first transfor-
mation (x) has commonly been termed The Great Transformation as it
involved the most significant change in human society during the last
three centuries. The next change occurred when early capitalism moved
into its present advanced stage (y). This did not include a fundamental
shift as dramatic as witnessed during The Great Transformation (x).

Figure 4.1 also shows the impact of the first transition (x) that took shape
in the 17™ century in the northwest corner of the European system of societies, in
Great Britain, Holland and France [creating] the industrial revolution, the demo-
cratic revolution and the educational revolution.’®* With these changes moder-
nity had been established. One of the strongest expressions of modernity
has been the rejection of feudalist regimes creating modern human princi-
ples such as liberté, egalité, fraternité applicable to all humans as codified
in The Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UN 1948). It took roughly
150 years from 1798 to 1948 to codify universal human rights.

Similarly, in domain A and C modernity also meant a significant increase
in our ability to control nature. Secondly, modernity indicates the develop-
ment of moral social norms that make possible a post-feudalist form of
society based on humane forms of conflict resolutions and advancement.
Only with a global move towards the completion of these humanist prin-
ciples can modernity be fully established.!®> Until today, this has not been
achieved, hence Habermas’ (1985) modernity the unfinished project.'3
Only when all provisions in The Declaration of Human Rights are fully
achieved, the project of modernity can be completed. As long as there still
is inequality among men and women, slavery, starvation, violation of
human rights, exploitation, and sexual exploitation, we cannot truthfully
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speak of modernity. The idea of post-modernism cannot flourish while the
project of modernity remains unfinished. In order to achieve the human
goals of modernity, elements directing our attention towards the educa-
tional and democratic improvements (A-B-C) still have to be accomplished.
Focusing on the material results of the industrial revolution of the 19*" and
20" century alone cannot achieve modernity. However, the changes
in domains A and C have been unimaginable without changes in the
communicative domain C.

In addition to the changes in the communicative (B) and the reproduc-
tive (A) domains, the most fundamental change occurred in the basic or
productive domain (C). The shift in (C) meant that the way in which a
society produces and distributes goods and services altered most fundamen-
tally when the system that replaced feudalism was created. This new way
has been termed industrialism (C) or capitalism and when the welfare state
was added, it developed into advanced capitalism. As the capitalist economy
replaced feudalism, two mechanisms of exchange developed. These two
mechanisms are a firm-to-firm internal exchange and a wage-labour ex-
change on the one hand and a tax-state exchange on the other. Crucial to
both exchanges is the single most exchangeable medium of any modern
society: money.'* When monetary exchanges became the basic foundation
of our lives, modern societies created economic and social pathologies that
have started to appear alongside capitalist modernisation.!*> When feudal-
ism’s serfdom was replaced by early capitalism’s brutal collectivisation and
domestication of labour further pathologies developed. These occurred as
equally brutal colonialism was carried into many corners of the world. As
capitalism advanced to the present version of capitalism, the system failed
to solve many of these pathologies. While early capitalism has proven to be
incapable of solving these problems, advanced capitalism has produced its
own. It has added new and equally horrific pathologies. One of these
visible in the reproductive domain (A) has been the unfulfilled promise of
early liberal philosophers that institutionalisation of bourgeois freedoms
would lead to freedom and equality.}”®¢ While the power of aristocrats over
peasants under feudalism has been replaced by the power of the capitalist
class over labour, the promise of equality under modernity has remained
unfulfilled. Instead, what has occurred is the institutionalisation of equal
citizenship in domain (A) neutralising economic inequality in domain
(C).” Men and women are no longer feudal subjects as they have become
legally equal but economically unequal citizens. In the words of Orwell’s
Animal Farm, all animals are equal but some animals are more equal than
others.1%8

Portrayed as animals in Orwell’s farm story, humans, now living in
modern times, are experiencing that some humans are more equal than
others. But they are experiencing equality at the same time as inequality.
With modernity conflicts are no longer between two contradictory norms -
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feudal political order versus modernity — but between two new norms, the
civil norm of equal citizen rights on the one hand and the reality of socio-
economic inequality on the other. Under modernity, inequality remains as
a system imperative while at the same time political and citizenship equal-
ity have been institutionalised. This process of a parallel existence of equal-
ity and inequality has been accomplished via three means. Firstly, a faise
hierarchisation (C) of equals has developed. In the productive domain people
do not come together freely and spontaneously to set up work organisations, as
propertyless many are forced by their need for a livelihood to seek access to
resources, owned or controlled by the few (Fox 1974:284). Secondly, an ideolog-
ical equalisation (A) occurred of those who in fact remain unequal.'®® And
thirdly, a communicative inequality (A) of citizens has been established
where many are excluded from access to the communicative domain. These
three elements of modernity are manifest in the productive domain (C), in
the reproductive domain (A), and in the communicative domain (B).

In many instances these domains have been artificially separated. Most
standard views of history are limited to discussions of shifts in the upper
domain - Kings, Queens, Prime Ministers, Generals, etc. — pretending they
are in charge. Equally, there are purely economic views that disconnect
society (A) from its economic foundations (C). Furthermore, there are
purely communicative studies seeking to hide how domination is estab-
lished communicatively (B). A modern and truly critical view always locates
the world of work (C) as the key sociological category (Offe 1985) into the
centre of activity. But it never does so without positioning work as a con-
nected issue that is inextricably linked to the domains of re-production
(A) and communication (B). Between the productive and reproductive
domain, system integrative forces can only be mediated communicatively.
Hence any critical view of the world of work can no longer be separated
and portrayed to be operative inside one domain only. Consequently,
forms of domination and the rising pathologies of advanced capitalism
such as the decline and ritualisation of democracy and authoritarian forms
of work organisation can no longer be understood in a singular mode
(Adorno et al. 1964). Only an approach that links these three domains is
able to produce a comprehensive understanding of the world of work and
to deal with one of the most fundamental questions of the 20" century.

As the world of work (C) is linked to A and B, an analysis of why the
workers’ revolution as predicted by Marx did not take place can only be
answered via a three-domain model. The three-domain model also provides
fruitful insights into why the revolution did not occur during the 1920s
and 1930s culminating in one of the worst disasters in the history of
mankind. Why did some sections of the German - and other European -
working class turn to fascism??® The early research programme of the
Frankfurt School, oriented towards issues of people at work, tried to answer
this question. This research also assisted an understanding of the seemingly
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uncontroversial adaptation of post-war mass production and mass
consumption.

Instrumental and communicative rationality

During the post-WWII period of the late 20" century, while fascism had
been defeated, domination remained a feature of societal and working
regimes. In order to understand the rise of post-war prosperity and Fordist
mass production, critical theory proponents were aware that social rela-
tions at work could no longer be discussed inside a separated domain that
is commonly labelled as industrial relations (IR) or labour relations.?°! For too
many years traditional IR studies had restricted our understanding of issues
such as institutions, job regulation, rules, conflict, and negotiations without
linking them to the reproductive and communicative domain (Edwards
2003:338). These traditional restrictions are no longer viable. A critical and
comprehensive understanding of the world of work can only be con-
structed as an interdisciplinary research program when dealing with funda-
mental problems such as those of domination and emancipation. Such a
research programme needs to include the three domains as outlined in
Figure 4.1. It can only be constructed inside a dialectic relationship
between the work domain, the society domain, and the communicative
domain.

The communication domain discusses how actors communicate in this
domain. Communication is also seen as a medium linking all domains.
Hence, the double aspect of communication as domain and linking
medium has been included. In sum, a critical view of the world of work
does the exact opposite of many traditional viewpoints. It strongly rejects
the compartmentalisation found in traditional positivist social science
largely governing IR studies. It equally criticises a positivist view that
restricts and limits knowledge which was gained by separating these
domains. Thirdly, it also rejects a positivist expression that structures
knowledge according to technical usefulness.?2 Any knowledge that is
gained from a comprehensive look at all three domains can no longer be
restricted to what is technically useful but must be directed towards uncov-
ering underlying forms of domination with an intent directed towards
emancipation.

Consequently, any critical viewpoint is markedly different from tradi-
tional sociological theories that sought to explain the world of work as such
or as a thing in itself. Work as such or as a thing in itself can hardly exist in a
socially constructed reality. In a critical approach the relationship between
social analysis and critique has been built into any framework that seeks to
understand the world of work. Essentially, this is nothing new. Enlighten-
ment philosophy such as Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason (1781) has already
directed our attention towards a politics of critical self-actualisation. What
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prevents such self-actualisation is the socially constructed fact of domina-
tion. In short, one of the core fundamental assumptions of critical theory is
that today’s social order entails forms of domination. The critical-emancipa-
tory interest underlies the struggle to change those relations of domination-
subordination (Morrow 1994:149). The central goal is not only to preserve
the emancipatory element of Enlightenment but also to radically reconsti-
tute the project of the transformation of society directed towards positive
social change. This sort of theory demands the end of domination, human
emancipation, and the liberation of social criticism.

The goal of human emancipation and social criticism can no longer be
restricted to a simple form of rationality. Today’s understanding cannot be
limited to validity gained from being consistent with facts. The assumed,
but rather weak, fact-meaning link becomes exposed to critique. Any ratio-
nality that gains validity from natural science through a transformation of
concept from the natural to the social world has expired. Put simply, the
social world does not operate along the lines of natural science but along
social and critical rationality. An approach as expressed in statements such
as the median income level of a hundred selected families in an urban industrial
universe correlates .76 with population density — not .78 or .61 but .76, and
that’s a fact...just like physics is no longer able to reflect the complexities of
social reality.??

In a second step, positivist understanding (such as median income levels)
was tested on actual facts (such as .76 or .68). Examples like this are one of
the clearest expressions of an uncritical acceptance of self- or socially
created facts. They are presented as given facts, just like physics! This was
done without any critical reflection on what created a fact. It neglects or
hides the fact that the term fact derives from the Latin word factum which
is the neuter past particle of the verb ‘facere’, meaning to do or to make
(Searle 1996:210). The assumption of facts without any consideration of
the factors that make a fact is one of the most common and dangerous
fallacies of our present understanding of the world of work. Unconsciously,
most traditional studies on the world of work operated as if they were in a
deductive theory testing mode even when their theoretical commitments are less
than clear [and] references, data, variables, diagrams, and hypothesises often
used to cover up a lack of theory and actual theory testing (Deetz 2001:20). In
sum, our traditional understanding of the world of work has disregarded
distinctions between social and natural science by transferring methods
developed in the realm of natural science into social science. This is no
longer appropriate. By doing so they eclipsed the:

social world = natural world

Figure 4.2 The Social-Natural Equation
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dilemma through an emphasis on technical methods developed in the realm
of natural science.?** Forms of fact=as=fact rationalities are no longer sufficient
to understand the world of work. Nevertheless this has been a decisive factor in
our understanding of the world of work. Such an understanding, as it is pre-
sented to us as a fact!, has been part of our socially constructed understanding
for centuries. While it might have had a long history, the presentation of the
idea of social facts just like in physics does no longer appear to be plausible.

The French writer Auguste Comte (1853) has developed one of the most
crucial themes of Enlightenment. Comte’s inquiries into the social world had
been constructed as: if man would only apply the discipline of the natural
science to the study of man, then only a sufficient expenditure of time, money,
and thought would separate him from the good society.?°> With Comte ele-
ments of natural law began to be transferred to the social world. Karl Marx
partly continued the social-world equals natural-world idea. The idea of the
natural men = the science of men has plagued the world of knowledge ever
since. Originally, it had occurred as an instrument developed against feu-
dalist thinking. It has been transferred into today’s modern social science.
Essentially, a social science that still operates in the tradition of Comte has
fallen into the Hegelian Zeitgeist trap unable to reassess and critically reflect
on the development of Enlightenment thinking during the last 200 years.2%
While sociological methods and technicalities have become ever more
refined, a positivistic understanding of the social=natural world lineage
appears to be trapped in a time (Zeit) when such a way of thinking (Geist)
was appropriate. Hegel’s idea of Zeitgeist refers to thinking (Geist) that is
trapped in time (Zeit) without any historical understanding. It describes the
inability to think and understand - for example issues such as the world of
work — as a historical development, one of Hegel’s core interests.

One of the greatest problems of our understanding seems to be that
modern social thinking has spent 200 years of refining technical methods
but simultaneously the natural-social link has been insufficiently questioned.
The positivist social-science idea that the social world equals the natural
world had tragic consequences. It appears that the defining issue that lent
purpose to Enlightenment had been eliminated. That is the issue of critique.
The critical understanding of the natural world and the critical understanding
of the social world had been sacrificed on the altar of an obsession with what
is, with how things work and not with why they work. Modern tools appear
to deliver ever more on the how-scale while the why-scale is cut shorter and
shorter. Positivists’ interests in what is and how appear to be most eager to
fulfil George Orwell’s (1949:83) I understand HOW: I do not understand WHY .
While being locked in ever more refined techniques that tell us the how, ever
less attention seems to be spent on the why.?%” As in Orwell’s 1984, an under-
standing of why appears to be much more dangerous than an understanding
that is restricted to how. But before entering into the seemingly dangerous
world of why, there are some elementary criticisms on positivist restrictions
that limit our understanding of how.
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For many positivist scientists and their unconscious entourage, the posi-
tivist natural-world=human-world assumption neglects three core dilemmas.
The first dilemma is that experiences made ‘of as well as ‘in’ nature are dis-
qualified. They are wilfully excluded under the pretence that they just do
not exist or can be neglected. The dialectical relationship between both
remains hidden or put aside even though it cannot be denied.?®® We - and
even Popper’s (1965) positivism — cannot disconnect the socially constructed
world from the natural word (Searle 1996). Secondly, the social=natural
idea excludes the dilemma that uncertainty does not simply belong to
values but also to facts.?% Finally, it excludes the dilemma of man’s impos-
sibility to be an extra-natural observer outside of nature. Any human,
scientific or casual observer can only ever be part of nature from which s/he
arose (Shalin 1992:257). In order to make Popper’s (1965) positivist dream
work, these three dilemmas have to be neglected, denied, or simply hidden.
In sum, positivism appears to be a somewhat nihilistic idea. It negates or
denies substance and challenges.

Finally, unlike investigations into natural science such as physics or chem-
istry, investigations into the world of work concern management, labour,
work relations, and Human Resource Management (HRM). They do not deal
with a naturally constructed world but exclusively with a socially constructed
one.2'° Too many positivist investigations into the socially constructed reality
of the world of work are often no more than uncritical re-interpretations, re-
creations, or reproductions set up inside the specific meaning-framework of
instrumental rationality. Such a framework, unconsciously or consciously,
prevents emancipation from domineering structures of social conduct at
work rather than highlighting domination.?!! In other words, while work
and the tools to understand it are socially constructed, the idea of a social =
natural world negates two things: a) that work is not naturally constructed
and b) understanding can never come from instruments developed for
natural science. One of the core instruments of natural science that has been
used in social science is the idea of system.

This instrument constructs our understanding inside a closed system in
which numerous variables not only depend on each other but also seek to
establish equilibrium. The physics model of equilibrium has invaded social
thinking as it concurs with the natural = social model. The attempt to
discover system conforming and law-like foundations of society is part of
this view. System demands towards equilibrium are likely to be constructed
as physical-mathematical systems. They eclipse social constructions and
historic origins. By transferring the equilibrium notion from physics
into socially constructed realities, many social scientists unconsciously
reproduce instrumental goals. These goals remain hidden in the system and
are unquestioned, hidden behind the drive towards equilibrium.?!? This is
generally accompanied by an uncritical assumption and acceptance of a
social equilibrium expressed in social harmony. It operates either as
keeping a status quo or is directed towards a future status quo. Social
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phenomena such as disharmony, revolt, protest, conflict, maladjustment,
pathologies, contradictions, disorganisation, resistance, or emancipation
are viewed as system disturbances that need to be fixed to establish equilib-
rium. Equilibrium is an implicit element of system stabilising thought.
System stability is implied as a desirable goal for society.?!* System and
equilibrium are, almost by definition, conservative notions as they seek to
preserve the status quo of an assumed social order. The danger of system
and equilibrium does not lie so much in the goal of a stable social order. It
resides in the fact that social science affixed in system and equilibrium
either consciously hides or unconsciously reproduces the implicit goals of
system thinking. The danger stems from a prevention of understanding the
true state of affairs in society and work by restricting understanding to
system, equilibrium and above all the goal of status quo in society.

In summary, the spin-offs of equilibrium establishing elements are
viewed as good things and those disturbing the equilibrium are viewed as
bad. The idea of system equilibrium tends to carry connotations of totali-
tarianism as it reduces or excludes reality rather than dialectically
incorporating it. It is a clear expression of a rationality that leads to irra-
tionality by restricting a comprehensive understanding of society and
work. Above all, it operates seductively because it suggests harmony
rather than contradictions, critique, or conflict. Conflict, contradictions,
critique, and critical thinking, and above all critical theory are system alien
as traditional theory emphasises natural equilibrium.?!* It delivers a text-
book-like harmony between inharmonious relations in society and
at work. It seductively plays on the human mind portraying society
and work as harmonious. Disturbing elements are portrayed as negative,
which can be fixed by using some easy tools out of the toolbox of
instrumental rationality.

Inside the system thinking of traditional positivism technical reasoning
and instrumental rationality build an integral part. This can amount to some
forms of irrationality as capitalist rationality produces more problems than
solutions to present societies. While technical reasoning might demand the
system of a corporation to act in a certain way, such actions can have a
devastating effect on larger issues.?!> System theory helps to reduce our
focus to company level. It is a particularly useful tool in neglecting or
negating the devastating impacts of capitalism as it operates as a closed
system.?!® Pathologies created by the present order are located outside the
system and remain cut off from system imperatives that operate inside the
closed system of a corporation.

However, despite all attempts system pathologies are still visible in
worldwide poverty, global warming, environmental destruction and the
like. Increasingly, such system approaches are no longer able to explain the
complexities of present society. The system approach is too narrow to
explain the realities of the world of work connected to the ideological and
the communicative domain. In some extreme cases, this has led to hyper-
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rationality expressed in the belief in the omnipotence of technical system-
rationality. An emphasis on rationality grounded in techniques, tools, or
instruments has been made part of the non-communicatively established
rationality. Unlike communicatively established consent among people,
technical rationality seeks consent that is enforced via technical forces and
enshrined in technical or mechanical systems. Rather than being commu-
nicatively agreed upon, these systems establish a domineering power over
and above their participants. Such a technical and non-communicatively
established system in our social and working lives operates through eight
key elements:

Table 4.1 Constituting Elements of Instrumental Rationality

No. Rationality Descriptive Characteristics

i Instrumental Rationality is grounded in the use of tools, instruments, or
or tool implements or apparatuses. Traditionally, they are applied as a
rationality means-ends-rationality.

ii ~ Means-end A means-end-rationality is expressed in actions as means in

relation to a given end. Usually some specific group establishes
such goals in the world of work. This goal-setting group tends
to be upper management. It divides strategic management
(ends) from operative management (means).

iii Law and Rationality-emphasising instruments that perform such actions
system are often directed towards either law-like functionalist elements,
or system-theory constituents that signal such functions.
iv  Rational The overarching concept of rationality is grounded in an
choice individual’s free choice expressed as rational choiceor normative

rationality limited to operations inside the confines of a system.

v Value as an Normative rationality is reflected in value rationality based on
attachment ethical standards that are attached to it. They are not viewed as
inherent as they are portrayed as being an add-on to rationality.

vi Obijective Research conducted under auspices of instrumental, tool or
and value-free system rationality accepts the present form of capitalist
enterprises as a natural existing object open to description,
prediction, and control. Such commercial organisations are
usually discussed in economic or managerial terms relating to
objective economic or managerial goals. Research is portrayed as
apolitical and value neutral.

vii Managerial The world of work is constructed as an orderly and integrated
rationality world supported by so-called organisational members.
Commonly, it is subsumed under the managerial rationality.

viii Instrumental Under means-end-rationality, instrumental communication is not
communicative seen as open discourse but is reduced primarily to the
administration of information and messages.
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Among the elements shown in Table 4.1 modernity’s concept of
rationality has resulted in a technical or instrumental tool-like
approach (i) to rationality providing a structuring principle in the world
of work. According to Morrow (1994:100) instrumental rationality refers
to the efficiency of the means realising given ends (values), where efficiency
was based on calculations and expertise was based on scientific techniques. It
seeks to apply means-ends themes (ii) to human action in an attempt to
structure human action through goal-achieving instruments. Instru-
mental or managerial rationality operates via three conditions: (a) a
goal must be determined independent of the means of intervention
(b) this state must be brought about instrumentally and (c) the objec-
tive world is to be altered towards a goal. In short, managerial-
instrumental rationality separates the goals from the means while in
reality they are inextricably linked. Under the exclusion of any ethical
or external consideration, instrumental thinking is narrowed to the use
of instruments or managerial tools to achieve their goals. Lastly, and
this is the major reason of the whole exercise, the world - that means
the world of work — has to be altered.

Law- (iii) and choice-rational (iv) systems assist the operation of
means-ends rationality as they confine a supposedly free or rational
choice to the means-ends doctrine. The means-ends doctrine deals with
values in two ways (v, vi). This process excludes ethical or moral values.
The first option is to portray values as a non-intrinsic entity that can be
attached (v). The second option is the pretence of being value free (vi).
More than (v) this is able to hide the intrinsic values of managerialism
(vii). This managerial rationality constructs workers as organisational
members fulfilling a set task inside a system that is equally rational or at
least presented as such. Finally, managerial, system-conforming, or
instrumental communication (viii) eliminates unwanted and unwar-
ranted discourse and tailors it towards the needs of means-ends rational-
ity. All this occurs as means-ends rationality and is set to support a
system in which social action derives from imperatives inherent in
rationality (i-viii). Management does not need to seek common
understanding that demands communication. Rationality will deliver it.
Management is free to pretend to be just a means, to get things done
through people (Harding 2003:28).

On the basis of the historical development of rationality, management
pretends to be the clearest expression of rationality as it links three rational
aspects that stand equal to each other:

Enlightenment’s rationality = rational capitalism = management’s instrumental rationality

Figure 4.3 The Enlightenment-Capitalism-Management Equation
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Through the equalisation (Figure 4.3) of these three elements, the objective
world of capitalist modernisation uses instrumental rationality as a func-
tional necessity. As this process continued from early to late capitalism,
instrumental rationality surged beyond the boundaries of the economic
domain deep into previously communicatively structured domains. Up to
that time, these domains represented spheres of life that sought to establish
moral-political regulation via communicative means. This was no longer
the case when instrumental rationality took over both domains.

Once instrumental rationality had been established in all three domains,
it became a guiding principle for all actors in all domains. The move
beyond different domains can be detected relatively easy. Instrumental
rationality seeks to structure the contact of all humans in all domains.
Everything and sometimes even everyone becomes a mere function of
means-ends rationality. Seeking to infiltrate every corner of our social and
individual life, instrumental rationality crosses borders between our objec-
tive, social, and subjective existence. In several of the domains shown
below (Table 4.2), instrumental rationality has not been able to totally
overcome other forms of social regulation. Some forms of social and politi-
cal regulations are still achieved through communicatively established
common agreement and understanding:

Table 4.2 Three Domains of Rationality Shaping Human Existence

Domain Description

(i) Actors in an objective domain relate to the world in an objective manner

Objective  based on existing state of affairs grounded in facts that can be shaped
via manipulative intervention. This is the domain of
instrumental-rational models of action and interventions.

(ii) Social  The social domain relates to normative contexts established
communicatively through forms of human interaction. This domain
is based on shared values of social groups setting ethical norms for
participating members of a domain. Such norms create forms of
behaviour that is universally accepted.?”

(iii) Lastly, a subjective domain is seen as an inner sphere of personal

Subjective experience with connotations of thought, attitudes, wishes, feelings,
etc. The key to a subjective world is that accessibility penetrates deep
into one’s personality and is only provided to the self.

Ever since Enlightenment thinking replaced feudalist thinking, work
and society have been seen as objective (i), social (ii), and subjective
(ii) domains. They have become core spheres of human existence. The
domains (i) to (iii) also define our relationships at work as they shape
them via (i) objective work demands, social relationship with others at
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work (ii), and our subjective attitudes to work (iii). In the world of work,
the subjective domain (iii) shapes thoughts and attitudes on, of, and while
being at work. To a large extent, the subjective domain has escaped
instrumental rationality. However, these subjective - and often non-
rational but subjective attitudes — influence our social relationships at
work. Despite all attempts to create purely instrumental rational founda-
tions for work in which rational means-ends concepts replace social rela-
tionships social activity still remains. Although work occurs under
objective means-ends conditions enshrined in modern production con-
cepts, it is still an employment relationship. The present world of work is
not totally governable via instrumental rationality as the objective
domain has not been able to totally infiltrate and structure the social and
subjective domains.

Inside the world of work three versions of rationality meet. These three
rational forces come from (i) managerial rationality, from (ii) social reality,
and from (iii) subjective reality. They not only meet at work but are able to
result in conflict and contradictions. Viewed from either a managerial or
from a labour perspective, different elements of the three domains might
be encouraged or reduced. Most commonly, the managerial viewpoint
tends to adopt instrumental rationality’s means-ends ideas. It seeks to
reduce all dangerous elements of the social domain (ii). It also seeks to
reduce subjective rationality (iii) especially those attitudes that are not in
management’s interests or encourage people to pursue non-managerial
courses. On the other hand, labour seeks to enhance the opposite. It seeks
to reduce instrumental rationality (i) but it encourages social rationality
because work is essentially a social activity (ii). It also encourages those
subjective elements that are beneficial to work (iii).

In the objective-social-subjective model of Table 4.2 the clearest expres-
sion of divergent interests between labour and management can be found
in the objective (i) and the social domain (ii). While the subjective domain
(iii) is a sphere where labour and management might seek to encourage or
reduce different feelings, domain (i) and (ii) testify much more visible
conflicts and contradictions. Conflicts of interest and contradictions
between management and labour are more visible in the objective domain
of means-ends and the social domain of the relationship at work. These
two domains (i, ii) tend to be crucial to the constitution of work. In
domains (i) and (ii) two types of rationality meet: a) instrumental rational-
ity that seeks understanding as an outcome of rational imperatives and
b) social rationality that seeks awareness as an outcome of common agree-
ment established communicatively. The rationality of (i) and (ii) also sets
the two parties at work — labour and management - clearly apart as they
have divergent interests. These two actors have different rationale. One is
instrumental and the other is social and communicative rationality. In the
world of work, objective rationality and social-communicative rationality
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show significant differences when related to a) the context of work, b) the
relations at work, c) actor-attitude to work, d) work values, and e) social

action:*18

Table 4.3 Obijective and Social Domains at Work

Domains Work Work Work Work Social
Context Relations Attitude Values Action

(i) Objective  Existing state  Objective Cognitive and Instrumentality  Strategy and

Work-Domain of work relationships means-ends  and effectiveness success

(ii) Social Socially created Social relations Normatively - Truth and Communica-

Work-Domain work norms based on norms regulated rightness tive action

Table 4.3 shows how the objective (i) and the social (ii) domain which
together build a structure are governing work. As Table 4.3 shows, any sim-
plistic idea about labour meets management at work is shown to be a much
more complex affair. It shows that two conceptually different domains
struggle over the work domain. In a work context, objective affairs are
expressed as existing managerial relations. This is expressed in manage-
ment that structures work in accordance with instrumental rationality. In
the social domain work norms and community codes of social behaviour
structure affairs at workplaces. Overall, relations at work link two groups,
management and labour. They relate to each other under objective as well
as social conditions. On the one hand, the work relationship is shaped by a
struggle between socially established conditions that create social norms at
work. On the other side of the struggle are objective and cognitive forms of
rationality directed towards means-ends ideas that underpin management’s
instrumental rationality.

In the social domain (ii), attitudes towards work are regulated via norms
that are communicatively established, while in the objective domain (i)
they are structured via means-ends rationality. Similarly, work values are
instrumental and directed towards effectiveness in the objective domain.
They are directed towards truth and rightness in the social domain. Finally
in the social domain communicatively established agreement and mutual
understanding govern social action. In the objective domain strategic
success is accomplished via goal-achieving management directions. These
are managerial actions that support the present system of production via
utilisation of reasoning that has been instrumental ever since the event of
industrialism.

Inside the objective domain the equation Enlightenment’s rationality =
rational capitalism = management’s instrumental rationality (Figure 4.3)
appears to be linear, causal, and of logical appearance. As much as there are
attempts to link Enlightenment with managerial capitalism and instrumental
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reason in a linear way to shield it from critique, it does not escape critical
examination directed towards exposing contradictions. Of utmost impor-
tance is the development of two versions of rationality that operate in two
different ways. It ends the illusion of a simple linear development of ration-
ality that portrays managerial rationality as a logical consequence of
Enlightenment. This can no longer be accepted. In order to reflect on the
conceptual demands of the world of work, the Enlightenment’s rationality =
rational capitalism = management’s instrumental rationality equation needs to
be seen as:

[nd ‘ Instrumental Rationality (i) > Instrumental Communication (iii) }

Enlightenment > Capitalism k13 Dialectical Relationship g

g l Critical Rationality (i) = Communicative Rationality as Communicative Action (iv) l

Figure 4.4 The Development of Instrumental and Critical Rationality

Figure 4.4 shows the Enlightenment’s rationality = rational capitalism = man-
agement’s instrumental rationality equation in the present stage. No longer
can the Enlightenment = capitalism equation be seen in such a simplistic way
as it negates a vital part of Enlightenment, the part of critical rationality. It is
crucial to see the divergence in the development of instrumental rationality
and critical rationality. Both have not only produced two different ways of
thinking but have also developed into two different ways of communica-
tion. Figure 4.4 shows that instrumental rationality has developed into
instrumental communication (iii) and critical rationality (ii) developed into
communicative rationality or communicative action (iv).

First of all, there is no ‘=’ equation linking Enlightenment and capitalism
as it is not a logical consequence of it but exists as a dialectical relationship
which cannot be shown as an equation. Therefore, what is portrayed to be
‘=" can only be shown as ‘<’. These are not equations but dialectical rela-
tionships. To this day capitalism has used and misused elements from
Enlightenment in support of this system. On the other hand, however,
Enlightenment and capitalism are mutually dependent and historically
unthinkable without a strong link between each other. Similarly, instrumen-
tal rationality and critical rationality are not in an ‘=’ equation relationship
but in a dialectical relationship. However, as both belong together as part
of one development, they cannot be shown in an equation either. Their
relationship can only be presented as ‘$’. It is a mutually influencing and
forward-moving relationship. This relationship continues when instrumen-
tal rationality becomes instrumental communication and critical rationality
becomes communicative rationality or communicative action as both relate
dialectically to each other.
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Enlightenment and capitalism could not have developed without creat-
ing (i) instrumental rationality and (ii) critical rationality. While (i) contains
a necessary functional element for the development of natural science and
capitalism, the other (ii) has been a crucial necessity for the separation
between religion and rationality. Only with both developments capitalism
was able to flourish. Later these two versions of rationality developed into
two separate but connected entities. As capitalism advanced, system-
integrative elements that belonged to the domain of communication began
to gain importance. Once viewed from conditions of communication,
instrumental rationality has led to instrumental communication (iii), while
critical rationality led to communicative rationality or communicative action
(iv). The meaning of rationality seen as communicative rationality becomes
the constitution of consensus among people implying that rationality is
intrinsically connected with communication. The core issue is that ratio-
nality has to be established communicatively while instrumental rational-
ity views communication in instrumental terms. It sees instrumental
communication as a form of rationality. Communication is guided via
means-ends rational obligations (Figure 4.1:Bif).

The concept of communicative rationality carries universal as well as prag-
matic connotations as the search for truth and mutual understanding is
issued universally. As much as instrumental rationality and instrumental
communication are universal forms of rationality, critical rationality and
communicative rationality are universal in character. However, there are
some core differences between instrumental and communicative rational-
ity. Unlike communicative rationality, instrumental rationality carries
much stronger connotations of bounded rationality. Under conditions of
instrumental communication the people participating in a communicative
process are somewhat limited to the system demands of instrumentality. In
other words, means-ends connotations function as boundary-setting imper-
atives. Therefore it is more likely than in the case of communicative ration-
ality that discourses under conditions of instrumental communication do
not always strive for the maximum result. Discourse outcomes can be
limited as instrumentality sets boundaries on communication. Participants
in instrumental communication are more likely to be satisfied with a sub-
optimal situation. The costs of meeting their aspirations and abilities can
be too high when operating outside of instrumental communication. In
short, the limits of instrumental rationality tend to inflict limitations on a
discourse that is structured in accordance with instrumental imperatives.
This applies to instrumental conditions operating in management and
corporations.

Selznick (1943) explains why people in corporations do not always
behave rationally. They do not behave according to instrumental ration-
ality as demonstrated in quasi-economic theories such as the rational
choice-actor model. He has highlighted irrational choices of managers
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during rational problem-solving. It shows why the display of technical
foolishness by managers often concurs with a version of instrumental
communication that is bound to fail as it establishes meaning under strict
conditions of goal-setting rationalities. The fatality of instrumental goal-
setting and rationalities that structure communication are expressed in
the 3Es-equation:

Economy = Efficiency = Effectiveness

Figure 4.5 The Economy-Efficiency-Effectiveness Equation

Even though their communicative limitations and structural shortcom-
ings are known, they are rehearsed over and over again as the keys to
understand modern and rational managerial thinking. The 3Es-equation
(Figure 4.5) serves an additional and perhaps even more important
purpose for management. One of the key outcomes of rationality that
assists our understanding of Figure 4.5 is the function of instrumental
rationality directed towards system integration. The idea of system integra-
tion is one of the most powerful ideas of instrumental rationality as
instruments can be utilised to serve in an integrative way. Integration
into rational systems such as capitalism, managerialism or even manage-
ment of a corporation is a decisive function. According to Lockwood
(1964) system integration is directed towards the analysis primarily of
contradictions in advanced capitalism. On the one hand, this involves
the relatively abstract structural principles of private appropriation of
capital. On the other hand, it involves social characters of production.
Marx's core interest was the problem of systemn integration while Weber’s
focused on the social integrative aspect. Both cannot be viewed as indepen-
dent but as important functions that support our current society and way
of working. Giddens (1984:139-144) emphasised that system integration
directs questions to the reproduction of institutions — social orders — across time
and space. It takes place behind the backs of actors. In short, system integration
seeks to integrate labour into instrumental rationality without their know-
ledge or conscious contribution. Often this is established through instru-
mental communication. Habermas has applied the system versus social
integration concept to communication. In other words, communication
can be used for system integrative or social purposes. Habermas (1997a:150)
proposed that social integration occurs through communicatively achieved
consensus. System integration is established through the non-normative steer-
ing of individuals’ decisions not subjectively coordinated. Hence, social integra-
tion refers to an internal agency-oriented view of the social world as
face-to-face interaction. It is directed towards achieving communicative
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agreement among social actors, hence social integration. System integration
points to an external perspective that reaches through and beyond action.
Such actions are systematically mediated interactions. They do not have to
be communicatively established but are externally forced upon social actors
or achieved behind their backs (Giddens 1984).

As system integration remains one of the main forces behind many forms
of action in the world of work as well as society in general, it has drawn
strong criticism. One of the core critiques on system integration is that it
infiltrates areas such as the economic system, the administrative-political
system, and the world of work. Relatively large decision-making areas in
the world of work are achieved non-communicatively.?!° They are achieved
upon imperatives that come from instrumental rationality. For example, a
managerial decision is taken on the basis of means-ends rationality or the
3Es-equation. Such decisions are instrumental to management. They do
not need to be communicated as they are presented as coming from an
internal rationality enshrined in instrumental rationality. They are pre-
sented as rational while excluding all forms of communication, shielding
managerial decisions from any exposure to communicative rationality.

As relatively large sections of system integration are not established
through communication, it developed two steering media to co-ordinate
human action. These are money and power.??° Money and power can best
be understood via the notion of system integration as both operate silently
behind the backs of people as well as in the open. At work they are linked
to performance management or performance-related pay while in the
reproductive domain they are linked to commodity, consumerism, status
symbols, and Affluenza (Hamilton & Denniss 20095). In the productive and
the reproductive domain, both — money and power — have developed into
powerful instruments of non-communicative instrumental rationality.
Their ability to steer extremely huge sections of society and the world of
work remains largely unchallenged.

In conclusion a brief look at critical rationality versus instrumental ratio-
nality has shown that both are an outcome of Enlightenment. Both have
influenced not only our society but also our way of working. Both are inex-
tricably linked to each other. Increasingly, however, forces behind instru-
mental rationality have managed to disconnect the most important part of
the Enlightenment project — critical rationality — from instrumental rational-
ity. By the separation of rationality into instrumentalism and critique, pro-
ponents of instrumentalism have paid a disservice to Enlightenment.
This way of thinking has also spread into many parts of human society and
the world of work. It has profound impacts on the way we live, work,
and above all, communicate. Only on the basis of the development of
rationality - divided into critical rationality and instrumental rationality
and its subsequent consequences — can the world of work be understood
comprehensively.



5

Understanding Modern Relations at
Work

While there are many concepts and models that seek to explain the world of work,
there has also been a lack of comprehensive theory that allows a deeper under-
standing of work. Such an understanding must be linked to Enlightenment’s idea
of critical rationality. Although it is not specifically geared towards the world of
work, a theory that is able to support the project of a critical understanding of the
world of work can be found in critical theory. Central to such an idea for a critical
theory for work are two major works:?2! Knowledge and Human Interests (1987) and
The Theory of Communicative Action (1997). Both have constructed a relatively
new normative foundation for critical theory. The theoretical understanding
must be formulated comprehensively as an incomprehensible theory is basically
a useless theory. While Habermas’ first major work on Knowledge and Human
Interests represents three knowledge creating interests that can be found in all
scientific enterprises, The Theory of Communicative Action establishes theoretical
foundations for communication. In The Theory of Communicative Action
Habermas’ ideas can be traced back to the development of earlier foundations.
Original sources that supported the project of a critical understanding of
communicative aspects of work have also come from the following sources:

Table 5.1 Intellectual Ideas Supportive of Communicative Action

Supportive Ideas

i)  Wittgenstein’s, Austin’s and Searle’s philosophies of language.??? These three
see language, speech, and communication as essential to human existence.

ii) A second idea relates to the communicative aspects of work. It can be found in
a hermeneutical tradition of Husserl and Gadamer.??® Their philosophy of
meaning created an understanding directed towards the question of how we
understand things.

iii) A third influence has been Pierce’s and Mead’s philosophy of universal
pragmatism and symbolic interactions that are directed towards how we
understand the world around us using the language structures given to us since
birth, 2%

76
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The three supportive ideas outlined in Table 5.1 share one aspect of com-
munication. There is a common human interest in understanding and even
changing the world around us. This has created an interest in knowledge
ever since the evolution of human society. Every human society has
created knowledge and since Enlightenment human knowledge is seen as
rational and scientific knowledge. It has adopted a much more scientific
form that is one of the driving forces of modernity. The creation of new
knowledge has always been linked to interest. Natural and social scientists
have been driven by a certain interest that guided them into discovering
new things, thus creating new knowledge. Overall, this interest can be
divided into three core interests that drove scientific endeavour. Firstly,
there is an interest in an empirical understanding directed towards how the
world works. The second interest comes from an interpretation of what
reality actually means. The third interest relates to the fundamental
concern that is not only directed towards an understanding of the world
but also seeks to change the world. Before discussing the issues of meaning
and changing, the first issue to consider is our interest in an empirical
understanding of our world.

An empirical-analytical understanding of the world of work

Essential to Knowledge and Human Interests (1987) are three knowledge-
guiding or knowledge-constructive interests that humans have.??5
Humans have a desire to make forecasts and predictions and to control
nature. This is expressed in the controlling and technical interest. The
creation of technical knowledge occurred in communities of humans that
needed to understand the world and create meaning of it. At a later
stage, humans were interested in self-reflection leading to autonomy,
empowerment and emancipation from the domination of nature and the
dominating structures of society. Before humans reached this stage, an
empirical understanding assisted human society to move forward.??¢ The
relatively high importance of the technical or empirical-analytical inter-
est is very much expressed in its potential applications one of which is
control. Human societies always needed control. From the hand mill, to
the water mill, the steam mill, the electric mill, and to computerised pro-
duction milling, it has been and still is important to have control over
production, time, workers, input and output, and other issues related to
the world of work.

Overwhelmingly, our understanding of the world of work - especially
when seen as labour-management relationship - takes place within the
empirical-analytical approach. Understanding and controlling this process
is often guided by the existence of pure scientific values and a passion for
truth.??” The pure scientific idea tends to exclude the unsolvable dilemma
that experiences are made of as well as in nature. We observe the world as
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we live in it. Constructed as situational non-determination or standpoint
un-bounded-ness of an individual researcher, this view portrays knowledge
as nature independent and objective. This view emanates from the power-
lessness to hold fast the insights gained into the objective distortion of truth.??8
This view has produced some devastating consequences.

One of these consequences has been an almost classical misunderstand-
ing by many labour-management researchers of bias versus subjectivity.
Unfortunately, this has been formulated in a demand for unbiased research
(Adams 1993:11). This seems to suggest that the field of labour-manage-
ment has remained somewhat naive about its own prejudices. Extreme care
is taken in individual case studies and large surveys to avoid bias. But
microscopically little work has been done in labour-management studies to
examine the bias of heavily over-used methods and concepts that appear to
be unquestionably accepted as a whole. Critique is often only directed
towards a correct application of methods and the relationship between
the application of methods and the results gained. Once methods are
deemed unbiased, results are admitted as proper, sound science, value free,
objective and objectivism.??

