Kapittel 4. Management as a System of Knowledge and
Authority:

Introduction

It is frequently demongtrated how difficult it may be to generaize about what kind of knowledge
managers actually need, how managers knowledge backgrounds matter in practice and how
managers ded with ther knowledge environments. The education and training background of top
executives vary considerably across industrial sectors and nation-states. Cross-nationd explorations
into the relaionship between management and knowledge, then, may be a way to improve our
understanding of these issues. How is it that managers with very different professond backgrounds
are dill able to ded with amilar problems in ardaively efficient way? | suggest thet this is because
the management activity is embedded in historicaly shaped ingtitutional and conceptua frameworks.
Managerid drategies and organizationd forms aways emerge within particular knowledge and
authority contexts, and these processes of formation have to be taken into account when we want to
understand the logics of contemporary systems. In this article | will introduce a knowledge/authority
perspective on management. Such a perspective provides concepts that are useful when trying to
explain variations in composition of management dites and organization structures. | will develop two
idedl-typicd modes based on the history of management systems in the USA and Germany, and on
the basis of these models present some hypotheses about how the structuring of managerial activities
relates to knowledge contexts. My firg task, however, is to present some reasons as to why it is

necessary to go beyond a perspective that sees management either as a profession or a science.

The Need for a new Perspective on Management Knowledge

Recent literature has tended to focus on the critica role of knowledge in business management. Peter
Drucker was one of the firgt to emphasize how the function of the manager "above dl othersis his
educational one' and that every "knowledge worker is an executive' (Drucker, 1954:350;
1968:199). Drucker has also been in the forefront of the present trend towards framing the
managerid and economic function as a pre-eminently knowledge based activity. In his book Post-
Capitalist Society Drucker talks about a managerid revolution taking place in the post-war eraand
that knowledge is now increasingly being applied to knowledge itsdlf. The purpose of management in

! Published in Alvarez, Jose L. (ed.) 1998. The Production and Diffusion of Business Knowledge in Europe
London: Macmillan
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this erais "supplying knowledge to find out how existing knowledge can best be applied to produce
results’ (Drucker, 1993:42). Other authors smilarly emphasize knowledge, but put more emphasis
on the role of knowledge crestion, inteligence and skills formation processes in the firm and in the
nation-state (Koike and Inoki, 1990; Quinn 1992; Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995). If these authors
are only partidly right in their clams about the critical relationship between knowledge management,
management knowledge and economic performance, then it will be worth sudying in a more
systematic way how managers have been shaped by their involvement in the crestion, processing and
dissamination of knowledge. It is of interest to find out in what way indudridizing elites were
influenced by the emerging academic disciplines and how the generd conception of knowledge may
have influenced the inditutiondization of the management function and the conception of
management.

Before developing this argument further | will now discuss how the present 'knowledge- matters
trend differs from traditional ways of understanding management knowledge. The mgor differenceis
that it is not as optimistic about the prospects for developing a management professon. The
stentific-management, human relations and the sructurd anadysis movements in management, in
contrast, wanted to develop management into a profession and a science. The quibble between the
most eager proponents of these paradigms was more about the content of this scientific profession
than about whether it was possible to develop it (Guillen, 1994).

The highest degree of optimism was reached in the early post-war era when the human relations
movement gpproached its greatest influence by launching the general management conception of
management. This very influentid concept of management was congtructed by innovative business
practitioners and consultants such as Alfred Sloan, Chester Barnard and Peter Drucker (Barnard,
1938; Drucker, 1946, 1954; Soan, 1963). Tacott Parsons and a whole group of intellectuas
associated with sociology brought the well-known progressve theme of ‘uplift and efficiency’ to its
gpogee by arguing that it was necessary to professionalize management in order to provide business
with a mora purpose distinctly different from plain commercidism. If "business education could be
made atrue professona education”, Parsons argued, "it would be a very large step in the integration
of our civilization" (Parsons, 1937:369; Haber 1964; Halvorsen, 1992).

This program for building a professond business education has been enormoudy successful. It is

aso a more modern phenomenon than often thought, as noted by Locke in his recent book.
American business education was bascaly pre-experience undergraduate education before the
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Second World War. The era of the MBA began with gpproximately 5000 MBA students in 1960,
and 50 000 in 1970, whereas some 200 000 are studying for the degree today (Locke, 1989:162;
Locke, 1996:28). Smilarly there has been a consstent increase in this kind of education in Europe.
It appears nonetheless to be the case that the project of making management into a distinct science-
based and autonomous professon has been a falure. It is for this reason that contemporary
American authors such as Robert Locke and William Scott have announced the "collgpse in
leedership mordity”, "exhaustion of manageridism” and even the "collgpse of the American
management mystique” (Scott and Hart, 1991: 46; Scott, 1992; Locke,1996). The reason for this
professond falure may ether be attributed to the education system, the nature of the system of
management knowledge itsdf or the paticular way the management function has been
indtitutionaized within the American system of corporate governance.

The firg kind of argument is presented by Enteman who clams that American manageridism has
been a falure because, "as management education grew, it increasingly divorced itsdf from its
humanist background and pretended to be applied economics' (Enteman, 1993:168). The problem
with this argument is that it may be too narrowly centered around educetion. Richard Whitley, on the
other hand, has conggtently argued that management knowledge is a multidisciplinary fied of
knowledge, much more context-dependent than other so-called 'sciences, and that it therefore
cannot be professondized (Whitley, 1988, 1989, 1995). Peter Drucker similarly has argued that
management cannot be a science in the way the English and Americans use the word. By using the
title The Practice of Management for his classica book of 1954, he signaed his disagreement with
a tradition reaching from Taylor's The Principles of Scientific Management (Taylor, 1911). In
Management he gmilaly argued that the movement for management science had been a
disgppointment and that "few managers pay much attention to it". Drucker wanted to approach
management as a liberd art or more in accordance with the German term Gei stenwissenschaft. He
criticized the proponents of science for putting too much emphasis on efficiency and centering on
"where can | be gpplying my beautiful gimmick” (Drucker, 1974: 508; Drucker, 1986:227).

From a politica-indtitutiondist perspective Nell Higstein has argued tha it is the particular
governance gtructure within American industry that accounts for the way the idea of efficiency and
the conception of managerid control has been congtructed in American business. Anti-trust politics
and the poalitica-culturd forces relating to industrid governance are the mgor driving forces in
Higgen's higory, and this is in explicit dissgreement with Chandler's history of American
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management as a universal and efficiency-driven force for progress and rationality (Chandler, 1977,
1990; Higstein, 1990).

Thereis, of course, adifference between saying that management cannot be a profession and making
the claim that professions and professiona knowledge configurations do not matter. If conceptions of
control within specific fields of management action are palitica-cultural congtructions, then these
conceptions must come from somewhere. The question, then, is how professona congellations
influence how managers perceive ther problems, what expertise they use, how they talk about the
world around them and how they defend their actions. The management function may be a contested
terrain which no single academic or educationd €lite may serioudy aim at acquiring control over, but
it may nonethdess be possble to locate criticd groups in knowledge production and the
dissemination of myths and organizationd models. Indeed, the professons may 4ill be the "primary
engine in the higory of organizationd paradigms' (Guillen, 1994:90). But it is difficult to darify
exactly how since professond struggles and configurations relating to management mogt likely have
not devel oped according to the samelogic in each management system.

It is more redligtic, then, to assume that the outcome as related to the sdection of management dlites
and organizationd forms will follow a divergent rather than a convergent trend across socid systems.
Knowledge formation systems may differ according to smilar logic as pointed out esewhere for
employment systems. It is, however, necessary to go beyond a perspective that focuses on
management as a professon or as a science in order to grasp such logics (Figgtein and Byrkjeflot,
1996).

The recent literature on knowledge and management presents some conjectures that might help usto
go in this direction. Firg, it is now argued that in particular the various work-groups involved in
conversion processes between tacit and explicit knowledge are of critical importance (Nonaka and
Takeuchi, 1995). Second, it is argued that managers as wel as vaue-creation processes within
companies have to be studied as part of nationa skills formation systems (Koike and Inoki, 1990).?
Third, it is aso necessary to take into account the increasing impact of various groups in knowledge-

2 A note about the use of the term skill formation. This builds on the realization that there are at least three
alternative forms of training and education within a society. The three types are (1) formal schooling; (2)
organized training on the job with or without external involvement; and (3) on the job training. The mixture of
these three types of skill formation in different societies varies and is an important cultural as well as economic
factor. The Japanese conception of knowledge supposedly transcends this dichotomy between training and
education. It may, then, be more accurate to talk about knowledge formation, not skills formation (Koike and Inoki
1990; Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995).
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processing functions such as professons, educationd ingtitutions, consultants, publishers and mass
media. These actors are participants in discourses about progress and rationdity and are continualy
reshgping the configuration of management cultures and fashion setting practices (Abrahamson,
1996; Furusten, 1995; Engwall, 1996).°

A rich literature on the inditutiond, economic and culturd condraints on management practice has
emerged (Maurice et al., 1986; Lane, 1989, 1995; Hofstede, 1991; Whitley, 1992). Most of these
dudies 4ill under-estimate the importance of knowledge formation systems in structuring
management systems, however. In this chapter, therefore, | want to argue that it is necessary to
develop a perspective that both takes into account the autonomous role of knowledge structures and
authority structures in shaping management practices. It is just as important to look a trust
rel ationships as power congellations. Management doctrines are not smply the way powerful groups
manipulate their subordinates and legitimate their predominant postions, such doctrines may aso
represent an implicit agreement about a status hierarchy and appropriate divisons of |abor among
socid groupsin society at a given stage in history. Since management cannot be a professon in itself
we need to study the logic of the field of knowledge formation in which it operates. It is of particular
interest to uncover how authoritative management knowledge gets inditutionalized in modes for
organizing and how particular inditutiona frameworks and dlites are developed to support existing

arrangements.

A Knowledge/Authority Perspective on Management

Both within modernized countries as well as within traditiond cultures we find that leaders are
recruited from knowledge types which bear no direct correspondence to the content of their work,
but can only be understood within the field of knowledge and authority that accounts for their rise
and staying power. This goes, for example, for the dominant pogition of the 'literary intelligence in
the case of Britain, as well as the classca mandarins of China. One may dso argue tha the new
MBA dlite atached to the general management function in American companies may be amodern
verson of these mandarins. How is it possible for business dlites to legitimate their positions on the
basis of such widdy differing kinds of educationa backgrounds and skills? Below are presented four
inter-related perspectives on this phenomenon.