Critical theory views positivism as hiding behind the veil of objectivism.
It limits research to statements such as a statement is held to be literary
meaningful if and only if it is either analytical or empirical verifiable or if it
can’t be seen or measured, it is not meaningful to talk about (Miller 2000:50).
In such a not-seen, not-measured and not-talked about version, objectivism
and empiricism

violate the empirical, for in it speaks the mutilated, ‘abstract’ individual
who experiences (and expresses) only that which is given to him (given
in a literal sense), who has only the facts and not the factors, whose
behaviour is one-dimensional and manipulated. By virtue of the factual
repression, the experienced world is the result of a restricted experience,
and the positivist cleaning of the mind brings the mind in line with the
restricted existence.z?

A positivist cleaning of the mind as outlined by Marcuse does not only come
from a false idea of not seen, not measured, and above all not talked about.
Sometimes it is not so much the issue not talked about but the way in which
it is talked about as all scientific knowledge has to be communicated in one
way or the other. Therefore, and this is to the disdain of some positivists,
science and language are inextricably linked. In its communicative expres-
sion, linguistic positivism is all too often unable to see — or unwilling to talk
about - anything beyond the linguistic form.?*! In other words, research is
presented unaware of the power of language and the ability of communica-
tion to frame facts in a particular way. In the words of Adorno and
Horkheimer (1944:23), the blindness and dumbness of the data to which
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positivism reduces the world pass over into language itself, which restricts itself to
recording those data. Hence, recording data and establishing links between
such data - often consciously and unconsciously transforming correlations
into causality — becomes a prime activity of linguistic positivism. It pretends
to represent facts as they are, without realising or recognising that this
frames facts in a particular way by not reflecting on the science-language
link. This unconscious or conscious positivist framing infiltrates not
only language but also supports a reduction of communication to neat
modelling under system theory imperatives.

This has extended to communication itself. Positivist communication
studies operate inside the demands of system theory. The closed-up world
of system theory allows the framing of science in a particular way that is
conducive to many of the claims put forward by positivism. Consequently,
scientific facts are constructed inside a socially constructed linguistic
system of phonetics, grammatical, and lexical forms of language.?3? At the
same time, important issues have been undervalued. These are outlined in
Table §5.2:

Table 5.2 A Frame for Constructing Scientific Facts

No. Framework

i)  the ideological factor in language,

ii)  the social history of language,?

iii) the critical reflection of communication,

iv)  the socially constructed reality of communication,
v)  the political economy of communication, etc.

As outlined in Table 5.2, the standpoint-less idea of positivism is not
supported by any of the above (i-v). Critical theory constitutes the oppo-
site of positivism by not only reflecting on the points outlined above but
also taking them into account when presenting scientific knowledge.
Critical theory argues all knowledge is ‘perspectival” and flows from certain
metaphysical, epistemological, and political commitments (Agger 1998:179).
It argues that truth cannot exist independent from the subject. Humans
or subjects produce scientific truth as much as philosophical truth.
These subjects or humans live in human societies and are part of it as
much as their truth is part of it. As Brown (1998) has successfully shown
researchers are not positioned over and above the social totality but a unit
of it from which life cannot be detached. Inside this context, researchers
need to be self-reflective (Habermas 1976a:131, 1997:122).

One attempt to be over and above society is seen in empirical-analytical
research that seeks to establish hypothetical-deductive connections of law-
like hypotheses. Here empirical content is used to control observations,
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experiments and models. Such knowledge attempts to justify the validity
of exact knowledge by recourse to the source of knowledge. It is
grounded in the objectivist illusion that observations can be expressed in
basic statements relating facts in a purely and objective descriptive
fashion.?3* In reality, however - and this applies above all to labour and
management science — all non-natural sciences operate from a self-
created interpretive framework. Therefore, they must give up the claim
to produce objective or factual knowledge. As they present their know-
ledge constructed inside a self-created interpretive framework they can
no longer assume to be objective. Rather than being dependent on objec-
tivity, they are dependent on their own interpretive framework, a frame-
work that is socially constructed.?®> Searle (1996:211) emphasises that
facts are not complex objects, nor are they linguistic entities; rather they are
conditions, specifically, they are conditions in the world that satisfy the truth
conditions expressed in statements. Therefore, no research can be done in
conditions where a researcher is disconnected from the conditions of
society. Any researcher is always part of a scientific or research commu-
nity. There is virtually no field of scientific endeavour that is excluded as
almost all researchers and scientists belong to some sort of scientific
community.?* In the end, the acceptance or rejection of so-called
scientific findings in the world of managerial studies and the like are
made in accordance with a respective research community and not in
respect to law-like rules disconnected from society and researchers. An
established research community lays down the rules for findings to be
accepted into their respected body of knowledge. Often this is decided
purely on how newly discovered knowledge fits into the existing body of
knowledge without challenging it too much. The idea is to advance but
not to contradict the existing body of knowledge. More often than not,
the production and admittance of new knowledge is dependent on the
research community and nothing else.

For Habermas (1968:290), this version of knowledge is the cognitive
interest in technical control over objectified processes. 1t is organisational
knowledge insofar as it sets the labour power of researchers in motion to
largely support an already existent body of knowledge. Therefore, new
scientific knowledge is used to establish and expand the power of techni-
cal and bureaucratic control (Edwards 1979). The task of an established
and well-regarded body of researchers in this process is to create know-
ledge in support of technical and bureaucratic control. To a large extent
the creation of knowledge serves not only the scientific community
inside which it is created, interpreted, discussed, and allowed access to
publishing outlets, it also serves the societal system in which it is
created. Consequently, all too often research reflects what Habermas
(1976a:141) has called aquxiliary science. It supports and stabilises the
rational administration of science and society. It neglects any critical
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examination of the conjunction between the three key elements shown
in Table 5.3:

Table 5.3 Three Constitutive Elements for a Critical Examination

No. Key elements

i) system stabilising conditioning that has conditioned a body of researchers to
serve without realising it is serving;

if)  servants of steering systems reduce science to technical control systems; and

iii)  controlled action that serves the prevailing conditions of society inside a
scientific system that controls social action as demanded from external sources.

These three conjunctions (Table 5.3) have issued strong pressures on
positivist science ever since positivism came to light in the wake of
Enlightenment. Those who are unconscious of the real task of positivism are
those who live in danger of being no more than an auxiliary science to indus-
trial capitalism. Inside the vision of a positivist auxiliary science, science has
proven over and over again that it is incapable of delivering the liberal
promises set forward by Enlightenment. Developments since the industrial rev-
olution have proven that natural science, technology, technical rationality,
and technical knowledge do not guarantee the material liberation they are sup-
posed to bring about.?*” All too often such research is subsumed to a support
function for purely technical recommendations that support such a process.

Any research that restricts itself to empirical-analytical research would only
be in a position to examine the self-preservation and self-destruction of social
systems in the sphere of pragmatically successful adjustment processes (Habermas
1976b:222). Barbash (1997:19) has located work relations precisely here when
he writes problem-solving necessarily puts a high premium on pragmatism which
he finds more serviceable than high-theory. The same can be found when prag-
matic policy-oriented and empirical research is emphasised. In order to avoid
any critical and reflective approach to science, they are advocates of an
applied-scientific enterprise directed towards technical usefulness. The world
of work is constructed inside a framework of applied technical rationality.

A brief examination of empirical-analytical positivism has shown several short-
comings. Its critique has resulted in an understanding that this version of posi-
tivist science tends to frame the world of work inside a closed system of technical
rationality. A critique of this view has shown that it is unaware or wilfully or
skilfully rejects or avoids any reflection of the role of science in society and how
science depends on a socially constructed reality that is communicated inside a
research community. This has narrowed the scientific endeavour to an empirical-
analytical problem-solving case. Narrowing scientific knowledge to problem-
solving has been only one of several troubles of the empirical-analytical interest.
A second problem of empirical analysis has been the creation of an almost
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unlimited number of facts. The endless accumulation and collection of an
overwhelming number of facts has a rather limiting effect. It restricts any
meaningful understanding of these facts. In contrast to an empirical-analytical
interest, the historical-hermeneutical interest seeks to solve this.

A historical-hermeneutical understanding of the world of work

In sharp contrast to empirical-analytical research, historical-hermeneutical
science is the science of interpretation with an interest in an understanding
of human expressions.2®® It is an important philosophical outgrowth of lit-
erary theory beginning with bible studies (Gadamer 1974, 1976). Historical-
hermeneutics seeks access to facts by understanding their meaning.
Scientific understanding comes from the interpretation of facts and not
from observations. Accordingly, the term hermeneutics has a relationship to
Hermes, the messenger God of the Greeks.?*” In order to deliver the mes-
sages of the Gods, Hermes had to be conversant in their language as well as
the language of the mortals for whom the messages were intended. These
two parts of Hermes’ tasks are shown in Table 5.4:

Table 5.4 The Two Communicative Tasks of Hermes

No. The Two Essential Tasks for Hermes in Constructing Meaning

i) He had to understand and translate for himself what the Gods wanted to
convey to the world; and
ii)  He had to translate and articulate his message to mortals

Table 5.4 shows the original model of constructing meaning as developed
in ancient Greece. This is clearly a model of communication that looks
familiar to us in the transmission of information from one domain to
another. In communicative terms, Hermes was simply carrying a message
from the Gods (senders) to the mortals (receivers).

But the problem was not so much a simple sender-receiver problem. His
problem as well as that of hermeneutics in general is not concerned with
what happens in the minds of the Gods or the minds of the mortals. Instead it
seeks to address the role of Hermes and his ability to understand a discourse
from one domain (the Gods) and articulate the understanding to a very dif-
ferent domain (that of the mortals). Hermes represents the labour and the
effort required to read and understand text produced in one place and time
and to articulate its meaning in a different place and time. Such creation of
meaning is always constructed somewhat differently depending on the
context in which it is created. This is not purely a hermeneutic problem. The
translation of scientific facts that were gained from research into the domain
of everyday language or even into the domain of a scientific community also
exists in the minds of the purely empirical and positivist researchers.
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Even positivist thinking has to attach contexts to facts as meaning could
otherwise not be established. One of the most crucial dilemmas for
positivists lies in this fact-context-meaning predicament. Challenging for
positivist claims such as facts-speak-for-themselves is not only Einstein’s
(1949:11) dictum that thinking is necessary in order to understand the empirically
given but also that any contextual thinking, interpretation, sense-making or
hermeneutical study must also take ideology critique very seriously because
its own enterprise is at stake in its claim.?*® Consequently, facts are neither
able to speak for themselves nor are they objective or independent of us.
Despite all the claims by positivists, they are a social construction belonging
into the sphere of ‘We’ and not of ‘I as they are established communica-
tively. Most simply, the positivist idea of facts-speak-for-themselves is only
possible when humans speak about or of them. Only human forms of com-
munication turn a thing into a fact. They hardly do it themselves. Facts are
not able to speak. They cannot communicate or perform speech acts. Only
humans can do this. But an understanding of facts is not simply a flow from
one mind to another. To understand facts we must add our mental process to
what is given to us communicatively. It is always a dialogue between us and
facts as only human intervention can create, construct, and interpret facts. In
short, our factual reality is socially created.

In The Construction of Social Reality (Searle 1996) we can find two kinds of
facts that are relevant to an understanding of the world of work. Searle
(1996:2) sees them as shown in Table 5.5:

Table 5.5 Searle’s Two Versions of Facts

No. Two Kinds of Facts

i) ‘institutional’ facts [that] are so called because they require human institutions
for their existence [and]
ii)  ‘brute’ facts [that] require no human institutions for their existence.

The distinction between these two kinds of facts is that there are things
that exist independently of humans and things that only exist because of
humans. One might also think of this distinction as shown in Table 5.6
(Searle 1996:61):

Table 5.6 Facts, Language and Thought

No. Versions of Facts and Thoughts

iy  language-dependent facts and

ii)  language-independent facts that require no linguistic element for its existence
or as

iii) language-dependent thoughts or as

iv) language-independent thoughts.
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Language-dependent facts or thoughts construct social reality as social
facts. This is not an [-activity but a we-activity. Individuals do not create
social facts as these are created by what Searle (1996:27) calls collective inten-
tionality using a system of constitutive rules. One of Searle’s favourite exam-
ples of a social fact is money. He writes (1996:32), if everybody stops believing
it is money, it ceases to function as money, and eventually ceases to be money.

Unlike money, mountains are an example for brute facts. Even if every-
body stops believing them to be mountains, they are still mountains.?#!
Unlike mountains, social facts such as institutional facts — i.e. management,
work, teamwork, etc. — need us to create them. But institutional facts have
another distinctiveness attached to them. They are often created when a
specific function is attached to them. The institutional version of social facts
is often created via a specific process of declaration. For example, a chairper-
son is appointed, or established through an agreement between manage-
ment and labour, or officially declared to be in operation. By doing so a
social fact becomes an institutional fact. The position of a chairperson or an
agreement has become an institution. After such institution-creating acts,
these newly established social-institutional facts demand interpretations in
order to understand them.

The interpretation of labour-management arrangements or other texts
such as collective agreements, unions’ rulebooks, HR policies, industrial or
labour relations issues, committee minutes, etc. enables us to understand
them. However, it also does something else. By establishing facts through
interpretation we use certain standards that, in themselves, constitute yet
another set of socially created facts.?*? In short, original texts of agreements,
etc. are socially constructed facts while the standards we use to understand
and interpret them are a second set of social facts, and finally, the results of
our interpretation are a third set. In sum, hermeneutical interpretations and
understandings are always directed towards the production of a text and the
reception of a text.2*3 In both, knowledge is mediated through language as a
necessary pre-understanding that derives from the researcher’s initial situa-
tion. Every expression and action occurs necessarily as part of a context or
situation as a whole. Consequently such knowledge is formed inside a com-
municative consensus on an established scientific framework established by
a research community.?* In sum, hermeneutics is not satisfied with the pro-
duction of facts, but with the understanding of their meaning. In other
words, the hypothetical-deductive system of the empirical-analytical model
is replaced by the hermeneutic explication of meaning. This is linked to the
core interest of hermeneutics. This interest is guided by the possibility that
interpretations and understanding can support the orientation of action within
common traditions (Habermas 1968:292). One of the clearest expressions of
an application of hermeneutics that supports action inside common tradi-
tions is the subject of history and historical understanding.?*> In Habermas’
view history is not story-telling but the ongoing struggle of humanity to free itself
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from the dehumanising consequences of its relentless drive to perfect the production
forces (Shalin 1992:243). Such an interpretive viewpoint often comes from
reflections of a past state of affairs transported into modernity and used as a
critique on modernity, the modern production process, and the world of
work.24¢ The idea behind this is to save or record forms of working lives in
all their complexities and creativities before they are lost to modernity and
instrumental rationality, new forms of domination, asymmetric work rela-
tions, and distorted forms of communication.?*’ Such hermeneutical
approach directed towards the understanding of past work regimes is not
designed to purely uncover new historical facts and present them inside an
historical story. It is, as Habermas (1968) emphasised, directed towards an
emancipatory interest.

A critical-emancipatory understanding of the world of work

In contrast to empirical-analytical and historical-hermeneutical science,
critical-emancipatory science goes beyond both. The critical-emancipatory
interest includes a critique on the ideological content of all research. It
strongly rejects the idea that research can be narrowed to questions of
methods. It does not see methodology as the application of statistical tech-
niques or pure technical devices.>*® Critical-emancipatory science criticises
such techniques as pure rituals in order to legitimise a certain form of
knowledge. A critical interest seeks to reveal illegitimate power relations
and their obscured and suppressed conditions.?*’ Critical-emancipatory
research not only includes the use of empirical tools, it also uses non-
empirical methods such as self-reflections. The need for self-reflection is
determined by an emancipatory interest founded in autonomy and respon-
sibility (Miindigkeit). It originates in the core demand of Enlightenment, to
be free from all forms of domination. Habermas (1976b:222) has summed
this up as:

under the conditions of reproduction of an industrial society, individu-
als who only possessed technically utilisable knowledge, and who were
no longer in a position to expect a rational enlightenment of themselves
nor of the aims behind their action would loose their identity.

In other words, the interest of critical-emancipatory science is directed
towards any analysis that frees consciousness from its dependence on hypo-
statised powers and from its neutral-scientific associations (Adorno 1976:113).
Therefore, a neutral understanding of work is impossible because any
researcher must always choose either to present a condition that is empirically
given as self-evident (what is), or to contrast it with a potential state of affairs
(what ought to be), in Kantian terms, those conditions that could also have
been realised. Finally, the link between knowledge and interest challenges
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empirical-analytical and historical-hermeneutic science because it eliminates
the power of objectivism, the illusion of pure theory, value-neutrality, value-
nihilism, and pure facts by exposing their ideological content through critical
reflections on the connection of knowledge and interest.?° While looking at
research, theory, methods, etc. from the viewpoint of interests, the link
between interest and knowledge itself is of interest. The unity of knowledge and
interest proves itself in a dialectic that takes the historical traces of suppressed dia-
logue and reconstructs what has been suppressed (Habermas 1968:283). In short, it
directs scientific knowledge towards an expansion of the domain of freedom,
liberation, and emancipation (Marcuse 1969). Sociological knowledge of the
world of work is always self-critical and self-reflective. Criticism can only be
seen as dialectic of knowledge and interest as a reflective method of research
and theory (Adorno 1976:111). Following Adorno, Habermas sees the task of
Critical Theory as (1997a:375):

The theory is also critical of social-scientific approaches that are inca-
pable of deciphering the paradoxes of societal rationalisation because
they make complex social systems their object only from one or another
abstract point of view, without accounting for the historical constitution
of their object domain (in the sense of reflexive sociology). Critical social
theory does not relate to establishing lines of research as a competitor,
starting from its concept of the rise of modern societies, it attempts to
explain the specific limitations and relative rights of those approaches.

Critical theory’s task is concerned with power as it operates in the context
of social relations among individuals and groups to explain the social and
communicative process through which conditions of hegemony arise.
Hegemony always involves a struggle over communicatively established
meanings and the process by which social reality is formed. Hegemony is a
condition describing a process of a struggle rather than an existing state.
Critical Theory looks at values and interests that underlie knowledge claims
as there cannot be a claim of knowledge as being value-free (Kant 1781) but
rests upon a set of assumptions that are frequently hidden, sometimes even
to the researcher. Critical theory research directed towards communication
seeks to highlight these hidden assumptions via an analysis that includes
deep-seated and underlying value systems that drive and guide certain
research while neglecting other interests. Research results are not to be
found in the application of specific tools and methods but in open and
domination-free — rather than value-free — discourses about research and
research results. The aim of critical theory is to move beyond walls con-
structed of empiricism by moving from technical rationality towards com-
municative rationality where critical reflections on research lead to
consensus formation about research results. For research on the world of
work, the task of critical theory is to support the creation of a working
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environment that is free from all forms of domination. This is to be estab-
lished in a way that allows all participants to contribute equally to produc-
tion which is directed towards human needs.?’' Unlike traditional,
orthodox, or unreconstructed Marxist theory, critical theory is not anti-
management per se. It critically analyses management in its present forms
of established domination. It carries strong connotations of resistance but
also of emancipation.

A critical investigation into the world of work

The most fundamental difference between research conducted under tradi-
tional and research conducted under critical theory lies in their theoretical
approaches. All too often, research into management, labour, and the world
of work has firmly remained inside traditional theory with a strong emphasis
on empirical findings.?*? Such research has not advanced much beyond the
two domineering paradigms covering today’s understanding of the world of
work. These paradigms are constructed inside the traditional framework of
agency versus structure.?>® Ever since the creation of the 2-by-2 paradigms for
agency and structure, studies on the world of work have tended to reside in
them. They guard their borders and narrow theory development well inside
these socially constructed walls. Paradigm consensus is conducted in all
fields of knowledge. It is especially prevalent in management studies, organ-
isational studies, organisational communication, and labour relations all of
which rely heavily on borders secured through communicatively established
paradigm consensus. The insecurity of theses fields — sometimes expressed
in: are we a field or discipline debate — has led to an overemphasis on domi-
neering paradigms. This has restricted theory or concept development. As a
result, knowledge is carved up, dissected, dismembered, and disconnected
from human subjectivity and societal conditions. Knowledge is neatly cate-
gorised, ordered, shelved and boxed-in, and mummified by disciplinary
gatekeepers called journal editors, keynote speakers and the like.?>* In con-
trast, critical theory always seeks to include the wider society as a subject.
Neither research, knowledge creation, theory, concepts, models, etc. nor
society happen at different levels. Research, knowledge, society, and the
world of work cannot be levelled out. Paradigm consensus is in reality no
more than an artificial and socially constructed separation of things that
belong together as they exist in a dialectical relationship. This separation is
no longer acceptable even though it remains a constant feature of present
research into the world of work. This is most prevalent in -management
research. Managerially guided research often occurs at different levels or
inside compartmentalised boxes such as HRM, HRD, PRP, OB, OT, OS, IR,
ER, OP, IT, OHS, MS, CMS, OC.2% All of these ~ and more - are nothing
more than socially created — and accepted — levels that differentiate the
world of work into orderly boxes.?%%
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Critical theory views society as a whole. Hence a critical research object
views the world of work as part of a wider society. Critical theory always
demands the avoidance of the creation of artificial divisional boxes as well
as any disconnection between theory and society. It issues a strong demand
for dialectics. Whatever research might be conducted, it always needs to be
linked to a theory of society (Habermas 1997:5). Being part of a society as
well as being created inside this society, critical theory sees research on the
world of work as being focused on the relations of production and those
institutions and social mechanisms that specify in what way labour can be
combined with the available means of production (Habermas 1975:290). In
short, critical theory rejects any notion of research niches either as a special
field that discusses work or within work-related studies.?%” It advocates the
opposite. Critical theory criticises that research is often grant-driven and
opportunistically directed towards usefulness to help ironing out problems
without conceptualising major structural flaws, such as capitalism, racism,
domination, patriarchy, and sexism.?’® An extreme version of useful
research can be found in parts of labour economics where research often
fulfils the original positivist vision of knowledge as mathematics, which is as old
as the Enlightenment (Agger 1998:157). In this form, research linked to
labour economics is measured in numbers and strongly tends to support a
positivist view. Inside the positivist framework of problem-solving and
ironing-out, scientific knowledge on the world of work has also been
created at universities. It has often been reduced to a productive agency
for the creation and dissemination of technical and administrative systems.
Today, almost any scientific knowledge of the world of work is well-
integrated into an occupational system supportive of advanced capitalism.
Hence, many forms of critical argumentation have been separated-off and
compartmentalised into critical theoretical discourse. It is reduced to a side
arm of mainstream teachings. Meanwhile positivist and useful scientific
knowledge on the world of work is assigned to the value-neutral scientific
enterprise.??

Under the guise of value-neutrality that is in reality no more than value-
rejection or value-nihilism, practical issues are debated inside the limita-
tions of a business, managerial, political, or legal sphere. At the same time
aesthetic criticism is assigned to the artistic and literary enterprise. By
rejecting it, social relations at work are seen as an extension of production
procedures governed by technical and instrumental means. Academic fields
studying such social relations at work become restricted to a means-ends
analysis of work systems. Theoretical models on the world of work become
models of production designed to solve problems in a practical way. The
whole thrust is directed towards the design of methods of better management,
safer planning, greater efficiency, closer calculation. The analysis, via correction
and improvement, terminates in affirmation; empiricism proves itself as positive
thinking (Marcuse 1966:175). Hence, understanding the world of work very
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rarely escapes its assigned sphere and when it does it does so in the form of
problem-solving policy advice directed towards the problem of order. In sum,
the functional role of any analysis of work is to support an institutionalisa-
tion that negates class conflict in favour of technocratic solutions.2®® This is
most obvious in the area where classes meet, the area of collective bargain-
ing. The institutionalisation of collective bargaining can no longer be
analysed as a sphere for class conflict. The technocratic orientation of
collective bargaining has brought about the pacification of the class
conflict inside the social welfare state. Here, wage labourers’ compensation
is solved inside a framework that sees them simply as an element with a
structurally weaker position in the market. Consequently, collective bar-
gaining under conditions of the welfare state has been successfully reduced
to adjustment problems of distributive patterns governed by institutions
and technical rationality.

Many traditional studies on collective bargaining have failed to take into
account that class conflict expressed via bargaining occurs under condi-
tions of an accumulative process driven by capitalists that are protected by
state interventions.?! If not eliminated as individual bargaining altogether,
collective bargaining has been reduced to one of many functions in a well-
functioning system of advanced capitalism. Since the event of advanced
capitalism this has been synchronised with the growth of the intervention-
ist welfare state. The unequal distribution of material rewards can no longer
be traced back to class position in any unqualified way. Hence, studies on
collective bargaining are reduced to a functional additive to the four core
domains that govern the existing system of relations: economy, state,
private, and public. The collective or individual worker is constructed
inside economic means-ends. A worker is either a state-supportive taxpayer,
or a private consumer, or a participant in a democratic and public process.
Such a worker is also constructed as part of a managerially organised
workplace, an office, or a corporation. Unlike many present ideas of con-
structing workers as associates — in modern Newspeak terms — inside the
economy-state-private-public framework workers also appear as a non-histori-
cal entity. Even the very idea of workers and collective bargaining started
with the historical rise of the factory. In other words, to understand today’s
role of labour, one needs to understand the history of the factory. In short,
the domination of labour in the modern production process has a history.
Without a thorough understanding of this history, a comprehensive under-
standing of work is not possible.

The historical process of domination of labour can be divided into three
periods. Originally, the rise of the factory system was accompanied by a
proletarianisation of labour.2®? The history of the factory system is linked to
the formal subordination of labour. This continued with a period of labour
homogenisation that saw mass labour opposed by large corporations.
Between the 1930s and the 1950s the structure of labour moved into labour
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segmentation when labour lost many of its homogeneous features very
much in the same way it had lost its proletarian features earlier (Shenhav
1999:23). While employees have lost their proletarian features with the con-
tinuous rise in living standards, conflicts over distribution have also lost
explosive power.?%® Aided through traditional studies into the world of
work, class conflict as expressed via collective bargaining has become an
increasingly minor aspect of the technical problem-solving apparatus.

Traditional work-studies have tended to support the problem-solving par-
adigm in which the role of labour is reduced to a problem to be solved.
These studies delivered the technical expertise necessary for a normative
regulation in a very specific area of knowledge. This specific area has been
labelled industrial relations, employment relations, or industrial socio-
logy.?%* The application of system-conforming knowledge can be further
observed in the increasing number of IR, HRM, and ER departments and
degrees leading to qualifications functionally related to managerial
demands. This occurred concurrently with the rise of the managerial class.
Whyte (1961:8) once noted that managers are the dominant members of
our society...they talk to each other [innocently] over the front lawns of their sub-
urban homes. Ever since the firm establishment of managers, not only on
the suburban lawns as noted by Whyte (1961) but also and foremost at
wortk, the concept of the manager has come a long way. Today, the idea of
managers is well-established, almost as self-evident as the idea of manageri-
alism. Both dominate not only Whyte's front lawns but also today’s educa-
tional systems. Achievements in the educational system of function-science
is expressed in the master degree of the Master of Business Administration
(MBA) or equivalent Master of Operations Management, Master of Human
Resource Management, Master of Accounting, Master of Marketing, and so
on and on and on. Today’s master, however, no longer reflects philosophi-
cal, personal or intellectual interests but is an indication for a technical
competency.?®® Today, having obtained a master’s degree means no more
than being a certified master of a highly structured pre-set subject matter.
All too often they can master no more than that as the volume of know-
ledge to be mastered is presented not in books but in the modern idea of
the textbook.?¢ To become a master these textbooks have to be memorised
rather than understood.

Harding (2003:210) concludes in his examination of management text-
books, the textbook offers its readers a pattern. More than understanding
the world of work, future managers can construct themselves. To do so, a
pattern is created based on a so-called original manager who most mysteri-
ously has no origin because the history of management is avoided as it
holds too many unwanted truths. In such cleansed history, managers are
presented as functional. Textbook readers are drawn in through the seduc-
tive creation, layout, and presentation of the text. This enables them to
construct a managerial self that involves portraying themselves as man-
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agers. It maintains the visual facade of management. Readers are able to
control themselves strictly to prevent the construction slipping, thus
becoming the pastiche of the modern manager. Once educated, or better,
conditioned in such a way, the modern manager is a functionally educated
master who can master the demands of the system without the need for
critical reflection. The invention of the textbook is most crucial as it sepa-
rates critical and reflective knowledge from functional knowledge by
masking controversial issues.?®” Driven by academic markets such text-
books appeal to the broadest, often lowest but always non-conflicting and
neutral readership presenting the so-called dominant view of a subject.
More than the market for original books with original ideas, the textbook
market is the clearest expression of a truly unfree press because its function
is to sell functional texts for business. A truly free and real book presents
ideas while textbooks present marketable patterns solely directed towards a
market. What goes into such texts is what sells - no more, no less.
Academic freedom is rendered ineffective in the face of bestsellers on the
textbook market.

The standardised textbook-consumer is guided through standardised and
above all sellable textbooks through easy-to-read descriptions, handy hints,
convenient models, little boxes, useable case studies, and stories creating a
theory-free pre-modelled reading environment. They display a disowning
and denigration of science and particularly social science academically
detached from human and social science faculties, securely positioned in
business schools. The precedence of non-science over science is manifested
in a particular flavouring that favours anecdotes, homilies, personalised
encounters, user-friendly hypothetical examples, and un-referenced and
partly invented quotes from so-called real managers with real experiences
from the real world.26® All of them tend to be presented as simple facts.

Rather than presenting science or scientific theory such textbooks often
claim to be scientific by heavy use of scientific rhetoric.?%’ Ideas and stories
are cloaked in scientific facts while at the same time hiding the construc-
tion of these facts. Which factors construct these facts remains in the
hidden world behind easy graphs, tables and a quasi-scientific language that
is derived from natural science rather than social science.?’® The complex-
ity of social affairs is reduced to manageable facts that are presented as
objective masking managerial ideology that underlies these objective facts.?”!
Many mainstream text-books (!) are simply mediocre publications as they
tend to exclude almost any hint of a critical or alternative view. If pre-
sented at all critical views are reduced and clearly marked as alternative,
controversial, or radical views. They are placed in distant corners of text-
books, telling the reader or better the consumer of textbooks: one better stick
to the mainstream! The mainstream is constructed and presented so that is
can easily be accessed, memorised, and reproduced. Learning objects are
clearly identified in bold characters using boxes, internal summaries,
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leading questions, etc. and providing an efficient conditioning for func-
tional students. Increasingly, functionally conditioned students are pro-
duced at university levels as the development of capitalism had an
increasing demand for scientific knowledge when it moved from routine
production services to in-person services and eventually to symbolic-analytical
services (Reich 1992; cf. Kerr et al. 1960). Science, technology and universi-
ties are intimately bound up with industrial capitalism. Their role as a pro-
ductive force of the system is ever increasing. Today’s universities maintain
support functions via science and scientists. Those who tend to perform
functionally and show system conformity are recruited. In return, they
tend to re-recruit system conformists useful in maintaining the state-
supported capital-university system.?’2

Like a motorcar, a piece of toast, or a house, universities and university
education were assigned a function. Like a commodity university education
provides the functional support mechanism for capitalism. This was not its
original function as historically, universities used to be places for thinking,
reflection, critique, humanity and unhindered science. This is no longer
the case. Today’s universities are incorporated into the productive system.
They are part of a functioning system. They have a specific function
attached to them. As Searle (1996:14) emphasised, functions are never intrin-
sic to the physics of any phenomenon but are assigned from outside by conscious
observers and users. Functions, in short, are never intrinsic but are always
observer relative. Originally, the idea of universities and university education
had been the advancement of knowledge directed towards the improve-
ment of society. Today other functions are assigned by outside observers
such as business associations or lobby groups, in short the business commu-
nity.?”> When someone says the function of a university is..., such function is
assigned or increasingly re-assigned to serve a specific purpose. The func-
tion assignment often results in a determination of what a university is
which is in fact quite remote from the original humanist idea of a univer-
sity or university education. Increasingly our understanding of university
education is determined from the outside.

As the influx of external research funding increases, universities and
research programmes become more open to manipulation. Such an exter-
nally driven re-assignment of university research is often directed towards
pleasing the grant-givers.?’* But the influx of external research grants has
far more implications than just redefining universities. With it manageri-
alism enters research and universities. The way research is conducted is
organised and driven by managerial concepts culminating in managerial
ideas such as cost-benefit analysis, transaction costs, and means-ends. In
short, while reducing research to instrumentalism via a significant
increase in so-called applied research, it also takes away the humanist
aspect of research.?’> Research is less and less geared towards the greater
good but towards pleasing grant-givers inside a means-ends framework.2’¢
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This has not only implications for research itself but also for the internal
structure of universities. Research into the world of work becomes com-
plicit in system-maintenance as it establishes hierarchical and bureau-
cratic research organisations which structure research in the image of
managerialism. Power is closely held at the top acting against participa-
tion in policy formulation and decision-making at all lower levels.
Research becomes hierarchical while scientific colleagues become com-
petitors. The greater the mastery of bureaucratic system-maintenance
over research funding and conduct, the less room is left for questions of
meaning and value. The more organisational and instrumental reasoning
structures the internal affairs of universities, the narrower the scope
becomes for critical choices. The further business interest extends its
bureaucratic procedures into research, the heavier its domination over
the critical individual.

Any alternative ways in organising academic discourse including the
institutionalisation of science is put aside in favour of managerialism.
Today, academic discourse and science are almost exclusively organised in
a dependency on bureaucratic structures. Research is arrested in hierarchy.
In sum, all of this systematically decreases the likelihood of discovering
communication practices that might produce critical-emancipatory
alternatives. Rather than being directed towards human betterment, eman-
cipation, and Enlightenment, research takes on the face of being stand-
point-less — and perhaps pointless. It is value-neutral and objective.?’” Any
provider of external research funding wholeheartedly supports value-
neutral and objective science. This assures a masquerading of political non-
neutrality. What follows is beyond any doubt the reduction of research to
the managerial ideology of technological rationality. The chief interest of
functionalist contributions to research positions, programmes and deci-
sions of research is to solve system problems. Relatively unnoticed and
eclipsed by managerial ideology, meaningful engagement shifts from criti-
cal rationality to system supportive rationality.?’® True autonomy in
research is relentlessly weakened. Domains of research activities emerge
that are no longer integrated through mechanisms of mutual, communica-
tive, and non-distorted understanding among researchers. Consequently,
the charade of value-neutral techniques is a step towards a dehumanised
society (Bauman 1989). It weakens any traditional resistance of universities
against the two most commanding steering media in our society, money
and power. As much as capitalist domination establishes itself in every
corner of society it does so in science, research, and universities.
Universities and research have lost not only their autonomy against these
steering media but also their ability to develop critical theories (Disco
1979:177-178).

Once research is transferred from critical rationality into instrumental
rationality, functionally related system demands take over. Theory and
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even more so critical theory are seen as obsolete. Notwithstanding the
development of several models and concepts, instrumental research into
the world of work has not attained the level of a theory. In spite of a few
notable attempts to write a theory for the world of work, most attempts
have ended up in — what Giddens (1979:246) has termed - forms of cookery
book knowledge. Here, one can simply choose or tick M: a) O a theory, or
b) O two or more theories, or ¢) O all of the above, or finally O no theory
at all (Adams 1993:12). Trapped inside an instrumental problem-solving
paradigm, none of these attempts has ever developed any comprehensive —
nor critical — theory for the world of work. Even if one sees theory develop-
ment as a never ending and never final but always moving process, past
and present scholars engaged in research into the world of work have on
the whole stayed clear of such development. Consequently, our under-
standing of the world of work remains significantly below the level of
theory. It is trapped in the instrumentalism of concepts, ideas, models, or
simple arguments.

Despite the lack of any theoretical understanding of the world of work,
one can still identify three core theories that allow a deeper understanding.
These are, in short, meta-theory, empirical theory, and normative theory
(Morrow 1994:41). The first is linked to epistemology, the philosophy that
is concerned with theories of knowledge, theories of argumentation or the
criteria for determining whether a theory is scientific. Most present theories
of or for the world of work are far removed from such meta-theories. Most
of our present understanding of the world of work is generated from within
a field of knowledge that can be viewed as firmly locked inside so-called
empirical theories. These carefully exclude almost all critical and philosophi-
cal reflections. A critical understanding of the world of work is directed
towards the exact opposite. It locates critique and communicative action
within a framework that builds cooperative bridges rather than segrega-
tions. However, disciplinary segregation has been almost self-evident as our
understanding of the world of work has been neatly separated into, at least,
two faculties. One is the domain of labour studies and the other the
domain of management studies. This is the prevailing mode of our divided
understanding of the world of work throughout most of the existing empir-
ical research into the field. Knowledge creation for either labour or
management via positivism can be seen as being part of empirical theories,
because it involves a rather descriptive and analytical language through
which social phenomena of what is are interpreted and explained.
Typically, many labour-management studies endeavour a functional-
systems analysis where variables are isolated and hypothetical relationships
posited. This establishes the hidden values of managerialism that are taken
as a given end. Inside the hidden-value framework of managerialism
norms, roles, processes, and institutions are viewed either as functional or
as dysfunctional.?”®
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However, and somewhat contradictory to the concealed and narrow but
value-adding view of functionality, theories for the wozld of work - in order
to end all segregations into partitioned faculties — need to establish an inten-
sive relationship to faculties that have the non-work-related world as their
core interest. So far our understanding of the world of work tends to focus
only on relationships inside a self-constructed faculty. No longer should our
understanding of the world of work be restricted to relatively closed-off
domains of either labour studies or management studies. The present
dichotomist structure comes close to structuralism because it relates to a
philosophical view of the reality that sees social relations as functional and
structural rather than substantial. Consequently, structuralism has tended to
colonise those faculties engaged in an understanding of the world of work.
To a large extent, our understanding of work is shaped in terms of func-
tional model building used to construct our understanding. These func-
tional models explain relationships by isolating the experience of actors
from their historical and social content. However, both are unconsciously
used as constitutive elements that build such models.2%

Functional model building allows research to portray an understanding
of the world of work expressed inside a linguistic frame of objectivism,
value-neutrality, and stand-point-free-ness.”8! Many authors who write about
the world of work do not fail to mention issues such as the standpoint of
the researcher, positivism, post-modernism, or language. However, a compre-
hensive or substantial discussion of these, at times, hotly debated issues in
contemporary social science is largely absent. The vast majority of research
into the world of work is conducted via linguistic tools, such as question-
naires, surveys, interviews, or other qualitative methods. However, the
issue of communication, language, and language use remains absent when
research into the world of work is concerned. Communication and lan-
guage move into the background even more as quantitative rather than
more gualitative forms of research such as language-based methods move to
the front. Viewing the world of work in terms of functionality allows a sta-
tistical analysis of numbers supporting an orientation towards quantitative
methods such as large surveys and questionnaires. These are often por-
trayed as particularly useful because many journals are especially likely to
publish quantitative articles (Agger 1998). The presentation of collected
data introduced by a literature survey (usually called theory!) has been
labelled journal science.?®? In order to cater for the prevailing version of
research output - journal science — research questions, research data,
research discussion, and conclusions are linguistically framed in correspon-
dence to the managerial perspective. Objective findings are formulated and
reformulated and eventually presented in managerial language. Almost all
academic journals have adopted this approach. It is part of those journals
that have received the highly regarded label of established, reputable, being
an authority in the field, or having a good reputation.?®®
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Research trapped in journal science is often no more than a simple appli-
cation of empirical-analytical science with the occasional excursion into
hermeneutics. This occurs without any discussion, reflection or self-aware-
ness of contemporary social science terminologies and methodologies. The
complete absence of any inclusion of a critical understanding in this
context is not surprising. In short, most research, methodology and under-
standing of the world of work can be summed up in the words by one of
Great Britain’s most recognised experts, Lord Bill McCarthy (2000): I don’t
read high theory.?8*

In conclusion, while our traditional understanding of the world of
work seems to be obsessed with the avoidance of any theory, critical
theory seeks the exact opposite. Consequently, any understanding that
uses critical theory would include a significant theoretical content. Such
an understanding would be supported by a hermeneutical and critical-
emancipatory inquest into the world of work. Quite often the limited
knowledge gained from studies conducted inside the empirical-analytical
paradigm is highly restrictive. Rather than opening a wider understand-
ing of the world of work it prevents any fruitful comprehension of com-
municative aspects. Therefore, a comprehensive understanding into the
communicative aspects of the world of work needs the application of
hermeneutical, communicative, critical, and emancipatory theories. The
application of these enables a full understanding of the communicative
element in the labour and management relationship that dominates the
present world of work.