¥ Norms of rationality are societal expectations that managers will use management techniques that are the most
efficient means to important ends. Norms of managerial progress are social expectations that, over time, managers
will use new and improved management techniques (Abrahamson, 1996:257).
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1. My firgt focus is on the various processes that lead business dites to adopt menta maps and
develop particular conceptions of control, such as general management, in the first place. | suggest
that it matters when and how the actud €lite emerged and rose to a predominant postion and
whether the humanistic or the scientific culture was predominant historicaly.

2. Gradudly the fidd of knowledge relating to management got more diversified, developing from
two into at least four management-relevant cultures. How did these cultures relate to each other and
how did they get 'locked’ into hierarchicd and horizonta reationships? How did contrasting
philosophicd traditions relaing to the theory/practice ggp make their impact on the hierarchical
ordering and internd Structuration of fidds of knowledge?

3. Shaces of qualification vary across nations and sectors. These are historically congtituted ways
of usng educationd systems and sKkills formation practices to legitimate divisons of labor and
particularly the relationship between leadership and administration in work organizations.

4. Authority structures. In this chapter | am particularly interested in how knowledge is transformed
into authoritative knowledge: that is, how it is used as a basis for legitimate clams on authority. The
assumption is that the notion of leadership and management itself depends on how knowledge has
been used to legitimate power arrangements and what kind of dites and institutions have been

developed to support these arrangements.

Emerging Industrial Elites and their Position in Fields of Knowledge

Indudtry at the beginning of this century was dominated by status groups and combinations of
knowledge and authority different from those common today. Contemporary knowledge-milieus
such as enginering and business adminidration, existed only in embryo form then. Educationa
indtitutions were ether built to maintain the traditional status structure in society or as an attempt to
change these structures by the new middle classes and subordinate state dlites. The degree to which
the traditional structures were preserved differed from case to case, but there are few examples of a
totd restructuring of the classca hierarchicd reationships among knowledge dlites. The extent to
which there has been a circulation of dites in top management and ownership pogitions in industry,
and how their educationd backgrounds varied will aso depend on how the nationa fidd of
intellectuals was originaly structured.

One important congideration, then, is the way various societies have ingtitutionadized the classca
conflict between the humanities and the sciences (Snow, 1961). This may be illustrated by referring
to the research by Fritz Ringer. In The Decline of the German Mandarins he anayzed how the
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dominant German humanigtic intellectua culture was shattered by the conflict between the traditiond
date bureaucracy and the modern economy. By 'mandarins Ringer smply means the new socid and
cultura ite which owes its gatus primarily to educationd qudifications rather than to hereditary
rights or wedth (Ringer, 1969:5). These mandarins earned a centrd podtion in Germany due to its
late indudridization and the possihilities for cregting a strong movement for ‘catching up' with early
indugtridizers such as Greet Britain. One of the most important ams of such movements was to
develop educationd indtitutions and research inditutes. It was the mixture between this movement
and the mandarin tradition that created the particular German manageria culture.

The centra dement of mandarin ideology was expressed in the notion of Bildung (cultivation).*
Learning was in this tradition understood to be the unfolding from within of adigtinctive persondity.
The learner does not learn by doing or in interaction with others, but by experiencing and
understanding venerated texts. This movement for inward cultivation fostered a group of intellectuds
with formd-rationd vaues who supported a public adminigtration bureaucracy dominated by
lavyers. A profound distrust of ingrumental or utilitarian forms of knowledge was common.
Indugtridization put the traditiond status system under pressure, however, and the intellectua groups
linked to the notion of Bildung then gradually turned into reactionaries, advocating res stance against
the 'new’ fields of technology and economics. The new schools associated with these knowledge-
types had to develop outside the universities. A strong contradiction between engineering and the
humanities developed, and this mgor cleavage dso impregnated the other emerging disciplines, such
asthe social sciences.

It is usud to asociate the emergence of indudtridism in Germany with the conflict between the
Bildungsbirger and the Wirtschaftsbirger (the educated middie classes and the commercid
class): "Two more or less distinct middle-class hierarchies rose; the economy-oriented hierarchy of
early indudtrid capitaism, and an education-oriented hierarchy that encompassed the civil service
and was closgly linked to the state" (Ringer, 1992:27). Contrary to what was the case in England,
management in Germany was recruited according to educationa qudifications within a sysem of
hierarchy and order. The wwo middie-class hierarchies gradualy impregnated each other. The new
idedl was to attach to Fachwissen the same privileged status as Bildung. A report from Ignaz

“"Bildung requires (a) an individuality which, as the unique starting point, is to be developed into a formed or
value-saturated personality; (b) a certain universality, meaning richness of mind and person, which is attained
through the understanding and experiencing (verstehen und erleben) of the objective cultural values; (c) totality,
meaning inner unity and firmness of character” (Ringer, 1969:87).

195



Management as a System of Knowledge and Authority

Jastrow (who visited the USA in 1904) indicates that they may have succeeded in this by developing
amore practical way of approaching knowledge®

the relaionship between theory and practice in commerciad education is .... in both
America and Germany, the reverse of that which is generdly anticipated. Germany, the
land of thinkers and dreamers, conducts commercid training in primarily practicd
fashion; America the land of the practica man par excellence, has for generd want of
practical commercid training, to everywhere adopt a purely theoretica pedagogy, and
fdls over itdf in the invention and foundation of ever newer indtitutions for commercid
education (Tribe, 1995:95).