6

The Management of Labour at Work

Management and labour at work are in a somewhat difficult relationship as
both have divergent interests and perspectives on what work actually is.
Traditionally, the issue of work has been observed from at least two dif-
ferent viewpoints that reflect these interests. One view is enshrined in the
field of labour studies, the other in management studies. At the overlap-
ping point, the field of industrial relations research has traditionally sought
to cover both views. Most of labour, management, or industrial relations
studies are conducted within the positivist division between facts and
values, the artificial separation between objectivity and subjectivity, theory
and method, theory and practice, etc. A view that seeks to overcome these
divisions calls for a new approach in which attitudes of domination, false
social partnerships, and structural inequalities are replaced by a knowledge
interest directed towards emancipation. Such a critical direction admits
openly to a standpoint that includes an ethical and political interest. From
this perspective, work is seen as an advancement of critique on domination
thus fostering resistance. A critical understanding of management and
work goes beyond social action that has been reduced to a scuffle for and
the exercise of legitimate power at work. It recognises scientific conscious-
ness as political consciousness and the scientific enterprise as a political
enterprise.?8

A critical understanding of management and work is forward-looking,
dialectical, and utopian as it seeks the betterment of the human condition.
It concentrates its analytical power on a critique of what is leading towards
what ought to be. It is, however, not about creating blueprints for social engi-
neering. A critical understanding of management and work favours theory
development that is systematic and speculative. It is not satisfied with
research driven by busy empiricism based on methodology and data-collec-
tion. Any investigation into a more critical understanding of management
and work must be designed to go well beyond of simply ‘what is’. It can
never stop at presenting merely socially constructed facts. A critical under-
standing of management and work does not eliminate reality-transcending
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thinking that goes beyond our present conditions. An exclusion of ideas
that go beyond the present state of affairs would turn men into things. It
locks thinking into the Zeitgeist. Human consciousness becomes a prisoner
of the spirit of our time. Therefore, a critical understanding of management
and work has to go beyond a mere what is and into what ought to be. Such an
understanding needs to address the selective pattern of capitalist modernisa-
tion that has been so important to management and work arrangements.
This means social scientists are obliged to choose between repressive and emanci-
patory paradigms.?®¢ A critical understanding of management and work can
be summed up as building institutions of freedom that project communica-
tively structured areas in the area of work against the reifying dynamics of
the economic system and system integrative forces via administration. A
critical understanding of management and work depends on self-reflection
to overcome suppressed forms of domination. It is directed towards emanci-
patory social science based on a critique of ideology joining epistemological
and political questions. A critical understanding of management and work
rejects the depoliticalisation of the elitist control project by technical or man-
agerial intentions.?®” Essentially, three core areas of such an understanding
of management and work are identified in Table 6.1:

Table 6.1 Understanding Management and Work

No. Three Versions of Understanding

i)  acritical explanation of distorted and pathological forms of communication,?®

ii)  the application of communicative action to the realm of management and
labour, and

iii}  studies towards possibilities for social action based on communicatively
established understanding that relies on the concept of ideal speech.

In order to expand on these three elements, a communicative understand-
ing of management and work is essential. However it needs to locate com-
munication inside present managerial ideologies such as deregulation,
decentralisation, and the free-market myth.?® All of them seem to have
superseded democracy via the mystifying version of managerialism that pre-
tends to master the productive domain as well as the public, propaganda,
and politics domains.?*® The power of managerialism has enshrined the
managerial ideology of free-market exchanges. It reproduces the hierarchies
at production and forms of domination at work in society. A critical under-
standing of management and work seeks to re-establish the lost faith in
critical reason as a method that uncovers these hidden ideologies of man-
agerialism. A critical understanding of management and work is concerned
first and foremost with reworking concepts of human beings and human
doing, social reproduction and social transformation.?®! Such a critical
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understanding of management and work is not post-structuralist or post-
modernist as it goes beyond the reactive idea of pure interpretive-ism.?? It is
an attempt to overcome domination. Unlike managerialism, a critical
understanding of management and work does not seek to enhance the
integration of working people into advanced capitalism. It would resist any
attempts to integrate labour-management courses into the employment
system where trade-able knowledge leads to depoliticalisation. A critical
understanding of management and work within a given society cannot be
ideologically neutral. Therefore, it is legitimate for a critical evaluation to
be justified on the basis of Enlightenment’s idea of critical rationality. Ideas
from Enlightenment provide the guiding principle directed towards eman-
cipation. But this can never be simply seen in a deterministic way.
Although socially constructed definitions are often used and seen to be
good and useful, they still set clear boundaries and justify one perspective
over other perspectives or one way of looking over another. Definitions -
almost by definition — exclude all other definitions or alternative ways of
looking. The introduction of sharp boundaries and hard definitions often
tend to close the window of understanding. They tend to block out alterna-
tive insights rather than opening up understanding. Definitions tend to kill
rather than open up discourse, as the very meaning of definition or definitio
is to kill or to make final. In sum, many definitions are more or less arbi-
trary in character and chosen rather arbitrarily, often representing a per-
spective that is directed towards system stabilising means promoting a
certain political or scientific standpoint over others. In understanding
work, often one definition is chosen over another already integrating work
into a preset system of conceptual thinking. To conclude, a critical under-
standing of management and work cannot be definitial in character.
Neither can it be restricted to a piling up of mountains of facts on the plains of
human ignorance.?*® Without the development of a critical understanding of
management and work in the realm of the so-called linguistic turn many
issues linked to communication in management and work would remain
hidden and uncovered.?*! The task of the following, however, is not only to
uncover the hidden structures of management and its ideological expres-
sion of managerialism but also to position both inside relationships that
define work. This accomplishes two things. Firstly, it highlights the rela-
tionship character of work overcoming a technical-managerial and rather
one-sided view of work. Secondly, it highlights the two core actors at work:
labour and management.

Relationships and the world of work

Before highlighting managerial and labour actors at work, a brief look at
work itself should enable an initial understanding of the subject. Most com-
monly, work can be seen as an interdisciplinary field that encompasses the study
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of all aspects of people at work.?®> While a somewhat outdated view of work
and labour or industrial relations at work still sees it as the study of collective
bargaining and trade unions, this appears to be far too narrow.?¢ To cover all
aspects of people at work, any modern examination of Communication and
Management at Work needs to include issues such as communicative action
and instrumental communication. This can only be done when a broad
understanding of ‘all aspects of people at work’ has been established. To appre-
ciate the significance of this definition, it is necessary to examine some of the
key words used. Terms such as labour or industrial relations indicate a strong
relationship character that is evident in any industry and in any industrial
society.?” Industry can simply be understood as a location where goods and
services are produced. Interdisciplinary field relates to the academic fields dis-
cussed: communication, labour, and management studies. A full study of all
aspects would exceed several library shelves. Consequently an investigation
into Communication and Management at Work has to focus understanding to
three core issues, communication, management, and work. Inside the
definition people at work, the term ‘people’ indicates the two core actors that
together build the relationship at work: labour and management. The use of
the term work translates into a place of work, a workplace. In sum, people
and workplaces are the central core providing the very base for the rise of
industrial capitalism. Concurrent with the rise of industrial capitalism was
the rise of the factory system. Both led to two additional developments.
Firstly, the factory system included the formal subordination of labour and,
secondly, the invention of management.?’® The factory system and the
invention of management resulted in three managerial ideologies supporting
the factory system. These have been authority, obedience and the elimina-
tion of conflict.?*® While the early factory system of the 18% and 19*" century
established the basic parameters of domination, capitalism’s advanced deve-
lopment in the 20" and 21% century has been marked by the rise of the
modern corporation. The shift from the early factory to the modern cor-
poration has coincided with the disappearance of the entrepreneur and the
seemingly unstoppable rise of management (Marris 1966:1).

While early entrepreneurs were more or less able to communicate directly
with workers, the rise of the modern corporation fundamentally changed
that. The evolution of management and the rise of early companies also
shaped language.3®® When the early factory systems became advanced corpo-
rations, language was reshaped. Unlike the conditions of early factories that
saw an individual owner as boss, communication in large modern corpora-
tions has become systematically organised and shaped. The rise of communi-
cation and language use in the modern corporation has been followed by
wealth creation but not by a wealth of good language use. The wealth that
modern corporations create is neither reflected in their employees’ wealth nor
in the wealth of language. The art of communication and with it the aesthet-
ics and beauty of language has been sacrificed on the altar of managerial lan-
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guage. Management has created wealth but it has impoverished the aesthetics
of language.?*! Today workplaces such as the modern corporations may not
be great places for the art of language, but they are great places of wealth
(Watson 2003). More and more people at work find themselves inside work-
places that reflect tremendous wealth. Working in such large corporations
positions people more closely to the centre of wealth and power than working
or living in a specific country. More than ever before, many of these large cor-
porations have overtaken nations and countries when measured and com-
pared in terms of wealth. Adam Smith’s idea of Wealth of Nations (1776) has
moved towards the wealth of corporations.3? Not only because of their
wealth and being the workplace for many people at work, the event of the
modern corporation also has a profound impact on the reproductive domain.
People’s daily lives are infiltrated by corporate communication commonly
known as mass media. Corporate communication infiltrates their lives at as
well as off work. While at work in any large corporation, corporate communi-
cation defines lives at the workplace. Once at home, it structures lives via cor-
porate mass media and corporate mass communication.’*® The dialectic
between communication at work and communication external to work is
relevant.?* It focuses on the role of communication at work and beyond the
workplace. Workplaces, whether in large corporations or not, are locations
where people spend considerable time, mostly as necessity rather than by free
choice. But workplaces are also the location where — in some cases — most of
our daily communication takes place.3%

Similar to the non-democratic and rather one-dimensional character of cor-
porate mass media that turns people into little more than passive receivers,
patterns of communication created in work contexts similarly reflect
non-democratic regimes that we take on uncritically. Workplaces remain
exclusion zones of democracy constructing communicative discourses in non-
democratic fashion based on authority, often reducing labour to receivers,
passivity, and political apathy.3% When compared to other areas of social life,
places of work continue to be rather authoritarian, top-down, or dictatorial
institutions.®*” The almost complete removal of democracy from the world of
work enables management to simultaneously remove democratic language.%
The artificial distinction between democratically constructed social lives and
non-democratically constructed working lives creates a false dichotomy
between work and workplaces on the one hand and social interaction on the
other. This establishes managerial instrumental non-democratic rationality as
a form of rationality that dominates workplaces and also infiltrates social lives
external to workplaces. It justifies and legitimises the institutionalisation of
managerial domination over work relations constructed as undemocratic and
non-participative relationships. Managerialism has set in motion a systemic
logic that operates with mechanistic routines based on engineering or
mechanical, technical, and rational systems. Structured in this way, the capi-
talist enterprise became the physical, rational and non-democratic location
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where work is conducted. Habermas emphasised that it is only with the
stratification of groups that power differentials can be used for the authorita-
tive combination of specialised activities in organisations, companies, and
corporations (Habermas 1997a:162).

What Habermas saw in the modern corporation has a very long tradition.
The non-democratic, authoritative, and, above all, militarist origins of such
business organisations, today called com-panies, can be traced back to
feudalist Europe. Today’s business texts tend to either neglect or even negate
most of the true origins of the socially constructed institution of companies.
But these origins still exist. Once the protective shield of textbooks’ cloaking
devices is removed, what comes to light is a fact that has been buried for
nearly 700 years. The origins of the business term company reach back to
somewhere between the year 1337 and 1453. Around that time privatised
armies gathered together as groups and provided employment for soldiers and
ex-soldiers alike. These groups or bands of soldiers saw themselves as soldiers
ready to sell their services to anyone who paid. Their modus operandi was to
rent out the business of war-making, killing, assassination and the like. But
their employment organisation in gangs, cohorts, or groups specialising in
killing and related war activities was subject to the infrequencies of organised
warfare. During the unfortunate event of peace times they suffered.?®
Without money, food or career prospects outside the war business, mercenar-
ies and ex-soldiers all over Europe — including the 14"-century infamous
Englishman John Hawkwood - formed com-pan-ies (Saunders 2004). These
companies or small communities derived from the Italian term ‘con’ i.e.
sharing and ‘pane’ i.e. bread, linking bread to sharing.>1¢

Among employed and unemployed mercenaries, private army members,
ex-soldiers, and bands of soldiers, the bread that these members shared laid
an organisational groundwork for early half military and half business organisa-
tions.3!! The 14™-century bread sharing as con pane became today’s company
as military warlike activities and modern business organisations merged. The
war-business of plundering, pilfering, robbery, larceny, etc. of those con-
panies could be compared to the profit-making activities of the modern
company. The original con-panies of killers for hire from a distant past were
employed in franchise arrangements as franchising provides yet another orig-
inally military term transferred into modern business methods.?!? These sol-
diers not only carried a weapon called lance, they also organised themselves
as free lances creating today’s business term of freelance. When war and killing
was outsourced, these freelance operators provided free lances for those who
hired them.3!3 They were able to serve whoever paid, sometimes to the fran-
chiser’s detriment when one feudal lord who had hired free-lancers was mur-
dered because another franchiser lord paid these franchisees or soldiers more.
Essentially, 14™-century’s Englishman John Hawkwood is today’s Tim Spicer
who is, well in line with a long tradition, governed by the 1870 Foreign
Enlistment Act.3!* Mercenary and militaristic elements of a not-so-distant past
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such as hierarchical stratification became enshrined in today’s companies.
This is enhanced through strategic, militaristic, or business planning.3!® Past
con-panies and today’s companies operate very much with managerial orders
conducted in instrumental means-ends fashions. Soldiers’ bread sharing as
con pane during feudalism as well as today’s companies share militaristic,
authoritarian, and non-democratic power stratification.!6 The authoritarian
and undemocratic company and with it an equivalent workplace became the
institutional nucleus of a system of modern relations of power and dependence
that arose with the capitalist enterprise (Habermas 1997a:366). With the histor-
ical separation of owners and labour in companies came another separation,
the split into a relationship between capital, management, and labour.?"’
Inside this relationship labour has commonly been seen as staff having no
direct authority whatsoever. While managers are generally considered as those who
have the major authority because they direct the major goal activities (Etzioni
1959:45). No longer can the present workplace be seen as a location where
direct conflict between capital and labour takes place. Only during the initial
development of capitalism has labour been able to meet with capitalist
owners directly. Overwhelmingly, this has only been the case during the
early states of the development of capitalism. Today, it is almost exclusively
management that represents the interest of capital in the workplace.

Consequently, it can no longer be assumed that clear lines of conflict run
between capital and labour. These lines of conflict, while still there, are
increasingly less visible as they tend to become more and more blurred.
Once owners representing capital had been successfully separated from
labour with the rise of management, lines of conflict between capital and
labour became exposed not only to management but to its ideology as well.
As the rise of management demanded the simultaneous rise of an ideology
capable of supporting management, the idea of management went beyond
its business function. In the modern corporation, management not only
provides a hierarchy of directive power but also a hierarchy of communica-
tive and ideological power. This is expressed in managerialism. Together
with directive powers of management, the present corporate system is
defined by a communicatively established elevation of management into
the ideology of managerialism. The transitions from early to modern and
eventually to advanced capitalism with the role of labour and the changes
in the domain of management can be shown as:

Early Capitalism The =) direct The
Managerial Capitalism Capital > r Management l € | Labour

itali Domain Managerialism Domain
Advanced Capitalism 4 Communicatively Established Ideology €

Figure 6.1 Management’s Role from Early Capitalism to Managerialism
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As Figure 6.1 shows, the move from a direct relationship between labour
and capital to management and to managerialism established a number of
adjacent aspects. Firstly, managerialism separated management from man-
agers. A person that once just operated management has become a person
designed to a role. The role that managers adopt is constructed inside the
framework of managerialism and managerial knowledge. Only the adop-
tion of managerial knowledge leads to the entrance into managerialism.3!8
Managerial knowledge is designed towards positional rather than personal
interest. It is the ideological context of managerialism that defines the
position, not the person or a manager. Secondly, managerialism exists in
relation to historical changes. The rise of modern corporations demanded a
more structured as well as a more ideological approach to management.
Management no longer remained a simple technique as it moved towards
the concept of managerialism. It became an expressive system partly repre-
sented in the code of an engineering ideology. Using this code, management
started to reach far beyond a simple control of a particular group of
workers. Unlike management that can be seen as the operative expression
of an ideology called managerialism, this ideology reaches much further. In
the 1950s, Knowles’ Personnel Management (1955) described the extended
role of managerialism. This marked the beginning of the role of science in
managerialism. According to Knowles (1955:156) management uses scientific
knowledge, particularly engineering knowledge, for making decisions.'° Manage-
ment became managerialism and science was taken into the service of this
new ideology. With the recruitment of science into the service of the ideo-
logy, science itself became part of this ideology. Managerialism, so it was
announced, had to communicate its decisions inside the framework of
managerial ideology that needed to be based on engineering, not on poli-
tics, even though more often than not, managerial decisions are no more
than an expression of political decision-making. In short political issues
had to be portrayed as a creation of evil men while management operates
objectively based on the engineering code.

Unlike management that is confined to the workplace, managerialism
does not stop at the factory gates. Once management had become manageri-
alism and moved beyond the confines of corporations, society became
exposed to the rules of management. Managerialism views society’s true
problems as engineering problems. Excluding the democratic domain of pol-
itics as malevolence, decisions in society should not be made democratically
but objectively, according to the objectivity of managerialism. Decision-
making problems in the domain of management and in the domain of
society are engineering problems best solved by managerialism. Once the
business function of management becomes an ideological function, its rep-
resentatives do not only control production, they also practice this ideology.
The ideology of managerialism has extended into extra-work or the repro-
ductive domain located far beyond the corporation.??° In society and at
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work, managerialism provides the conceptualisation of what society and cot-
porations are, what goals ought to be achieved, what policies need to be
created, what mission statements are presented, how the money and power
code is applied, and which codifications are possible. Managerialism is best
to solve or guide these problems as the engineering code is based on objec-
tivity, value-freedom, and neutrality. Forester (1985:205) sees four ways in
which objective, value-free, and neutral managerialism finds expression:

Table 6.2 Four Elements of Managerialism

No. Description of Elements

(i) tolegitimate and perpetuate itself while it seeks to extend its power;

(ii) to exclude systematically from decision-making process affecting the lives of
Y g
particular groups such as workers’ organisations, labour organisations,
environmental groups, local citizen initiatives, etc. along economic lines;

(iii) to promote the political and moral illusion that science and technology,
through professional and experts (managers, HR managers, employee
consultants etc.), can ‘solve’ economic and political problems; and

(iv) to restrict political argument, economic participation, and mobilisation
regarding a broad range of policy options and alternatives which are
inconvenient to and often incompatible with the existing patterns of
ownership, wealth, and power.

As Table 6.2 shows, the orthodoxy of managerialism makes use of philo-
sophy by trivialising philosophy’s values of humanity, human dignity, and
truth. In other words business is not to do good but to do good business.3?! The
idealistic and humanist concepts of philosophy are reduced to a legitimising
engineering instrument (i) geared towards means-ends systems with control
as a prime motive. The claim to be efficient is one of the core elements
enabling the legitimisation of managerialism.3??2 Managers present them-
selves as the only institution capable of guaranteeing efficiency. The man-
agerial idea of efficiency becomes standard managerial fanfare as decisions
are made under the guise of efficiency removing all other forms of decision-
making (ii). Even though managerialism has never offered a clear definition
of efficiency, it has become the most common phrase. It is used as an unchal-
lengeable and unquestionable almost naturally given term to legitimise one
version of decision-making. Most importantly it directs attention towards
the process of creating wealth away from the distribution of wealth. In the
managerial means-ends concept, it directs attention towards means and
away from ends. It negates the question of what ought to be reducing commu-
nication to what is and how - never why - to make a process more efficient.
It is presented as a non-contestable element of managerial decision-making.
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It can be applied in any form of communication without having to be
exposed to any explanation or any need to account for. Without discussion,
the managerial philosophy of mythical belief in efficiency collapses any
aspect of humanised work. It turns any human element of work into a
dehumanising project orchestrated by management. The managerial narra-
tive of efficiency that started as a means has been elevated to an absolute
and God-like end of managerialism. Once established, the philosophy of
managerialism adopts the logic of rationality making possible an articula-
tion by owners and managers. This ideology presents managers as the sole
experts that guard the technical process of managing a business (iii). Labour,
while operating inside the managerial system, are relieved of cognitive
instruments. Managerialism adopts the power and money code to the needs
of the corporation to negate any alternative view that is not presented
inside this code (iv).3?*> Managerialism establishes a one-dimensional line of
communication and thinking that eliminates alternative, contradictory or
non-supportive ideas. Only ideas that are supportive of management,
business, and companies are deemed efficient and useful. Once they have
received the managerial seal of approval these ideas are being communi-
cated inside the companies.

But corporations are not simply systems of control tout court. They are
deliberately designed social structures that collectively secure their capacity
to operate through their organisational structure. This enables the corpora-
tion to ensure that decisions contain an authoritative character accepted by
workers.3?* With the rise of the corporate system, corporations, rather than
society or the state, increasingly determined the structure of society. The
corporation remains capitalism’s institutionalisation of purposive-rational
economic and administrative action. Despite the significant energies of
managerialism directed towards the ideology of corporate governance, corpo-
rations are not governed in a political or even democratic sense, they are
directed by a board of directors. The idea of corporate governance is no
more than an ideological cover for a deeply un-democratic form of rule. In
short, the corporation does not have constitutive power but a regulative
function. In legal terms the firm is presented as a quasi-personal institution
socially constructed as a place of production and work with no particular
status outside of its symbolic world that is communicatively established.
However in an increasingly corporate-ised society, modern corporations
have become one of the most important political decision-making bodies.
As such they play a vital role in our identities and our public discourse. The
corporatisation of everyday life determines to a large extent the ways in
which people’s discourse is structured and constructed. Individuals become
corporate individuals. The corporate individual is reduced to a mere dot in
an organisational chart that itself represents no more than lines of commu-
nicative authority and command structures. It is only valuable as long as it
provides organising entities that legitimise hierarchies. The task of such
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charts has never been the presentation of hierarchies in solid or unchange-
able ways. Organisational charts are an expression of the organising capac-
ity and organising powers of corporations. They are less about the structure
of corporations. To some extent, the organising model of corporations
has been replicated in society. Society can be seen as an accumulation of
sub-systems as shown in Table 6.3:

Table 6.3 Four Sub-Systems of Society

No. Sub-Systems of Society

i) the business enterprise (economy),

iiy  the public administration (political),

iii) the law (integrative subsystem) and

iv)  the church and family (maintenance of cultural pattern).

The business enterprise (i) takes a special position in the historical develop-
ment of these sub-systems (ii-iv). Unlike (ii-iv) that relate largely to the
reproductive domain, the sub-system (i) relates to the productive domain.
Even though sometimes portrayed as family, the modern corporation is
detached from the family household thus depicting indifference between
the organisation and those belonging to it who are often neutralised into
organisational members with an employee number written on a piece of
plastic with or without the picture of the employee on it. Unlike in real
families, the managerial ideology of we are all one big family here needs a
plastic card with a number to identify its members. Real families hardly
ever have that. Families do not neutralise their members via identification
cards and the like. Corporations, however, do not only neutralise their
members via employee numbers, etc. they use the ideology of neutrality
themselves. The four reasons for this are shown in Table 6.4:

Table 6.4 Four Reasons for the Use of the Ideology of Neutrality

No. Four Reasons

i) to escape the force of traditions;

ii)  to eclipse the shape of their own programmes;

iii) to appear disconnected from morality and society; and
iv)  to neutralise their impact on society.3%

Even though corporations play an important role in present societies and
are inextricably linked to society, the ideology of managerialism portrays
them as somewhat disconnected to the labour process. It seeks to discon-
nect the results of the corporation, such as social stratification, as non-



108 Communication and Management at Work

related. However, increasingly social stratification has been linked to the
engagement in the corporate labour process. This process converts humans
into labour. It turns individuals into a useful category for the factory
system by creating the institutionalised individual. This is the transforma-
tion of a concrete person into abstract labour power as well as labour into a
commodity. It is the abstract model of a very real process.*? Unlike any
other commodity that corporations produce, labour has some specifically
unique characteristics attached to it. Therefore, it is bought and sold at a
separate market, the labour market.3?” As Claus Offe (1984) noted, the insti-
tution of the labour market and free wage labour is a fiction. What is of interest
positively and negatively in the commodity called labour power is what
distinguishes it from all other commodities. This is in fact living labour
power. Living labour power has three core values attached to it. These are
shown in Table 6.5:

Table 6.5 Three Key Aspects of Labour

No. Three Elements of Labour

i) does not arise for the purpose of saleability
ii)  cannot be separated from its owner, and
iii) can be set in motion only by its owner.

The unavoidable subject-rootedness (Offe 1984) of labour power implies that
in wage labour the categories of action and functions as well as of social
and system integration are inextricably intertwined. This has been the case
ever since humans were converted from being peasants to being workers,
from being owned by local lords to being exposed to the labour market.
Humans have been forced into industrialism by entering ‘The Evils of the
Factory System’. This has created several ‘Social Problems of an Industrial
Civilisation’ 3% Individuals at work are still defined by two losses:

(i) aloss of meaning through alienation and
(ii) a loss of freedom through control (Marx 1848; Weber 1924).

Marx and Weber have expressed the loss of freedom while engaging in
work. Marx had conceived a loss of freedom through ‘monetarisation’ and Weber
as a loss of freedom through bureaucratisation to a categorical confusion of the
provinces of different media (Habermas 1997a:293). For Weber (1924) bureau-
cracy is a social tool that legitimises control using four central elements:
(a) the division of labour and rational role selections (b) line versus staff dis-
tinctions (c) hierarchy, and (d) authoritarian structures such as Herrschaft.3?°
But unforeseen by Marx and Weber, the loss of freedom that came along
with instrumental rationality has not been restricted to work or to corpora-
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tions. Bauman (1989) has described the height of the loss of freedom
through bureaucratic means by arguing the Holocaust has not been a mon-
strous abnormality of modernity committed by hideous people. It was no
more than the application of bureaucratic principles in four ways: Human
subjects (i) are no longer treated as individual subjects but as mere objects
having been converted into calculable entities that are seen as items inside a
power relationship. Bureaucracies de-humanise humans in order to process
them as objects. Rationality (ii) replaces societal and human links between
social actors with spatial separation. Social distance is created intentionally,
disconnecting actions and consequences by defining rule operators as tech-
nical entities and those to be ruled as dehumanised quantifiable objects.
Bureaucracies separate human-to-human connections through systems of
mechanical rule-based processes. Moral and human rationality (iii) is con-
verted into pure formal rational-logical systems. These are applied routinely
in computable procedures. Goal-achieving systems are directed strategically
towards a means-ends rationality producing rules and regulations that are
universally applied. Bureaucracies remove substantial or subjective rational-
ity in favour of objective and purely rational systems. An object of bureau-
cracy (iv) is forced into a position of false choices. Such pre-set and
managerially constructed objects are given choices allowing involvement in
pre-organised sets of options. Whatever option the individual chooses has
an adverse affect. Those who are ‘to be ruled’ are disregarded in the options
presented to them and they become objects of power. By participating in
the process of bureaucracy, the dehumanised and de-individualised human
supports the bureaucratic structure that works against the ruled. Rational
choice is the preferred weapon of the ruler leaving the victim with faked
choices such as ‘to kill a few is less abhorrent than to kill many’ or ‘sacrifice
some in order to save many’, etc. Bureaucracies open up choices inside a
bureaucratic framework organised and manufactured by the bureaucracy
that is structured against the individual.

Bauman (1989) views these principles as an essential part of modernity.
They guide today’s societal organisations much in the same way as busi-
ness organisations. This, as an example, is structurally reflected in the
teachings in most business schools.**® The Holocaust’s strategic planning as
a bureaucracy relied on modern business techniques. American Holocaust
expert Paul Hilberg has exemplified this: most bureaucrats composed memo-
randa, drew blueprints, talked on the telephone, and participated in confer-
ences.>®' They could destroy a whole people by sitting at their desk (Bauman
1989:24). Bauman’s conclusion is that the Holocaust was rule without
regard for persons in extremis. The key problem for modernity is that ruling
without regard for persons is one of the core principles of bureaucracy. This
is applied in everyday life as well as in the everyday workplace. The
bureaucratic concept in line with the authority of an office and a formal
bureaucratic structure represents domination at the organisational level.
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The organisational form of work expressed in the labour process finds its
clearest expression in the power relationship among actors at work, the
use of instrumental rationality expressed in technical systems, and the
organisational structure of individuals working in corporations. These
three perspectives of the labour process are decisively necessary for any
production:33?

Table 6.6 Three Perspectives on the Labour Process

Level Description

(i) Power the labour power of those active in production, the producers,

(i) Technical Technically useful knowledge insofar as it is converted into
productivity-enhancing tools of labour, into techniques of
production,

(iii) Organisation organisational knowledge insofar as it is used to set labour
power efficiently into motion, to qualify labour power, and to
coordinate effectively the cooperation of workers on the basis
of a division of labour.

As Table 6.6 shows, relationships of production take on meaning that goes
far beyond the workplace. The way in which labour power (i) is converted
into production is reflected in the structure of society where relations of
production are expressed as a distribution of social power. Patterns of
labour rewards are seen as the monetarisation of labour power. They are
socially recognised determining the interest structure of society. Power rela-
tions (i) at work and in society are dialectically linked. At work, manage-
ment’s power can be seen as a symbolic concept without having an
intrinsic value by itself even though the term value-adding has linguistically
been levelled to new heights in modern economics. Nevertheless, the
power code has structural features represented in management’s interest
that can potentially be mobilised towards the achievement of desired goals.
Management’s ownership of a power code, then, alters responses in a
binary fashion by opening labour’s option of either resistance or submis-
sion. Built into the power code is a structural force towards labour’s sub-
mission. This submission aids management’s position as power-holder. The
managerial power code creates the opportunity to calculate success and to
define outcomes. The operation of the managerial power code is closely
associated with the hierarchical order of formal competencies. The owner
of the power code is able to decide where the lines between top manage-
ment, middle management, and line management are drawn. Hierarchies
in organisations are established through linear strategic communication
under conditions of instrumental rationality. Consequently, power is some-
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thing that can be transferred. In management, the transferral of power
relies on hierarchical structures establishing a command structure that
allows top management to operate without having to give detailed reasons
or demonstrating legitimacy. Management’s ability to disconnect power
from specific persons or specific contexts shapes managerial power, supply-
ing a structural advantage to the power-holder as a rule-maker. On the
other hand, power is needed to legitimise rule-makers. Therefore, it is nec-
essary for management to establish a supportive ideological framework
directed towards system integration. The need for an ideology that sta-
bilises management makes such ideological structures vulnerable because
management is in constant need to protect the ruler-legitimacy link from
being exposed. Hence management needs to appear as having legitimate
goals. These are set technically (ii), thus establishing organisational (iii) sta-
bility. All knowledge that is produced inside a company is subsumed under
these two stabilising and legitimising principles.

One way of pacifying and incorporating labour into management’s
agenda has been participation in an attempt to neutralise labour by limited
incorporation into a decision-making process (Ramsay 1977). Another way
of achieving acceptance for the pretence of legitimate goals lies in the utili-
sation of techniques to formulate strategies that give the rule-maker the
power to justify them and the to-be-ruled a catalogue of orders to be carried
out. In society as at work, rule-makers do not only gain authority over the
to-be-ruled through the ability to administer some form of sanction or
through naked oppression. More often than not, authority over those to be
ruled is established through recognition of office, bureaucracy, regulation
and rules. Labour’s recognition and acceptance lends undeserved legiti-
macy to management. In other words, the structure of management is
resting on management’s ability to create interlocking interests, and thus
avoiding the use of sanctions. Authority established via sanctions alone is
hardly empirically possible (Habermas 1997a:208). Therefore the relationship
between management and labour at the point of production can never be
solely based on sanctions, called disciplinary power in modern managerial
Doublespeak.33® Despite these managerial intentions the relationship of
actors at work remains dialectical and is not a static top-down relationship.
In order to function, management not only reserves its self-assigned right
to sanction labour, but also more than sanctioning capacities, it needs the
cooperation of labour.*** Consequently, most managerial activities are not
directed towards sanctions as it has been the case during earlier periods of
capitalism (Figure 6.1) but directed towards system integration via ideo-
logy. For that reason present relationships at work depend on a dialectical
relationship that includes four elements. At the vertical level, it includes an
ideology relationship between sanctions and system integration. At the
horizontal level it includes an actor relationship between labour and man-
agement. As a result, those who claim to rule in the world of work need
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those who they claim to rule over.?®® Figure 6.2 seeks to explain this
further. It uses Kochan’s definition of people at work but also emphasises the
relationship character of people at work:

Actor at work Relationships at Work Actor at Work
Communicative
Labour > Relationship L 3 Management
(L1) Between: L1=M1 (M1)
Domain (a) Domain (c) Domain (b)

Figure 6.2 The Relationship Axiom of Actors in the World of Work

Figure 6.2 shows that the relationship between labour (L1) and manage-
ment (M1) is not only a simple relationship that takes place inside their
respective domains (a, b), but also has a communicative component (c).
From a labour-management relations perspective a communicative relation-
ship between the industrial actors (L1 + M1) is represented horizontally
rather than vertically. A vertical representation implies a top-down approach
inherent in managerialism.33¢ A top-down view would position manage-
ment on top as distinct from, but also dominant over, labour (down). A
more truthful representation of communication at work would be horizon-
tal as shown in Figure 6.2. The horizontal representation of the commu-
nicative relationship between labour and management still allows the
distinction into those who manage and those who are managed.3%” It
avoids showing a purely managerial point of view. The depiction of the
communicative relationship of labour and management at work also avoids
the shortcomings of several other fields that lay claim to the world of work.
Firstly, is avoids a pure organisational studies (OS) viewpoint as this field,
while being closely linked to managerial studies, tends to adopt the same
perspective. OS’ focus is on organisations as institutions; organisational
behaviour (OB) studies predominantly discuss the psychology of behaviour
or mis-behaviour of individuals in organisations.33® Not surprisingly, the
theory of organisations (OT) appears to be a theory of and mostly for man-
agement. Similarly, OT, OB, and OS are much less concerned with those
who are managed than with those who manage. These theories are theories
for those who manage rather than for those on the receiving end. Unlike
management studies, HRM, and adjacent O-fields that seek to explain the
how (means) rather than the why (motive) in top-down schemes, a true
representation of people at work focuses on the relationship between labour
and management as shown in Figure 6.2. Such a representation not only
shows labour and management in their relationship to each other but also
includes a representation of the two core domains in which they operate.
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The Two Domains Defining the World of
Work

The view that both the world of work and the reproductive world consist of
two social actors goes back to the ideas of Adam Smith (1759, 1776) but it
also found its expression in the philosophical discussions of Friedrich Hegel
(1807, 1821) and was most prominently and analytically discussed by Karl
Marx (1848, 1890). Frederic Taylor (1911) has scientifically introduced
Smith’s division between labourers and capitalists into the domain of work
reproducing Hegel’s and Marx’ division between labour and capital. As the
system of production advanced, the organisation of the productive domain
demanded the introduction of a new actor (Marglin 1974). No longer was it
possible to define the work domain by two actors as outlined by Smith,
Hegel, and Marx. Advances in the productive domain demanded the estab-
lishment of management as an intermediate between capital and labour.
From this point on, labour had to communicate with management rather
than with capital directly.

For most of the past century, communicative relationships at work have
been defined by the relationship between the two actors. But this defining
feature of work is not locked in the past as present-day workplace relations
are still defined by the two key actors: labour and management. What has
changed however is the terminology attached to these two actors. While
management remained as management in Oldspeak and Newspeak, labour
underwent several, mostly ideologically motivated, changes. Today, labour
(Oldspeak) has been renamed or re-branded (Newspeak) into organisational
members, employees, or associates (Newspeak). Despite all attempts by
managerialism and its entourage of affirmative writers, the structural
imperatives of the present system still demand that work be conducted in
order to realise profits. However, they have done the utmost possible to
cloak this need. Even though the control of labour at work might have
taken several different forms in the cause of development that capitalism
took from its early stages to its present advanced stage, the combination of
both labour (employees, etc.) and capital (machinery, etc.) still builds the
foundation of the productive domain. The areas in which the two social
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actors meet are essentially: work as a physical, structural, emotional, and
communicative activity, the work domain as a conceptual area structured by
the productive and reproductive domain and governed by the code of
money and power, and the workplace as the physical location where work is
conducted. Today’s work domain and workplaces are governed by two sub-
domains, the domain of labour and the domain of management which not
only contain different members but are also structured according to two
different logics (Table 7.5 below). Due to the different structure of their
relationship both sub-domains communicate in different ways.

The relationship between management and labour occupies some struc-
tural elements that determine their respective domains of activities at work.
It also contains an exchange domain, a domain where labour and manage-
ment meet. Inside this domain, any labour-management exchange rela-
tionship is by no means equal but asymmetrically structured against
labour. Overall, management’s power largely depends on its willingness to
set up institutional hierarchies of power including support mechanisms by use
of the steering media money. This is done in the form of wages and salaries.
The use of the steering media power, on the other hand, resides in the
potential for sanctions and disciplinary actions directed against labour.
Labour’s power largely depends on its willingness to act collectively against
the asymmetrically designed power structure of the managerial system.
Such action has to be taken collectively as individual action has a very
limited chance of succeeding. One might argue that if individual actions or
individual bargaining would deliver favourable outcomes for labour, their
collective organisations would have never come about. The managerial
power structure starts with the transformation of humans into labour
under the labour process. While management can maximise its position
and power through expansion, growth, outsourcing, downsizing, off-shore
relocations, technical advances and the like, labour’s options are more
restricted. Labour’s ability to optimise its situation is limited to improve-
ments in wages and working conditions. To achieve this, labour is forced to
seek extra- and inter-company organisational forms. The existence of such
organisations provides the most visible evidence that humans are not
just commodities to be bought and sold. It also makes visible that work in
itself - without human intervention - is not only impossible but also
useless as a theoretical category. It is not possible to limit the effects of
work to workplaces as it affects humans well beyond the workplace and
well outside the control of management.

Inside the labour-management relationship, however, labour is faced
with additional problems. Unlike management, labour also faces the
dilemma of size. This dilemma applies to the productive as well as to the
reproductive domain. Internal democracy decreases with an increase in
the size of the organisation. This occurs simultaneously with an increase of
bureaucracy. The dilemma lies in the decrease of organisational size leading



The Two Domains Defining the World of Work 115

to an increase in democracy. In short, big organisations mean less demo-
cracy while small organisations are more democratic.*® This represents an
unsolvable dilemma because labour needs sizable organisations but with
the increase in size, bureaucracy increases while democracy decreases.
Hence either labour’s organisation is sufficient in size and lacks democracy
or labour’s organisation is insufficient in size with a limited level of bureau-
cracy and good internal democratic structures. In contrast to labour, man-
agement is largely free of such concerns as it is not a democratic institution
in the first place. Secondly, management does not face a bureaucratic
dilemma. Rather than limiting its capabilities, an increase in bureaucracy
enhances the power of management. Bureaucratic structures boost manage-
rial power structures as both are based on hierarchy and domination. In
short, while labour depends on internal democracy, management does not.
At work, internal communication and discourses also suffer from the
increase in size. This is potentially damaging to labour but not to manage-
ment. Labour needs to organise communicative structures horizontally
while management organises these structures vertically. Management’s ver-
tical structures reflect hierarchical power structures and the power structure
of bureaucracy. Labour, on the other hand, needs to create a communica-
tion structure based on domination free forms of finding consent. For man-
agement consent-finding is less important as decisions are made inside
hierarchical structures. Communicative asymmetry is a necessity, not a
problem for management. For labour this asymmetry has potentially
serious consequences. Unlike the singularity of management’s profit
motive, labour is faced with multiple interests. There are at least three
identifiable core diverging interests. These are:

Table 7.1 The Three Universal Interests of Workers

No. Interest

i) an interest in high wages,
ii)  an interest in continuation of wages (employment security), and
iii) an interest in working conditions.

In one way or the other, labour needs to balance these three interests. On
the other hand, management and managerial activities are driven by the
profit interest. Underneath the all-encompassing and one-dimensional
interest directed towards profit maximisation lies a multitude of supple-
mentary interests. Sometimes these managerial sub-interests that are all
subsumed under the profit interest are merely designed to cloak the core
interest of profit-making.34° The asymmetry between management’s single-
interest and labour’s three-dimensional interest has severe consequences.
Members of the labour domain experience greater difficulties in defining
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their true interest. The difficulty lies in the four reasons as shown in
Table 7.2 below:

Table 7.2 Four Difficulties in Defining Common Interests

No.

i) unlike interest formulation in the labour domain, the formulation of interest
is largely unnecessary in the management domain because of monogenic
interest,

ii)  there is a strong asymmetry in interest achievement between both domains,

iii) the singular interest of the management domain is supported by a wide web of
societal support mechanisms,**! while

iv)  the labour domain faces multiple interests. It also faces ambiguity, alienation,
mystification, and commodity fetishism directed against their consciousness
much in the same way as the domain is affected by exploitation and
deviations.3*?