This meant that industry was developing in dose harmony with the education sysem in Germany,
and that the management system was based on internd recruitment and advancement based on
practica as wdl as theoreticd qudlifications. The digunction between hereditary socid capita and
the new educational capita may, however, not have been as sharp as Ringer argued. Managers and
late entrepreneurs, particularly those with inherited family fortunes, had to gain culturd capitd as
Doktor Ingenieur or Diplomkaufmann. The general management ided was virtudly nor
exisent in Germany, among others, because it was not possible given the socid setting to associate a
dam on authority with literary knowledge in the same way as in England, or universd business-
adminigrative knowledge asin the USA. The cult of the amateur, asfound in Britain, meant thet the
classcdly educated gentlemen were supposed to take the elite podtions in society. It was an
essentia part of the education of top leaders in government and industry that their upbringing should
not contain any dements of functiond training; "training was for players, gentlemen were educated"
(Coleman, 1973:101). This expodtion about the foundations for managerid datus clams and
conceptions of management in Germany, the USA and England has illugtrated how the dominant
conception of knowledge and education during the epoch of indudtridization may have had alasting
effect. A thorough look at the French case would confirm the same. The socia groups approaching
hegemony in the field of intdlectud knowledge early on were located in the modernizing inditutions,
whereas the more backward-looking mandarins controlled the most prestigious inditutions in
Germany. From Saint-Simon to Durkheim the French intellectuals were much more preoccupied
with developing useful knowledge than the Germans, and there was a French unified upper class
willing to use it. Economic and culturd capitd supplemented each other, instead of splitting the
bourgeoisie into two fractions. Instead of Bildung it was arationd scientific mood that impregnated
the divison of labor in industry. The educational system was dlitist, specidized and selective. Top
managers were recruited among a smdl socid dite, and large Saffs of scientificaly educated dites
were hired to assst them.

® Jastrow (1904) reported on the trip to the USA preparatory to the establishment of the Berlin
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Wheress the British educated a smdl classca gentleman dite, the French built a sdection system
for a amdl scientificaly trained sate-oriented elite. These kinds of inditutions for selecting business
elites were much less developed in Germany, where the inditutiond framework supporting the idea
of Wissenschaft and Fachwissen was much stronger (Locke, 1989:62; Cassis, 1994:225).

The Diversification of Knowledge Cultures

One of the best known expostions of the conflict between intelectud cultures is C.P. Snow's The
Two Cultures and the Scientific Revolution and the debate that followed in its wake. In this book
Snow confronts the "gulf of mutua incomprehenson” between scientists and humanists and attacks
the whole British educationd tradition because it produces a very tiny and specidized academic dite
based on the study of either the classics or mathematics (Snow, 1961 :4, 20-1).

The am was to heighten the value of 'science and make it more practica and in accordance with its
meaning to the other indudtriglized nations. The British intdllectuas relation to the dominant socia
class was mediated by the literary fidd: only through literature could the educationa system
reproduce the dominant class-identities. Management in Britain was associated with either no
education or education based on knowledge of the literary field. The problem with thislatter kind of
managers was that they completely lacked any experience of the particularities of production or any
systematic knowledge about it. Snow's advocacy of a less speciaized 'science was not only an
attempt to change the established vauation of knowledge, but also the established compostion of the
English business dite. Thiswas in accordance with discontent among middle management, which had
engineering, accountancy and educationa backgrounds that differed from the business dite. Snow
wanted to mobilize pragmeatism againgt scholagticism and rationd, postive science againg the more
ideographic humanities. The debate following Snow's book raged for about ten years . The intensty
of this discusson outsde England too indicated the importance of the topic on a broader
internationa arena. Snow's book focused on an old European theme. The conflict between
mathematical and scientific rationaism in the tradition of Descartes and the humanigtic disciplines had
been around in Europe since the sixteenth century (Habermas, 1969; Kreuzer, 1969; Huber and
Thurn, 1993 14).

Handel shochschule of which he became first director (Tribe, 1995:95).
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Gradudly this dichotomy of cultures developed into a conflict among three cultures, during which the
classcd literary and the modern fied of science were chdlenged by the even more modern socia
sciences (Lepenies, 1985). We may today talk about at least Sx mgor cultures among which at least
four have direct relevance for how managersin the industria firms concelve their problems and sdlect
their recruits (Huber and Thurn, 1993).

1. A technicd culture oriented towards industry, mining, public infrastructure and science. This field
is often gplit into a scientific and a more practica, industrid milieu. These two subfields are in some
countries dso indtitutionally separated, but will nonetheless be of mutua condtitutive significance.

2. A business and commerce culture, based on people with trading, monetary and administrative
responghilities in firms and those employed in business services and financid inditutions.

3. A public adminigration, nationd economics and lega culture inhabited by people with tasks

relating to nationa planning, the judiciary and law functions as well as dasscd adminidraive tasks
within the public sector.

4. A 'socia-sdentific' culture. Thisisamilieu of people with a human relations type of orientation and
with their base in tasks related to the welfare state or the educationa system. Their knowledge is of a
therapeutic/ pedagogicd and socia-manipulaive type, and they work both on and with human

beings.

In addition to these four milieus of direct concern to the firm, one might add the following.

5. A 'mass communications culture which conssts of people in jobs associated with the term
‘information society”: thet is, information directors, journdists, employees in commercia agencies,
marketing, and so on.