Table 7.2 lists the four most common reasons that operate against labour’s
aim to find a common interest that unites labour. Most important is the
fact that two conditions are operating in each domain. In the management
domain a mono-logical or one-dimensional interest is directed towards
profit (i). In the labour domain multiple interests come into play. Unlike
management, labour needs to find an outcome between these interests. In
short, the risk of experiencing problems is much higher when forced to
engage in three interests rather than in one. The issue of interest mediation
is uneven. It is asymmetrically distributed between managers and workers
(ii). While management suffers much less from the problem of unity,
labour has to balance a diverse range of interests and therefore struggles to
keep unity among members of its domain. Management needs to make less
effort in formulating unifying interest than labour because the transition
from communicative action to social action is either lower or not even exis-
tent. To a much lesser extent, management needs to comply with the
demands of social action. To a large degree managerial action receives
meaning through power hierarchies, bureaucracy and intentional acts.
Thirdly, management is in a position to rely on a relatively large web of
support mechanisms. These are not only to be found in the structural
imperatives of present-day work regimes but also in the support that comes
from the ex-work domain. While under previous forms of capitalism -
which had largely been termed liberal or early capitalism - the working
class possessed something similar to a milieu well alive in the reproductive
domain (Gorz 1982), today’s off-work living space has been successfully
transformed. With advances in capitalism, the previously open, democratic
working-class domain has been colonised by system imperatives coming
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from the structural impediments of advanced capitalism. With an increas-
ing level of middle-class living, affluence and the commodification, privati-
sation, and centralisation of mass media, the reproductive domain changed
significantly. This allowed managerialism to portray their ideas onto
society. Consequently, the restructuring of the public domain in the image
of managerial capitalism allowed management to rely on it as a powerful
support mechanism (iii). The ability to infiltrate even the most distant parts
of social existence by managerialism through mass-mediated reality-
creating institutions has been powerfully described by Gadamer. According
to Gadamer (1976:16),

the mechanical, industrial world is expanding within the life of the indi-
vidual as a sort of sphere of technical perfection. When we hear modern
lovers talking to each other, we often wonder if they are communicating
with words or with advertising labels and technical terms from the sign
language of the modern industrial world. It is inevitable that the levelled
life-forms of the industrial age also affect language, and in fact the impov-
erishment of the vocabulary of language is making enormous progress,
thus bringing about an approximation of language to a technical
sign-system. Levelling tendencies of this kind are irresistible.

In short, when managerial capitalism was able to penetrate previously open
spaces of present-day society, it has definitely also been able to restructure
the reproductive domain to support the managerially structured work
domain. This has not only altered the reproductive domain in which
labour is forced to live but also the productive domain. In both domains
labour faces increasing levels of alienation.

Fourthly, the labour domain also faces the problem of a multitude of
interests in both the reproductive and productive domain. Labour is
increasingly confronted with a threefold dilemma because it is forced into
the commodified world of work, into relentless consumerism in the repro-
ductive domain, and previously open forms of voice and participative,
democratic modes of social regulation are challenged from corporatised
mass media portraying a managerial version of a mass-mediated reality.
Labour is challenged in all three domains by system integrative forces that
deny and negate its interests. At all three levels, socially constructed insti-
tutions communicate images that create ambiguity, alienation, mystifica-
tion, and commodity fetishism all of which are working actively against
labour’s ability to establish a common interest. On the whole these forms
of distorted realities are directed against labour’s consciousness much in
the same way as the work domain is affected by exploitation and devia-
tions. While labour’s ability to communicate its ideas and interests has
been unsympathetically limited in the communicative domain as well as in
the work domain, the reproductive domain is further eroded through
relentless consumerism and commodity fetishism. Commodity fetishism is
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here seen in the Marxist understanding, not the Freudian sense. It relates to
use- versus exchange-value and describes an overemphasis on exchange
value when goods or commodities become purely exchange concepts
without any real use. In other words, managerial mass production has
created a massive amount of goods and services that overwhelms labour in
its reproductive domain. As market saturation has occurred, mass produc-
tion has more and more moved from use-value to the exchange-value of
goods and commodities. In other words, most of today’s goods are not con-
sumed because there is an objective or real need for them, but because they
have been marketed as goods that satisfy a demand which has been
artificially created and that is a form of exchange-value. These goods, com-
modities, and services are not use-ful but satisfy artificially created needs for
brand products, status-enhancing products and the like. Inside this mecha-
nism, managerialism has created a working world that is geared towards
the acquisition of the financial resources to enable labour to function in
the off-work domain’s consumerism. It has created an endless treadmill of
work and consumption guided by the money code.

Managerial capitalism and the ideology of managerialism have been able
to structure labour’s social actions towards an interest that is system sup-
portive. More than labour, management is able to take behavioural
responses of other actors into account because it has more structural
support mechanisms in place than labour. Secondly, instrumental action
under means-ends constructions is less complicated when it becomes oper-
ative. Inside such a framework, management is able to anticipate labour’s
responses based on system thinking. In contrast, labour’s ability to antici-
pate managerial behaviour is limited as it lacks system support and access
to the communicative domain of management. These core differences
between management and labour have been summed up by Offe and
Wiesenthal (1980). They have discussed the domain differences between
labour and management by reflecting more on their organisational expres-
sion in social and economic organisations and employer organisations.
This analysis is shown in Table7.3:

Table 7.3 Two Modes of Operation of Management and Labour

Management Domain Labour Domain

i) operating on the level of system  versus operating on the level of social
integration integration

ii)  power potentials without an versus power created almost exclusively
external organisational need through organisational forms of

collective action

iii) Exercise of power through versus exercise of power through
leadership®* membership
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Table 7.3 Two Modes of Operation of Management and Labour - continued

Management Domain Labour Domain

iv)  offensive use of power versus  defensive use of power

v)  instrumental and technical versus dialogical pattern of seeking to
rationality directed towards reach understanding for interest
goals formulation and social action

vi) communication in terms of versus communication in terms of
technical imperatives demands and explicit normative

claims

vii) legitimacy through organised versus particularistic advocacy of specific
activity in terms of interest as interests of the prospective
a whole beneficiaries of demands

As Table 7.3 shows, any formulation of interest under conditions of the
two modes of collective action is supported by an engineering ideology.
Taylor constructed a division of work into management and labour.
This social construction demands from management that it creates system
integrative elements. The system is designed to integrate a - sometimes
rather recalcitrant — workforce into a production process (i). On the other
hand, labour needs social elements to be integrated as workers into a social
organisation (i). Therefore, it needs to increase labout’s willingness to organ-
ise. For management this is an outcome of the forces of the labour market.
Secondly, management has no need for external forms of organisations to
strengthen their position while labour needs such external organisational
forms (ii). Managerial exercise of power rests not only in bureaucratic or
organisational structures but also in their leadership (iii). On leadership,
Watson (2003:32) notes, under a general heading of, say, leadership, we se¢
columns and dot points. One column is headed strategies and the other results.
Under leadership we get windy summaries of ambitions — while those who are
led, those who are categorised as followers are almost completely absent. On
the other hand, those leaders who are supposed to lead us take a relatively
large slice of the cake in the so-called managerial literature because they
possess a greater ability to exercise power.

Management’s power use is offensive (iv). In the labour domain things
are rather different. Its ability to exercise power rests not so much on
organisational forms and bureaucracy but on workers’ willingness to act
collectively. All of this has profound implications on communication in
each domain. In the management domain, communication is structured
instrumental top-down, directed towards the rather commonly accepted
goal of profit (v). To cloak the term profit behind so-called organisational
goals is a reflection of Orwell’s Newspeak. Wrapped up in the ideology of
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managerialism these organisational goals are communicated as part of a
technical imperative linked to production (vi). Management only needs
to communicate its socially constructed goals as technical goals. Every
business report — usually there are two: one for shareholders (we made
large profits pushing the share price up) and one for the tax office and
other stakeholders such as trade unions, etc. (we made little profit and
can’t pay taxes, higher wages, etc.) — are often written in a highly techni-
cal language that fulfils a number of ideological tasks. Foremost, such
reports need to portray the picture that business and profits are techn-
ically, not socially constructed activities. By doing so, management also
portrays that the business of business is business. In short, only manage-
ment represents its interest as the interest of the whole (vii). Simult-
aneously, labour’s interest is portrayed as being partial, only representing
a segmental interest of one particular interest group. In reality however,
the opposite is the case because the managerial interest can be reduced to
one single interest, the original profit interest (Oldspeak) or organisational
goals, etc. (Newspeak). This reversal of the true state of affairs is almost
unjversally supported by almost all corporate mass media. To portray the
managerial interest as the interest of society shows the ideological
content of the mass media. More than any other issue, aspects relating to
work, the pathologies of business, inhumanities that have been created,
and unethical conduct remain hidden behind the agendas of the mass
media. To show the pathologies of corporate life and corporate business is
not in the interest of corporate mass media. Preferably, it is better to
cluster the human mind with petty crimes disconnected from society,
individual disasters, stupid game shows, or just a bunch of teenagers who
spend their time with gossip-mongering and expressing trivialities in a
TV show called Big Brother.

In the labour domain, communication is more complicated. First of
all, it is not part of a hierarchical structure. Secondly, it is not organised
hierarchically but democratically. Thirdly, it needs to be geared towards
finding common agreement on collective interests. Finally the role of
communication inside the labour domain is to balance three interests.
The result of this balancing act is to give preference, as one of the inter-
ests needs to be given preference over the other two. It is relatively hard
for labour to accomplish all three interests simultaneously as some are
not considered as of high priority. In whatever way these interests are
balanced or given preference, there is a need to deal with all of them. On
the other hand management in historical and in functional terms is
largely free of such problems as its prime objective and historical mission
is the achievement of organisational goals, usually profit. While Taylor’s
management ideology has had a profound impact on work in the 20t
and 21% century, the role of communication for work has a long history.
In the words of Hobsbawn (2004:11), modes of production (or whatever we
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want to call them), based on major innovations in productive technology, com-
munications, and social organisations — have been central to human evolution.
Work as a central category in the evolutionary development of human
societies raises two important issues. Human action at work has always
been directed towards a rational, instrumental, and purposive action. It
is a planned element expressed in strategic action. On the other hand,
work is never conducted as a planned, purposive and purely rational
action only. Ever since the evolution of humans work has included a
communicative element expressed in communicative action (Habermas
1979). Humans have always sought to communicatively establish organ-
isational structures securing their own survival. Put simply, people make
goods and services in a planned, structured or strategic process and they
communicate while doing so. Historically and evolutionary, human
development is the process of communicatively organised production
and distribution of goods. The development of such communicatively
established structures occurred in a three-stage development (Dux
1991:77):

Table 7.4 The Three-Stage Development

Stages Development

i) instinctual Gesture-mediated interaction at the sub-human state is followed
by a stage of signals.

ii) signal Language that is already symbolically mediated; here, action is
further regulated and coordinated by means of instincts and/or
instinctual residues, but the triggers no longer function in the
same manner as with gesture-controlled action; they are replaced
by signals that already have the character of symbols.

iii) symbols Even if prepositional, illocutionary and expressive components
have not yet been differentiated.

As Table 7.4 shows, the evolutionary development of human communica-
tion has developed from instinctual gestures (i) to a fully developed lan-
guage (ii) necessary for the development of modern industrialism. Finally,
modern means of production also demanded the development of symbols
(iit). Without the human development of symbolic interaction, modern
production and modern means of work and communication would be
impossible. Language and symbolic interaction have been instrumental in
the development of modernity.

This shift is reflected in a shift in language use. Visions expressed in
older language related to a taming of capitalism when the state talked
about security from cradle to grave. Today, the language of the market
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has replaced this with the language of the bottom line, throughputs,
innovation, opportunity, and, above all, competition. Under conditions
of modernity, the communicative and strategic-instrumental content of
work has become more complex with the creation of two actors: labour
and management.3* Both are part of a one-dimensional system, the uni-
versally accepted market system. Like no other class, the entrepreneurial
class has been able to position themselves as the clearest expression of
the hegemonic powers of the free market system. This occurred as they
gradually integrated corps of managers and technicians. Their relation-
ship to the ruling system was at first unclear. But very soon it shifted
only to become an instrument of order. It became a force that stabilised
bourgeois rule at company and at society level. Subsequently, labour
could not be separated from management. Both can only be discussed
dialectically under conditions of the two logics of collective actions where
comprehensive access to the world of work is linked to theory language.
The idea of the two logics of collective actions is taken from Offe and
Wiesenthal (1980). In simplistic terms, dialectics can be understood as a
Hegelian/Marxian term. It has properties of inherent tensions between
contradictory impulses. Of relative importance in any understanding of
dialectics is Hegel’s philosophy. He focused on contradictions and ten-
sions such as those between object and subject, mind and nature, self
and others, freedom and authority, knowledge and faith, etc. These ten-
sions have an inherent dynamic that leads to further development in
thinking and in human societies. Observation language, on the other
hand, would restrict such a comprehension (Habermas 1997:336).

Two domains and two logics

The framework behind the idea of theory versus observation language is
expressed in Table 7.5 below. In order to fully understand the world of
work, an overall conceptual construction takes place at four levels
ranging from (i) social action to underlying theories (iv) that explain
social actions at work. At each of the four levels (i-iv) general theoretical
(a) framework provides an umbrella under which specific work-related
concepts (b) are located. At the first level (i), an understanding of the
world of work can be seen as an understanding of emancipatory actions
or as an understanding of instrumental actions (i-a). At the more specific
level, understanding is directed towards positive changes at work or at
instrumental actions at work (i-b). At the communicative level (ii), these
are expressed as communicative action versus instrumental communica-
tion (ii-a). As a specific concept applies to the world of work (b), com-
munication is directed towards either an understanding of work designed
to reach social agreement for social action at work or towards managerial
success (ii-b).
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Table 7.5 The Concept of Two Logics at Work

Levels a) General Framework

b) Specific Concept at Work

i) Social action

ii) Communication

iii) Conceptual
perspective

iv) Underlying
theory

emancipatory action
versus
instrumental action

communicative
action
versus
instrumental
communication

industrial/labour
relations
versus
management studies

critical theory?
versus
traditional theory™

emancipatory action social
change for positive
versus
instrumental action for
managerial success

communication for
understanding/agreement
versus
communication
for managerial success

worker’s logic for
collective action
versus
management’s logic for
collective action

traditional communication
theory?
versus

critical theory of
communicative action?

Table 7.5 further shows how the idea of the two logics of collective action
differentiates labour from management. The conceptual perspective
(iii) shows that the world of work is often viewed from two perspectives.
Either it is seen in terms of labour relations or as a subject of management
studies (iii-a). At the work specific level (iii-b), this is expressed as a logic that
governs labour’s collective action and another logic that governs manage-
ment’s collective action. The last level is that of underlying theories (iv).
These theories assist in understanding all the levels above (i-iii). The core
theories that meet in Table 7.5(iv-a) are critical versus traditional theory.
Here (7.5:iv-aV), all traditional theories explain the world of work in terms of
empirical analysis or hermeneutics. These theories tend to focus overwhelm-
ingly on Kant’s idea of what is. In sharp contrast, critical theories (7.5:iv-a™)
do the same but they also go one step further. They include theory elements
that allow social actors to end domination. This theory is deliberately
designed and directed towards emancipation. Theories that explain the
communicative aspect of the world of work (7.5:iv-b) are following tradi-
tional communication theories (7.5:iv-b") or critical communication theories
(7.5:iv-b"Y). To a large extent a traditional understanding of communication
is geared towards an understanding of how communication at work is
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conducted. On the other hand, a critical theory of communication at work
seeks to uncover hidden forms of domination and is directed towards under-
standing and common agreement leading to positive social change. The
central question expressed in Table 7.5 remains the following: How do labour
and management communicate at the workplace and how can labour reach under-
standing for communicative action? In order to understand the underlying
theory behind this question, a critical theory standpoint needs to go beyond
a traditional understanding of the world of work. Theory is understood as a
human construction made up of a symbolic representation of phenomena.
The fact that theories are human constructions implies that they are neither objec-
tive descriptions of reality nor necessarily true. Instead, theories represent points of
views (Wood 2004:31). Theories are created from a standpoint. The starting
premise of standpoint theory is that the material, social, and symbolic
circumstances of a social group (such as labour and management) shape
what its members experience, as well as how they think and act. A critical
theory standpoint however does not stop at describing communication. It
does not see communication as the neutral reflection of some objectified
reality manifested in the belief that there is a singular truth. It believes that
the singularity of one truth ends when many subjective interpretations
come into play and succeed singularity. Truth cannot be reduced to an
objectified truth where it is an object rather than something established
communicatively and above all subjectively.

Secondly, a critical theory standpoint is able to deliver an explanation of
how and foremost why communication between labour and management
functions or does not function. Thirdly the underlying theory (Table 7.5:iv)
is capable of delivering predictions on miscommunication between both
actors and on the future of communicative action.3*> Lastly Table 7.5:iv
includes the aspect of emancipation as a reformative content of the work,
directed towards action en route for positive social change. The pursuit of
social change is not founded on a law-based understanding of theory where
a simple causal relationship between x and y is established. In this context,
the term law is seen as a universal or physical law of human behaviour.
Such law is an inviolate, unalterable fact that holds true across time and
space. Unlike chemistry, physics, or mathematics, human society has
hardly ever operated inside the confines of natural laws.

The aim is to show a correlational relationship where communicative
action (x) and instrumental communication (y) go together but not to
assert that one causes the other (iv-a, b). More accurately, such a link seeks
to provide a rule-based - rather than a law based - explanation, articulating
patterns of communication by describing and explaining what happens in
work-based communications between labour and management. Rather
than physical laws, such rules or patterns reflect the irregularity of human
actors as rules are subject to change. Lastly, the issue of parsimony is aimed
at the best theory is the simplest one that is capable of describing, explaining,
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understanding, and instigating social change (Wood 2004:43). This offers a
practical usage of theory (iv) commonly expressed as: nothing is as practical
as a good theory. Such a critical theory should be heuristic. It should provoke
new ideas, insights, and thinking into the communicative relationship of
labour and management at work (7.5:b). The advantage of a critical theory
(7.5:a, b) for the world of work provides a new understanding of two sets of
familiar materials by treating both in an original and stimulating manner.
One set of familiar material is found in the relationship between labour and
management. The second set is a link between communication and action.
This enhances standard labour and management theory towards a critical
understanding of the world of work providing a stimulating treatment of
both areas. Communicative action theory (7.5:ii-a) is a contribution to the
understanding of labour-management relations. A further enhancement
shows how the communicative action aspect enables actors to understand
the instrumental strategic content of communication. This takes place in
the management domain (7.5:iii-b). The emancipatory power of commu-
nicative action takes place in the labour domain (7.5:iii-b). This rather com-
plicated conceptualisation of communication in the world of work can be
simplified. As a summary this is illustrated in Figure 7.1:

1) Conceptual Level: 2) Communication Level:
(i} understanding work > (i) understanding work
as instrumental or social action as communicative action
. W
(i) work relations 2> (iv) two logics of communicative action:
a) labour domain (L) = |a) social-emancipatory communication of labour (LC)
b) management domain (M) |9 b) instrumental communication of management (MC)

Figure 7.1 The Management of Communication at Work

Figure 7.1 explains how and why management communication is operat-
ing at work and where it meets difficulties in managing labour. This is illus-
trated first of all in two distinctive domains. One is the (1) conceptual
domain of the management of labour while the second (2) domain shows
the communicative aspect of it. At the conceptual level management tends
to rationalise work only as instrumental action, as an instrument to get
things done (i). By focusing on instrumentality, management has a ten-
dency towards neglecting the social character of work (i). Therefore it tends
to neglect the social-relationship character of work often leading to dire
consequences. If management has a grasp of work as a social relationship at
all, it is faced with the problematic of two distinctive domains of action (ii).
One is its very own domain, the domain of managerial action (ii-b). Often
it is faced with several choices on how to manage the labour domain (ii-a).
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These choices range from ignoring the existence of this domain to trying to
convert the (ii-a) domain into a substitute of the (ii-b) domain. Ever since
the beginning of capitalism and managerialism these strategies have been
applied. However, neither approach has proven to be successful. Manage-
ment has not been able to either completely deny the existence of the
labour domain nor has it been able to completely convert the L-domain
(ii-a) into an M-domain (ii-b). As both strategies have so far failed, the con-
tinuation of two domains (L & M) opens up a space for collective action of
labour. The problematic character of fully understanding the world of work
inside (1) has subsequently been carried over to a communicative under-
standing (2). Given the instrumental character of a conceptual understand-
ing of work the communicative view of work results in an instrumental
communicative understanding of work. In other words, communication, in
management’s view, can be reduced to an instrument directed towards goal
achievement in a means-ends framework (iii). This has severe implications
for the management of labour at work. Communication (iv) follows two
distinctive logics as much as social action follows two distinctive logics of
collective action. The logic of communicative action differs for labour (iv-a)
and for management (iv-b). For labour it results in social-emancipatory
communication (LC), while for management the effect is instrumental
communication (MC). The implications for labour and for management are
that both tend to neglect the communication needs of the other side in
their respective domain (L & M). Consequently (M) in (ii-b) tends to view
communication as instrumental (iv-b) neglecting (iv-a) while (L) in (ii-a)
tends to view communication in terms of social-emancipatory action (iv-a),
neglecting the instrumental side of communication (iv-b).

The overall relationship (1 & 2) can be seen as an unconscious transferral
from an instrumental understanding of work (i) into an instrumental
understanding of communication (iii). Respectively, work relations (ii) are
transferred into communicative relations at work (iv). Here the labour
domain (L) in (ii-a) becomes the social-emancipatory communication
domain (LC), while the management domain (M) becomes the domain of
instrumental communication of management (MC). This domain specific
conceptualisation of work and work relations governs to a large extent
management’s understanding of work and communication at work.
Management'’s instrumental understanding of work has not only a long
history but is also an expression of today’s ideological interest of manage-
ment to depoliticise relations at the productive level by pushing the idea of
instrumentality. This follows a specific engineering logic used to justify and
legitimise managerial existence. At first it was needed to legitimise manage-
ment as an intermediary between labour and capital when the continuous
rise of the factory system demanded order and control at company level.
Later, when modern means of large-scale mass production under Taylorism
and Fordism came into existence, management took science into service
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leading to the ideology of managerialism. Similarly, managerialism has a
strong interest in burying its military origins and the con-pane among the
rubbles of managerial ideology. It also buries Max Weber’s idea of
Herrschaft or domination in favour of a pretended neutrality of bureau-
cracy. It enables managerialism to hide the issue of power behind the
equally neutralised issue of technology and organisation (Table 6.2). All of
this is done to portray the world of work as technical, organisational, and
instrumental. The adoption of the engineering ideology of managerialism
denies the relationship character of work. Constructing the world of work
as a one-dimensional world relieves it from any asymmetrical view that
highlights the hidden power relations at work. These power relations come
to light once relations at work are shown as domain specific relationships.
The domain perspective also highlights asymmetries when it comes to
communication. The denying of a domain perspective also hinders our
understanding of the world of work in terms of communication. Com-
munication in the labour domain is by far less trapped inside an instru-
mental framework. Inside this domain communication can be freed up of
means-ends structures. It allows labour to direct communication towards
common understanding as a preface for social action. The opposing
domain, the management domain, is by far stronger determined by instru-
mental rationality. In this domain communication is directed towards
domain specific demands such as instrumentalism governed via means-
ends and goal-achieving structures. Unlike in the labour domain, commu-
nication is subsumed under the auspices of instrumental action. In other
words, managerial instrumental rationality turns communication into
instrumental communication at work.



8

Management and Instrumental
Communication

The central task of purpose-driven communication is its strong reliance on
instrumental rationality often expressed in strategic rationality. As a conse-
quence, the issue of instrumental rationality or — in managerial terms simply
called - strategy is a core issue of managerial functions in any larger company
or corporation. It is also important for managerialism. Understanding the
centrality of techniques, functionality, and instrumental means-end strate-
gies by management also means understanding the strategic use of com-
munication as a structuring device. To understand management’s origin and
the present use of instrumental or strategic communication, it is important
not to neglect the core divisions prevalent in any workplace. Any view of
work that blurs, obscures, or clouds the relationship between (a) those who
manage and (b) those who are managed also blurs the borders of communica-
tion.346 Despite all the rhetoric of managerialism, today’s work is still defined
by those two groups. The strongest reflection of the reality of work is Taylor’s
separation of planning, designing and coordinating from the execution of
actual work by labour.3¢

Essentially, labour can still be seen as a human activity performed in a
temporal process — usually nine-to-five - through which people form
definite relationships among themselves at a place of work. Originally, this
relationship was designed for the transformation of raw or natural material
into manufactured commodities. Today, this is defined as transforming
information into commodities or creating information as a commodity.
Under modern conditions, communication and language gain importance.
In the information-work-society process, management and managerial
language become more important. In the words of Watson (2003:8):

Managerial language may well be to the information age what the
machine and the assembly line were to the industrial. It is mechanised
language. Like a machine, it removes the need for thinking: this essen-
tial and uniquely human faculty is suspended along with all memory of
what feeling, need or notion inspired the thing in the first place.

128
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Even though manufacturing and machinery have been replaced by infor-
mation, both have, nevertheless, one commonality. Common to the work
of transforming nature or information is their social and material basis.
Both need a functioning relationship among workers and managers to
become operative.?#® Disregarding work organisation as material processing
or information processing, production is always the production and repro-
duction of social relationships which are still divided into those who
manage and those who are managed. Increasingly, this is no longer
reflected in standard management literature. While standard management
studies have a lot to say about those who manage, they are rather silent on
those who are managed.3*° This silent part of management studies follows a
common premise that any relationship aspect of people at work is best
shelved into a box labelled industrial relations.3°

The boxing-in of the relationship character of work has several advantages
for management. It cuts off any link between management and society but
above all, it shows management as a function of accounting, finance, mar-
keting, and operations management. When the managerial process deals
with humans it is shelved into a box labelled Human Resource Management. In
this box, standard top-down methods from the other managerial boxes are
applied and the relationship character of work is eliminated. Consequently,
management can comfortably exclude those to be managed, those who are
on the receiving end of Taylor’s division of laboutr, or those who execute the
actual work, i.e. labour. This is even more prevalent when managerialism
transforms management into strategic management as it concentrates on the
planning, instrumental, or strategic level. Within managerialism, the inven-
tion of a strategic level is particularly valuable in depicting management’s
true state of affairs. But the strategic level has also other advantages. It is
safely located far above those to be managed, so one does not need to talk
about them, include them in any way, or mention them.

The origins and use of instrumental strategies by management

The origins of management and strategic thinking date back centuries and
can be found in their militaristic past. As much as the origins of business
terms such as company as con-pane — the bread sharing among mercenaries -
date back centuries, management itself goes a long way back to a very
distant past. This past might be long forgotten but still holds important
truths about management. It holds a truth that many would rather not see
highlighted. Going back to management’s origins means going back to a
military past as business terms such as strategic planning in management
are linked to military planning.

Originally, the term strategy was linked to military science that developed
pre-planned warfare as an art of science by conceptualising warfare beyond
the point of simple tactics (Clausewitz 1873). Strategy originates from Sun-
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Tsu (600), a Chinese general setting forth 13 principles of war in 600 BC.
While early concepts developed in Asia were unknown to Europeans, its
European origins date back to more recent times. In Niccolo Machiavelli’s
Art of War (1520), he provided strategic advice to the wealthy corporations
of the day. These were the Medici family of Florence and the Swedish
military leader Gustav Il Adolf (17" century). The Art of War uses
metaphors of military, war, and strategy as a type of persuasion for war and
for the management and business of war.

In French the term strategie derived from its Greek origin strategia, the art
of generalship, as a prelude to the battlefield. Strategos or stratagem was a
cunning plan or scheme developed especially in order to deceive an enemy.
Strategy’s modern development came with Prussian military strategists Carl
von Clausewitz (1780-1831) and Helmuth Graf von Moltke (1800-1891)
who saw war simply as a continuation of political intercourse with addi-
tional or other means. Modernity entered the business of military warfare
with Clausewitz’s book On War. His bible of strategy remains the best general
study of the art of war (Howard 2003), emphasising modern mathematical,
typographical, geographical and scientific principles aiming at the strategic
destruction of the enemy’s forces on the battlefield. Clausewitz’ most
famous dictum - war was only the continuation of economic competition by
other means (Hobsbawn 1989:315) — can also be reversed. Under modernity,
it appears as if the economic condition is a continuation of war by other
means. This, of course, does not exclude the fact that massacres and torture
have become standard operational procedures under the present system.3>!

Clausewitz and Moltke’s development of strategic warfare also served to legit-
imise the quest of the Prussian military class. As the Germanic semi-royal and
aristocratic class was severely under threat by rising capitalism rendering land-
holding worthless, a military career was often sought to alleviate a downgrad-
ing into poverty. A development of war-making themes — now called strategies
— that could carry connotations of the ideologically neutral term scientific
assisted this quest. The fabrication of a strategic war that could not be lost lent
legitimacy to generations of Prussian and German aristocrats who formulated
such strategies, not as value-neutral or scientific endeavours but as top-down
relations between an officer class that strategically managed a battle and an
operational class of foot-soldiers that were to die on pre-designed battlefields.

All of this is not just some kind of distant historical past, but an outcome
of a military-scientific logic that prevails until today, a logic that can be
summed up as follows:

i) warfare + science = scientific warfare

ii) scientific warfare + strategic planning = strategic warfare using science to win

iiiy management + military strategy = strategic management

iv) strategic management  + science = strategic management using science to win

Figure 8.1 The Militarist-Scientific Logic of Management
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Figure 8.1 shows the transformation of warfare (i) into a pre-planned
scientific warfare (ii) and the managerial use (iii) of military strategy result-
ing in strategic management. By taking militarist thinking (i) and combin-
ing (+) it with rational science, the result (=) is a scientific capability to
wage war. Like the army, management has convinced itself that the appli-
cation of science will lead to highly favourable outcomes. The use of
scientific methods promises to win any war — no matter if these methods
are applied to a real war or to the business of winning the market-share
war. The somewhat irrational promise of a military war that can never be
lost — something that hardly stacks up to the empirical evidence of
Germany’s WWI and WWII, America’s Vietnam war or more recent Iraq
war, etc. — is transferred to management and business. Similarly, the claim
that the application of scientific methods to the strategic planning of busi-
ness will lead to infallible outcomes is not supported when exposed to
simple logic. If strategic and scientific planning are the key to managerial
success why is it that so many companies - that have used these techniques
- simply fail? Many of these companies have been relatively large and
renowned, ranging from Chrysler, Enron, Netscape, E-Toys, Pan Am, Rover
and Rolls Royce to Germany’s AEG and Mannesmann, Italy’s Parmalat, etc.
Most - if not all - of them have followed the newest, best, and most
scientific management strategies available to transform their business into a
strategic business.

The application of strategy and science promises the transformation of
ordinary management (iii) and business into scientific management and
business and of scientific management and business into strategic man-
agement and strategic business (iv). According to this managerial belief
system (Figure 8.1"%) only the use of science enables to arrange war or
business in a pre-planned or strategic way. Planned scientifically and
strategically it will not only enable management to win any war or busi-
ness but — and perhaps more importantly — assist management in ration-
ally, and even scientifically, justifying their managerial decisions. In this
framework scientific methods have been used to construct and legitimise
war-making and managerial choices which, now covered up by science
and rationality, have scientific methods as a common denominator.
Once these methods are applied to the planning of war or business activ-
ity, both are infallible as they are scientifically based. They promise mili-
tary action and business activity that cannot fail. Management just
needs to apply the strategic planning techniques that are found in
almost any standard management textbook. Despite a relative large
amount of discomforting evidence that renders management’s claim as a
promise that has largely been unfulfilled, the legitimising element in this
construction cannot be underestimated. Even though these planning
methods have failed, they are consciously or unconsciously part of
today’s business folklore.
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The idea of war = management and management = war reaches deep into
today’s corporations. Not surprisingly, Max Barry writes in his novel Company
(2006): yes, some of us must play on the business battlefield. The management =
war link maybe historical, but its presence is felt in any modern corporation.
Above that the science-military strategic link shown in Figure 8.1 also serves
management and managerialism in another way by connecting military’s
anti-democratic and authoritarian structures with those of management.
Historically, it also linked the military class structure of Prussian society to
authoritarian business structures and vice versa. The Prussians viewed politics
as an anti-democratic enterprise and war as an endeavour that could be
extended into business. Their anti-democratic and militaristic thinking sepa-
rated two core ideas. It divided military strategy from battlefield tactics. Tactics
or the theory of fighting is in reality the principal object pre-designed via
strategy. Battles are decisive actions comprising tactical elements that could
be taught beforehand yet are somewhat limited as such actions depend on
situational factors. Strategy is fundamentally different.

In contrast to battlefield tactics, strategy is the theory of the combination
of separate battles towards the objective of the campaign. It is, according to
Clausewitz and Moltke, a subject of natural and matured power of judge-
ment and non-democratic decision-making. This is expressed in three core
components: actions, states, and outcomes. Action is an episode under
control of the strategic planner. Minor states or situations of warfare are
seen as episodes outside the control of the strategic planner, and an
outcome is created by a causal interaction between action and state. The
target is the separation of action planning and operation. In the strategic
versus tactics model, the decisions of other actors are relevant insofar as
they secure their success. The tactic-strategy model has strongly influenced
management thinking.>*? The strategy part of the model assumes three
meanings:

Table 8.1 Three Core Meanings of Strategy

Meaning Description
Military the management of an army or armies in a campaign, the art of
Positional moving ships, troops, aircraft, etc. into a favourable position, and a

Action Plan  pre-constructed, intentional, and strategic plan formed according to
a rational and instrumental scheme designed for action or policy in
business or politics, especially economic or management strategy.

As shown in Table 8.1 with its anti-democratic and militaristic background,
the concept of strategy can successfully be transferred to management. It
provides ideas for an attempt to find ways in which a business can plan its
role in market places before engaging in a planned battle over market share
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(Ohmae 1983:37-38). As Parks et al. (1994) emphasised in their Marketer’s
guide to Clausewitz: Lessons for Winning Market Share:

Clausewitz promoted the use of simple plans and their
execution to achieve military success. Marketing
managers can use the same strategies to be successful

Figure 8.2 Clausewitz and Marketing Management

Simple planning and setting ends is viewed as no more than a mere func-
tion of knowledge that an actor has of a situation. This has been detected
by one of the most eminent writers on the function of strategy for the rise
of managerial capitalism, Alfred Chandler (1962:9). In his writings the
warfare terminology changed microscopically when military field-units
stayed as business field-units and a general’s camp became general office
reproducing the army’s terminology, authority, and hierarchies for
management.3s? In short:

Table 8.2 Clausewitz and Chandler: Military and Managerial Language

Clausewitz Military Language Chandler Management Language

General’s Camp o General Office
Field Unit = Field Unit

As Table 8.2 shows, a reflection on the military is clearly expressed in
management’s language, design, and differentiation of top-down hierar-
chical positions. Generals became CEOs and soldiers became workers.
One thinks strategically while the other operates tactically.3* The cen-
tralised decision-making as a unit of command enforces a scalar chain of
communication producing an orderly and predictable flow of behaviour.
Simon3% (1965:154-156) have highlighted the military-management
connection as:

sometimes the organisation has its own sensory organs - the intelli-
gence unit of a military organisation; not only is communication
absolutely essential to an organisation, but the availability of particu-
lar techniques of communication will in large part determine the way
in which decision-making functions can and should be distributed
throughout the organisation; military organisation has developed
especially elaborate procedures for accomplishing the gathering and
transmittal of information.
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This information gathering assists military decisions and is essential for the
military and for the commander’s estimate to combat units in the field. The
combating units reappear in Chandler’s (1962) famous field units. In the mili-
tary as in management, command of and over information, according to
Simon (1965:154-156), supports the security of command and the security of
management. Information gathered by the military and the intelligence
divisions of business is located close to the general’s or CEO’s staff.

The commanding military and management structures have an even wider
range of common aspects that both share intimately. They share several core
identities that define both, one of which is (i) the battlefield where enemies or
companies respectively meet in friendly or unfriendly take-over fights over
market shares and the like. Both are (ii) rather undemocratic and tend to be
even monocratic when it comes to decision-making. The battlefield and deci-
sion-making are divided into those who manage and those who are managed
(iii). Both operate very strongly with connotations (iv) of The Order of Things
(Foucault 1994). Military, business, and management also operate in a dehu-
manising fashion (v). Both have rather strong similarities when it comes to
internal structures (vi). Essential to military and to management is subordina-
tion (vii). Finally both rely on power (viii).

i) Horsemanship and the battlefield

While strategy was derived from armed warfare, management originated in
the craft of horsemanship. In regard to management techniques both have
common origins in the study of how to slaughter men on the battlefield or
how to manage or domesticate a horse. The earliest evidence of written
managerial instructions dates back to about 5,000 years when the
Sumerians developed a script in order to manage their first developing
cities. The oldest completely preserved text is the Instruction of Ptah-Hotep
written by the vizier of King Issis around 2,700 BC.3% Even today, the
origins of management can still be traced back to the manége (now: work-
place) as the location where a horse-trainer (now: manager) domesticates
(now: manages) horses (now: labour) with sticks (now: power) and carrot
(now: money) techniques. This is shown in Table 8.3:

Table 8.3 The Managerial Language of the Horse Trainer

Horses Trainer’s Language Management’s Language
manége > now > workplace
horse-trainer 2 now > manager
domesticates o now = manages
horses = now © labour
sticks = now < power
carrot o now (= money
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The language similarities between horse trainer and management shown in
Table 8.3 relate to many linguistically expressed ideologies that served the
horse trainer over the horse and the manager over the worker. The language
enshrined in these techniques strongly relates to many Machiavellian power
principles which governed feudal top-down order as much as they govern
today’s top-down order found in all corporations. In the past, these prin-
ciples found their application through feudal rulers such as princes, lords,
monarchs, and religious orders and, in those days as much as today, the pro-
ductive domain has been and is governed by these principles. But it is only
the world of work which today remains governed by these principles. The
domain of society is structured differently. Today the reality of the power and
money code that governs the societal Uberbau or superstructure is paved over
by mass democracy mediated through powerful corporate mass-media inter-
ests.3>” The mass media that present and represent democracy are not gov-
erned demo-cratically but mono-cratically.

ii) Monocratic and democratic affairs

A second aspect that links the terminology of strategy to the terminology of
management is their non- or anti-democratic value system. Strategy is an
undemocratic concept much in the same way in which management is an
undemocratic agency. Not surprisingly many writers on organisation and
management have uncritically and unreflectively accepted the undemocra-
tic tradition and have exempt the field of management and organisational
studies from democracy (Mumby 2000:85). An excellent work on Max
Weber can be found in Marcuse’s (1968) article Industrialisation and Capital-
ism in the Work of Max Weber that positions Weber’'s work in the historical
context of Bismarck’s Germany providing a value-free and above all sup-
portive analysis for capitalism during the rise of this system in a country
where an emerging capitalist class was under strong pressure to keep up
with France and England. It was first published during World War I. For
Weber and the capitalist class of Germany only the development of large-
scale industry could guarantee the independence of the nation in the ever
more intense international competitive struggle. Imperialist power politics
require intensive and extensive industrialisation, and vice versa. Weber
defined himself as bourgeois and identified his work with the historical
mission of the bourgeoisie.>*® Non-democratic or mono-cratic companies are
considered to be more effective than democratic forms of organisations as
their goal is to make profit in the market war. If one considers the original
meaning of the term democracy, then today’s companies could not be
further removed from democracy. The etymology of the word democracy -
from the Greek demos, people, and kratein, to rule — makes it clear that
democracy means people are governing themselves. In modern business
this is nowhere to be seen as non-democratic or monocratic managers —
much like past generals or their military predecessors of feudalist freelance



136 Communication and Management at Work

soldiers and mercenaries who were organised in bread-sharing con-panes ot
today’s com-panies — demand at least three forms of monocratic authority.
According to Etzioni (1959:48-49) these are:

Table 8.4 Three Forms of Monocratic Authority

No. Forms of Authority at Work

i)  a general or major as goal-setting authority,

ii)  an institutional authority of heads or CEOs,3*° and

iii) a self-maintaining and system preservative autocracy with authority over
organisational structures.

Managers enact these three roles (Table 8.4) in a non-democratic way hidden
behind the purposive rationality while at the same time portraying them-
selves as sole representatives of managerial authority. They uphold an observ-
able masquerade of being in control and need to constantly control
themselves never to let the mask slip. They need to ensure never to be
exposed to the reality of power behind the shield. Rather than democratic
values, managers represent order, command, and directive power relations
and are constantly vigilant to prevent chaos from taking reign. They provide
an authoritarian structure in an unstructured world. They signify modernity’s
non-democratic superiority over democracy by virtue of position and instru-
mental-scientific knowledge taught at business schools and represented in
textbooks and managerial degrees such as MBAs and the like.

Academics in business schools, more than others, subordinate themselves
to the anti-democratic ideological demands of managerialism as they show
a willingness to accept the notion that businessmen perform a useful func-
tion. While their academic writings are highly supportive to managerial-
ism, they increasingly behave accordingly as universities are transformed
into businesses. Watson (2003:29) illustrates this in the following way:

James and J. S. Mill wrote books that changed the course of history
while working for the East Indian Company, a multinational. Today
they wouldn’t. Today they would be attending countless meetings,
seminars and conferences to update their knowledge of work-related
subjects, all of them conducted in the mind-maiming language of
managerialism.

Today’s academics — those who work in business and management schools
more so than others — are no exception to this. They gain academic stand-
ing and satisfaction from being part of non-democratic decision-making
mechanisms and managerialism. They practice good human relations as
long as democracy does not get in the way and as long as it favours the
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profit imperative. They accept the anti-democratic corporate culture and
structure of managerialism. Even terms such as organisational culture are
an aberration of what they actually mean. True culture is reduced to a
mass-produced commodity. Often such cultural objects of art are nicely
framed posters in the foyers of corporations or meeting rooms. As there are
hardly any writers, poets, novelists, or artists employed in such corpora-
tions, culture and art is, however, turned into equivalent industries, the so-
called art industry or culture industry. They, like management, strive towards
value-added, continuous improvement and total quality management to
become world class in a benchmark process. In the arts and culture indus-
try, managerialism sets its ideas in motion just like in any other industry as
it forces its believe system onto it.