6. A culture of artigts, architects and other groups associated with culturd artifacts and persona

expressions.

Ringer defines a fidd of knowledge as the space where actors are positioned towards another
according to relations that are created by their socia construction of knowledge. The socia location
of actors within such a field conditutes their knowledge and aso ther identifications and world-
views. Snow, on the other hand, understood a culture to be the source of automatic responses.
"without thinking about it, they respond aike' (Snow, 1961:11). These perspectives, then, may
provide us with an idea about forces for fragmentation and unification within knowledge milieus. Ina
culture perspective we may focus on group-specific identities and the problem-focus and conceptua
frames they have in common. Ringer's notion of a'field’, on the other hand, makes us pay attention to
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how various agents world views and conceptudizations develop in dynamic relaionships. There will
aways be a conceptud competition among actors across the various cultures about what is the
problem and what type of knowledge may be most relevant in solving it (Wiedemann, 1971:141-2;
Fliggein, 1990). The various groups within the incressingly prestigious terrain of management
knowledge will struggle to have their approach and turf appear as the most vaued among other
relevant actors and the public in generd. There will be weaker and stronger links between the actors
in a knowledge culture depending on the general conception of knowledge in society. A rationdistic
way of gpproaching knowledge will lead to more hierarchical ways of structuring relationships within
fidds of knowledge (confer the traning/education dichotomy), whereass a more
hermeneutic/pragmatic tradition will lead to more horizonta divisons and conflicts (such as

civilization versus culture).

The mandarin Bildung tradition seems to have crested a more unified disciplinary indudrid
opposition amnong indudriaists and engineers, whereas the hegemonic rationdigtic scientific paradigm
in French statefindustry did not create such an opportunity. This accounts for the large degree of
overlap between business dites and date dites in France. The genera point is that higtorica
compromises and ingtitutiona developments gave the origind conflict cleavages permanent satus. In
this way the origind dructuration of intdlectud fields may gill be important in the modern age of
meass educetion. | shall now discuss how such higtorica arrangements may have influenced work
organizations and employment systems.

Spaces of Qualification and Management

Our ways of thinking about work/education relationships are sl strongly influenced by the functiond
viewpoint, in which education and knowledge formation systems emerge because of a functiona

need in the economy (Noble, 1977; Carnoy and Levin, 1985). Ringer argued in his book Education
and Society in Modern Europe that educationd ingtitutions enjoyed a much greater autonomy than
commonly assumed (1979:2). In his 1992 publication, Fields of Knowledge, he developed this
argument further by arguing that it is more appropriate to pesk of an educationdization of the
occupationd sysem than an indudridization of the education sysem. The autonomy of the
educationd system, according to Ringer, is grounded in the broader culture, and its development
cannot for this reason be a response to economic demands. The relationship between education and
work cannot be fully captured by focusing on work tasks, professona knowledge or characteristics
of the work gStuation. The way work and education relaionships are congtituted depend on a
number of societd conditions. A firm that grows larger and develops a managerid hierarchy is not
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only penetrated by the so-caled processes of rationaization and efficiency, but dso by collectively
shaped cultura vaues. Geertz's phrase, that man was not created governed but has been gradudly
endosing himsdf in "a web of dgnification”, may illudrate this point. Smilarly, Sdznick as wel as
Drucker inssted that the role of leadership and management was to develop the corporation from a
‘tool' to an inditution and "infuse the organization with vaues' (Drucker, 1946:41; Selznick,
1957/1984:40; Geertz, 1983:182).

As Kocka has emphasized in the case of Germany, the building blocks and scripts for these webs of
sgnificance may have come from the civil service rather than from commerce and trade (Kocka,
1969, 1980). Even though economic and culturd inditutions were increasngly autonomous and
separated from each other, it is dso necessary to understand how the economic sphere could not
have been, developed independently of the culturd. The speed and rate of transfer of symbolic
practices between culture and economy was accelerated due to the tremendous expansion of the
educationd system. Educationd systems gained a momentum of their own which was independent of
the economic structure nany anaysts seem to think they were created to serve (Noble, 1977;

Archer, 1979). The emerging field of knowledge rlating to industry may have been influenced by the
functional needs of the new economic and indudtrid systems, but they were not determined by these
in any precise functiona way. The classica vauaion schemes and intellectua fields developed in
pre-industrid settings were aso impregnating management and work organizations in the indugtrid

era It isahistorica and sociologica question how each management system developed and exactly
how it was influenced, firgt, by historica legacies and indtitutions and, second, by ideas imported
from an increasingly internationd field of management knowledge (Abrahamson, 1996).

The socid conflict within modern work organizations and between status groups in contemporary
society is largey about the vauation and differentiation between socid groups whose identities are
condtituted by common skills and language, traditions for problem-solving and mental maps based on
common experiences. These common identities are not only shagped by fidds and cultures of
knowledge but dso inditutiondized in spaces of qualification: that is, relativey fixed reaions
between education and work. These relationships bestow meaning on the behavior of the different
actors based on socid recognition of their knowledge. Maurice et al. have argued that engineers,
technicians, foremen and skilled workers occupy the same qualification space in Germany,
whereas the French system is more hierarchica. They put specific emphasis on how educationd
ingtitutions and industrid relations have emerged to buttress such relaionships. Lash and Urry argue
that a qualification space is dso a space that specifies how information and agents may flow from
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one category to the next. They distinguish between a German system based on practica reflexivity,
and an American system based on discursive reflexivity, wheress they dtribute the term collective
reflexivity to the Japanese system (Maurice et al., 1986; Lash and Urry, 1994:87).

Top executives are aso located within such higoricaly shaped qualification spaces. This means
that their postions and outlooks are partly congtituted by historica relationships between work and
education. Leaders and managers are, however, not only objects shaped and constrained by these
qualification spaces, but aso subjects and drategic actors that may be particularly influentid in
recondructing them: for example, by making strategic decisions about core competencies or whether
to out-source or interndize knowledge-based functions. An increasingly important managerid task is
to feed organization members and the public with authoritative interpretations of Stuations,
relaionships and actions. They dso continualy make decisons about recruitment, promotions and

skills formation issues that in the longer run will influence career structures and qualification spaces.

The traditiond literature on these matters tends either to be rather smplistic, assuming somekind of
manageria omnipotence, or to present a more chaotic picture. It has been more common among
those studying public adminigration to focus on the way professond and politica conflicts shape
organizationa structures and qualification spaces. Wheress it is possble for some professons,
particularly in the public services, to control a whole organizationa field or hierarchy (such as the
medica fied in traditiond hedth services), there has never been a single professon with such
potentia in the management of private industry. Nonethdess, it may increasingly be rdevant to
highlight inter-professond and inter-managerid conflicts in private busness as mos private firms are
now aso becoming increasingly knowledge-intensive and exposed to mass media reports (Peters,
1984; Abbott, 1988; Quinn, 1992; Alvesson, 1993).

Management and Authority Structures

It was de Tocquevilleé's observation that "al societies, in order to exist, must submit to some authority
without which they would relgpse into anarchy . . . there are various ways in which this authority may
be distributed, but it must exist somewhere or other" (de Tocqueville, 1988:72).° Smilaly, in Work

® Since then, Hanna Arendt claims, "authority has vanished from the modem world". More specifically she means
that all kinds of power relationships between "coercion by force and persuasion through arguments” have largely
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and Authority in Industry, Reinhard Bendix argues that the authority relationships between the few
and the many are an inevitable consequence of complex organization. There is a mgor difference
between how authority is exercised in the west and the east, however. Whereas industrid leadersin
the east can establish absolute authority by referring to their subordination to the dtate, western
leaders cannot do this. This means that they have to develop manageria ideologies in order to
persuade workers about the legitimacy of their position. This autonomy for the managerid dassfrom
the state, then, seems to be a precondition for developing authority based on knowledge instead of
traditiona beliefs (Bendix, 1956, 1974; Hartmann, 1964).

Thisrelatesto acentra premisein the "new sociology of knowledge"; that knowledge and power are
intimately related because "power dlows people to enact redities that make their knowledge
plausble" and that the authoritativeness of knowledge is therefore grounded in "patterns of aLthority”
(Swidler and Arditi, 1994:322). One classic example of this relationship between knowledge and
authority is presented by Bendix when he argues that Taylor, by launching the idea of management as
a science, had initiated the process by which the "old-fashioned, dictatorial methods' gradudly had
to be removed from the employers exercise of authority. The superiority of the successful could not
any longer be taken for granted since "success in one doman might be associated with falure in
others' (Bendix, 1964 and 1974:277,300).

A question that needs to be addressed is whether it was possble to transfer the 'scientific' basis for
Taylor's clam to settings other than American indudry in the progressve era. Hartmann's
comparison of authority relations in German and American indudtry in the 1950s indicates that the
managerid elites had developed contesting kinds of authoritative knowledge systems based on
different power bases. Accordingly, the specific manageriad ideologies that were developed to
motivate workers and legitimate an autonomous class of managersin Germany seem to have differed
from the American modd. Indeed, the development trgectory in most continenta European
countries may have differed from the American way (Grosset, 1970).

Let me develop two kinds of digtinctions that might indicate exactly how knowledge/authority
sysems may have differed. The firg digtinction is between a representative and a task-oriented
functionality. Functional representation, according to Bendix and Rokkan, "derives from the medieva
politica gructure in which it is deemed proper, for example, that the elders or grand master of a

vanished (Arendt, 1977). Even this claim may be questioned. A whole generation of Weberian sociologists have
been in disagreement with Arendt's way of approaching the question of authority. See also Sgjersted (1997).
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guild represent it in a municipa assembly. Here function refers genericaly to any kind of activity
considered appropriate for an estate” This kind of functiondity is linked to the rights and duties in
'group-specific activities and not to the requirements of the 'tasks themsalves which is a more basic
idea in the American and Parsonian kind of functiondism (Bendix, 1964, 1977:91). This relates to
the second didtinction made by Tacott Parson's between ascriptive and achievement-based
authority. In this case "ascriptive functionaity' would refer to the idea that the German managers
clam to authority was based more on their traditiond socia status as well as their knowledge of a
spexific fidd of action (for instance, a Fach or an industry).”

When | say that the American Stuation was closer to the ided-type of achieved task functiondity this
indicates that American managers after Taylor were victims of ther clam to be professonas who
relied on science. The connotation of the Anglo-Saxon term 'science’ is thet it is possible to find an
objective best way to solve a given task, and it aso refers to the prospects of humanity in generd,
not particular communities or nation-sates. The web of sgnificance surrounding German managers
may have been closer to the ideds of representative and ascriptive functiondity, which means that
they identified with a particular Wissenschaft or Fach, and that their purpose was linked to the idea
of Germany catching up with Great Britain in industrid development.