Most commonly, such non-democratic managerial ideas are authored in
popular journals such as the Harvard Business Review and so-called academic
journals, none of which is openly democratic as market forces and other
structural determinants govern the so-called production of scientific know-
ledge of management. All too often a close circle of internally determined
academics who uphold similar views referee each other’s publications. Some-
times core managerial ideas are authored in quasi-popular management
books but the core part of non-democratic management literature derives
from a never-ending stream of management ideas published in reputable
journals that have demonstrated their capacity for non-democratic system
integration. Most importantly, however, ideas are frequently re-authored and
re-authorised in standardised and mass-circulated textbooks.

The volume of management literature that clutters colleges, universities,
airports, and bookshops is designed to cloak the prevalence of a non-
democratic order in management. In it, a non-democratic management
science and scientific findings are made easily digestible. These books are
formatted in quasi-scientific and, above all, in non-democratic scientific
language?®® that is designed to produce and reproduce a managerial class
that has accepted their fate and operates non-democratically without ever
questioning it. But no management textbook will ever state that being anti-
democratic is good for business; hence a way had to be found to keep the
illusion of democracy alive. While management literature promotes a
democracy in the world of work that has largely been diluted, it has not
totally vanished. It is an empty shell.

The linguistic maintenance of managerial authoritarianism and non-
democratic hierarchies at work is achieved through the language of quasi-
participation and quasi-involvement. In short, democracy is, first of all,
downgraded to simple involvement or participation. Once re-configured in
this way, it is, of course, subject of many managerial or MBA conditioning or
training courses whether taught explicitly or implicitly. This is an important
function as it secures the pretence of human agreement as a foundation of
managerial facts. It is, in fact, a rather one-sided business school creation rep-
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resented through the power established by assigning a thing (office) to a
human being, thus creating the manager. This is secured through functional
training. The merger between office and human being that allocates power to
management includes status symbols such as stocks and bonds, as well as
credit cards whether gold, platinum, or black, and the company cheque-
books.?¢! Any business-school training does not only guarantee access to
such status symbols, it also allows for speech acts to be self-identifying for those
who know the language (Searle 1996:119). Those who know the language are
the managers and those who do not are the fo be managed.

iii) Manage and to be managed

A third commonality can be found in management’s emphasis on techniques
seeking to exclude the agency component. Consequently, the literature of
management has much less to say of and for those who are managed (Marsden &
Townley 1996:660). Naturally, this is separated from the invention of manage-
rial authority and employee obedience. The role of those who manage — manage-
ment - over those who are managed - labour - is clearly defined, even though
management expetienced some problems in defining their role. The American
economist, Galbraith (1969:80) saw management as a collective and imperfectly
defined entity. While Mills (1951:80) defined it as management is something one
reports to in some office and Corporal Klinger expressed his understanding of
management in the US comedy series MASH 4077 as:

Management is when those who can’t manage those who can.

Whatever management is or might be, it plays a crucial role in the profit
and market-share war. It establishes its legitimate role in capitalism and
increases its standing by adopting the word strategic.?¢? For those who
manage, the affix strategic is a huge support in legitimising their very own
existence and similarly portraying their rule over those who are managed.
The usage of the term strategy has been illuminated in Hamel’s (1996) ten
principles of the strategy revolution:

Table 8.5 Ten Principles of the Strategy Revolution

1. strategy making must be democratic; 2. strategic planning may be planning
but it isn't strategic;

3. strategy making must be subversive; 4. anyone can be a strategy activist;

5. the bottleneck is at the tip of the 6. perspective is worth fifty IQ points;
bottle;

7. revolutionaries exist in every 8. top-down and bottom-up are not
company; the alternatives; and

9. change is not the problem, 10. you cannot see the end from the

engagement is; beginning.
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Table 8.5 shows a number of advantages for management to transform
itself into strategic management. Firstly, management prefers to attach the
term strategic rather than democratic to themselves. Secondly and despite of
using the term strategy management’s prime task is not so much allocating
resources, planning, strategic thinking, organising, and leading but their
construction as managers to manage over non-managerial staff. Establish-
ing the highly opaque use of core managerial terms, managerial language,
and code words creates, more than anything else, the institution of man-
agement. This managerial language portrays the body of managerialism as
knowledge that assists the modern manager in constructing themselves as
managers.2%? It linguistically constructs managers as masters over all else.
They are needed to manage and must be seen to be the masters over the
order of things and over humans. The role of humans is reduced to those
who are managed, a manageable entity. Humans are turned into things and
reconstructed as human resources. This reduces humans to objects of man-
agerial power relations within an administration that creates order, the
order of those who manage over those who are managed.3%4

iv) The bureaucratic administration of the order of things

A fourth commonality between strategy and management is the bureau-
cratic aspect of both (Weber 1924). Here the agency of management creates
strategies as courses of actions or orders to be followed by other agencies,
usually lower in the hierarchy.3%> For Weber a business was not just busi-
ness but it had wider implications that reached deep into society. He also
saw strategic and managerial thinking related to cultural disenchantment
thus establishing the basis for an extension of institutional coercion com-
bined with an unstoppable expansion of discipline and strict obedience cre-
ating specialists without spirit and sensualists without heart.>%® These specialists
without spirit create strategic plans through managerial means. This occurs
through means of rationally structured functions called bureaucracy.3%’
Bureaucracy derives from the French term office (bureau) and combines it
with the Greek term for to rule creating the rule of an office as office-rule,
the rule of the bureau or bureaucracy.3

Bureaucracy provides not only administrative means for the Order of
Things at work; it also Manufactures Consent thus creating an Affirmative
Character expressed in a conformist Organisation Man.% It is not so much
bound to the authoritarian character as it is directed towards the affirmative
character.?’° The overemphasis of individuality within management is in
reality dissolved by the administration of people through HRM. It forces
the individual into high levels of adoptive behaviour. This is mediated
through HRM's bureaucratic powers.3’! Bureaucracy is an essential element
of the reproductive domain as well as of the productive domain. Both
are organised under the ideological determinants of managerialism.3”2
Bureaucracy’s ability to manage distant and complex systems reduces
unpredictability and systematises everything. A high potential for system
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integration and an application of power relations inside a rational order
turns subjects into objects of power. Inside the world of work, companies
tend to become the object of total administration, which absorbs even the
HRM-administrators.?”® The HRM web of domination is constructed as the
web of reason itself. Workers and managers are fatally engaged in it.
However, it will never completely succeed in total organisation and is
therefore deemed to endlessly organise against disorganisation. Through
bureaucracy, people at work as in their private lives have become mere
instruments of a mechanistic and instrumental organisation of capitalist
dehumanised pseudo-community.374

v) Dehumanisation and pseudo-community

A fifth commonality between management and strategy is language itself.
The dehumanising bureaucracy outside of work and at work can be seen as
functional only through communication corresponding to the demands of
management and bureaucratic needs (Bauman 1989). Before Bauman
(1989), Weber (1922) extensively discussed the de-humanising aspects of
bureaucracy. While Bauman (1989) related bureaucracy to the Holocaust,
Weber (1922) saw bureaucracy as an operation without regard for persons as it
reduces people to abstract functions and exposes them to impersonal
rules.3”> Communication and language establish legitimacy for manage-
ment through shared goals and the vision of the firm. Above all, the faked
language of vision and mission statements seeks to legitimise management
and managerial strategy. Such mission statements can be summed up as, you
can smell it in his prose, which is equally adept at capturing the vacuity of a cor-
porate mission statement or the back-and-forth of neurotic middle-management
weasels crunching in the vice of mandated staff cuts (Bing 2006:27). Despite all
the corporate nastiness, mission statements are done - not for you! - but for
the firm by creating a faked community among workers that Gouldner
(1952:347) once labelled pseudo-Gemeinschaft. Located at the core of
such a counterfeited Gemeinschaft is what Weber (1922) called Gehduse der
Horigkeit, a cabinet (Gehduse) or shell based on bondage or serfdom
(Horigkeit). Apart from management’s control function exercised through
the implementation of strategy or simply by giving orders, the application
of managerial language produces an additional feature. It produces hege-
mony and the hegemony of meaning in organisations. By doing so, it adds
legitimacy to management.3’¢

vi) Structure over meaning

A sixth commonality between the military and management is their
shared structural form. Both have structure as a defining feature. This
gives meaning to a business entity as it is structure not substance that
stabilises a corporation and with it management. The military and the
management structures are explicitly stated and recorded, available for
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any authorised person. Structure is seen as prescriptive. It tells what the
organisation looks like and these prescriptions have authority. As
Weber (1922:76) once noted no special proof is necessary to show that mil-
itary discipline is the ideal model for the modern capitalist factory. Structure
involves statements that apply to members of an organisation defining
their role, relationships and rewards. Structure is analytically separated
from work processes or technology. Military, business and managerial
strategies serve to structure, to organise and to give meaning to the
complex operations of business companies. In both - military and
business - strategies are not about what should be but rather what is.
Such structures are one of the clearest expressions of managerial instru-
mental-rationality functioning as an element creating legitimacy for
management.

In addition to structure, managerial authority is manifested through
the management of meaning thus creating managerial legitimacy. As
management is the prime institution of communication inside the world
of work, it possesses a privileged position in determining communication
and defining the meaning of it. Therefore, management is the main
source of creating symbols, images, euphemisms, and metaphors repre-
senting power structures in sometimes very straightforward ways
(Bolinger 1968, 1980). Management not only creates such symbols and
images, it also has the prime objective in defining their meaning.
Establishing such meanings can be of greater importance than creating a
symbol. Most of all, managerial creation of symbols and the defining of
meaning attached to it serves a prime purpose, the purpose of creating
managerial authority, assigning responsibilities and maintaining the
subordinate relationship at work.

vii) Authority, responsibility, and subordination

Authority, according to Max Weber (1922), is a guiding principle of man-
agement. But authority comes from a variety of sources. Traditionally,
management did not evolve from charismatic authority such as Nelson
Mandela or from traditional authority like the birthright of Prince Charles.
It rather developed from rational-legal authority that is similar to militarist
authority which is hierarchically established through a position.3”
According to early management writer Henry Fayol (1841-1925), military
and managerial authority and responsibility share the following five
aspects: planning, organising, commanding, coordinating, and controlling.
Both have a division of work based on specialisation, authority and respon-
sibility, discipline, unity of command, unity in direction, subordination of
individual goals, centralisation, scalar chain of communication, social
order, and collegiality and cooperation. Military and management also
share a common interest in the use of power and the structure that supplies
power to them.
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viii) Power and power-relationships

An eighth and final commonality is the issue of power as both — military
and management ~ strongly operate with power and power relationships
via a range of power relations. These are: reward power, coercive power,
referent power, expert power, and legitimate power. At the level of reward
power ‘A’ has power over ‘B’ via some form of formal or informal reward.
At the level of coercive power ‘A’ can issue punishment and disciplinary
action against ‘B’. At the level of referent power mentors or charismatic
leaders have referent powers over ‘B’ when ‘B’ is willing to do what ‘A’
asks in order to be liked by ‘A’. At the level of expert power ‘B’ is willing to
do what ‘A’ demands because of knowledge and expertise. Finally, under
legitimate power ‘A’ has positional power over ‘B’ by virtue of hierarchical
ranking expressed as general (military) or general manager (business).
Common to the use of power in the military as well as in the world of
work is that power works best when seen least. To receive legitimacy,
power almost does not need to do anything as too many people readily
seek to comply with the will of the powerful and do what is expected of
them. To encourage this behaviour, managerialism relies heavily on two
ideological instruments at their disposal. These are technical domination
and engineering ideologies.
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Technical Domination and Engineering
|deology

In its quest for legitimacy management establishes a link to the term strate-
gic. It lifts management from being a rather simple activity into a strategic
activity worthy of academic attention. Managerialism is also legitimised
through the acknowledgement by academics and universities. As a result,
the issue of strategic management receives high popularity in fashionable
and academic management literature such as the Harvard Business Review,
Academy of Management Review, Academy of Management Journal, Administra-
tive Science, Quarterly, and other management journals as well as numerous
books.3”® The concept behind all that literature is to show how to win a war
conducted on the battlefield of markets by operating strategically. Most
importantly, the glorious promises to win the market-share war is issued to
all and believed by all, even though not all can win or have ever won these
battles. But they carry on believing it — almost by some form of inner logic.
Strategy entered the literature of management with Chandler (1962:13). He
defined strategy as the determination of the basic long-term goals and objectives
of an enterprise, and the adoption of courses of action and the allocation of
resources necessary for carrying out these goals. All strategic action is guided
towards a goal under conditions of rational planning. This is not some-
thing terribly new. Aristotle had discussed such teleological action. At its
core remains the following assumption (Habermas 1997:85):

The actor attains an end or brings about the occurrence of a desired state by
choosing means that have promise of being successful in the given situation
and applying them in a suitable manner. The central concept is that of a
decision among alternative courses of action, with a view to the realisation
of an end, guided by maxims, and based on an interpretation of the situa-
tion. The teleological model of action is expanded to a strategic model when
they enter into the agent’s calculation of success the anticipation of deci-
sions on the part of at least one additional goal-directed actor. It is this
model of action that lies behind decision-theoretic and game-theoretic
approaches in economics, sociology, and social psychology.3”

143
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In other words, strategy is a form of rationality that can be measured by the
success of goal-directed intervention (Habermas 1997:15). One can call action
instrumental when technical rules of action and assessments of efficiency
are involved as an intervention into complex circumstances or events. For
the planning of battles (Clausewitz) or objectives of an enterprise (Chandler),
purposive instrumental rationality dedicated to hierarchical means-ends
chains is crucial in the strategic planning of a business battle.

Instrumental rationality is closely linked to the army as well as to man-
agement as both transfer organisational principles to business or war organ-
isations. Located behind both are also ideologies that conceal their political
character. Principally, war is not called war but defence. Profit is not called
profit but organisational goal. Conveniently, profit-making corporations
are just called organisations which sounds much more neutral. It has an
almost value-free appearance. Originally the term organisation stems from
the Greek organon.3® It means tool, apparatus or instrument. Organisations
carry connotations of a formal system with them that has a teleological
orientation towards achieving goals. Such organisations can be seen in a
number of ways. This is shown in Table 9.1:

Table 9.1 Four Forms of Organisations

No. Four Forms

i)  as member-beneficial organisations such as cooperatives, or as

ii)  client-beneficial organisations such as schools or hospitals, or as

iiiy  public-beneficial organisations such as public postal services serving all
members of a community. When the term organisation is used it is the

iv)  owner-beneficial or business that is meant in the world of work.

The standard business-management literature prefers the term organisation
as it carries connotations of being of benefit to members, clients, or the
public (Table 9.1:i-iv) even though owner-beneficial organisations (iv) are
meant. The positive image of Table 9.1(i-iv) is most welcome as it diverts
attention from the real purpose of the exercise, i.e. making profit. It is able
to hide the profit motive behind a neat ideology of benefits to members,
clients, and the public. Ideologically, the more neutral-sounding term
organisation is appreciated as it even includes members, clients, and public
associations. All have positive connotations. The partly positive term
organisation also eclipses a much harsher reality of benefiting one group
over another. It hides the fact that corporations exist to benefit its owners
over its members, i.e. workers. It also benefits its owners over its clients and
most of all its owners over the public.

In the world of work, the organisational communication idea eclipses a
division of those who manage and those who are managed. They are not seen
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as workers but as organisational members. All of this is not only hidden
behind the supposedly neutral term of organisation but also behind an engi-
neering ideology.38! A term such as organisation fits neatly to engineering.
Organisations are seen to be in need of being engineered and engineering
ideology matches the managerial use of rationality. The creation of the
term managerial rationality provided management with a powerful code that
legitimised its very own existence and at the same time politically neu-
tralised a socially constructed reality by referring to an impartial and un-
biased conduct at work. This all-embracing code has been presented as the
one and only rational way towards modernity. It links progress and the
benefit of all people to modernisation and management. Management,
engineering, and managerial rationality were made synonymous with the
advancement of society under modernity and Enlightenment.?®? In this
project engineers like Frederick Taylor played a vital role as they supplied
an engineering ideology to the process of establishing managerial control
over production. While originally used for the organisation of production,
in the hands of management engineering ideology became a useful tool
that instrumentally and strategically supported management. This was
established in a number of ways. Firstly, management has been able to turn
engineering concepts such as technical solutions into technical problems
via the transferral into social relations at work. Hence, social problems
became technical problems and management used engineering solutions to
solve problems in the area of work.

Secondly, the influence of technical problem-solving mechanisms is
customary in textbooks used to educate managers. Scavenging teaching
material from technical colleges and transferring it into business schools
created the perception that issues at work can be solved by applying a few
rational steps.33 Instrumental rationality as applied by engineers has now
entered business-school teaching in an attempt to redesign work that is
totally subsumed under the encompassing engineering ideology of
efficiency. To achieve profitable efficiency work has to be totally surren-
dered to managerial rationality in a taken-for-granted approach that
claims to be universal.

Management has literally managed to represent itself as a TINA-institu-
tion. There Is No Alternative! Only the institution of management can
guarantee effectiveness and efficiency.3% Following that, management has
increased its legitimacy dramatically. Overwhelmingly, all this is necessary
for management to construct itself as an apolitical and neutral endpoint,
serving only the common good of managing wealth creation.®S Thirdly,
along with a traditional understanding of engineering problems through
the containerisation of problems in boxed-up versions came an equally
boxed-in understanding of issues in the world of work. Such compartmen-
talisation of work issues into narrowly defined subject areas enables man-
agers to disconnect work issues from the social existence of labour and
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management. Management is able to live inside the square it has created
for itself. Issues adjacent or even outside such boxes can conveniently be
excluded. By definition such managerial approach already excludes certain
forms of knowledge and prevents any thinking outside a pre-defined
subject area. Hence, non-managerial issues such as politics, economics,
political economy, issues of a reproductive domain, etc. remain outside the
comprehended realm of management and its standardised literature.

A neatly defined box of knowledge that selects issues for management
and disregards those which can be ignored or neglected is mirrored in a set
of accompanying literature that is constructed in the same way. As a conse-
quence, there is no need for a managerial Index Librorum Prohibitorum. An
index of forbidden books for management does not exist. Management sci-
entists, management writers, and journal editors themselves closely guard
and protect an equally closely defined body of knowledge.3%¢ The purpo-
sively built-in selectiveness of management and management literature is
part of managerialism. It is one of the core guiding principles that enable
one-dimensionality and exclusion. Because of the self-serving ideology of
managerialism, there is neither a need for sanctions nor for external forms
of punishment.?¥” The French philosopher Foucault (1995) had correctly
predicted that external forms of punishment are dissolved by internalised
self-discipline.3® Management’s self-disciplining restrictions to issues
regarded supportive of managerialism as predicted by Foucault has been
achieved.

Fourthly, the application of engineering concepts also supports
managerial issues by appearing to be neutral and disconnected to any
historical understanding. Managerial history, the historical origins
of managerial rationality, instrumental thinking, and the history of
military-strategic thinking remain untouched or reduced to mere foot-
notes. Hence, academic texts are structured along engineering lines that
cut off rather than provide historical origins of concepts such as manage-
rial rationality. They negate historical origins through the reduction of
managerialism to technical correlations. This diminishes the social, polit-
ical and economic history of management and the world of work. Any
issues related to the world of work are trimmed to the simple issue of
pure application of neutral instruments or tools that can be used to fix
any problem.

Fifthly, the individual as an active agent has been replaced by system
rationality. This seeks to standardise the world of work via institutions,
organisation, system planning, and strategy. Neutral organisational
charts and graphs are produced and reproduced in order to eliminate the
political and historical role of actors. Those who have been made the
object of management are hidden inside a neglected historical under-
standing of mass production. Their historical suffering is also concealed.
The history of this is covered up by an engineering ideology that is
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applied by management. Consequently, labour as an actor has been
removed. This actor has been suitably deleted from the conscience of
modern managers who are conditioned to think in simple engineering
terms: ‘A’ leads to ‘B’; O = [I; apply human resource ‘A’ to computer ‘B’
and it(!) will compute ‘C’ efficiently.

Such process of anti-agent system thinking fits to the standardisation and
engineering of production. In human terms, this is the embodiment of
social engineering. When management began to view labour as engineer-able
the lines between worker and machine became blurred. In this way, labour
as a social actor has been reduced to a functional auxiliary to the machine.
Today, this labour-machine attachment has changed. The engineering logic
of the information age works as follows: apply a human resource (A) to a
computer (B) and it will compute information (C) efficiently. What has
changed is not the engineer-ability of labour or the reduction of labour to a
supplement. What has changed is the machine: the computer of late capital-
ism has replaced the machine of early capitalism. In early as in late capital-
ism, the social actor labour suffers the same fate — the reduction to a
functional additive of an engineered production and socially constructed
work system. The process of an engineered machine treatment of workers
extends beyond simple engineering of the work processes. This process is
able to re-engineer humans seen as upright-walking humans (erectus) into
deformed or fabricated humans. The upright-walking homo erectus bends
over to the system of production and is converted into homo fabricatus
linking humans to the self-stabilising system. With this move a social
system of fabricated humans that exist in fabricated workplaces has been
established. Once exposed to the inner logic of a pre-fabricated machine
existence, workers become objects of power as the rationality of irrationality
takes its course.3%°

In this process the irrationality of converting humans into functional
additives is covered by the instrumental rationality of the engineering
process. According to Marcuse (1966:163), the machine is only a means,
the end is the conquest of nature, the domestication of natural forces through a
primary enslavement: The machine is a slave that serves to make other slaves.
Such a domineering and enslaving drive may go together with the quest for
human freedom. Inside this domineering system it is a challenging task to
liberate oneself by converting previous slaves into human beings. The
rules of the machine that turns humans into machine-slaves are accepted
as a way of life in work as in society. While appearing neutral, socially
constructed technology and engineering has been used to force workers
into acceptance of their machine status serving specific management
ends (Gouldner 1976). In the engineering and management discourse
workers and machines have to be directed towards the same end. This
has a long history. As the American Machinist wrote on 23 March 1900
(p. 208), hiring a man and buying a machine are very much alike. Both are
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functions of an instrumental rationality that is directed towards measur-
able outcomes while the individual is merged with a machine or a
system and subsequently ceases to exist as an individual. The individual
vanishes into technical rationality via neutralisation of humans in pro-
duction processes which are relieved of any humanity. The system
metaphor became the system imperative based on standardisation and
systematisation of work.3® It is one of the clearest expressions of
managerial rationality. It guides production as much as today’s service,
information, or knowledge industries. Standardisation and progress
are equated. This system paradigm pretends to end domination and
power relations and relocate them away from management in neutral
systems.

These supposedly neutral systems operate independent of manage-
ment who as the designer of these systems can move into the back-
ground only to observe how the system converts actors into system
conforming in- and output functions. Management is even freed from
control functions as system functions built into the system guarantee
control. Such managerial system thinking establishes a cybernetic model
of work.3! In a hyper-mechanised machine society even management
becomes entrapped in system mechanics. Management as much as
labour represents its own alienated work situation. Being part of a system
reduces the agent and creates a lack of spirit and aesthetics. This is repro-
duced in the managerial myths of equality, liberation, progress, and
reason.**? Once engineering ideologies that had been locked into the
system narrative of the mechanisation of production exceed the domain
of management, they start to colonise the economic, societal, moral,
cultural, and political domain.3%3

The construction of labour and society as system auxiliaries occurs
inside and outside the productive domain. This is communicatively
expressed as a system only measuring in- and outputs. Only measurable
entities are included.3** The system is geared towards conformity in
which the individual agent is alien unless it conforms to the system as
defined by managers. These managerial work systems rely on engineer-
ing ideologies. Human elements are transformed into engineering ele-
ments, the result of which is needed to make the engineering or
managerial system work. In such an engineering project only univer-
sally quantifiable forms of communication enter into a cost-benefit or
means-ends analysis. They are a prerequisite for the system conforming
domination of workers. The often-claimed individual, individuality
itself, and non-quantifiable qualities only stand in the way of a business
organisation designed to systematically dominate workers and material
things inside a concept of measurable power relations. To further
explain the role of the agent in the production process inside profit-
oriented organisations, two economic concepts are called upon: agency
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theory and transaction-cost analysis. Agency theory includes three key
assumptions:

Table 9.2 Agency Theory at Work

No. Explanations

i) workers — now re-named organisational members - are only interested
in the maximisation of their own self-interest,

i) working life is reduced to contractual existence under conditions of
self-advancement, and

iii)  organisations encourage self-interest behaviour and opportunism.

Table 9.2 shows that agency theory takes on three forms in which a worker —
now more neutrally labelled agent — is reduced to a functional element
inside a highly structured system. This is complementary to a relative high
degree of system thinking that is used to justify and legitimise managerial-
ism. It assumes that workers only act inside a given system without
acknowledging that management designed the whole system. This system
constrains and confines labour’s action to a mere function that is part of
the pre-conceived system. Forced to exist within these system precincts
labour’s behaviour is bound to include elements of system conformity that
can be used by management and its entourage of willing management
writers to support the ideas of agency theory. Workers, willing writers, and
agency theory itself have become no more than a supporting tool of the
system of managerialism. The other managerial tool is the transaction-cost
analysis where a controlling hierarchy establishes internal company control
of workers through the introduction of market forces. It operates via the
introduction of supplier-customer models into a company.**> By doing so,
management has been able to effectively neutralise two issues, its own
responsibility and the consequences of its action. Once the management of
capitalist production has been set up in this way via the transferral of
responsibilities and accountabilities into a neutral system process based on
engineering ideologies, managers are free to act at will. All consequences
have been offloaded to the system.

The impact and consequences of the Taylorist engineering ideology

As important as the ideological support through concepts such as instru-
mental, technical or engineering ideologies are, they still are the major enemy
of the workingman (Morgan 1986:22). Apart from agency and transaction-cost
theory it has been Taylor and with Taylor the outgrowth of Taylorism that
has supported managerialism. As a technical-rational engineering ideology
Taylorism has fundamentally reshaped labour’s active participation in
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socially constructed decision-making processes at work. It did so by reduc-
ing all knowledge questions to the issue of technique, resulting in a cult of
the managerial expert. Ever since Frederick W. Taylor (1911) it has com-
monly been assumed that the managerial expert only needs to apply a few
simple law-like steps and tools to achieve his pre-determined goal of
winning the market-share war. In order not to uncover the socially con-
structed management ideology of Taylor, Taylorism is presented as a
scientific-neutral and technical-engineering project. The non-scientific and
non-neutral character of Taylorism is hidden in just three of Taylor’s
(1911:59) own statements:

Table 9.3 Taylor’s Value-Neutrality Exposed

No. Three direct quotes from Taylor’s work on scientific management

i) he [worker] should be so stupid and so phlegmatic that he resembles the mental
make-up of the ox

ii)  to train an intelligent gorilla,

iii)  he is so stupid that the word ‘percentage’ has no meaning to him.

Table 9.3 shows that once exposed as stupid worker, gorilla, or ox the
truth hidden inside the so-called Scientific Management of Taylor is less
scientific and more ideological than the title of his work lets one believe.
What is portrayed in standard management literature appears rather dif-
ferent from what Taylor actually wrote. Rather than being scientific the
term Scientific Management seeks to eclipse the ideological content of
Taylorism. Behind the screen of a supposedly scientific approach to man-
agement lies a rather unscientific but highly ideological form of manage-
rial domination. Taylor’s so-called scientific engineering steps seek no
more than the conversion of labour — under Taylor scientifically called
an ox, a gorilla, or labelled as stupid ~ into an unhistorical and socially
disconnected element of production. Taylor’s ideological statements and
ideas are depicted as a techno-managerial project enabling management
to appear neutral. The falsity of management’s claim to Scientific
Management through reliance on engineering and technology has been
exposed not only in a few direct quotes from Taylor himself but also
through a deeper analysis of technology. Technology is one of the core
issues that management uses. It is particularly used when managerial
processes have to pretend to be neutral. With technology in its neu-
tralised form management is able to represent itself as neutral. There are
a number of critical points against the technology-as-neutrality project.
This is summed up in Table 9.4:3%
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Table 9.4 Critique of Technology-as-Neutrality Project

No. Managerial Use of Technology to establish Domination over Work

1 Scientific-technical rationality as such has become an organisational principle
at work supporting domination and managerial hegemony.

2 Operational techniques have moved to centre stage of the modern enterprise

3 Organisational techno-rationality has become the method for production and
control over workers forcing them to comply with managerial methodologies.

4 Technical planning, formalisation of technical rules and technical functionalism
occurs prior to its application at work.

5  Technical processes function as rational instruments for bureaucratic control.

6 Technical regimentation of work processes are used to eradicate workers’
non-compliance as it is made to appear anti-technical, irrational and
non-logical.

7  Affirmation to a technical process enshrines affirmation to managerial
domination of production.3’

8 Technology as means is not politically innocent because, even as it serves
generic ends such as increasing the productivity of labour, its specific design
and application in the existing industrial society forms the bias for a way of
life that involves the domination of man by man.3%

9 Technology as a total system or a cultural formation takes the place as an
ideology that legitimises the existing society.

10  Scientific-technical rationality is a priori adapted to the maintenance of social
domination.

11  Technological choice, like all other aspects of production, is determined by
the fact that the pursuit of efficiency involves the impositions of effective
control, not only over nature, but also over human beings at work.

The essence of Table 9.4 can be summed up in Marcuse’s (1968:224, 225)
words, technology is always a historical-social project: in it is projected what a
society and its ruling interests intend to do with men and things. The machine
is not neutral; technical reason is the social reason ruling a given society. It
can be changed in its very structure. In order to hide the socially con-
structed character, its asymmetric power structure, introduction and
application have been hidden behind the neutral claim. Similar to the
use of Tayloristic social-engineering technology and domineering pro-
duction arrangements is the application of Taylor’s un-scientific, value-
biased, socially rather than technically created Scientific Management.
Taylor’s idea of science is reduced to the application of a few technical
steps. Depicting Taylor’s project as non-historical engineering steps
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masks the historical, political, economical, and social context that
influenced the creation of Taylor’s ideas. Once freed up of its historical
context and its socially constructed content, Taylor has been reduced to
four key steps. These are shown in Table 9.5:

Table 9.5 Four Key Steps to Accomplish Taylorism

No. Steps needed

i)  developing a science of work,

ii)  scientifically selecting and training labour,

iii) combining a science of work and selecting and training labour, and
iv) management and labour must specialise and collaborate closely.

These four steps shown in Table 9.5 depict that Taylor’s engineering
ideology is not directed towards an engineering problem but towards
the social organisation of labour and management. His ideology is based
on social theory, not technical theory. It creates a socially constructed
reality, the reality of a separation between techne and technology as a
socially introduced re-organisation of work under the division of
labour.?*® Once technology was seen as a liberating force directed
towards an instrumentalisation of things. Today this is no longer the
case as we know that even technological progress can be used for the diminu-
tion of human liberty (Orwell 1949:201). The relentless application of
engineering ideology turns the human mind into a shackled mind that
prevents the liberation of thought. The instrumentalisation of workers at
work represents the instrumentalisation of workers’ minds at work and
beyond. Shrouded as a technical or engineering process, this social re-
organisation of work was done by taking or stealing knowledge from the
craftsman’s techne. Here, techne can be understood in its Greek origin of a
traditional value-charged craft practised in pre-Taylorised times when
craft, production, and art were one element. Under Taylor, the artistic
techne of the craftsman is transferred to management who resides over
the knowledge of techne. Eventually, it was converted into technics as an
apparatus of industry, communication, transportation and other areas of
production and extra-productive domains.

Eventually techne and technics became techne-ology or technology as the
scientific version of techne via horizontal and vertical division of labour.
Technology and social change altered the old ways of the craftsman
significantly. They stripped the craftsman of his craft tools and with it he
lost his productive power (Marx). It also stripped his craft knowledge
away by transferring it as techne (Taylor) to management. Stripped of
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craft-tools and craft-knowledge, management was able to divide labour in
two ways:40°

Table 9.6 The Horizontal and Vertical Division of Labour

Division Description

Horizontal The horizontal division of labour enshrines the fragmentation of
skill knowledge previously owned by craftsmen by dividing work into
an endless amount of tasks. This created a further level of alienation
as the producer [worker] is further disconnected from the product of
his work while it enhanced the social domination of labour at work.

Vertical At the vertical level, the second division of labour allows the social
re-organisation of work dividing production into in a managerial
top-down fashion where the top designs tasks and the down operates
them.

As Table 9.6 shows, management established itself as guardian of techno-
logy completing its socially constructed domination over labour via hori-
zontal and vertical division of labour. At the horizontal level, this led to
an acceptance of managerial task-oriented functions that split workers
into little closed-up compartments on the one side and on the other side
allowed social domination engineered through a technical process that
has been sold as value neutral while in fact enshrining the horizontal
division of workers. At the vertical level, management’s techno-ideology
allowed the extraction of long-established guild and craft knowledge
from workers under the shroud of Scientific Management, the science of
extracting labour’s craft knowledge from them only to be converted into
management knowledge and used as a weapon of domination. It trans-
ferred knowledge from one domain into another, from labour to man-
agement. This managerial operation sealed the fate of the workers. At the
lowest level, it reduced workers to mere operators. The divisions of
labour can be shown as:

Management: engineering ideology through transferred knowledge

Division of labour into tasks Social domination achieved
accepted as legitimate through the creation of tasks

Labour: ideologically dominated through techniques of operator status

Figure 9.1 Horizontal and Vertical Division of Labour
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As Figure 9.1 shows, the hidden status of Taylor’s engineering and tech-
nical ideology becomes visible through Taylor (1911:33) himself. He
demanded that management must take over and perform much of the work
that used to be done by the craftsman. Once the knowledge was taken
from workers and transferred into the realm of management, workers
could be downgraded. He should be so stupid and so phlegmatic that he
resembles the mental make-up of the ox.**! These words are neither
scientific nor value-free. Taylor’s non-value-free idea of social domina-
tion applies not only to mechanised plants, tools, and exploitation of
resources, but also to the mode of labour as adoption to and handling of the
machine process, as arranged by scientific management (Marcuse 1966:235).
Instead of being a purely scientific and value-free process of material
handling, Taylor’s own words on gorilla and ox uncover it as Un-Scientific
Management.

While viewing workers as oxen or gorillas, Taylor also realised that
animals cannot run factories scientifically. For Taylor, the workman
cannot be totally reduced to an ox. Therefore, he designed a system in
which someone more intelligent than a workman must train him. In short,
Taylorism is more about a social engineering ideology than mechanical
engineering. The very concept of technical reason is perhaps ideological
(Marcuse 1968:223). More relevant than the cloaking is its ideological
character under the title of Scientific Management and a not-so-neutral
and scientific application of laws to work is the creation of an adequate
ideology for management. The ideology of the neutral (management must
take over!) and value-free (mental make-up of the ox!) Scientific Management
allowed Taylor to cloak a social reorganisation of work that provided for
management. Its real relevance can be found in an ideological content
that could be carried from manufacturing to the service industry; from
the primary to the secondary and to the tertiary sector; from industrial
to post-industrial work. At all levels, Taylor’s engineering ideology legit-
imised managerial domination of labour. It became a dominant theme of
managerialism.4%?

This domination had to be sold to the workingmen (Taylor) so that the
value-biased engineered technical practice of social domination found
acceptance among those who were on the receiving end. Modern produc-
tion processes were linked to technology and communicated as a civilisa-
tion and engineering project and not as a domineering project. It was
presented as an expression of pure rationality and modernity seeking to
integrate humans into dehumanising work arrangements that start with
separation.

In modern industrial society, the separation of the worker from the
means of production has become a technical necessity requiring the
individual and private direction and control of the means of production,
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that is, the autonomy of the personally responsible entrepreneur in the
enterprise (Marcuse 1968:212).

The system integrative elements had to be communicatively established.
Technology can never achieve this by itself. Only a technical system that
is communicated in such a way that Taylor’s value-neutral gorillas were
willing to participate in their own domination can achieve this. Domina-
tion via technological means represents a universal mediation of modern
working life. Using Feenberg’s concept of The Dialectics of Technology
(2002:178), acceptance, legitimacy, and willingness to participate have
to be communicatively achieved. This has been done through eight key

elements:

Table 9.7 Eight Communicative Elements of Technical Domination

No. Form

Description

i) Decontextualisation

i) Systematisation

iii)  Reductionism

iv)  Mediation

V) Automatisation

vi)  Vocationalism

vii)  Positioning

viii) Initiative

Through technology the subject becomes an object of
a technical process that hides the context of work
process disabling a comprehensive understanding.

Work processes are presented as part of a rational
- and therefore unchangeable — system with in- and
outputs and self-regulatory mechanisms.

Workers are valued only via a reduction of
exchangeable and functional qualities and quantities
in a dehumanising process directed towards
productivity.

Interfaces between workers and the productive system
are mediated through technical processes and
communicatively established system integration.

Factory automation (mass production) and
automated offices (IT) communicate domination
via positioning workers as functional additives to
automation.

Vocational training’s domination-hiding qualities are
communicated as a necessary system demand that
excludes aesthetics and ethical qualities.

Technical domination is established via a positioning
of labour in a pre-designed work arrangement setting
narrow boundaries for workplace life.

Technical domination demands participation beyond
passivity as demands encourage system-conforming
initiatives that lead to self-domination.
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Table 9.7 shows how communicatively established domination via
technology is engineered. The ideology of technology converts a
subject — the person - into an object of technology. The process of social
engineering using specific techniques leads to a technification of a prev-
iously social process. A social process is turned into a technical one and
becomes technified. Taylor’s engineering ideology directs the objectified
human at work towards a working world that is disconnected from work
which could establish context. The individual is to perform a task
detached from any meaning of work. Individuals are reduced to mere
functional additives to a pre-designed system inside which they experi-
ence their own reduction. This is strongly expressed by Marcuse
(1968:223):

Under the compulsion of reason, the fate is fulfilled that Weber foresaw
with remarkable clarity in one of his most telling passages: Joined to the
dead machine, [bureaucratic organisation] is at work to erect the shell of
that future bondage to which one day men will perhaps be forced to
submit in impotence.

The technically driven work process joins workers to the dead machine cre-
ating a kind of bondage as well as a submission to impotence. But the system
still depends on a domineering mediation between worker and machine.
These mediations are communicatively established via an automated or
computerised workplace that demands vocational training to be directed
towards functionality and not towards critical reflection, aesthetics or
ethical qualities of work.®®® The process of functional socialisation is
directed towards pre-conditioning and pre-domesticating humans.*%* It
stabilises the pre-designed work system inside which labour operates in a
pre-engineered work context created by managerial experts and commu-
nicatively legitimised through the ideology of a value-neutral engineering
project.

The role and socially constructed-ness of management, managers,
and managerialism has been intentionally reclassified and reframed so
that it appears almost synonymous to the term engineer. In this view a
managerial expert is seen as: man is an engineer too, a social engineer,
engineering social consent (Whyte (1961:29-30). Whyte is not alone.
Celebrated philosopher Karl Popper has added his piecemeal social
engineering to the managerial project (Birnbaum 1969:81). In short,
engineering ideology is used to cover the social content of the enter-
prise. It is also used to cover the historical reality of management’s role
in establishing hierarchy, discipline, control, and supervision, all of
which have supported the emergence of capitalism ever since human
society left the dark ages of feudalism (Marglin 1974). Historically,



Technical Domination and Engineering Ideology 157

management has achieved its historic mission to set up control over
work via three essential control mechanisms:

Table 9.8 Management’s Control Mechanisms

Control Description
i) Nature control over nature as engineering and production control;
ii) Humans control of human beings via processing labour through

primitive methods of surveillance and drill that did not
mean that labour goose-stepped into factories but more
significantly they were drilled in obedience to managerial
rules;

iif) Organisational control over organisational abilities via hierarchy and
bureaucracy.

Table 9.8 shows that control over nature (i) and over organisational
abilities (iii) has been less challenging for management than the establish-
ment of control over humans (ii). Control over labour is strongly mani-
fested in a structure of control over material and authoritative resources
that allows management to generate command over labour. Control over
labour also incurs the dialectic between labour resistance, hegemonic and
consensual domination on the one hand and forms of control on the other
(Mumby 1997:349). These do not operate independently of each other as
they have developed historically.

Managerial, organisational and labour control are closely linked to the
historical development of capitalism (Edwards 1979:177-183). This deve-
lopment has led to fundamental changes in occupations with the develop-
ment of employment linked to routine production services, in-person
services, and symbolic-analytical services.*> As shown in Table 9.9 below,
capitalism and communicative control not only changed in the world of
work but both have also developed fine-tuned methods.*°® With changes in
control instruments, communication has also undergone several changes.
In Table 9.9 these changes are shown with their adjacent communicative
metaphors able to exemplify these changes. They range from early capital-
ism based on (i) owner-worker relationship to mechanised production
systems relying on Fordist and Taylorist concepts (ii). The shift from manu-
facturing industries towards service industries (iii) brought new forms of
control. As society and work moved into the stage of a (iv) Post-Industrial
Society and eventually into the (v) Information or Knowledge Society, shifts in
communicative control mechanisms changed again (Bell 1973; Stehr 1994).
Each of these five communicative stages of controlling work is shown
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through stage-specific metaphors.?” The metaphors used in table 9.9 below
symbolise each stage to a large extent. They are taken from fiction literature
as such literature sometimes portrays reality better than reality itself:

Table 9.9 Metaphors for Five Stages of Communicating Control

Stage: Early Manufacturing Service Post-Industrial Information
Craft-Based Ford & Industry Society or Knowledge
Workshops Taylor and Society
Bureaucracy
— i) - — ii) » — iii) » —iv) > - V)
Metaphor:  Steinbeck’s Charlie Franz Kafka's The BBC's George Orwell’s
Grapes of Chaplin’s The Trial*®® The Office 1984

Wrath*%8 Modern Times

Table 9.9 starts with Early Craft and Workshop based Capitalism (i) during
the rise of the private enterprise system. These were workshops with capi-
talists as owners and bosses on the one side and workers on the other side
of a production system dominated by craft. Supervision was direct and
related to master and worker. Communication was direct. At the second
stage (ii), the agency of owner started to separate from labour via the rise of
management. Owners were no longer able to operate direct control over
labour. With movement from such craft based workshops towards the rise
of the factory system under Taylorist and Fordist principles, control shifted
more from the agency of the owner towards technical structure. Rising
technical structures have led to the use of technical processes as a control-
ling instrument. The form of technical control is expressed in Charlie
Chaplin’s Modern Times movie.*!° Managerial control over the use of tech-
nology such as Taylor’s task and Ford’s assembly line enabled management
to establish control over the domain of labour (ii).

With the move from manufacturing towards the service industry, manage-
rial bureaucratic control mechanisms were established (iii). Bureaucratic
control shown as a Kafkaesque metaphor (iii) moved towards the so-called
post-industrial society. The British BBC’s TV series The Office (iv) became
the defining metaphor.*!! Core to communicatively established control
under The Office metaphor is the development away from strictly bureau-
cratised personnel management prevalent at stages (ii) and (iii). Control
moved towards a more flexible Human Resource Management relying fore-
most on elements of knowledge management. It encompasses all know-
ledge entities and measures these against so-called Key Performance
Indicators (KPI) at corporate level. It converts knowledge from something
needed in production into something more definitive for industry. It
turns knowledge into something that is managerially constructed, to be
managed, and manageable. Hence management was quick to occupy the
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word knowledge for itself. It located knowledge literally in front of itself. By
colonising the term knowledge it turned management into knowledge man-
agement. Knowledge management is one more mutant form of managerialism
that walks blithely over a whole tradition of Western philosophy, crushing all
subtleties and distinctions (Watson 2003:27).

The information or knowledge economy can be signified in the most dra-
matic metaphor of all, George Orwell’s 1984 (v).*!2 While Orwell saw the
future of society only as dark and grim, the future of work might not be so.
Unlike Orwell’s vision, the future is not a dark and grim nightmare where
workers are trapped in a communicatively constructed horror and where
managerial language defines every human thought. Like all other stages
before, this stage also includes the dialectic between control and potentials
for emancipation and resistance. Hope may only be created for those
without hope. Orwell himself had acknowledged this. Orwell (1949:174)
wrote, with all their cleverness they had never mastered the secret of finding out
what another human being was thinking. Deleuze (1995:182) has also
expressed the dialectics between control and resistance:

new ways of manipulating money, products, and men, no longer chan-
nelled through the old factory system...one of the most important ques-
tions is whether trade unions still have any role: linked throughout their
history to the struggle against disciplines, in sites of confinement, can
they adapt, or will they give way to new forms of resistance against
control societies.*13

The future might, according to Deleuze (1995) show who will be the agent
struggling against Orwellian mind-control.#!* To establish the latest version
of control at work, management has become more reliant on communica-
tion. Here, communication is neither neutral nor enabling as it is used to
establish and, above all, to maintain control and hierarchies at work.
Increasingly, managerial system maintenance is less achieved through
direct, mechanical or bureaucratic control mechanisms at work. As core
elements of the work regime become more and more internalised in the
minds of labour, management has been able to utilise other forms of
control. This newer version of control relies to a much greater extent on
communication than it has in the past.
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Control and Communication at Work

Regardless of the way control is administered, it is often communicated in
some form. These forms can be depicted inside a framework that is
however not sufficient to assess today’s workplace. The traditional and
sequential view of control developed by Edwards (1979) is most widely
used. This idea asserts that with the advanced development of capitalism
and its subsequent restructuring of work, control of work also changed.
Any extension of communication must go well beyond Edwards’ (1979)
original concept of control. The three known forms of control no longer
serve as a sufficient explanation of control at work. With advances in work
organisations Edwards’ original model of control must also be advanced to
reflect today’s workplace. This is shown in Figure 10.1:

‘ (i) craft — mass-manufacturing —) service-industry I l (ii) direct — technical — bureaucratic I
v L4
l (iii) post-industrial — information-knowledge society l [ (iv) see figure 10.2 on page 166 |

Figure 10.1 Workplace Control in the Post-Industrial and Information-Knowledge
Society

Figure 10.1 shows that as modern production and society have advanced
from (i) accurately reflecting Edwards’ original stages of control (ii), indus-
try has progressed towards post-industrial and eventually into an informa-
tion-knowledge society (iii).*!> Management has established new forms of
control coinciding with these developments (iv). The developments
strongly exposed the demand for an extension of the forms of control. The
additions of new versions of control are shown in Figure 10.2 below.
Somewhat overlapping and often mutually supporting control instruments
at stages beyond Edwards’ (1979) traditional forms (A-C) are forms of
control that appear in (D) and (E) in Figure 10.2 below. These two additions
reflect the two new stages in capitalist development shown as new stages in
the development of managerial control.

160
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Controlling a post-industrial workforce beyond (A-C) relies firstly on
what Barker (1993, 1999, 2005) has labelled concertive, indicating a con-
certed management effort to control which is not coercive in character.
Here, new work arrangements such as teamwork created new control
systems. These are enshrined in systems such as neighbourhood-watch or
peer-group control (D). As these forms of control affect mostly workers
organised in teams, functional groups, separated units and the like, they
have been seen as an overall control instrument somewhat limited to
these groups or teams of workers. Therefore, a fifth version of control
was necessary to secure overall control. Increasingly, this is the task of
the socialised form of control (E).

As working societies move increasingly into non-manufacturing work
arrangements (figure 10.2:E), such control mechanisms are increasingly
supported by an internalised form of social-ised control (Wills 1977).
Today’s workforce is well-conditioned or socialised for the demands of
industrial work settings. This process started when workers entered
industrial settings more than 200 years ago. Workers have been forced
to internalise work regimes for several generations and work regimes
have been part of a tradition that has been handed down from genera-
tion to generation. Social mechanisms of work have been inherited
almost like any material inheritance. This social-inheritance process of
converting humans into labour occurred in most advanced industrialised
countries over several decades. In short, today’s workforce has been
exposed to the managerial structure of work for a very long time. As a
result, it has not only internalised work mechanisms but also a concur-
rent work-support system external to work. Both work and its external
support system have established workers’ socialisation or system inte-
gration. Working inside the confines of the present work regime today
is not challenged. Instead the present confines are widely accepted
based on a long history of socialisation. Deleuze (1995:177) has
expressed the internalisation process that leads to the socialisation of
an individual:

Table 10.1 Steps of the Socialisation of an Individual

first  an individual is socialised through  all of the family,

then an individual is socialised through  the school (you’re not at home, you know),

then an individual is socialised through the barracks (you ‘re not at school, you
know),

then an individual is socialised through the factory, hospital from time to time,
maybe prison, the model site of
confinement
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Table 10.1 shows that after years of confinement in family, school, and bar-
racks, humans adapt to the managerial machinery with ease and domesti-
cation at work is less necessary. The brutality that characterised early
capitalism during the 18% and 19" century when whips, floggings, punish-
ment, rape, beatings, etc. were used extensively, excessively, and sometimes
sadistically are mostly gone.*!6 All of these are no longer necessary in
advanced countries. As Orwell (1949:220) put it in his 1984,

...but in any case an elaborate mental training, undergone in childhood
and grouping itself around the Newspeak words crimestop, blackwhite
and doublethink, makes him unwilling and unable to think too deeply
on any subject whatever.

In other words, an elaborate schooling, work training and conditioning
starting with kindergarten in childhood and extended throughout school-
ing places workers within the system supportive language of working
hard, be on time, follow instructions, etc. This sort of doublethink makes
him unwilling and unable to think too deeply on any subject whatever.
Orwellian doublethink prevents any deeper thinking about work, work
regimes and the reason behind them. Today’s workforce is domesticated
through elaborate mental training linked to the generational inheritance of
wotking experience that is passed on through traditions of working fami-
lies. Functional schooling systems and mediated access to reality during
primary socialisation accompany it in ever more sophisticated ways.*!’

This is not something spectacularly new. Rousseau diagnosed this in the
year 1755. More than 250 years later Rousseau’s words have not lost their
significance. The process of primary and secondary socialisation still has the
same goal. Rousseau wrote in 1755 (p. 12), by becoming domesticated, they
[the workers]...become sociable and a slave, he grows weak, timid and servile. A
mere 211 years later, Marcuse (1966:36) expressed this in a more modern
way when saying:

The slaves of developed industrial civilisation are sublimated slaves, but
they are slaves...slavery is determined...neither by obedience nor by
hardness of labour but by the status of being a mere instrument, and the
reduction of man to the state of a thing. This is the pure form of servi-
tude: to exist as an instrument, as a thing...as reification tends to
become totalitarian.

To achieve such an all-encompassing level of societal status of totalitarian-
ism, all workplace-based — secondary — socialisation seeks to create the
modern Organisational Man.*'® This is established via a linkage between
primary and secondary socialisation.?’® As a human being moves from
primary to secondary socialisation, the Organisational Man comes into
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being (Figure 10.2:E). With a move to (E), control mechanisms external to
the workplace gain importance. Consequently, HR managers receive
an already-formatted human who only requires minor adjustments to be
converted into a resource and managed to the benefit of the corporation.*?

Table 10.2 Forms of Socialisation and Conditioning

No. Forms of Socialisation and Conditioning

i)  external and internal conditioning or
if)  primary and secondary socialisation

Table 10.2 shows how the complete adaptation of workers to today’s work
regime can be achieved by the interplay between the forms of socialisation
and conditioning. External and primary socialisation engraves the ideology
of upward movement into workers who will need only minor support to
also flourish at work. Upward mobility is communicated from kindergarten
to the school league table. HRM only extends this in an organisational
perspective centred on upward mobility. It hides any a priori socialisation
preserved in endless league tables, rankings, grading, and the like.#?! These
rankings represent no more than the hierarchical structure of society that
represents the hierarchical structure of work. In both the work and
the society domain hierarchies support the social relations constructed by
management at work and capitalism at society level.

Any view of social relations at work based on Edwards’ (1979) original
forms of control that are established at work via secondary socialisation
needs to be enhanced. As Edwards’ original forms for work-related control
lose in relevance, advanced industrial societies’ adaptation to work occurs
via a combined effort of primary and secondary socialisation. Any under-
standing of current work regimes needs to include two things - firstly, two
additional forms of secondary socialised control mechanisms at work
(Figure 10.2:D&E) and secondly, the interplay between primary and
secondary socialisation.

While Edwards’ control model was able to operate with three stages,
today two additional dimensions have to be added as only these two can
truthfully reflect the current methods of controlling workers. Without
them control at work cannot comprehensively be understood. In today’s
version of advanced capitalism managerial control via socialisation mecha-
nisms combine external social relations with infernal work relations. Only a
combination of both can lead to a better understanding of the socialising
and controlling mechanisms. A dialectic relationship between reproductive
ex-work and productive in-work relations shows its system maintaining
character. Both are directed towards establishing and maintaining domina-
tion and control via communicative means. Here, the system affirmative



164 Communication and Management at Work

character and one-dimensionality of both parts become evident.*?? Inside
the ideology of managerialism, the system stabilising affirmative character
removes conflict and negates conflict’s inevitable link to the economic
domain. It shifts this link from an inherent issue of labour and manage-
ment to mere problems of maladjustment of a few misguided workers.
With a successful exclusion of conflict from the society and the work
domain, social relations at work and ex-work are made to appear as a
mirror image of each other. The elimination of conflict and contradictions
in the reproductive and productive domains releases mutually enforcing
elements of system integration.

At the point of work communication and control are achieved through
socialisation. Socialisation at the point of ex-work provides a support func-
tion that maintains work relations. Otherwise forms of socialisation would
lose their functions serving no purpose in the present system. The purpose
of socialisation shown in Figure 10.2 below depicts how the support func-
tion of socialisation has supported the system. At its first stage of direct
control (A), rules of engagement at company level were enforced through
the classical instruments of an authoritarian state. These forces socialised
workers into obedience, accepting the industrial way of life. The supporting
institutions for secondary socialisation were police, military and militarised
forms of schooling for the working class of the 18" and 19* century. When
capitalism changed by using Taylorism and later Fordism, forms of protest
changed as well. As the industrial work systems advanced, the use of direct
state instruments directed against workers’ protest and industrial action
started to decline. At the same time, new forms of control mechanisms that
are external to work gained importance. Direct state action moved from
send in the army to liberal forms of Manufacturing Consent (Burawoy 1979;
Herman & Chomsky 1988). Supported by the rise of mass democracy and
consumerism, a totally administered life was made comfortable, appearing
even as the good life (Marcuse 1966:53). Technology elevated through the
mechanistic image of work and society became the metaphor for control
systems enshrined in technical machinery and a technical production
process. This increasingly reflected control mechanisms external to work.
At the same time rapid developments of technology and technical systems
altered work settings.

This move towards a techno-sation of society where a substantial area of
human existence became technical and mechanised also affected the way
people communicated. Even modern language has been colonised by the tech-
nological mindset.*>3> Huge sections of human communication have been
moved into technical language expressed in engineering language. Today,
politics, morality, and ethics have to add value to the business process
benchmarked via a transaction cost analysis seen as input-output factors.
As capitalism moved from Fordist mass manufacturing towards a post-
industrial society, this kind of language became deeply engraved into
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human society. With the rise of the post-industrial society, the technical,
legalistic, and bureaucratic language at work supported social relations at
work (C).

With the rise of work organisation via teamwork during the 1990s,
control was increasingly communicated as in-person communication. New
forms of persuasion from the ex-work domain began to colonise the
world of work. Under neo-liberalism bureaucratic and organisational
forms of regulation that had previously supported work systems moved
towards post-industrial self-regulation cloaked as de-regulation. System
integrative forces of market dominance were utilised to enforce control at
work. Control moved from regulated capitalism to the power of the
deregulated market. Changes in the rules and procedures at work were
strongly communicated via a freeing-up of now deregulated market
forces. The return of the invisible hand of capitalism showed workers the
bad finger, once again.*?* This created a form of communication that
could not be missed or misunderstood.

Finally forms of communicative control via socialisation at level (E) have
been supported powerfully via the restructure of ex-work relations through
the establishment of a mediated society.*?S Unregulated and non-invasive
forms of communication became increasingly corporatised and used instru-
mentally. Open and democratic debate — in fact democracy itself - became
increasingly a routine-ised practice mediated by a commanding mass media
directed towards giving one’s vote so that others could rule.*?¢ Today, neither
representative nor participatory democracy is an internal factor of work.
Democracy has been constructed as an ex-work only affair.*?” It has suc-
cessfully been reduced to a routine that is repeated over and over again.
With a mass-mediated public domain, democracy has been routine-ised. It
has been safely located in the ex-work domain rendering work free of
democracy and managerial autocracy.*?® So-called democratic ex-work rela-
tions have become structured under the premise of instrumental communi-
cation and have enforced system integration. Work processes are off-limits
for democracy as voting is relocated to the off-work domain. As the steering
media of democracy is excluded from work, another steering media covers
the steering needs of work. This steering media is management and its
ideological expression is managerialism.

The anti-democratic ideology of managerialism that establishes control
over the reproduction and the production domains developed alongside
capitalism’s move from its early state to its present stage. During this
process five (Figure 10.2.A-E) distinctive forms expressed in-work and ex-
work relations. The ideological apparatus of managerialism established in
the reproductive domain supports managerial operations inside the world
of work. The first stages of this development can be expressed as a direct-
power structure prevalent in early and small enterprises grouped around
an individual boss (A). The steering power also operates in task structure
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operative in Taylorist/Fordist production (B).*?° It also works as rule struc-
ture based on bureaucracy with functional specialisation (C). Fourthly,
commanding powers are also inhibited in personalised or individualised
structures forcing the ideology of individualism and converting individuals
into workers under pre-structured work regimes (D).

Finally, mediated socialisation structures with system-adapting forces
have been established (E). With the non-democratic communicative
systems in the productive and reproductive domains the adapting forces
come into existence. The five stages of communicatively established
control over work are shown in Figure 10.2. Domains of production
are shown as work domains and domains of reproduction as ex-work
domains. These two domains work together in stabilising the current
system. The ideology of managerialism under advanced capitalism
increasingly demands both domains to operate towards the combined
goal of system integration. External and internal forms of control over
the labour domain can be communicatively expressed via the following
development:*3°

A B c D E
Form: | Direct | ® [ Technology | ® [ Bureaucracy | ® [ Concertive | # [ Internalised |
> > > > >
(i) at- |Personal/Agency | & |Techno-Structuraill & Formal = | Interpersonal < | Socialisationised
work: | Communication | ® [ Communication | ® [ Communication | ¥ | Communication | ¥ | Communication
o o r__ T, X T
(i) ex- | Police, Military, | & | Manufactured | & [ Laws, Rules, | & | Intra-Person = | Mass-Mediated

work: | Dictatorial State | = Consent > Procedures > Persuasion % | Communication

Figure 10.2 The Communicative Foundations of Control at Work

Figure 10.2 shows how forms of direct, technical, bureaucratic, concertive,
and internalised control functions at work relate to (i) relationships at work
and (ii) societal relationships that support the control of individuals at
work (i). The supporting relations of the reproductive or societal domain
are indicated via ‘1" and a broken line between (i) and (ii). These supportive
relationships are shown as a progression moving forward from (A) to (E). At
each stage of capitalist development, control has been communicated
inside work (i) and external to work (ii). As the system advanced, forms of
control and the way it has been communicatively established have under-
gone changes. The first version of control was established when industrial
capitalism came into existence. Control was communicated through a
direct relationship between labour and owners. The following five sections
will discuss the process of communicatively established control in more
detail.
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(A) Communicative control via a direct labour-owner relationship

Figure 10.2 shows that under direct or unmitigated forms of control (A)
the agency as owner of capital has been able to exercise immediate control
in small mercantilist like manufacturing establishments where com-
municative elements have been manifest in a spatial closeness. Relying on
hierarchical owner-labour relationships the commanding authority of
illocutionary speech acts have been directed towards instrumental action.
These speech acts are directed towards performative and purposive activities.
They use warnings, estimates, verdicts, statements and descriptions (Habermas
1979:51). The communicative element that established control over the
worker has been direct. Top-down power relations at work are communi-
cated directly. Control is established via direct order-giving instruments in
a strongly hierarchical setting supplemented through authoritarian and
non-democratic forms of ex-work support. This support came from an early
authoritarian state and regional governance.*3! Such strong non-democratic
but despotic work relations have been supported via quasi-dictatorial state
institutions during early periods of capitalist development.

(B) Communicative control via manufactured consent

The rise of Taylorist and Fordist manufacturing principles (B) established a
new domination, the domain of management. Here intellectual labour was
established over manual labour. This form of domination gave privileges to
management but also demanded justification for the managerial claim of
domination.**? To achieve this, management claimed to be legitimate and
supportive of capital. The managerial claim states that management is orig-
inal, the first, and foremost relevant institution. But management is also just
an ordinary function. It is no more than a conversion of intellectual labour
into what is today called management. One of management’s prime roles is
to drive communication towards making labour forget the origins of man-
agement. This is absolutely necessary otherwise management’s claim to
dominate the workplace would collapse. Since its self-establishment man-
agement has required a communicative shield. This shield is directed
against any challenges that could expose management as a mere auxiliary
function for capital. The auxiliary function of management also became a
system imperative because capital itself could no longer conduct the
domestication of labour (Marglin 1974; Albert 2006).

The ability to hide its origins has been provided through the claim of
instrumental rationality expressed in technically structured work processes
and communication. The management of Fordist and Taylorist production
replaced direct communicative control with a task-division and a techni-
cally structured system of production. Control could be communicated
via a techno-structure based on an engineering ideology. Management’s
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so-called scientific method led to rapid increases in the effective domination
of production. This claim could hardly be disputed. Linking itself to the
rise of the affluent society became a conceptual model that provided a
scientifically driven set of communicative instrumentalities directed
towards an effective domination of workers.*33 Scientific and instrumental
reasoning entered into managerial control services.

Directly communicated control became a techno-structured matter of each
man receives in most cases complete written instructions, describing in details the
task which he is to accomplish...they were seated so far apart that they could not
conveniently talk while at work (Taylor 1911:39, 92). Taylor’s (1911) rather un-
scientific(!) but thoroughly ideological work rule stated: they [workers] could
not conveniently talk while at work. This effectively hindered workers’ commu-
nication among each other. It also ended any direct control of a boss over a
worker as control was made part of a pre-planned rule of work. The new
form of communicative control was expressed as each man receives in most
cases complete written instructions. In the domain of labour, this severely hin-
dered any attempt to establish a communicative domain among workers
while working. It moved communication to meal breaks, union meetings,
and into the ex-work domain. Inside such a Taylorised workplace, workers
were discouraged from interacting with anybody in a company unless they
had received permission from a supervisor. These supervisors wanted to
control communication by knowing what they were talking and with
whom. Communication was reduced to a pure instrument. It established
one of the most immaculate forms of instrumental communication. The
Taylorist notion of communication inside a company is that talking to
people is not what your job is. Any communication among workers is
excluded. Supervisors only permit communication when it is related to pro-
duction. Any other communication - most of all communication among
workers — was viewed as an interference with production. Henry Ford’s
assembly line of manufacturing enforced communicative work rules that
ended worker-to-worker communication.

First of all, Henry Ford extended the fragmentation of tasks with an auto-
matically driven assembly line communicating control through new
techno-mechanical structures. The transferral of communication into the
domain of management via the division of labour had already largely
extracted communication from the production processes. The task frag-
mentation combined with strict cycle times enshrined in the technology of
the assembly line enhanced the techno-structured control of communica-
tion even further. Control communicated via techno-structures became
preserved in Taylor’s task fragmentation and Ford’s mechanical structure
(Gouldner 1976). As capitalist economies moved away from industrialism
and mass manufacturing shifted towards the service industry, not only the
role of Fordism changed but new forms of communicating control replaced
old ones.
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(C) Communicative control via bureaucratic rules

The move towards the service industry accompanied a diminishing
ability of techno-structural control. No longer was it sufficient to com-
municate control through technique and machinery. The new form of
bureaucratic control (C) demanded new forms of communication. These
were found in rules, policies, procedures, codes of conduct and others
and established not as direct forms of communication but as formalised
versions. These rules, procedures, and codes of conduct enshrined com-
munication in administrative rules that were administered hierarchi-
cally.

These codified rules were established as a new form of control over com-
munication. With it came a new form of language that influenced relations
between the managerial and labour domains.*** The communicative activ-
ity of organisations frequently imposes a language of a certain shape on members
and employees (Watson (2003:10). The introduction of a more codified and
more bureaucratic management language also introduced a highly for-
malised version of communication. Whether or not labour follows the
rules that are frequently imposed on them, consciously or unconsciously,
there are several aspects attached to these communicatively established
rules:

Table 10.3 Communicating Bureaucratic Rules of Control

No. Form

i)  managerial or bureaucratic, implicit or explicit, codified or non-codified
official or non-official, etc. rules are human creations inside a socially
constructed reality;

ii) managerial rules are never self-interpreting as they always need someone to
interpret them from one or the other perspective;

iif)  thirdly, managerial rules are never exhaustive as there is always room for more
rules governing the non-democratic workplace and despite managerialism'’s
rhetoric of deregulation;

iv) even without managerial rules, workers, in fact, know what to do as we are
conditioned in how to deal with situations at work, hence we apply rules even
when there are no explicit managerial rules that establish bureaucratic control
over work and labour;

v) lastly, workers often behave in a rule-conforming way because managerially
set structure of working life exposes them to behave in that way with or
without knowing the bureaucratic rules.
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Table 10.3 shows some of the core elements that shape the communica-
tive aspects of bureaucratic rules directed towards control. Management
has applied specific techniques to make these rules appear technical
rather than socially constructed. This process is a technical-isation of
managerially constructed rules. Rules have been technified and appear in a
technical language within a technical ordering-system and take on the
appearance of being technical rather than socially constructed. This tech-
nifying managerial process is the first step. In a second step and often
conducted by others, these socially constructed (i), fundamentally human
rules need to be interpreted and applied by other human beings (ii),
adding a further level of human intervention into supposedly technical
or purely bureaucratic rules of control. Both the rules and their interpre-
tation have to be communicated. Controlling the labour domain is never
exclusive (iii) even though the bureaucratic rules have existed for many
decades (iv). Control over the labour domain is not only conducted via
communication of these rules. There are additional supportive structures
in place (iv). Finally, this is enhanced via a set of non-communicative
rules that are implicit in the work process. For example, a simple thing
like an employee number - the epitome of bureaucracy - is already a
powerful and, above all, non-communicative sign of management
control*3® even though it is already a rather old instrument of bureau-
cratic control. Modern instruments of communication are able to control
even more effectively.

One of the defining shifts towards control communicated via a more
sophisticated bureaucracy is that the key thing is no longer a signature or
number but a code: codes are passwords (Deleuze 1995:180). By simply apply-
ing a barcode or password, labour becomes a prisoner of managerial vocab-
ulary. Access to rooms, gates, and doors as well as to computers not only
requires a raft of passwords, it also requires employees to have code-supply-
ing managers. By issuing access codes, superiors establish subordinates. The
managerial act of providing access gives management a superior position. It
is cloaked in managerial vocabulary with workers believing that it is their
access code. In reality, the access code is a managerial invention and only
used for managing purposes. Managerial codes assign jobs tailored to
specific, detailed, and narrow tasks. Codes, passwords, and organisations
have (!) — are made to have — access levels. This in turn makes it possible for
chains of command to become operative. It spans control because the
guiding metaphor of all this is the military. Different levels of codes and
access reflect hierarchies. Enshrined in these is the view that management
is the superior and the worker is the subordinate. This relationship is also
part of open-door policies and meetings.

These so-called open-door policies serve as another control mechanism.
Managerial control is exercised in pretending to have an open-door policy or
to have information meetings (Alvesson 1996). Once communication is
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framed as open-door policy or highly structured meetings, managers treat
communication with their peers and subordinates as a kind of market place
of ideas. Inside such market places of ideas individuals critique others’ per-
ceptions in an attempt to win the argument and elevate their own point.*3¢
To win an argument is as important as it is to win in the market place
which for management is the same. Managers exploit the market to gain
profits. The idea of exploitation is also used in communication because
managers exploit arguments to maintain their superiority. So-called open-
door policies and meetings do no more than ensure the managerial struc-
ture of work. The managerial ideology of a company as a market place of
ideas establishes communicative forms of domination.

Similarly superior-subordinate communication establishes and maintains
domination through down- and upward communication. Communication
is structured as upward reporting and cascading information downward.
This takes on three forms: firstly, it subordinates labour into individuals by
denying it its collective character. By atomising workers it seeks to destroy
the social organisation of labour and end solidarity. Secondly, it subordi-
nates labour into a faked but often successfully pretended plurality of the
institution of a corporation, workplace, or work team. Via system integra-
tion of now atomised individuals, workers are incorporated into a manage-
rially organised group or team presented as a new but always unauthentic
form of an artificial collective. The plurality-individual dilemma is covered
by a teamwork ideology that legitimises the managerial re-organisation of
the social organisation of work. The collective character of the labour
domain is sub-divided and made to appear as a plurality of divergent inter-
ests represented as a plurality of interests inside a corporation.**’ Finally, it
subordinates labour to a one-dimensional principle of profit communicated
as the company’s goal. Such goals and missions establish communicative
control without having to be coercive as they establish control that is
concertive (Barker 1993).

D) Communicative control via concertive interpersonal relations

Figure 10.2 shows how formal communication that once underpinned
bureaucratic communication changes during the move to concertive control
(D). This occurs as service industries move towards knowledge or information
industries. In contrast to the formally established communicative domina-
tion under bureaucratic control, concertive control relies much more on
closely supervised interpersonal relationships, teamwork, super-Panopticon
hyper-surveillance, neighbourhood-watch systems, computerisation, digi-
talisation, and iron cage like self-management.*3® Inside the iron cage of a
neighbourhood-watch system of group- or team-work, what you think and
what you are become one, which is the team, where everyone has learned to think
the same thoughts, or at least with the same parameters (Watson 2003:27).



172 Communication and Management at Work

A near perfect image or metaphor for concertive control is the Panopticon.
More than anything else, the Panopticon communicates this new form of
control. As an architectural structure or managerial design the Panopticon
makes work visible through self- and mutual super-vision. The Panopticon creates
a super vision of others and oneself. It is the perfect exercise in managing sub-
ordinates’ visions. To manage labour’s visions, ideas, mental pictures, imagina-
tions, and insights the Panopticon’s form of vision-management relies less on
being watched by a supervisor but on a possibility of being watched. Labour is
not constantly watched. Instead it never knows when but is always at risk of
being watched. The Panopticon establishes an asymmetry of managerial super-
vision based on seeing but not being seen so that labour knows it could be
watched but never knows if. In addition, the Panopticon creates an image of a
possibility of being watched not only by super-visioners but also by all others.

Deleuze (1995:178) has viewed the power of the Panopticon as metaphor
for confinement. 1t is seen as the core principle of controlling rather than a dis-
ciplining system. Confinement can be seen as moulding the behaviour of
workers who are forced into or subjected to different mouldings. In such
confinements control elements are seen as modulation. The process of self-
trans-moulding continuously changes from one moment to the next. This can
best be understood as a sieve with the mesh varying from one point to
another. Similarly, a panoptical control system alters its controlling ability
through constant fluctuations. It operates between variances of controlling
mesh sizes to allow the controller to control narrow aspects or a wider range
of elements. A controller can adjust the control mechanism to whatever is
deemed necessary. This self-controlling system is a much more flexible instru-
ment of control than the narrow sets of bureaucratic control. Unlike a bureau-
cratic control systemn that operates as a narrow and stable set of controlling
instruments, concertive control operates as a more flexible system of control.

In contrast to communication that establishes bureaucratic control, forms of
concertive control rely less on explicit written rules, policies, regulations, process
diagrams, etc. but more on a managerially driven and defined understanding
of managerial values, company or team objectives, and hierarchical means-
ends chains of achievements.**® Mission statements and company cultures
powerfully communicate a profound understanding of the labour place.**°
Accordingly, objects for management control are shown in Table 10.4:44

Table 10.4 Main Objectives of Management

Forms Two main objectives

i) decreasingly labour’s organisational power, autonomous behaviour,
communicative self-determination and

ii) increasingly  labour’s mind-power to adapt to managerialism and the
subjectivity of employees
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Despite these strong tendencies towards Foucault’s rather pessimistic visions
of a post-modernist panoptical world, the world of work is not a vision of
complete horror that lacks human possibilities for emancipation.*#? All social
and work-related relationships can never be completely based on the
Foucaultian horror of a panoptical prison. All social affairs always include
options directed towards hope and emancipation. Both the horrors of the
Panopticon and the liberating forces of emancipation are part of the way
control is communicated under (D). However managerial control remains to
be established communicatively through self-controlling instruments that are
directed towards attacking the soul rather than the body of the worker.

Communication at level (D) has been viewed as communicating the soul
of the new organisation (Tompkins & Cheney 1985:184). While bureaucratic
control mechanisms are largely externally controlled, control mechanisms
communicated under (D) are substantially assisted through internal forces.
They attack and utilise the human soul in a psychological rather than
bureaucratic way. Rather than being simply enforced and maintained by
management, concertive control (D) relies much more on mechanisms that
are internal to humans. Teams and groups, for example, are constructed by
using both mechanisms. They are externally constructed by using work set-
ups, rules, and procedures but also internally by using the psychological
make-up of humans. In sharp contrast to earlier forms of control, they rely
on self-controlling mechanisms that are internal to humans.

Table 10.5 Communicating External and Internal Control

Form Transmission Communication is directed towards
(i) external control =communicating rules and procedures (A-C)
(ii) internal control = communicating via the beliefs individuals hold about

themselves using their own capacities

Table 10.5 shows that control is no longer simply communicated via plain
bureaucratic rules and procedures (A-C). In more sophisticated forms of
soul- or mind-control, it is enshrined in the group-internal communication
process. This process is, of course, externally monitored but internally con-
trolled in two ways. Firstly, humans are controlled through the self-
controlling conduct of the subject population of a group. Secondly, control
relies much more on the internal psychological make-up of humans.
Self-control is communicatively established through pre-structured, pre-
conceptualised, and pre-established power relationships. They exist through
the application of social and communicative techniques.

Social control that is internalised by labour is a necessary condition for
management’s coercive control. Communication is distorted at the personal
and the social level when communicative action is replaced by system-supportive
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communication. Unlike communicative action system-supportive communica-
tion is geared towards self-manipulation and enhanced through pre-struc-
tured communication. Management has been using pre-structured
communication to control labour. Here, labour is constructed as self-
managing and self-manipulating. This self-control is supported through the
application of psychological methods. Labour’s self-management and self-
manipulation prohibits self-differentiation, self-reflection, and critical
evaluation. It forces labour into a one-dimensional mindset, the mindset
of production. It obstructs communicative action directed towards truth and
mutual understanding and hinders any detecting of a common
understanding of interest unity among co-workers.

Just like under Tayloristic work, communication inside work teams is
pre-structured and strategically organised by management to achieve an
instrumental goal, the internal self-regulation of labour which is com-
municatively established by labour within a strategic framework set
by management. In addition to self-controlling work forms, unobtrusive
control is strategically communicated through collaborative procedures
such as normal working hours, time-setting for meetings and the like. All
this is part of social relations through unacknowledged rules in an organ-
isation. As values they motivate labour through money, time, accomplish-
ments, sense of teamwork, etc. While originally labour was constituted as
needing to be controlled and management was constituted as needing to
establish control, labour is now constructed as self-controlling with
minimal external control by management. In this managerial scenario,
managers are free to take on the role of a communication expert. They can
give expert advice on communication because control is established inside
a self-controlling communication system. This is portrayed as a form of
communication for labour while hiding its power to self-control and
self-manipulation. When management moved from being originator to
becoming assessor of communicative control, the value-laden ideology of
‘we’ became even more instrumental.

The ‘we’ becomes a we-ness as self-control becomes a necessity. Manage-
ment can no longer reasonably insist on treating its employees as individu-
als even though this might be HR-Management’s ideological intention. As
management seeks to establish a corporate ‘we’, it simultaneously joins
other forms of managerialism to discipline labour. Confronted by an over-
whelming organisational power of management and managerialism, the
individual employee is reduced to atomised helplessness. Hence, individual-
ism becomes an ideological tool that eclipses the organisational power of
companies, management, and above all managerialism. However, the pre-
tence of individualism provides a re-enforcing relationship between bour-
geois ideology established in the re-productive domain and the productive
regime put in force via managerialism. In both domains it has only one
dimension, the dimension of monetary gain as a be-and-end-all of a con-
curringly designed career system.**® In both domains, the myth of the
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individual labourer is kept up through the communicative means of a
mass-mediated society and managerialism.*** Labour is reduced to a vulner-
able identity-less individual constructed as a self-controlling individual as
we-ness takes over. This we-ness is preserved in the process of socialisation.

E) Communicative control via socialised communication

In the final stage (E), a self-controlling we-ness is largely established — not
through direct control that is communicated via a supervisor but through two
communication processes that led to self-controlling individuals. It is not
mechanical control communicated via a machine-type structure where com-
munication is enshrined in a production process nor is it communicated through
bureaucratic means via rules, procedures, etc. or self-watching work groups and
surveillance techniques. At stage (E) control mechanisms reach well beyond
Foucault’s Discipline and Punish: The Birth of the Prison (1995) as control is no
longer based on forms as outlined under (A-D) but is part of a communication
process that starts well before humans are converted into workers.

Under (E) system integrative control is communicated in two processes:
primary and secondary socialisation. With an increasing sophistication of
societal mechanisms that provide system integration of humans into the
present structure of societal reproduction, these mechanisms become more
refined. Surprisingly, this is nothing new as Mills (1951:110) had, already
in the 1950s, summed up this process:

Many whips are inside men, who do not know how they got there, or
indeed that they are there. In the movement from authority to manipula-
tion [A-D], power shifts from the visible to the invisible, from the known
to the anonymous. And with rising material standards, exploitation
becomes less material and more psychological.

No longer are demands towards secondary socialisations necessary as humans
experience system integration via a pre-adaptation to working life before they
even become workers. Through the process of primary socialisation, mechanisms
of industrial life have been internalised leading to a reduction of secondary
socialisation mechanisms.*** This can be described as a movement from:*4

A disciplinary society and
controlling society (A-C)

v

| A concertive society (D) l

v
lTsocialisation-ised society (E) ]

Figure 10.3 From Control and Self-Control to Control via Socialisation



176 Communication and Management at Work

Figure 10.3 shows how the world of work has been moved from being con-
trolled towards a self-controlled environment. Eventually this has reached
the stage of control through socialisation. Today’s work regime neither
needs external control nor strong elements of organised self-control (A-D).
Today’s controlling instruments are deeply incorporated into everyday
life. Never before in human history has the need for A-D control been so
low. Today’s control is predominantly established as version (E). Current
work regimes in operation can sufficiently rely upon human self-control
established in (E). Increasingly this is accomplished in the reproductive
domain. Controlling systems at work are established as a system that gains
and is supported by societal control systems.**’ They provide a sufficient
base of already internalised control structures that can be called upon when
humans enter work regimes. By the time humans are converted into
human resources by human resource managers, the human material to be
processed has sufficiently been domesticated and conditioned. Their minds
are filled with system integration imperatives that assimilate workers into
the present economic apparatus. Deleuze (1995:179) has explained this as a
conditioning system in which

the stupidest TV game shows are so successful, it’s because they’re a
perfect reflection of the way businesses are run...even the state educa-
tion system has been looking at the principles of getting paid for results,
in fact, just as businesses are replacing factories, school is replaced by
continuing education and exams by continuous assessments. It’s the
surest way of turning education into a business.

While time-keeping is of high relevance for any TV game show, it is also
particularly able to illustrate the point of moving towards control that is
communicated via socialisation. Today’s supervisors do not need whips to
adjust workers to, for example, time-keeping regimes and punctuality as
they did in 19*"-century capitalism (A). Post-industrial societies have moved
beyond time set by a technical apparatus. Time-control in the service
industry (B) is disconnected from technical time-control. It has become
part of a bureaucratic mechanism with policies and rules. Nor do today’s
managers need to communicate time-control mechanisms via bureaucratic
means (C) or through peer pressure in work groups (D) as time-keeping
control mechanisms have been communicated effectively to humans
during primary socialisation well before they are converted into workers.
Wills (1977:176) has explained the socialisation of time-keeping in the
following way:

Just as the school and its formal timetable lies tangential to the real
processes of learning and the preparation of manual labour power, the
particular meaning and scope of the role of institutions in reproduction
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may be less to do with their formal nature and manifest communica-
tions than with the unintended and often unseen results of their rela-
tionships and habituated patterns.

In creating habitual patterns of time-keeping, primary socialisation through
schools and other institutions prepares people in industrialised countries
for a smooth transition between primary and secondary socialisation as the
time-keeping adjustments have been established during primary social-
isation. Secondary socialisation at work (E) can comfortably build on these
already established patterns of human conduct. Above all, workers, once
adjusted to time-keeping during primary socialisation, will unconsciously
assume it to be normal and do not need to be adjusted to time-keeping
over the next 40 years of working life under a 9-to-5 time regime.*®
Workers adjust to it not only because they have been conditioned that way
for all their pre-work existence but they do it without rebellion and, above
all, without questioning or reflection.

More than any other adjustment method, time-control during primary
socialisation is a powerful descriptor. However, as much as Wills (1977:176)
was correct, time-control does not begin with school. It begins long before
entering kindergarten or school. Real time-keeping starts immediately after
birth when the newborn is adjusted to the rigidities of hospitals and regular
feeding times. Primary socialisation starts to take place in one of the first
forms of communication between mother and baby. This communication
is directed towards regular eating and sleeping times in order to control
human will under a socially constructed time regime. Days are divided into
the arbitrary — but commonly accepted — numbers. Without being logical,
mathematical or natural, a day has twenty-four hours, not 10, 20, 30, 50, or
100! A baby’s daily life-structuring time sequence with meals every three or
four hours is unconsciously adopted much in the same way as a working
day, structuring sequences of nine-to-five with a lunch time break of one
hour between 12:00 and 1 o’clock. Kindergarten and schools also operate
on strict time regimes. Both start at 8am and finish at 4pm. Both institu-
tions encourage not only the institutionalisation of humans, they also con-
tinuously communicate time-keeping over many years. This process
renders the individual highly adaptive to the 9-to-5 working-time regime
set by management. This not only defines a worker’s and a child’s time but
also two additional domestication issues. Perhaps even more importantly it
defines at what time an individual has to be interested in what and sec-
ondly, it forces a child into adjusting to a school curriculum. This is estab-
lished from above just like the managerial task system. The time-keeping
regimes communicate very powerful messages.