The Perspective Used on the German and American Models of Management

| have indicated severd linkages between the rlatively autonomous fields of knowledge and types of
divison of labor within work organizations and industry. The empiricigt-literary knowledge basis of
England was cortrasted with techno-scientific rationdigtic France and hermeneutic-technologicd
Germany. | have also developed and illustrated mportant contrasts in authoritative knowledge as
relating to industry and management in Germany and the USA. Let me now summarize and develop
the analysis further by concentrating more systematicaly on the German and American cases.

" Hartmann found, for instance, that the German managers still depended to a much larger extent on absolute
values such as property, the calling and the elite ideology. These three widely accepted sets of values endow
German managers a greater 'zone of indifference’ among workers. They did not constantly have to demonstrate
their abilities in the specific function of managing to the same extent as American managers (Barnard, 1938/1968:
168; Hartmann, 1959:6).
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Table 4.1. ldeal-typical aspects of the German and American models for industrial
management

Management Elitementdity  Fddsof Qudification space  Authority
system knowledge dructure
Generd Universaligic  Business Task Achieved
management rationdity adminidration discontinuous functiondly
(episteme) (task-oriented)
Disciplinary Paticularistic ~ Betriebswirt- task continuous Ascriptive
management wholism shaft + functiondity
enginesring = (representative)
(epistemet
techne)

A comparative sudy of the variations in the use of centra notions in indudtrid adminigtration such as
generd management and German engineering management is a useful exercise in itsdf because it
makes it necessary to do some serious thinking around how knowledge/authority configurations may
buttress particular management systems. In what follows | will develop two ided-typica
management systems based on the concepts discussed above and the experiences from Germany
and the USA (see Table 4.1).

The archetypicd indudrid leader in the USA today is neither the public administrator nor the
owner-entrepreneur, but the general manager. The success of the American management tradition is
due to the fact that it has effectively combined the function of leedership and adminigration in this
arcchetypicd idea. This means that persons in formd authority postions at dl levels of the
organization are responsible for leadership functions as well as adminigrative functions (Drucker,
1946:54). The ngor diginction, then, is not between leadership and adminigiration, but between
generd and specific management. Leadership is believed to be a necessary activity in dl parts of the
system, particularly where managers have to manage other managers. The higher up in the hierarchy
one goes the more leeway there is for fulfilling this ided, but in order to advance to this leve
managers will have to demondrate leedership abilities. The logic of the whole system is therefore
more attuned to leadership than adminigtration. This logic was supported by an industrid relaions
system with a sharp distinction between the managerid and laboring classes, and an educationd

system which separated education for manua and management functions. The engineers could not, in
the long run, occupy the mgor postionsin industry according to such a philosophy. It was a system
that was much more open to competition among various professions presenting dternative leadership
models (Byrkjeflot, 1996).
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In contrast, the Continenta disciplinary management tradition puts less emphasis on leadership and
more on adminigration in the lower managerid podtions (German Fihrung/ Leitung). The
leadership dimension is much more taken for granted because of the higher degree of overlap
between the execution of tasks at the lower and higher levels in the organization. The weight put on
leadership as opposed to administration means that it comes closer to the bureaucratic ided type as
referred to by Weber, where the room for discretion was supposed to be amost non-exigent in
lower postions (Weber, 1978). The datus digtinctions in industry in Germany were much more
fine-grained and based on occupationa specidization. A qudifying logic penetrated organizations
aso a the lower kevels, whereas the professond logic setting the pace in American organizations
was more developed from the top. Organizations in the USA were more polarized with
professondizing middle classes on the top and the less qualified laboring classes below. The middle
classes were much larger in the USA and the professond ided of efficiency and uplift was more
influentia (Haber, 1964; Lash and Urry, 1987).

Business adminigtration was perceived to be arationa and universdigtic science based on the notion
of episteme, but the attempts at professondizing the management functions on this bass has been
difficult, as discussed above® The prospects for a business administration based on a professiond
service ethic has gradudly been undermined more and nore by the ‘financia conception of control’
and the gtrength of the economic-scientific mode in the running of American business. The manager
in an American firm does not have the same firm basis in a Fach or asocia group and will have to
continuoudy demondrate his or her managerid abilities. It is this Stuation that dlows for the use of
the term achieved functionality to describe the authority system in American industry (table 4.1).
German engineering and Betriebswirtschaft teach the prospective managers techniques because
they are based on the idea that the manager is part of a discipline or a Fach. The top manager, then,
is an expert in theindudtrid fidd he or sheislocated within. It is this that accounts for the strength of
techne expressed in the German concept technik and the production function in German
management. The idea is that leadership cannot be learnt in specific educationa programs for bus-
ness, but has to be developed and maintained within other spheres, such as the date (public
adminigration/industrid policies), the family (entrepreneurid firm) or professons/occupations (such

8 Grimen has criticized modern organization theory for relying on a classical hierarchical notion of knowledge.
According to this way of approaching knowledge episteme is the highest and most valuable form, whereas the
more practical and particularistic forms of knowledge, phroneisis and techne are less worth. Aristotle
distinguished between episteme (general knowledge), phroneisis (mora knowledge) and techne (the art of
making). Episteme was knowledge about general principles, procedures and rules, phroneisis referred to moral
knowledge, whereastechne was "the art of making" (Grimen 1991:25-8, Aristotle 1973).
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as engineering or law). It is this overlap between socid classfication and credentids from a Fach or
an educationd inditution that accounts for the use of the term ascriptive functionality to describe
the German authority sysem (Table 4.1).