At school, a child has to learn to be interested in biology, for example, on
Tuesday mornings between 9:45am and 11:15am. The child is told to be
interested in a particular pre-set subject — biology - on a particular pre-set
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day - Tuesday - and at a particular pre-set time — mornings. A child is made
to adapt to them as ordered from above. It has to accept that it is Tuesday
and not Monday and it is mornings not afternoons. All this is organised
and communicated to the child by a so-called supervising authority.
Children are made to accept that mathematics, sport, language or any
other tasks are set in time sequences. They have to be accomplished much
in the same way as work tasks in a post-school life. The accomplishment of
mathematical tasks in a pre-set time frame is no more than the Taylorised
task at work. Effectively communicated in this way, time regimes are estab-
lished so that children and later workers get up when a little plastic lever
switches from 6:59 to 7:00 on a $10 clock. They move into the bathroom,
get dressed, have breakfast, and go to work without ever questioning the
artificiality of time regimes that establish control over them through a long
process of primary socialisation. Any secondary socialisation process at
work hardly needs to focus on time regimes. They have been established
during primary socialisation and also made to appear normal and as
natural as possible.*¥ Communicative relationships at work only need to
build on primary socialisation to shape the individual in their interest. In
sum, today’s workplace and today’s relations between labour and manage-
ment are determined by a wide range of structural forces that have been
communicated to labour. Inside these forces, labour is encapsulated by at
least five versions of control. These are shown in Table 10.6:

Table 10.6 Communicating Control between the Management and the Labour
Domain

Managerial Domain Labour’s Acceptance of Control

(A) owner/management labour is conditioned to accept
ownership

(B) mechanical structure labour is conditioned to accept
structures

(C) managerially formalised rules labour is conditioned to formal rules

(D) managerially set group-work structures  labour is conditioned to function in
groups

(E) primary and secondary socialisation labour is conditioned to today’s
workplace

Table 10.6 shows how the five control instruments used by management
enshroud labour. After decades of adaptation to a range of managerial and
societal control mechanisms, labour is sufficiently conditioned to accept
and even self-enhance the present work regime. This has been communi-
cated to labour in society, at educational institutions, through corporate
mass media, and eventually at work itself. In today’s workplaces, commu-
nicative control has been established. When establishing communicative
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control over the labour domain, management and managerialism utilise
two different approaches:

s=p by suppression (i)
management
w=p by expression (ii)

Figure 10.4 Management by Supervision or Expression

As Figure 10.4 shows, management has two options when controlling
labour as it can either suppress labour (i) or - somewhat more complicated
but also more successful — it can manage labour by allowing it to express
itself (ii). Under (i), communication is directed towards the perceived role
of managerial order directed towards the establishment, while (ii) is
directed towards the incorporation of labour by seeking agreement with
management. While communication at (i), often superficially called theory
X, believes that labour dislikes work, in (ii) communication is based on a
more benevolent view of labour, called theory Y. Here managerial commu-
nication takes on a non-threatening and non-coercive form. However,
management has more forms of communication at their disposal than
theory X and Y seek to make us believe. The range of managerial forms of
communication operates at four controlling levels (Figure 10.4). These
forms of communication are directed towards labour. Managerial com-
munication directed towards labour subscribes to what Likert (1961) has
labelled as four basic modes of communication:

Table 10.7 Communicative Control Systems

Managerial Styles Modes of Communicative Strategies applied
(i) Exploitative Tells Does not think much about communication
Authoritarian except expressing desire clearly and forcefully to
labour. Communication is M =3 L based.
(i) Benevolent Sells Labour can communicate feedback to
Authoritarian management who listens to needs but retains its
authority. The degree of distorted communication
is high M — L).
(iii) Consultative Consults  Consultative communication is established
System between labour and line supervisors.
Communication moves towards M &S L.
(iv) Participative Joins Communication flows upward and downward
Management and is accurate and clear. Distortion potentials

are lowered: M S L
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Table 10.7 shows how Likert’s four modes of managerial communication
reflect on different levels of system integration of labour into the manager-
ial process. It also shows the range of managerial versions of communica-
tion at an ascendant scale between (i) and (iv). Common to all forms of
communication is that it preserves the hierarchy between management
and labour via top-down system integration. It shows a communicatively
established dependence of labour on management’s guiding superiority.
Labour’s illusion of being listened to, consulted, involved, informed, or
being part of joint processes creates a dependent relationship worth explor-
ing and exploiting for management to the fullest extent. The masked inclu-
sion of labour’s voice into a pre-planned managerial process provides an
ideal forum for making labour dependent on management (Barker 2005).

Today'’s system integration via involvement processes that create depen-
dency carry connotations of Rousseau’s (1755) 18™-century diagnosis of
man is weak when he is dependent. Dependency-creating forms of communi-
cation can be seen as a slight shift from management control towards a
tight managerial framework of so-called labour’s discretion. Such discretion
always occurs inside a prefabricated managerial system which allows
limited discretion. This has been expressed as Cycle of Control (Ramsay
1977) where management widens the circle of control when in need for
legitimacy and otherwise tightens it. These management fashions often
appear in cycles. They rotate between more and less control, reflecting a
Cycle of Control. Overall, the widening and tightening levels of control
always remain inside what is necessary for management. They are always
communicated inside a framework directed towards managerial goals, i.e.
profit.

Such Cycles of Control are a constant interplay between managerial need
for instrumental communication and labour’s interest in communicative
action. One is directed towards profit while the other is directed towards
reflection and emancipation. The relationship between both can be seen as
one that increases one side while the other side declines and vice versa.
Communication based on management’s instrumental rationality declines
when labour’s communication directed towards understanding is increas-
ing. For management it is crucial that the Frontier of Control remains
unchallenged. Managerial system integration must prevail. Management
can never allow communication to go beyond the frontier of control.
Labour’s participation has to be confined to a pre-set circle. Management
has a strong interest in ensuring that communication is not converted into
social integration and into communicative action that might lead to
positive social change at work (Goodrich 1920). For management, com-
munication must remain firmly inside the circle of participation it created.
Under any of Likert’s four modes (Table 10.5), communication is not freed
up from the constraints of instrumental rationality and strategic means-
ends goals. Overall, all four forms of communication between labour and
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management remain socially constructed toward different levels of system
integration under conditions of strategic rationality.

Eclipsing the true motive for a socially constructed division between
workers and management, reason is constructed as managerial reason.
Even though communicated differently as Table 10.5 shows, managerial
reasoning is used to assert control. It also increases efficiency, makes it
possible to calculate the future, and enables to achieve any proximate
goals. The use of managerial rationality is always designed as instrumen-
tal or formal rationality (Weber 1947). The critical and communicative
elements are excluded as rationality is reduced to managerial rationality.
The complexity of human interaction at work is reduced to a mere
instrument and is often highlighted in a few easy steps to follow. All
management has to do is to administer the so-often assumed one best
way through planning, organisation, command, coordination, and control.*°
Management’s communicative function is no more than communicating
a hierarchy of control (Habermas 1997a:239). The managerial ideology of
one best way is no more than the basic task of management to balance
control over social relations at work with the changing character of
production.*! This is called functional or system integration. Such
functional integration relies on mechanisms that regulate work as an
interaction between a firm’s structure and its function in a never-ending
attempt to find a perfect organisational design. The objective of the hier-
archy of control is to control input and output that guide an internal
transformation process combining machinery and labour.

The whole process of functional or system integration is oriented towards
the same goal. Increased market share - in Weberian terms: the determina-
tion of profit — becomes central and measurable because profitability serves as
the measure by which success is calculated (Habermas 1997a:264; Hyman
1987:28). The imperative of profitability in business leaves its mark on
actions of a firm that must be followed by the operating staff. This is
achieved by eclipsing the socially constructed aspect of the market. At the
same time it provides a socially constructed set of rules for transactions.
Simple techniques such as the application of ceteris paribus — everything else
being equal - successfully eclipses the social construction of markets. The
market also provides legitimacy to management as managers take the posi-
tion of mediators between production and market by appearing to apply
non-social, non-political, non-human, value-free, neutral, objective and
instrumental-rational techniques, such as strategies.

Inside this scenario of management, companies have to adjust their
internal structure and policies towards the external world, i.e. the market.
The relevance of management can be found exactly at this point where it
became a mediator of standing between the producer and a wider market
(Marglin 1974:71). At the gateway between the market and the producer,
management assumes its central role and remains unchallenged. Its role is
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part of a system that depends on primary socialisation to ensure that
managerial functions are seen to be legitimate.

External determinants such as strategic goals of profit maximisation
legitimise not only management behaviour, but also demand that HRM is
structured accordingly. Despite its humanising claims, HRM is inherently a
concept that views people at work as means to achieve strategic or corpo-
rate goals rather than ends. By converting humans into human resources it
not only fulfils its function at corporate level, it also fulfils the part of sec-
ondary socialisation carried out at work. HRM’s task in reducing people to
mere human resources departs from Kant’s dictum never to treat people as a
means but rather as ends only (Cheney & Carroll 1997:596). While primary
socialisation has shaped our understanding of work before work starts,
HRM has - via an instrumental content and linkages to general manage-
ment - a strong influence on work as it fits into a means rather than an ends
view of work. Above all and as primary socialisation has not yet established
a human who is already completely transformed into a human resource
when arriving at the office, HRM’s task is still needed in the transformation
process. Secondary socialisation is exclusively conducted at work and
exclusively conducted by HRM.
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Control and Communication Through
Socialisation

Control and communication are intimately linked to society. The task of
socialisation is the introduction of an individual into a society. As we
sustain our society largely through paid work, socialisation is foremost
linked to the world of work. Socialisation mechanisms in such societies
contain elements of control. This links control, communication, and
socialisation to society and the world of work. As capitalism and modern
production systems have moved from early craft workshops towards
Fordist mass production and the Taylorist division of labour developed
into horizontal tasks and vertical structures, forms of control have also
changed.*>? While early forms of control could be communicated
directly ~ worker and boss - or occurred through a technical apparatus -
the assembly line — modern industry, especially since the move to post-
industrial work regimes, executes control increasingly through the link
between primary and secondary socialisation. Control mechanisms such
as direct supervision or peer pressure under panoptical arrangements are
no longer required. Modern work regimes have managed to largely free
themselves from the direct, technical, bureaucratic, and group based
peer-pressure systems of control of the past. This move has been
supported by an increasing level of system integration of workers via
socialisation and mass media. However, even though the corporate-ised
mass-media domain provides a powerful support mechanism, control of
workers has not yet been completely moved into this domain. Due to
inefficiencies and the still incomplete colonisation of the communica-
tive domain by corporate mass media, the mass-mediated ideological
apparatus alone provides only partial powers of system integration. This
issues severe system demands from the work domain towards socialisa-
tion institutions in order to assimilate today’s workforce into advanced
capitalism. Despite all efforts to structure the communicative domain as
an ideological support mechanism for managerialism, there are still
pockets of resistance to be overcome.*%3

183
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Apart from some remaining gaps in the ideological apparatus of pri-
vately owned mass media, the institutions of primary socialisation still
supply vital functions. Even after more than 200 years of development,
capitalism still requires primary socialisation to supply functions for the
system integration of workers, supported by an increasing body of ideo-
logically oriented mass media. This is most manifest in the functional
structures of today’s schools and conditioning institutions but also in
present forms of secondary socialisation.*** The process of converting
human beings into useful human resources at work - from I (human
being) to it (resource) — always includes the process of secondary sociali-
sation that links work regimes to previous experiences. Building on these
two core mechanisms - the support management gains from a) the cor-
porate mass media and b) the primary socialisation institutions - sec-
ondary socialisation’s first task is to link previously conditioned
knowledge to the actualities of the work regime. Rather than having to
induct workers from a non-work domain into a work domain that does
not relate to their previous experiences, today’s secondary socialisation
can rely on internalised structures that have already been communicated
to the to-be-converted resource. Instead of habituating human beings to a
totally new work regime, secondary socialisation only needs to build on
an individual’s mindset that has to some extent already been adapted to
the expected and managerially created realities of working lives. Modern
HR managers do not need to adjust a newcomer to a totally new and
somewhat unfamiliar world; they only need to ensure that pre-work con-
ditioning is sufficiently linked to the socially constructed realities at
work.

At the very beginning of every employment relationship that converts
or processes humans into workers or labour, Human Resource Manage-
ment’s role is evident in its function as a secondary socialising mechanism.
Here socialisation means, if nothing else, the socialisation into an already
existing order. At the core is a communicatively established identification
of the subject - now turned into an object of power — with a profit-making
organisation.*> On the subject to object conversion, Adorno (1944:28)
noted in a phase when the subject abdicates before the alienated hegemony of
things, its readiness to vouchsafe what is everywhere positive or beautiful, dis-
plays a resignation of critical capacity as much as of the interpretive imagination
inseparable from such. The organisation becomes an employing whole that
seeks to smother all critical capacities by converting human consciousness
into resignation in front of an overwhelming apparatus. Foremost, it seeks
to exclude all critical forms of socialising identifications and engineers a
predominantly one-dimensional mindset where TINA - There Is No
Alternative — rules over critical alternatives, utopian speculations, and
other forms of imaginations.
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At wotk, the ‘to be socialisation-ised’ subject experiences a new iden-
tity constructed from the reality of work and corporate images.
Secondary socialisation merges work-reality with corporate images into
corporeality. The corporate sign-value becomes an integrative force.
Similar to the physical meaning of corporeal that deals with the nature
of the physical body or the nature of material and tangible matter,
managerially constructed corporeality also seeks to create the perception
of it being a natural process: the natural character of the corporation or
firm. In short, corporeality must appear normal and natural. Hence, sec-
ondary socialisation means system integration into a pre-constructed
and already existing regime, the regime of work, by merging human
beings with corporeality. But before secondary socialisation can take
place, primary socialisation needs to pave the way. Primary socialisation
as the first socialisation process occurs when an individual undergoes
childhood training to become a process-able member of society. Training
that produces processable results is functionally related to the demands
of industrialism through core elements such as time-keeping, order
maintenance, obedience, respect for authority, use-knowledge servicing
managerial demands, and the like. One of the foremost results of condi-
tioning for primary socialisation is the adoption to an alien life. As
an eclipsing method, people are trained to forget the authoritarian
character of education and society by eradicating humanity and
replacing it with domestication and the unconscious acceptance of
domination.*%¢

To bridge the gap between primary and secondary socialisation at an
advanced level, special conditioning institutions have been installed.
These are socially constructed institutions such as training colleges,
apprenticeships, and special habituation and taming schools that are
positioned in more direct support of system demands. They not only
mirror the demands of business but increasingly operate as — and in fact
are — real business.*®” Often the conversion of a human being from
primary to secondary socialisation has been shrouded in ideology and
expressed in a we-help-you! language.*5® At the educational level, this is
principally expressed through the managerial textbook. It is the single
most important tool when it comes to ideologically reconfiguring
knowledge.

From the conversion of knowledge into ideologically adapted text-
book knowledge to the standard business school, this kind of functional
learning is designed to bridge the gap between the educational and the
work domain. The bridging institutions, located between ordinary
schooling and the work domain, represent a further and, above all,
highly specialised form of domestication and conditioning. They most
directly transform the individual to adapt to present authoritarian work
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regimes by converting what has been learnt in foremost special schools
such as management schools (primary socialisation) to the functions,
domestications, and regimes at work (secondary socialisation). The
hierarchies learnt at pre-work schools and colleges are subsequently
affirmed at work. While pretending to help students bridge the gap,
tertiary business school conditioning seeks to establish three core
elements: a) to simulate that there is a gap between ordinary schooling
and work, b) it needs to be bridged by attending a specialised school,
and c¢) we — the business college or management school - will help you
to do s0.%%° This largely cloaks the process of conditioning and domesti-
cation. In short, these institutions are a highly valuable (re)source in an
un-critical continuation of present pathologies experienced in ordinary
schools and at work. The linking bridge between social and working life
had already been established during the times of early capitalism.
Once established, the connecting bridge between primary schooling
and secondary socialisation at work became the focus of capital,
academics, and supportive educators. Already in 1876 Horatio Alger pub-
lished the book ‘Ragged Dick’, which was aimed at teaching the virtues of
enterprise, responsibility, patience, hard work, honesty and ambition to
juveniles. 460

More than a century later, Noam Chomsky (2002:258) has expressed
what happened between the time of Horatio Alger and today as one has
gone through the ideological control system of the schools, the goal of which
is socialisation by providing objective use-value education and func-
tional knowledge tailored to system demands. What has become more
and more prevalent in ordinary schools has been part of standard man-
agerial conditioning for a long time. Schools and managerial training
institutions cloak their intentions behind the ideology of objective and
scientific learning. According to Anthony (2005:23) much of the ideologi-
cal element in management education appears to be concerned with objective,
scientific, research-based conceptualisation of practical managerial problem-
solving. In the more direct words of Watson (2003:152), an airhead is no
less an airhead for having a command of grammar, and a liar is no less a
liar. However, the functional education of an airhead provides exchange-
value education that allows participation at a monetary level. Watson’s
expression reflects on one of the core values of present-day educational
institutions which is the ability to condition human beings towards
their usability in the after-school world of work. In order to do this,
educational schooling systems need to establish a link to the demands
of the production process.

The link between supportive educational structures and the system
imperatives of the present mode of production?®! is not only functional,
it also represents a value system conducive to the work regime. The



Control and Communication Through Socialisation 187

school’s task, apart from knowledge transferral, is the integration of the
young generation into the post-school system. Every newborn child
needs to be regarded as raw material or a future human resource by the
system. Its attitude has to be manufactured through schooling. The
manufacturing of consent and affirmation occurs through public and
private schools. Increasingly these schools are driven by the imperatives
of profit and domination expressed in the power and money code
rather than by human needs.*5> Democratic values such as assuring
maximum participation in the democratic process, the protection of
minorities against prejudices, support of the weak and disadvantaged,
etc. are cast aside in favour of assuring minimal participation in school’s
decisions, in societal-democratic decisions and above all in work
decisions.*®® Democratic as well as ethical values are sacrificed on the
altar of efficiency, learning outcomes, measurable achievements, and
KPIs (Key Performance Indicators). An unconditional adoption of core
ideologies such as the so-called free market with the subordination of
labour to management and managerialism are fostered. Structured in
this way, the educational system has become a core part of the repro-
ductive domain with direct links to the productive domain. One system
corresponds to the other.

Bowles and Gintis’s (1976) have established the link between the edu-
cational and the productive systems in their Correspondence Principles.*6*
They link three key modes of the educational system to three key
demands of the present productive system. These are firstly system
demands for an affirmative and submissive workforce, secondly, the
acceptance of hierarchies and managerial domination, and finally moti-
vation based on external rewards. Based on these demands, schooling
has become one of the fundamental institutions that transfer forms of
use-value training — useful for the system while not being useful for per-
sonal development — and exchange-value — degree and certificates in
exchange for jobs — to humans.*® These conditioning institutions pre-
dominantly adapt us to future work regimes that aimost immediately
follow the end of schooling. A gap that could be utilised for self-
reflection is painfully avoided. The bridge between primary and sec-
ondary socialisation needs to lock the individual into an uninterrupted
chain of conditioning mechanisms. Schooling and work are two forms
of alienated lives because both hardly allow the individual free self-
development, autonomy, and individuality. As Gardner noted, most
human societies have been beautifully organised to keep good men down %6
Instead, behavioural adoption of regulations and rules ensure not only
conformity but also success. This form of behavioural control is exer-
cised over students at school as well as over workers at the workplace. A
successful adoption of these control regimes allows the student as well
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as the worker to be channelled through hierarchies at school and at
work. How educational elements conditioned at school correspond to
the system imperatives at work is shown in Figure 11.1:

Schooling § In Correspondence To } Working Life

compliance and dependence = success in school and grades
aggressiveness and independence = failure and exclusion
failure is failure of an individual student, not the school system
at school one learns obedience
teacher says — student does
teacher, subject head, department head, principle
motivation is conditioned via external rewards (brownie points)
pass examination = reward by family and peer
teacher makes decisions
students are not allowed to participate in decision-making
the promotion of system conform values
value system stresses certainty over ambiguity and innovation
hierarchical authority and dependency
educational leader-follower orientation
student values: not a quitter, responsibiity, orderly, no day-

compliance and dependence = success in reward and promotion
aggressiveness and independence = punished and unwanted
failure is failure of an individual worker, not the company system
at work one needs to show obedience
supervisor says — worker does
supervisor, middie-management, top-management
motivation is conditioned through external rewards (money)
performance review = reward via money and status symbols
management makes decisions
workers are not allowed to participate in decision-making
the use of system conform values
value system stresses certainty over ambiguity and innovation
hierarchical authority and dependency
business leader-follower orientation
work regime values: not a quitter, responsibility, orderly, no day-

dreamer, determined, p: ing, punctual, dep b dreamer, i p ing, punctual, dep:
externally motivated, self-control, neatness, honesty, manners externally motivated, self-control, neatness, honesty, manners
unwanted t iour: gg! i unwanted behaviour: t, agg i 3

frankness, unpredictable, etc.
private school ownership and no ownership by students
market exchange between school and student
teaching time controlled by a teaching system
law takes out attractive alternative to school
student is commodity to be processed
pyramidal structure: school captain (up) + students (down)
control emanates from top via principle and school board
teaching is determined by system needs, not students’ needs
students must be properly supervised at all times
diligent in carrying out assignments and tasks
internalise school values and mission statements
students must be methodical and predictable
fundamental change of school system is not feasible
creation of a consciousness of inevitable system imperatives
token gestures towards participation via student councils
conditioning through reinforcement and punishment
legitimise and accept inequality via different grades
education directed towards measurable outcomes, not interest

unpredictable, etc.
private company ownership and no ownership by workers
market exchange between company and worker
working time controlled by a work system
economic system takes out attractive alternative to work
worker is commodity to be processed
pyramidal structure: managers (up) + workers (down)
control emanates form top via CEO and board of directors
work-tasks determined by system needs, not workers' needs
workers must be properly supervised at all times
diligent in carrying out work assignments and orders
internalise company values and mission statements
workers must be methodical and predictable
fundamental change of work system is not feasible
use of a consciousness of inevitable system imperatives
token gestures towards participation via trade unions
conditioning through reinforcement and punishment
legitimise and accept inequality via different wages
work directed towards measurable outcomes, not interest
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Figure 11.1 The Correspondence between Schooling and Work

Figure 11.1 shows a somewhat incomplete list of items that the educational
system enforces upon its students. They correspond most directly with the
system demands of present work regimes. Fundamentally, the educational
system fosters an early acceptance of hierarchies into those who govern
and rule - teachers and principles — and those who are governed and ruled
over - students. This corresponds directly to the workplace with supervi-
sors, managers and workers. Both are hierarchically established institutions.
A second core trade of schooling is the conditioning of students (Skinner
1953). As much as the domain of work has been converted into Scientific
Management, schooling has also been managed scientifically. The condi-
tioning process based on carrot and stick has become a scientific enterprise.
Under Skinner the carrot and stick model has been replaced by a more
sophisticated reward structure containing positive and negative reinforce-
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ment as well as punishment. Like Skinner’s white rats, students are forced
into a box - the classroom — and conditioned in a place that is removed
from the real world. They are not encouraged to learn as an engagement
with the world in order to understand it and become a fully developed
mature person. Instead learning is measured and directed towards use- and
exchange-knowledge that can be used in a work regime and exchanged for
a job, i.e. for money. Learning is not directed towards individual needs but
towards system needs. Success in this conditioning process that relies on
positive reinforcement (e.g. good grades), negative reinforcement (e.g. denial of
a school trip), and punishment (e.g. detention) can be measured.*’” Today’s
measurement of learning outcomes reflects a measurement of performance
manifested in performance-related pay systems at work. Above all, however,
it ends virtually all forms of non-measurable education. Today’s school
regimes increasingly reflect the exact opposite of the sign that Albert
Einstein had hung up in his Princeton University office. His sign expressed
the following core message of all human understanding and knowledge:
Not everything that counts can be counted and not everything that can be counted
counts! Finally, system demands cannot be better assured than when
schooling itself becomes part of the privately owned system. Above all, this
guarantees that supportive ideologies are not only enshrined in school cur-
ricular but schools, colleges, and universities themselves have become the
actual carriers of this ideology. This preserves the determining power of the
money and power code in systems (schools) and agents (children and stu-
dents) from an early age on. Conditioning experienced through years of
conversion from primary socialisation (school) to secondary socialisation
(company) is predominantly a relocating process from one conditioning
institution into another.

Structured as a pre-work enterprise, education means domestication into
the system demands. It is a domestication process that turns anyone into a
commodity bought and sold at market price. Education itself has become
such a commodity. It is part of consumption and consumed like a com-
modity. It has left the idea of Enlightenment behind and moved from the
humanist image of a self-aware, self-conscious, self-reflective, and self-
critical human to the business image of a double-functional entity — func-
tional at work and functional at consumption. Consumption of goods as
well as education is industrialised like any other commodity. Vital human
needs and services have been converted into productive industries with the
fast-food industry, health industries, education industries and the like.
Food-products (sic), health or even education are produced at industrial
scale and with industrial methods. Dining is converted into an industrial
process of a Taylorised and Fordist fast-food hall much in the same way as
the sick and ill are processed in profit-making hospitals. Not surprisingly,
children and students are similarly manufactured in the education indus-
try: they are enticed by school ads, recruited and selected, processed (name
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tag and ID number), conditioned through KPIs, and measured by examina-
tions. Eventually, the training is positively reinforced through a degree that
has all the sign-values (BBA, MBA), all the exchange-values — degree-job
exchange - and the use-values for corporate consumption. All this is ideo-
logically reframed as what one needs in life! But the industrialisation of edu-
cation not only conditions the individual to corporate consumption, it also
creates divisions and inequalities. Education systems have remained class
institutions and this not only due to the fact that there are inequalities of
social or educational character but also in an economic sense. Only some
people are allowed to achieve a higher level of mastery of the rational-logic
system elements of the managerial environment directed towards func-
tional use and organisational assimilation (Baudrillard 1998:59). In this
sense educational institutions are more than just points of sale for func-
tionally tailored exchange- and use-knowledge reduced to system demands.
They also provide useful screening devices for employers seeking to select
future employees formatted into rule-obedience. While the labour market
turns its participants into a sort of sameness - the sameness of being forced
to sell their labour - the world of work is made to appear highly differen-
tial. In addition to minutely detailed job descriptions, job titles, and enti-
tlements there are — in accordance with Taylor’s vertical division of labour -
two large categories of workers to be found at today’s workplaces. Inside
the rule-obedience model they can be seen as a) rule-makers and b) rule-
abiders. Rule-abiders combine two subsets, those of rule-interpreters (b') or
rule-appliers (b') at the lowest level. Those who create and invent rules are
usually called managers, while those who have to interpret and live by
these rules are called workers. Consequently, rule-inventors need a different
set of training than rule-abiders. For one group the core value is creativity
while for the other it is conformity. This division of labour inside the system
of production is mirrored by the system of education. It has been expressed
in Figure 11.2:

1. Highly Supportive > Academic Conditioning -> High Status -> Managerial Positions

. Low Supportive -> Practical Conditioning -> Low Status - Worker/Unemployment

Figure 11.2 Functional Education and Socialisation

Figure 11.2 shows how the bridge between primary and secondary socialisa-
tion is structured, starting from a highly or low supportive environment
through family and school and leading to a harsh selection process into
academic or non-academic educational institutions.**® The outcome is
defined as high versus low status followed by respective positions in the
hierarchy of capitalism. At the lower level (Figure 11.2") the conditioned
subject is turned into an object of power during primary and secondary
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socialisation (Bauman 1989). The imposition of high or low status func-
tions to educational systems occurs according to a well-defined formula
generated in educational policies and creating not only constitutive rules
but also acquiring normative status. These functions provide a code of
conduct for those on the receiving end of such educational status systems.
They enter into a game that is not simply designed with the idea of playing
in mind. It is designed to turn players into being played. Managerial effort
is directed to those who are ‘being played’. When they play badly, or realise
that they are being ‘played with’, or even refuse ‘to be played with’ then
they are disciplined or sanctioned. Having lost the game designed by
management, they are forced into a lower status.

At the lower level, but more so at the higher level (Figure 11.2Y), failings
by individuals in being conditioned according to positivist science and its
corresponding educational conditioning system means individual failure,
not system failure. The ideology of value-free science eclipses the system’s
inherently ideological content that drives towards system integration. The
educational player should not be aware that he or she is played (with).
Being educationally played with reduces the complexities of real life
through an anti-theory stance in support of practical problem-solving
solutions. Players should play without ever reflecting that they are being
played with. During primary socialisation, any reflection on what is to be
expected during the subsequent working life should be avoided. What is
emphasised is a functional practice and problem-solving skill, not reflective
theory directed towards a deeper understanding of society.

Assistance to endeavours that seek to disconnect functionally related
education from critical or reflective theory is provided through intellectu-
ally inferior methods such as case study methods — the Harvard Business
School Case Study Method — and storytelling in conjunction with anecdotes
and practical use-value-related exercises. This sort of quasi-scientific litera-
ture gives privilege to managerial stories, anecdotes, and invented cases
rather than providing critical understanding. Writings are cluttered with
practical examples to avoid any deeper understanding of the managerial
process. Theory is avoided, especially a theory that could explain the why
rather than the how. In Orwellian terms (1949:83), participants in this edu-
cational system should be able to think I understand HOW! But they should
never be able to even contemplate: I do not understand WHY! This sort of
education (sic) is based on the How-favouring positivist science of mechanics
and instrumental rationality that uses neutrality to cover its ideological
tracks, thus deflecting any critical understanding of the power relations at
work. It essentially smothers any tensions between asymmetric power rela-
tions. Use-value directed training and conditioning suppresses any tenden-
cies towards critical reflection. People with so-called good research
credentials — usually acquired through a business school that is attached to
a university to conceal the ideological character of what is done - are
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assigned to conduct such system-functional and highly ideological training
(Figure 11.2.

Their judgement — whether something is system-supportive or system-
destabilising - is of value, not the knowledge of science. Industry credentials,
long lists of functional publications, impressive titles, and well-regarded
institutions and universities — famous for being famous - support their value
judgements. These system-supportive institutions are ranked according to
self-fulfilling and circular mechanisms of attitude and hearsay league tables
published in commercial media outlets that are highly supportive of their
teaching methods, goals and above all their level of subscription to manage-
rialism. These institutions not only need to have shown to be worthy of the
praise of managerialism, they have to adopt the ideology of managerialism
themselves.*% Their operations need to reflect the complete internalisation of
managerialism. They have to prove their allegiance to management in at
least two ways. Firstly, they need to show their ability to teach the essentials
of managerialism and secondly that they have adopted managerialism in real
existing teaching and educational structures. In the words of Watson
(2003:166),

managerialism came to the universities as the German army came to
Poland. Now they talk about achieved learning outcomes, quality assur-
ance mechanisms, and international benchmarking. They throw triple
bottom line, customer satisfaction and world class around with the best
of them.

While managerialism influences the tone for education at university level,
management schools, training colleges, educators and trainers have to oper-
ationalise it.#’° Educators or trainers for conditioning provide technical, not
critical knowledge. This enables primary socialisation to function via the
learning of a discipline that conforms to the rules of managerialism. The
most direct form of pro-managerial socialisation in pre-work learning is
the textbook. It transfers useful knowledge indirectly - via a mediator called
academic, management writer, textbook author and the like - into sociali-
sation-able knowledge.*’! Such textbook knowledge is neatly packaged,
easily accessible, and written in a style that is of

an overwhelming concreteness. The thing is identified with its func-
tion...this language, which constantly imposes images, militates against
the development and expression concepts. In this immediacy and direct-
ness, it impedes conceptual thinking; thus, it impedes thinking...[such
a] functionalised, abridged and unified language is the language of
one-dimensional thought.*”?

This describes the one-dimensional thought of functional managerialism
and its human expression of Human Resource Management.*’® Apart from
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constructing instrumental knowledge as one-dimensional, the fabrication
of managerial language and communicative techniques services the task of
binding humans into a pre-designed life inside a productive work- and con-
sumption-society. In both domains they are deemed to be functional.4’#
Functional knowledge used in the productive domain is not critically
reflected upon. Instead it is simply acquired via pre-arranged clusters
efficiently boxed up as academic subjects and passively delivered rather than
actively discussed. Knowledge acquiring occurs in equally pre-arranged
boxes called lessons where the educational customer has to purchase the
correct box of functional and instrumental knowledge.

The educational customer is increasingly asked and ever more willing to
purchase an educational box-set of fast-forward functional (ff) knowledge
that is of no private, personal, or individual meaning to her or him.*’s
While being low on meaning content it is highly ff. Such ff is only accessi-
ble by the educational customer. The content of ff-knowledge is not designed
as education but as a functional toolbox. Constructed in that way, ff can
only really be used by one user, which is management. The ff~consumer
solely needs to be sufficiently and efficiently conditioned and to consume
and internalise versions of knowledge. Through the purchase of ff, the cus-
tomer takes part in primary socialisation and adapts to a pre-arranged and
pre-formatted existence so that, for example, learning OB [organisational
behaviour] has come to mean associating the names with the theories and the
theories with a list of key terms (Harding 2003:24).

Increasingly socialisation into managerialism via associating names is
done in a way where the consumer links models with names, memorises,
and rehearses their content rather than critically studying it. To a large
degree, academic studies conducted at today’s colleges and universities are
reduced to Pavlovian and Skinner-like conditioning*’¢ which present
rewards at the end of each lesson, tutorial, or chapter in the form of core
questions and achievement points. At the end of each text an easy to mem-
orise summary is to be found. The end of each term or semester is marked
by an often rather senseless examination designed to test a candidate’s
ability to memorise a text in a pre-set sector of knowledge. At the end of
each degree a certification of achievement is handed out. This is the
achievement of and for a formatted existence that comes with the
commonly agreed and standardised sign-value of MBA, MA, or BA.

The standardisation of agreed and accepted knowledge represents the
standardisation of managerial knowledge indicated by a sign (MBA) that
signifies adaptation and affirmation. It is manifested in a highly standard-
ised curriculum and standardised textbooks. This conveniently leads to a
standardised educational consumer resulting in a standardised existence.
Today’s work societies started long ago to internalise standardisation as
expressed in demands for effectiveness, efficiency, mechanisation, func-
tionality, and specialisation of educational systems. This has created
the obsession or fetish of effectiveness, efficiency, mechanisation, and



194 Communication and Management at Work

functionality. It is the fetish of being an efficient learner that carries con-
notations of being useful to society. The fetish of being useful has been
encouraged by managerialism. It involves aspects of repression, authoritar-
ianism, fragmentation, and domination*’” and is designed to obstruct crit-
ical and self-conscious education. It also prohibits any development
towards substantive awareness of oneself. Finally, it is designed to hinder
any reflection on the role we are designed to play inside today’s work rela-
tions. Meaning, critical reflection, emancipatory potentials, and fulfilment
are exterminated from a society that is highly engineered. Educational
systems result in socialised humans ready for corporate consumption.

Subjects are primarily conditioned into being willing participants in the
process of secondary conversion. Pre-work conditioning enables an in-
work conversion into an object of power (Bauman 1989). Trained that way
humans who are converted into objects of power have adjusted to an invis-
ible set of organisational rules, work-related rituals, and organisational
procedures. All of this runs by a distant but equally invisible master plan
that builds a bridge between primary and secondary socialisation and
that is certified via a paper - a sign-value — that acknowledges the success-
ful conditioning into the functional rules that govern both forms of
socialisation.

Academic studies and degrees certify the mastering of a functional train-
ing manifested in de-theorised, unreflective, and uncritical use-knowledge.
They also certify a non-reflection on emancipatory knowledge. Filled up
with use-knowledge, such training succeeds through a sufficiently organ-
ised process directed towards primary and later secondary socialisation.
Markets, power, and money guide the regulation of both versions of social-
isation. Education during primary socialisation is no longer a human right
but a commodity exposed to markets. This organisational system has sub-
verted critical knowledge that came from Enlightenment into commodity
knowledge. Deeper insights, utopian speculation, humanity, critiques, per-
sonal interest, art, ethics (unless it is business ethics), culture (unless it is
organisational culture), and imagination are no longer required.*’8

Tools and methods for secondary socialisation

While secondary socialisation provides the tools for induction into the
world of work, primary socialisation lays the groundwork and must always
precede secondary socialisation. It cannot be constructed ex nihilio. Most
problematic for secondary socialisation is that a reality, once internalised
during primary socialisation, persists in secondary socialisation. Therefore,
managerial socialisation as secondary socialisation demands structuration of
primary socialisation to provide a structural basis for secondary socialisa-
tion. The world of work under conditions of secondary socialisation is a
mirror image of primary socialisation requiring the acquisition of work-
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supportive forms of behaviour but also of role-specific vocabularies through
adapting, adjusting, and conforming to managerial norms and terms. In
secondary socialisation workers (Orwell’s Oldspeak) or human resources
(Newspeak) are referred to as others to be acted upon, communicated to,
ordered, and controlled, rather than as participants in communication
or socialisation. Commonly the process of secondary socialisation has
been described as finding one’s feet, learning the ropes, getting up to speed, and
enduring trial by fire, sinking or swimming.

Primary socialisation is constructed as role-specific acquisition of know-
ledge and communicated as a state or increasingly privatised function.
This is manifested in curricular demands for primary socialisation that
colonise schools and colleges. These curricular developments have been
shaped by demands emanating from secondary socialisation. In that way,
higher-level primary socialisation is directed towards tertiary institutions
and business schools (Figure 11.2") that seek to condition certain sections
of labour by a familiarisation with highly specialised vocabularies used to
distance them from workers and to appear to be the sole occupier of supe-
rior knowledge. This extends to the internalisation of semantic language
fields. Once conditioned in this way the world of work becomes accessible
via interpretation. This sort of interpretation occurs when humans find
themselves in a new environment — the world of work - linking pre-
learned knowledge to this new world in order to understand it. Pre-learned
or pre-conditioned primary socialisation provides a meaning framework in
which Organisational Sensemaking takes place (Weick 1995). It structures
routines of interpretations, meaning-creation, or sensemaking by prov-
iding a pre-trained framework to understand work in the way it is
designed to be understood.

This process also requires the adoption of the rudiments of a legitimatis-
ing communicative apparatus that seeks to stabilise labour-management
relations. Human Resource Management provides such an apparatus.
Unlike other management functions such as marketing, finance, and oper-
ations management, it is the task of HRM to conduct secondary socialisa-
tion. HRM is the area where individuals are made to walk across the bridge
that links primary with secondary socialisation. Human Resource Manage-
ment is the instrument that moves individuals towards secondary socialisa-
tion. The subsequent process of secondary socialisation inducts an already
socialised individual into the new sectors of the objective world of work (Berger &
Luckmann 1967:150). Whyte (1961:12) has summed up the social aspect of
socialisation:

Man exists as a unit of society. Of himself, he is isolated, meaningless;
only as he collaborates with others does he become worth while, for by
sublimating himself in the group, he helps produce a whole that is
greater than the sum of its parts.
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For management, managerialism and their subservient entourage of man-
agement writers it is only the organisation that makes the human. Only
through the process of secondary socialisation can an individual become
worthwhile. Secondary socialisation as the adoption of a company structure
uses system integrative elements and turns them against newcomers who
are passively made to sublimate themselves into a pre-set organisation.
Newcomers are not actively participating in a socially integrative group via a
conscious process. They are deliberately and intentionally made to enter
into the pre-structured system called the workplace. The managerial con-
version of humans into human resources creates a worthwhile resource. Only
by partaking in the capitalist process does an individual become a human
worthy to the managerially guided society. In short, only the successful
completion of secondary socialisation turns humans into something worth-
while. Without it humans are unworthy and undeserving.*’® But secondary
socialisation is by far more than just organisational assimilation. It is
absorption, incorporation, and system integration into a one-dimensional
world. This is attained by structuring people’s behaviour in a pre-designed
socialisation process to alter patterns of behaviour adapted to the system
needs of a company. It targets a communicatively established creation of
four identities (Table 11.1) relevant to the organisational use of human sub-
jects now turned into objects of managerial power through secondary
socialisation. These are:

Table 11.1 Four Communicatively Established Identities for Corporate Use

No. Identity Target
A Individual Personal interest that had put the individual above the profit
interest has to be defeated and turned into profitable use.
Target I: Conversion of non-supportive attitudes into organisational
attitudes (profit).
Target II: Conversion of individual identity into goal (profit)-achieving
identity.

B Work Group  Any group identity originating in ex-work experiences has to
be converted into work-related group experiences that replace
ex-work leaders with work-related leaders (CEOs, etc.).

Target B-I: Conversion of identity as group member (school team, sport,
social) into work-group member.
Target B-1I: Conversion of obedience to work-leader (team leader,

supervisor) needs to be seen as natural.

C  Corporate Identity originating in primary socialisation through
voluntary organisations (sports club) or involuntary
organisations (school, family) need to be converted into a
corporate identity.
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Table 11.1 Four Communicatively Established Identities for Corporate Use
- continued

No Identity Target
Target C-I: Conversion of voluntary or involuntary institutional identity
into corporate identity.
Target C-1I: Conversion into corporate identity through the cloaking of

involuntary character of corporation.

D  Professional  The creation of previously established identities through
professional association needs to be carried over into the
framework of the corporation.