Management dyles in Germany hitoricaly have put more emphasis on techniques/Fachwissen
(engineering, business economics), whereas the Americans have been more oriented towards the
governance of socid reationships (business administration, human relations). The German
Unternehmer archetype type is better educated than the American top executive, but more oftenin
a technicd discipline. The leadership function is more condrained by family heritage, public
adminigration and the cartel type of governance structures. The knowledge basis is more
particularistic and holistic a the same time. American managers operate more on the
organizationd level and have been continudly told by adherents of the new sciences of organization
theory and management that it is possible to rely on universal knowledge about how to manage.

The ways qualification spaces are structured may be related to Offes distinction between
task-continuous and task-discontinuous work organizations (table 4.1). In the former type, to be
higher in the organization datus hierarchy is to have more of the same skills than someone in the
lower postion, while in the latter type someonein alower position has different skills (Offe, 1976:3).
In a task-continuous organization, which we may assume is a much more prevaent organizationa
principle in Germany, most enphasis may be put on adminigration in the career system, and
accordingly education is in the gppropriate adminigtrative techniques, not leadership abilities. In a
task-discontinuous organization, on the other hand, the managers need to build their authority on
their ability to manage.

The Creation and Diffusion of Management Models

The American system for knowledge formation is Hill the mogt influentid on a world-wide basis.
However, the gradud rise of the German and Japanese management models as dterndives is
important dso because they create new posshilities in management knowledge formation. The
problem with previous discussons of the emergence and diffuson of dternative models may have
been that it was presumed that each tradition developed independently from the other. This is
problematic, especidly in the Japanese case, but it is aso quite apparent that there were close
interactions between the early organizationbuilders in education and industry in Germany and the
USA. It is dso difficult to account for the impact of internationd nodels of management and
organizetion in ether a functiond or a political authority perspective. A knowledge/authority
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perspective is more appropriate if the am is to understand the impact of cross-nationd fertilization,
imitation and variaionsin organizationa modes and management knowledge.

Locke has questioned the epistemologica foundation of American manegement, with its sharp
dichotomy between mind and matter and tacit and explicit knowledge. He agrees with Nonaka and
Takeuchi's statement that it is a great advantage for the Japanese that they have not developed the
same digtinction. But he finds that the distinction they draw between the West and the East is fdse,
snce the Germans aso combine tacit konnen) and explicit knowledge (wissen) in the notion of
technik. The Jgpanese and German forms of management, in his view, are successful because they
are able to adapt to modern demands for more flexible and customer-oriented organizationa forms.
The interaction and integration between conception and execution, and the continual exchange of
ideas between the people who interact with customers and production are increasingly the key
issues. Nations that are penetrated by hierarchica notions of knowledge will be less able to ded with
these issues than those that have developed a more integrated and holistic conception of knowledge
(Locke 1996:175-92; Nonaka and Takeuchi 1995:235).

The chdlenge from this pergpective is to study how smultaneoudy emergng and internationdly
diffused management knowledge and organizational models were adapted and reinterpreted by
different status groups, and how they were used to legitimate contrasting kinds of authority relaions.
The way Lenin used Taylorism is one example. Ancther is the enthusasm generated around
Taylorism and Fordism in Germany, an enthusasm that sometimes was mistakenly interpreted as a
generd movement towards the Americanization of Europe or Germany. A knowledge/authority
perspective dlows for a more convincing assessment of the impact of such imports. Continud

adaptation to internationa waves of management knowledge may have been a necessity for indudtria
elites because of the continuous conceptua competition taking place within industry and the relevant
fields of knowledge. The chdlenge, then, is more to understand the dynamic relaionship and linkages
between indudtridizing dites, knowledge forms, divisons of labor and authority structures in a given
area than to podulate the exigence of ether universd stages in industrid development and
knowledge forms, or suggest that each nation is a container of unique cultures and power structures.

Conclusion

Management in a knowledge/authority perspective is not a functiona response to the needs of an
expanding marketplace. Nether is it mainly an ideology legitimating the power of privileged groups.
Management doctrines and conventiona management knowledge represent a conception and an
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implicit agreement about a satus hierarchy and an gppropriate divison of labor among various socia
groups in society. Managerid hierarchies and organizationd structures are structured and segmented
by shared assumptions and a pre-exiging power didribution among knowledge-producers,
distributors and users. It is, thus, necessary to understand the Structuration and dynamics of fields of
knowledge in order to explain how knowledge cultures affect management paradigms and industria
development.

A field of knowledge/authority perspective on the problems that have previoudy been understood in
a political authority or functional perspective provides us with a better theory about the
consequences of internationdization and the likelihood that some groups will be able to have more
influence on the recongtruction of the management function than others. It also leads to an increased
awareness of limitations and possibilities for the adoption of foreign models and cross-fertilization
among nationstates and regions in organization and management. Industrial management is bound to
be a conceptudly and socidly contested abstraction and practice, since there are at least four mgor
knowledge communities competing for postions and for a sake in the inditutiondization of
authoritative knowledge.
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