Target D-I: Conversion of professional identities into professional
identities supporting the corporation.
Target D-II: Conversion of goals of professional associations into

corporate (profit-achieving) goals.

Table 11.1 shows the use of these four identities (A-D) to create mecha-
nisms that convert previously socialised identities into corporate identities
or corporate supporting identities. In the process of corporate identity cre-
ation, communication gains vital importance for secondary socialisation.
Instrumental communication sets up clearly defined goals or targets for
system integration. Corporate communication targets specific areas of
incomplete primary socialisation as primary socialisation has never been
able to deliver totally affirmative humans to companies and is unable to
totally pre-format individuals in the way demanded by managerialism.
Therefore, any new subjects still have to be integrated into work. This
makes secondary socialisation necessary which targets the four main areas
shown in Table 11.1. First of all it targets the area of individuality (11.1%).
While supporting the ideology of individualism, individual attitudes have
to be converted into standard corporate attitudes. These attitudes also
need to be directed towards fellow workers and work groups (11.18). As the
modern workplace is often composed of pre-defined units of workers or
permanent groups, newly recruited subjects need to be converted into
effective group or team players. While managerial ideology favours
individualism on the one hand, the ideology of being a team player is
unchallenged and unquestioned as much as adopted by everyone. The
contradictory expectations of being a team player and at the same time
being exposed to individualised performance management through perfor-
mance-related pay systems and the like is cloaked by corporate culture and
a highly ideological language.

At level (11.1°), all institutional arrangements that have been deemed
non-supportive of the corporate identity have to be diluted or diminished.
Secondary socialisation instructors seek to delete or convert them into an
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organisational identity. This organisational identity is one-dimensional and
directed towards the corporation.*° Finally, any professionalism (11.1°) that
is not work-related or unable to create an identity supportive of corporate
goals or managerialism has to be converted into a useful professional iden-
tity. The individual is made to belong to a professional association that is
supportive rather than one that is critical or even against corporate goals
(profit). The purpose of these professional associations is the provision of
an additional support mechanism for managerialism. They should not be
Against Management (Parker 2002). The conversion of subjects into objects of
power is directed towards pre-set targets (11.151 to 11.1P1) seeking the inte-
gration of humans via an extension of once learned behaviours. Building
on primary socialisation, corporate socialisation uses earlier socialisations
as a platform to re-construct and re-shape human identities to the com-
pany’s interests. All identities are directed towards organisational goals
(Newspeak) or profit (Oldspeak). Therefore, behavioural adjustments and
identity conversion are mere tools along the way to achieve this goal.

Human Resource Management'’s task is set to convert an individual into
an organisational goal achiever. By doing so it turns the individual into
someone who achieves. In order to fulfil this task, HRM has developed
instrumental-rationally guided goal-achieving mechanisms. These are
developed strategically as they set targets for the realisation of secondary
socialisation. The people-processing element of secondary socialisation or
organisational assimilation applies two forms of secondary socialisation
strategies to induct the newcomer into the work regime in a codified and
highly structured process. Informal socialisation occurs on the job through
communicative devices such as replacing an individual identity with a
corporate identity. Both are thoroughly one-dimensional processes geared
towards a one-dimensional identity to achieve corporate goals. Often, this
is communicated through simple ideology-laden statements such as:

we are all in the same boat or
how things are done around here.

Figure 11.3 Two Common Statements for Assimilation

Particularly, the ‘all in one boat’ metaphor (Figure 11.3) is used to manufac-
ture consent and gloss over divergent interests between labour and man-
agement. Most interestingly, it hides the fact that some have to pull the boat
while others sit on the upper deck at the steering wheel. While hiding the
true social relationship at work — managers are steering the boat while
workers are pulling it — the boat metaphor implies a naturally given order
of an artificial relationship that does not exist in reality. To create a willing
boat-puller, sequential socialisation seeks to move a newcomer through
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clearly defined stages of accomplishments measuring the success of condi-
tioning. But non-sequential and unstructured strategies are also applied.
Both are vital parts of any transitional induction period. Organisational
assimilation through sequential/non-sequential and formal/informal
processes are communicated through an official company message.
Induction occurs through co-workers and peers, supervisors and other
company members, such as secretaries, department heads, etc. or even
through customers and other outsiders to a company. The task is the assim-
ilation of the self with a company.

All secondary socialisation strategies are instrumental-rational, providing
communicative tools directed towards a goal under a means (secondary
socialisation) — ends (assimilation) dictum. The goal is the assimilation of
the newcomer. Assimilation is achieved when a newcomer has become an
integral part of the corporation and an individual-organisational relation-
ship has been accomplished. Common to all socialisation strategies is
that they are communicated through management and Human Resource
Management. They establish meaning and socialise labour within an
organisation. They also create power relationships and dominance. Human
Resource Management is assigned with the task of creating and providing
system maintenance for these asymmetrical relationships.

Finally, today’s HR managers can rely on powerful support mechanisms
when converting newcomers into work regimes. This assistance comes
from two main sources. The first source that enhances and supports the
process of converting human beings into human resources comes from the
communicative ex-work domain. This domain provides powerful ideas
supportive to management. It tells the unsuspecting human to mentally
adapt to the code of corporate life (sic). This is portrayed as a given and
stated as ‘this is the way it is’ or ‘these are the facts of [working] life’, and so
forth. It conditions the human being into a thing or an instrument with
the appropriate forms of behaviour ready to be used up by the work
regime.*8!

The communicative domain plays an important part in converting
humans into obedient things because the privately owned media provide
daily images of a commodity life and forms of existence characterised by
obedience. This started to appear in conjunction with the rise and increas-
ing dominance of internationally oligopol-ised corporate mass media*t?
which has resulted in robust support mechanisms for images and system
integrative behaviour patterns on which today’s HR managers can rely.
When seeking to work towards secondary socialisation, HRM's task is to
link their requirements to forms of ideological content that have already
been planted in the minds of the newcomers. The process of secondary
socialisation, induction, or adaptation to the work regime is accomplished
when the linkage between mass media and worker is completed. This will
ensure that assimilating ideas conditioned through this link have turned
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employees into willing resources that support the so-called organisational
performance (Newspeak) or profit (Oldspeak) on a daily basis. This is obviously
not done through brutal ‘in your face’ methods but in a much more sublime
and settled process that targets underlying values and behaviours which
need to be shaped and directed towards the creation of an affirmative
character supportive of the work regime.

But it is not only the ideological conditioning that an individual has
received before entering a work regime that provides valuable support for
HR managers. It is also the restructuring of primary socialisation under
advanced capitalism. The area of primary socialisation has made significant
advances during the last decades. Unlike during the years of early capital-
ism when human resources were allowed to be educated in public institu-
tions rather than conditioned, advanced capitalism has ended this. A child
in today’s world can go through kindergarten, pre-school, school, college,
and university without having to enter any form of public education as pri-
vatised training facilities provide much more tailored training regimes.
While public institutions have been — almost by definition - somewhat
removed from the market forces of capitalism, private training facilities are
much more geared towards the needs of capitalism. More than in public
education, these private institutions are steered by the two most powerful
codes advanced capitalism can provide: money and power. Not only do
they cater for the system demands of advanced capitalism, they are also
able to convert children into goal achievers, competitors, future leaders,
and success stories. This is done primarily through teaching what is highly
valuable to today’s parents: discipline and social affirmation. These
privatised institutions are able to delete any critical or even recalcitrant
behaviour by converting youthful energies into affirmative and useful char-
acteristics. The early and constant adoption of affirmative and system-
supportive values allows the end product of this commodified training
regime - the fully functional human resource - to internalise the system
imperatives of advanced capitalism. System imperatives govern the educa-
tional domain by providing primary socialisation that is linked to sec-
ondary socialisation. As these primarily functional training regimes
guarantee middle-class success — depicted in the sign-value of the status
symbol and Affluenza — equally conditioned and system affirmative parents
seek to ensure early entry of their children into these conditioning facili-
ties. In this way, the interplay between primary and secondary socialisation
is handed down from generation to generation, slowly but surely adapting
the mind of the human to the conditions of working life.

Today’s human beings are able to be conditioned towards acceptance
and support of managerialism by going through privatised institutions
which all communicate the same message: privatisation is good, private
industry is good, and private consumption is good. The imperatives of the
corporate workplace are made to appear as an unchangeable necessity.
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What is portrayed is an unbroken chain of private institutions from private
kindergarten to privately owned companies. This is made to appear
normal. The uninterrupted chain of private or privatised educational
institutions of primary socialisation is shown in Figure 11.4:

| 20 years | months | 40 years I
privately privately privately privately privately .
owned |[»| owned |»| owned |,| owned || owned [» privately owned
kindergarten pre-school school college university companies
| primary socialisation l secondary socialisationl working fife — l

Figure 11.4 The Uninterrupted Chain of Privately Owned Institutions

Figure 11.4 shows that an individual of today’s society can go through
primary and secondary socialisation and working life without having to
receive any form of public education or any experience of not-for-profit
institutions. In that way the ideology of the Privatisation of Everything
(Mandell 2002) is supported by the fact that the real existence of educa-
tional institutions is based on the same ideology. This delivers — socially
created - factual evidence for the prevailing ideology.*®® The ideology-
evidence link is of utmost importance to the upper-level consumer of such
an education system. Upper-level (Figure 11.2") conditioning of future
resources demands extensive training. This can take 20 or more years of
primary socialisation, while the process of secondary socialisation takes no
more than a few months. Because of the extended primary socialisation the
period of so-called in-house (corporate) induction is relatively short as most
of the affirmation to the work regime has been done beforehand. This
enables the end-user of socialisation — the company - to off-load expensive
induction costs to the pre-work domain. Having undergone minor adjust-
ment processes (of a few months), the human resource is sufficiently condi-
tioned to survive an extended period of exposure to the work regime
(40 years) It appears as if an individual that has been conditioned during
the ﬁrst = of life inside primary socialisation 1nst1tut10ns is ready to accept
the 1mperat1ves of working life for the next 3 2 of his life.** The ideology
cloaked as facts of working life is turned into a fact of unconditional surren-
der. The individual is invited (Newspeak) to adjust to work regimes after suc-
cessful completion of primary socialisation. Individuals are offered so-called
educational choices (Newspeak) making them believe that they are able to
select (Newspeak) a private school, college or university (Newspeak) or a con-
ditioning institution (Oldspeak) that links educational value systems to the
system demands of working life.

Reflecting on the needs for today’s work regimes, the to-be-converted
newcomers are conditioned at two levels (Figure 11.2). Some are con-
ditioned to conduct routine and monotonous work while others are being
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accustomed to conduct managerial work. Sophisticated HRM techniques are
used to adjust those two groups to the socially constructed realities of
today’s work regimes. The first group has been sufficiently prepared
through monotonous and routine-ised primary socialisation to conduct their
assigned and equally monotonous and routine-ised work tasks. As Albert
(2006:96) emphasised, eighty per cent of us are presently taught in schools to
endure boredom and to take orders, because that’s what capitalism needs from its
workers. The second group usually receives a somewhat higher-level condi-
tioning. Today, most newcomers to the managerial class have completed
some sort of tertiary formal training. Decades ago, colleges and universities
were seen as training institutions for the upper class. Access was only pro-
vided to the selected few. During the post-WW 1I years this changed dra-
matically and these developments have definitely ended earlier forms of
access arrangements. As advanced capitalism demanded a better-educated
workforce, colleges and universities had to be opened up to a larger popula-
tion. This led to a significantly increased student population that had
access to critical knowledge and critical forms of thinking. Accessing previ-
ously non-accessible forms of knowledge in newly opened mass universities
provided a fertile ground for the student revolts during the late 1960s.
Shocked by these movements that provided workers with critical and
emancipatory knowledge through radicalised students, the establishment
sought to curb critical thinking by restructuring colleges and universities.
Today, this restructuring process has been completed. Privatised colleges
and universities are colonised by managerialism.*85 They have been con-
verted from the educational facilities of Enlightenment into institutions
that resemble the modern corporation with achieved learning outcomes,
quality assurance mechanisms, international benchmarking, triple bottom lines,
customer satisfaction, and world-class performances (Watson 2003:166).
Today, instrumental rationality has almost completely replaced critical
rationality.

In conclusion, the process of secondary socialisation is today — given the
support from primary socialisation and mass media - ready to replace the
identity of a newcomer with four new identities. Foremost, this occurs at
the level of the individual that is still told to be an individual. However,
the individual has now been issued with a six-digit staff number identifying
the new human resource inside a pre-constructed code system. This resem-
bles the identity and individuality of a number on a corporate ID swipe
card. The individual identity has become a corporate number identity.
Secondly, the process of secondary socialisation often includes the induc-
tion of an individual into a work group which is not natural as it is manage-
rially organised, nor are these groups self-managed as management manages
them. These groups only allow often severely limited access to a getting-
involved process. Getting involved however means nothing more than the
exclusion of all issues that have any significance, such as real participation,
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co-decision-making, and most definitely workplace democracy.®¢ The man-
agerial ideology of self-managing work groups is designed so that a new-
comer does not need to be concerned with decision-making issues. They
remain in the safe hands of management. Fitting into such work groups is
made to appear as natural as possible, precisely because it is utmost un-
natural to work in a pre-constructed and managerially guided work group.
All this is designed to manage the conversion of an individual to a work
group identity without any realisation of what is being done.

Thirdly, the managerial process of secondary socialisation also demands
that a newcomer adapts to corporate values in order to become a corporate
member. Today, this process is supported by the assignment of a new term
to an individual. In the Newspeak world of managerialism workers are no
longer called workers. They have become corporate citizens — without
voting rights, of course! - or organisational members - just like a member-
ship in the local gym! The hidden purpose of the renaming and re-
creation of a new identity is twofold. Firstly, it seeks to reframe any asso-
ciation of the individual with work, workers, or even the working class. It
is designed to end all forms of class solidarity among workers. Any conno-
tation to class is to be avoided. Now the association is with the corpora-
tion, creating the illusion of corporeality. Secondly, instead of having a
worker identity, your new identity is now connected to a profit-making
institution. This form of identity shift allows the self-definition of an indi-
vidual with the company rather than with fellow workers. It shifts the
worker identity towards a corporate identity which is further enhanced
through a professional identity.

Finally, HRM has a seemingly endless number of professional statuses in
its cache that can be attached to any individual.®®” The assignment of a
professional term to human beings is done for two reasons. Firstly, the
assignment locates the individual inside the managerially constructed
hierarchy.*8® The structure of corporate hierarchy is an extension of
deeply enshrined previous institutions. Years of living and adapting to
hierarchies have shaped our hierarchy-accepting identity. Life means to
live inside hierarchies from early forms of primary socialisation in educa-
tional institutions to secondary socialisation in companies. The con-
version from primary to secondary socialisation is predominantly a
conversion from one hierarchy into another. All of these hierarchies are
socially constructed while they are made to appear as natural as possible
in order to hide their social and managerial constructiveness. They are
designed to pretend it were a fact of life that cannot and, above all, should
not be challenged. Secondly, attaching a profession to an individual also
increases the illusion that this human resource is a valued and needed
member of the organisation. It turns a human being into a functional being
that defines itself through an imaginary link to a function. The secondary-
socialisalised human resource is made to believe that their status depends
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on a professional function, not on their individuality. Identity, individu-
ality and the professional functions are made to merge in the minds of
workers.

Professionalism is linked to behavioural functions and patterns of
conduct which are not only supported through the function-identity
linkage but aiso through the bureaucracy-identity link. Any newly inducted
human resource is also linked to a bureaucracy. In this process, the individ-
ual identity is converted into a bureaucratic identity that can be managed
from above. But functioning in a bureaucracy does not only mean to accept
the imperatives of hierarchies and power, it also means to accept an iden-
tity that is linked to a bureau. The newly created identity depends on the
bureau or office and the resulting power that comes from this office. It is not
the demo [people]-cratic power but the power of the office — the bureau
[office]-cratic — power that creates the identity. Management — not the
people = demos - is the sole agency that allocates this power, the power of
the office-holder. This form of corporate identity creation merges a person-
ality with a position in a hierarchy. The position holder has power as long
as he holds the office. Once the office-power link is broken, the power of
the holder ceases. The establishment of powerful organisational individuals
who are powerful due to the office that has been allocated to them is of
vital importance to management. It turns the power-holder into a willing
instrument of managerial prerogatives. Obviously, a newcomer should not
be aware of this process. Professions and the assignment thereof are made
to appear as if they were part of a natural process. They should be perceived
as something that cannot be taken away by those lower in the hierarchy. In
that way the carrier of the bureaucratic identity is able to rule over those
lower in the hierarchy as an untouchable which further enhances the
status of the bureaucracy-identity linkage. The fact that all professions are
socially or managerially constructed and therefore socially assigned or non-
assigned is cloaked behind the facade of value-neutral and objective
Human Resource Management. In sum, the conditioning that binds the
individual to hierarchies throughout primary socialisation is continued
during secondary socialisation. But the conditioning of the individual to
hierarchies does not only derive from primary socialisation, it is also pow-
erfully mediated through the daily ritual of a mass-mediated reality that
controls the content of what is being communicated. The task of both
primary socialisation and mass-mediated control is to pre-design the condi-
tioning of individuals so that system imperatives are deeply engraved into
the minds of humans long before they become aware that they have to
enter an equally pre-designed work regime.
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Human Resource Management and the
Control of Communication

Overall, Human Resource Management provides the most vital support
function in aiding the transformation of humans into workers. This is a
form of system integration under instrumental rationality because it seeks to
integrate labour’s compliance into a system of goal-achieving objectives.
Such a process creates two kinds of persons. This somewhat pathological
split in personality is shown in Table 12.1:

Table 12.1 The Personality Split

i)  oneis a person like you and me, called natural person;

ii)  while the other person is an intangible person which by law was once called
fictional person but is now called corporate person also expressed as conformist
Organisation Man (Whyte 1961).

The relationship between (i) and (ii) is asymmetrical because the natural
relationship among natural persons has been displaced. This replacement
takes the form of relations between corporate person and natural person.
This can be shown as:

ri) T Natural Person J > €& | Natural Person ]

[ i) [ Natural Person | €D [ Corporate Person |

[ i) | Corporate Person | =) 4= s €= = |  Corporate Person |

Figure 12.1 Natural and Corporate Persons

As Figure 12.1 shows, one of the consequences of the secondary socialisa-
tion process is the creation of a partly conflicting multitude of personal
identities. Starting with 12.1}, the relationship among natural persons is of
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a natural character relating naturally to each other. It brings people
together naturally: - €. At the corporate socialisation level of 12.1%, the
natural person is split into a natural and a corporate person. This split
creates conflict and contradictions, shown as €= as both persons do not
necessarily have the same attitudes. They are naturally and corporately
constructed. This is neither natural nor do these persons relate to each
other naturally. Finally, corporate persons relate to each other not in a
natural way but in a corporately constructed way (12.11). This somewhat
artificial relationship is defined by two opposing elements, the element of
solidarity among workers and co-workers (2 €) and the element of conflict
and competition among workers (€-»). These three relationships created
at corporate level between natural and corporate persons can never be
overcome or solved but they can be temporarily eclipsed via powerful
managerial ideologies.

As the shifts (i-iii) are not without conflict and contradictions, an
ideology is used to cloak them. One of the preferred ideologies capable of
concealing inherent contradictions between natural and corporate persons is
the creation of occupant roles. Management has to endure a somewhat
never-ending contradiction between human or natural persons and between
a labour identity and an identity of a managerially created Organisation
Man. The annihilation of a natural person and the subsequent conversion
into a corporate person is largely assigned to Human Resource Management.
This has been made possible through the application of certain instruments
or techniques in a strategic fashion.*®® In the world of work as in the fash-
ionable world of strategic management and strategic Human Resource
Management it is often no more than fashion that dictates the introduction
of a new language, of new words and phrases and subsequently also the
demise of old ones. Management and HRM tend to create and follow these
fashions habitually.

With the ending of personnel management the very term person ended.
Just like the fashion industry ended a certain style. The ending of personnel
management led to the fashionable creation of Human Resource Manage-
ment and completely replaced the old-fashioned rhetoric of Personnel
Management.**° Fundamentally, Human Resource Management can be split
into tactical HRM or standard non-strategic HRM and strategic HRM.
Tactical and Strategic HRM or SHRM are subjects subsumed under manage-
ment’s drive towards its goal of increased market share determined by eco-
nomic forces or laws external to the individual enterprise (Hyman 1987:28-29).
The reality of economic forces has been hidden when the term strategy is
placed in front of Human Resource Management. A proliferation in book
titles shows that the term strategic is placed in front of almost everything
remotely linked to management. This also testifies to a trend by removing
Human Resource Management from its classical domain of tactics oriented
towards day-to-day activities towards a more strategic role.**! In this new
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and much more fashionable version of strategic HRM planning is linked to
strategic management by seeking to align a company’s strategic business
plan with strategic HRM planning.

Instrumental rationality reaches into the management of people. HRM
becomes SHRM. While the issue of instrumental rationality and strategy
has implications well beyond HRM, HRM remains functionally linked
to the success of strategic management.**? It provides a base for hierarchical
relationships at the point of work. HRM has taken on a specifically
important role in being able to operate as a steering function:*3

Table 12.2 HRM'’s Steering Function over Power, Influence, and Values

Medium (i) Power (ii) Influence (iii) Value
Components commitment
Standard situation Directives Advice Moral appeals
Generalised values Effectiveness Loyalty Integrity
Nominal claim Binding decisions  Authority via Authority via
explanations admonitions
Rationality criteria  Success Consensus Pattern consistency
Actor’s attitude Towards success Mutual Mutual
understanding  understanding
Real values Rationalisation Reason for Justification for
of collective goals  convictions obligations
Reserves Means of Cultural Internalised values
enforcement traditions
Form of Organisation Prestige Moral Leadership
institutions and official orderings
position

As Table 12.2 shows, HRM’s functional task at work can be made transpar-
ent by examining HRM in relation to the media of power relations (i),
influence (ii), and the creation of value commitments (iii). By doing so,
HRM’s role in relation to the eight components becomes clear. Its power to
communicate directives and orders is of particular relevance. It influences
behaviour through communication as evidenced in guidance, advice and
moral appeals. At the level of value commitment, HRM strongly communi-
cates corporate effectiveness and the creation of loyalty and integrity. Bing
(2006:27) has emphasised that the corporate world is a world without loyalty,
friendship or trust, where a missing doughnut can engender a paranoia-fuelled
department reorganisation. This affects labour-management relations. Labour-
capital relations today because of its linkage to loyalty-ensuring managerialism
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are made to appear unconnected to exploitation and oppression (Eagleton
1994, 1999). In other words, the power of loyalty allows managerialism to
eclipse exploitation and oppression. Loyalty created in this way ensures
that binding decisions and authority remain unchallenged.

At the level of rationality, HRM seeks success through achieving consen-
sus and pattern consistency among employees. HRM supports managerial
goal achievement by influencing employees towards understanding and
acceptance. HRM’s value system is based on realisation of management’s
goals influenced by a conviction to support management. This is based
on the value that managerial decisions are justified, thus establishing an
obligation to act. HRM supports this by hierarchical means-ends chains and
enforces managerial decisions that influence employees on the basis of
cultural values and internalised corporate values. Finally, HRM takes an
official position within a company. Its prestige is established by enforcing
managerial hierarchies and appealing to management’s moral leadership
whenever necessary.

Strategies to control communication

Overall, HRM assumes a power position inside companies by influencing
strategic decisions based on a strong moral commitment towards company
values as well as the ability and capacity to control labour’s contribution
towards a company goal. In many cases, this is achieved through simplified
communication that reduces managerial strategies into simple statements.
It also replaces them with symbolic generalisations of negative and positive
sanctions. Inside the repertoire of HRM, at least six different levels of
people management can be identified which operate in order to mediate
between the corporate profit goals and the interest of workers. To cover
these contradictions, the HR manager adopts a range of strategies deemed
necessary to manufacture consent among human resources. Here, HR man-
agement takes on six roles as strategic planner on the human resource side
of management (Forester 1989:88):

Table 12.3 Six Forms of Strategic Communication used by HR Managers

Strategy Role of HR Manager

strategy 1:  strategic HR manager as regulator;

strategy 2:  strategic HR manager as pre-mediator and negotiator; strategy;
strategy 3:  strategic HR manager as a resource;

strategy 4:  strategic HR manager as a shuttle diplomat;

strategy 5:  strategic HR manager as an active interest mediator;

strategy 6:  strategic HR manager as job-splitter - you mediate and I'll negotiate.
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As Table 12.3 shows, there are different strategic levels serving different
organisational needs. From strategy 1 to strategy 7, HR managers see their
role as representatives of organisational goals. In the attempt to service
these managerial goals, HR managers take on different roles, communi-
cating differently with labour in order to achieve compliance, acceptance
and legitimacy for themselves and above all for management and
managerialism.

Strategy 1

In strategy 1, HR managers communicate technical and bureaucratic rules
and procedures seeking to regulate communication rather than enabling it.
As such the field of HR activity is strongly linked to organisational profit
goals as any corporation depends on regulation. These regulations always
benefit those who regulate over those who are regulated. They favour those
who manage over those who are managed. As much as HR mangers are
entitled to be unfettered and creative in their expressions, they tend to see
subordinates as working best when they are regulated and forced into
efficient work regimes under rule-following measures.

The power of today’s HR managers to regulate is expressed in their
ability to issue a raft of policies as well as numerous codes of corporate
conduct. In this work, they are able to apply a highly reductionist language.
This form of communication reduces language to simple how-to-do
manuals. As creators, inventors, regulators, and communicators of these
rules, HR managers shape the working lives of millions of workers. They
do so as they seek a fast comprehension of their rules. This way, they are
enforcing strategies to cope with organisational complexities. Such regula-
tions include organisational designs and diagrams, job descriptions, proce-
dures, remuneration, performance measuring, and compensation systems.
Often these kinds of regulations are issued not only in a language reducing
fashion but also in communication reducing devices. The idea is to protect
the regulation as well as the regulation-maker from challenging discussions.
It relieves HR managers from the necessity to justify their action. They are
able to hide behind pre-set regulations that neutralise them as regulators.
They are also able to transform communication into an instrument of rule
obedience.

Strategy 2

In strategy 2, pre-mediations and negotiations move to the top. In its pre-
mediation version, HR management seeks to anticipate workers’ responses
to HR initiatives as a pre-calculative exercise. Negotiating as well as pre-
mediation takes labour into account but with an attempt to pre-structure
communication and discourse. Under negotiations, HR management seeks
to classify issues. This pre-definitional exercise divides any negotiable issues
into either integrative bargaining of win-win situations by increasing the
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share of a pie or into distributive bargaining seen as win-lose strategies. The
latter is not based on an expanding pie but bargaining takes place over the
win-lose or lose-win distribution of a pie. This classification seeks to achieve
preparedness before any negotiation takes place. Labour is incorporated
into corporate structures via participation. This occurs in disregard of
distributive or integrative bargaining. Both versions of participation tend to
incorporate employees into a managerial framework that does not con-
struct people in their own right but as an individualised worker inside an
HR framework. This framework entails the submission of workers through
involvement. The ideological illusion of being involved inside a pre-set
framework occurs inside a pre-conceptualised and controlled form of
workers’ attachment to managerial goals.

Strategy 3

In strategy 3, HR management sees itself as resource acting at a profes-
sional level. HRM pretends to be neutral adopting a facilitator role to
assist with problem-solving solutions between labour and management.
But information gathering, analysing, discussing, framing, storing, etc.
of labour for management becomes a source of power itself. In this way,
information about people at work is converted into a resource. In this
process humans are collapsed into pre-existing and pre-designed cate-
gories. Labour at work, once extracted and converted into HR models
and systems, is removed from its context and presented as resources
ready to be used by management. The starting point of any conversion
of people into objects of HR’s power is a number, the employee
number. Allocating a number to a person is a rather simple process that
is often located at the very beginning of entering a firm. It reduces
human individuality to numbers and assigns certain seniority qualities
to people, thus transforming individuals into a resource for HRM, a
resource to-be-ruled and to-be-regulated. This process is further enhanced
through the categorisation of certain groups and a respective labelling
process that can be — at will - extended to occupational groups or other
categories.

Such a process of de-individualisation, de-personalisation, and de-
humanisation becomes the guiding order of any HR regime. It successfully
distances itself from any realm of moral or ethical considerations while pre-
tending to be ethical at the same time. Any good HRM textbook will have a
section on business or HR ethics and any good HR manager has an Ethics
Policy ready to be shown. In most cases, however, such ethical considera-
tions play a somewhat lower level role. For many HR managers and for HR
ethics policies, ethical values are surface structures. It is something one has
to have rather than a form of deeper value. Ethics is seen as having a some-
what higher dignity in moral and spiritual terms. In that way managers are
able to conceptualise it away because ethical values are not real and unten-
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able. In fact, they are not even necessary or connected to the business
needs of the enterprise. Obviously, ethical values are not measurable and
therefore not prevalent in any managerial database. Therefore, ethics and
moral values count less in real business. Constructed in that way, ethics and
business — sometimes officially announced as business ethics — enter into a
reciprocal relationship. The higher the moral value, the less it counts in
business and vice versa. Once management is able to elevate ethics by
attaching high values to it, ethics become remote issues. The higher ethics
are elevated above reality, the more irrelevant they become for real busi-
ness, for the real business world and for the real world, and the more likely
they will be disregarded. In short, humanitarian, religious, and moral ideas
are seen to be only ideals. They are not allowed to disturb the established
way of corporate life.*** This construction enables management to relief
itself from all ethics while at the same time being able to claim to have
business ethics.

Above all, these moral ideas are not invalidated by the fact that they are
contradicted by a behaviour dictated by the daily necessities of business
(Marcuse 1966:151). Individuality, morality, and ethics are cast aside as
nice in theory but in reality... are irrelevant to corporate life. Overall, HR at
level 3 occurs as a process of de-contextualisation. This process separates
issues from their context so that they can be understood in a way
deemed beneficial to management. But the context needs to be so far
removed that a real or even critical understanding is avoided. In this
process all issues that enable humans to understand the socially con-
structed character of work arrangements is lifted out of a social, histor-
ical, and economical context. People are transferred into a useful
resource. At the height of such treatment is the reduction of workers or
sections of work to mere overheads once their transformation into HR
accounting methods is completed.

Strategy 4

In strategy 4, HR management sees its role as an extension of strategy 3 but
with a more engaging and active role in interest mediation. HR managers
are concerned with suggestions, queries, and arguments that are taken up
by both sides. Here, HR not only conveys information but seeks an active
diplomacy role in face-to-face discussions. By shuttling between contradic-
tory interests of labour and management, HR managers pretend to be the
honest broker needed to solve conflict even though their organisational task
is directed towards managerial goal achieving. The art of HR management
lies in successfully pretending to be neutral. The role demands the assump-
tion as an independent agent. The HR manager needs to be seen as a
neutral negotiator or an unbiased mediator. This strategy dictates the pre-
sentation of being no more than a skilful diplomat with the interests of
both sides at heart.
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Strategy 5

In this version, diplomacy is superseded by active interest mediation,
leaving more and more roles such as that of facilitator and resource supplier
behind. HRM shows a keen interest in solutions by taking part as a posi-
tional agency. Communication is not seen as a neutral activity that provides
a forum for discourse but as a tool to bring one’s interest into force. The
interests of workers are taken seriously and seen as legitimate. The role of
management is to take care of them. Before they are taken care of, HR man-
agers reformulate workers’ interests into business functions through the
division into value added and non-value added interests. Sometimes workers’
interests are also labelled as legitimate or non-legitimate interests. By refor-
mulating, categorising, and labelling them, HRM decides which interests are
legitimate and value adding. The portraying of workers’ interests in this way
allows HRM to create the impression that workers add value. The interests of
workers become synonymous to workers themselves. Both are constructed
as adding value to organisational goals. In this way, the process of adding
value is linked to a person. In order to become a better person they must, of
course, contribute value to the corporation and to corporate goals and add
value to profit goals. To communicate what a better person means and how
to become one is HR management’s task.

Strategy 6

Finally in strategy 6, HR management adopts a split the job attitude seeking
to divide communicative roles into either a manager mediates or a manager
negotiates. Strategy 6 is adopted when HR management is faced with an
organised oppositional interest. This is the case when workplace organisa-
tions such as trade unions support labour in their interest formulation.
Overall, managerial counter-strategies are applied in an instrumental and
strategic way, directed towards the achievement of pre-determined organi-
sational goals. Under the conditions of these strategies, communication is
reduced to an instrument enabling HR management to achieve certain
goals. Here, HR management presents itself as a mediator or negotiator
with central management on behalf of workers while at the same time their
language use seeks to incorporate workers into a pre-fabricated managerial
viewpoint. Often this viewpoint is the viewpoint of economic necessity,
cost-benefit analysis, market determination, downsizing, rightsizing, outsourcing,
re-engineering and so on. All of these - including a sheer endless list of man-
agerial terms — expose HR as being part of a managerial discourse. What is
crucial to these terms is not only that they expose HR’s true role inside the
managerial process but instrumental and depersonalising language also
removes real people behind such decisions.

Hidden behind the language of structure are de-personalised managerial
decisions, managerial intentions and actions. In this instrumental language,
top managers and corporate leaders are absent as terms such as downsizing,
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rightsizing, suizing (1),*% outsourcing, re-engineering imply the myth of corpora-
tions as natural forces and not as socially constructed reality. When top
managers and corporate leaders fire workers, HR managers re-label this as
resource re-allocations, or de-growth or pay-roll-adjustment. The use of these
terms enhances the people-less character of decisions made by managers.*
Decisions are made to appear non-people-related to hide that real people -
CEOs, CFOs, and other top managers — are behind these decisions. The deci-
sion-makers are effectively removed from the scene of corporate nastiness,
while downsizing, rightsizing, outsourcing, re-engineering is presented as an
inevitable consequence of higher forces that are often portrayed as external
to the organisations and beyond managerial control. There are a number of
higher forces upon which management can call. These are liberalisation,
deregulation, globalisation, market forces, market fluctuations and so on.

HR managers are able to communicate this in a raft of different ways.
They exercise power through the communicative application of a wide
range of different genres, contents, and styles. These are often applied to
express regulations and rules which limit access to communication. HRM
often controls messages in reports, newsletters, and other company docu-
ments. An example of a report of Ford, Chrysler, and General Motors illus-
trates this point: In the [American car companies] Big Three’s annual
[business] reports the entire pattern of arguments — selectively presenting data,
focusing attention on favourable aspects of the organisation’s operations, and pro-
jecting claims of increased efficiency, improved productivity, and enhanced alloca-
tion of resources in the future — supports the rationality myth. The effect of this
approach is to place management’s claim of efficiency beyond critical analysis
(Conrad 1992:202). Managers often determine who may speak about what
in meetings. They set or invent pre-structured agendas for meetings. During
meetings, they control expressions of criticism, information, and the tasks
of meetings. They even control the participants of meetings. Managerialism
establishes not only a managerial elite but also a communicative or infor-
mation elite as an elite that communicates inside corporations and struc-
tures communication of the non-elite. Forester (1989:29-31) has expressed
the information as a power relationship relating to five levels at which HR
managers use information at a strategic level:

Table 12.4 HR Managers and Communicative Expressions

HR Manager as Description of Communicative Expression

The Technician: HR manager views information as technical; information
supply solutions to technical problems; tradition of
problem-solving.

The Incrementalist: HR manager uses information as a source of power as they
are related to organisational needs; workers that need to
know will get information.



214 Communication and Management at Work

Table 12.4 HR Managers and Communicative Expressions — continued

HR Manager as Description of Communicative Expression

The Liberal-Advocate: ~ HR manager sees business as a pluralist organisation with
diverging interests, information help to bring these into
bearing.

The Structuralist: HR manager sees information as a source of power because
they assist a legitimisation process that maintains existing
structures; relates to conservative functionalism; keeping
labour in their place to preserve structural power relations.

The Progressive HR manager gives information to enable limited criticism
to avoid being seen as a pure tool for managerial legitimacy.

Table 12.4 shows the information-as-power form of communication within
the framework of strategic management and strategic HRM. It further shows
how communication is used towards purposive activities directed towards
goal-achieving action. Communication is pre-set in a narrowly defined
usage under the strict guidelines of instrumental rationality.**” By pre-
structuring communication it not only assumes the appearance of rational-
ity, it also pretends to be logical, neutral, scientific, non-contradictory, and
it subscribes to an engineering ideology of impartial technology. Social
action is seen as a process of rational adaptation to pre-created conditions.
The involved role of an actor is reduced to understanding a situation and
forecasting the future course of development. An inherent bias towards a
binary logic is hidden inside an engineering process. The managerial con-
struction of binary codes or binary choices engineered as a choice between A
or B, left or right, up or down, plus or minus, etc., date back to Aristotle
(384-322 BC). Today, they have entered managerial thinking. Even the four
choices of the SWOT model - strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and
threats — enforce a binary logic of two opposing aspects:

Strength and Opportunity versus Weakness and Threat

Figure 12.2  The SWOT Strategy

Figure 12.2 sums up one of the most common managerial ideologies
known as SWOT. It narrows thinking to four managerial issues. It is
humanly constructed but designed to take on the form of neutrality. It
should be seen as a tool not as an ideology. Behind it resides the man-
agerial idea of cost leadership versus differentiation. The managerial ide-
ology of a binary logic deletes all alternative ways of thinking. It negates
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any thinking about dialectical relationships. It bars the thesis-antithesis-
synthesis thinking as this might lead to a challenge of managerialism.
This way of thinking might be able to highlight contradictions inside
managerial ideologies.**® In contrast, a bias towards binary logic presents
managerial ideology as a neutral engineering logic.

In such an engineering ideology social actors are constructed in strictly
utilitarian terms as atomised actors. The utility of rational, linear and
means-ends causality is emphasised. These are the practical and technical
concepts of instrumental rationality. Technical mastery is cloaked as ratio-
nal choice even when it reaches pathological levels.*”” Technical rationality
is disconnected from communicative rationality. Rationality is designed to
appear technical and without human intervention so that an instrumental-
ity can be portrayed that hides the true communicative character of any
form of rationality. Actors’ choice so-called rational choice is either seen in
economic terms as strategic choice of rational actors or in sociological
terms as choice governed by internalised normative constraints.>® In both
cases the choices presented reduce and limit any freedom of decision-
making to simple choices between prefabricated options. In managerial
terms these choices are faked alternatives presented as alternative means for
given ends. Such means are no more than goal-directed interventions
directed towards the same end. Essentially, such strategies are means-ends
structured actions. Among the endless array of examples for means-ends
strategies that pretend to give workers some level of means-choices always
directed towards the same end, the end-purpose of profit-making, of course,
starts with the invention of the division between a) work for labour and
b) strategic planning for management:

As Table 12.5 shows, there is an always incomplete but still extensive
selection of communication tools directed towards achieving competi-
tive superiority as well as the contradicting notion of one best way.
Table 12.5 provides a glimpse into the extremely wide range of strategic
choices that in fact is no more than a set of alternatives none of which

Table 12.5 Easy Steps for Strategic Management

¢ 5 topics for work analysis and e Whittington's four generic perspectives
planning (Taylor 1911:117), (1993),

¢ SWOT or strength, weakness, e Salaman & Asch’ E-S-C model (2003:25),
opportunities, threats, ¢ Spulber’s 5 transaction cost strategies

e 7 easy steps to corporate success (2004:252)
(Peters & Waterman 1982), ¢ Biegler & Norris’ 6 strategic growth

* Miles & Snow’s defender, prospector, factors (2004:65),
analyser, and reactor model (1978), e Whittington's 4 strategies model (1993),
e Ohmae's identify, group, evaluate, ¢ Whittington's 7 strategic questions
solution (1983:23), (2003).
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Table 12.5 Easy Steps for Strategic Management — continued

¢ 4 strategic Bs: bigger, bolder, better, ¢ Mintzberg's 5-Ps (1987; cf. 1973, 1987a),
broader (Biegler & Norris 2004:64), ¢ McKinsey’s 7-S model (Biegler & Norris
¢ Harrison'’s 4 culture-strategy model 2004:35),
(Hartley & Bruckmann 2002:77), e Porter’s 5-forces (1980),
¢ 1%, 2nd and budget level strategies, e Porter’s Cost, Differentiation, Generic

o Boxall & Purcell’s 1%, 27, and model (1980),

34 order strategies (2003:13), ¢ Dynamic, profit and turnaround
¢ Biegler & Norris’ 10 operational strategies,

strategic factors (2004:5), ¢ Formal, Flexible, Attribution Strategy,
¢ Biegler & Norris’ 11 strategic ¢ Target, guide, direct, and running,

change patterns (2004:93),

o Legge’s start-up, growth, maturity,
decline (1995:105, cf. 2005),

¢ Develop, control, administer,
scanning strategies,

can ever prove to be successful. Even though there may not be one best
way to communicate, SHRM's demand for it is insatiable.

In order to integrate workers into the system of instrumental rationality
of strategic management, HR managers are expected to communicate clev-
erly and effectively.’®! As a result, communication becomes a core activity
of any HRM function conducted today. Under the auspices of strategic
management linked to SHRM, such a link is orientated towards fitting
SHRM to managerial goals that have to be communicated to workers. Not
surprisingly, many HRM textbooks spend considerable time on communi-
cation with or rather fo workers. Here, communication is presented as cas-
cading down.>%? Such textbooks are not <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>