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Abstract

The aim of the dissertation study was to descebdérship and day care work in a distributed
organisation. In Finland, a day care centre dirdess traditionally led only one day dare unit.
Distributed organisations are quite new but andasmg way to organize day care units in
Finland. In this study a distributed organisatio@ams an organisation where a single director
leads at least two day care units. In a distribotgdnisation the day care units are situated
physically apart and they may offer different kisfidday care services (day care, family day
care and open day care). Distributed organisato@s new organisational form in Finnish

day care context.

In the present case study an ethnographic appreashaken. The study was carried out in
two distributed day care organisations. These asgéions included four and five day care
units and the total number of employees in thegarosations consisted of two directors and
48 staff. The data collection methods were obsemagroup and individual interviews and a
guestionnaire. The data were analyzed using datardcontent analysis. Findings that are

discussed here are based on the interviews withtdfitrmembers and on the observation.

Distributed organisations can be founded in difiérgays. In my case there were both
already existing units merged and new, foundedswagre merged to already existing units.
In spite of how the distributed organisations anended, merger may raise cultural questions.
Traditionally culture is often defined as that whajiven group shares. Culture has also been
kept strong and seen as glue which sticks the memabgether. If culture is seen like this
definition, there is hardly any space for subc@$uMy basic approach was that in a multiunit
organisation — i.e. distributed organisation —ehmay exist subcultures. Martin and
Meyerson (1987) have set three different paradifgmghe culture: integration, differentiation
and ambiguity. Depending on the paradigm, the umity of the culture and the possibility

for subcultures varies. According to Martin (2002gny organizational culture researchers

have adopted one of these paradigms, althoughcthdy be used simultaneously.



When analysing my data, | realized, that in thesee ®rganizations according to the staff
members, part of the culture should have been dhwaith all the members in the distributed
organisation, but staff also emphasized the measfisgbcultures. One could say that two of
Martin’s and Meyerson’s paradigms existed at theesime: integration and differentiation.
My results indicate that although belonging to dtmnit organisation meant seeking for e.g.
shared rules, there was still a strong need to keepething culturally unique in each unit.
The task to keep and create integrated culturesett® the director; she/he had to make sure
that some practices were equal in each unit. Howyéve staff member protected their sub
cultural practices. From individual's point of vieshe/he lived both in the dominant and in

the sub culture.

This living in two cultural “landscapes” was alsges in how the staff described their work
communities. Most of the staff members definedrtbein team or own unit as their work
community and did not include other units to wihnetyt would call a work community. In spite
of that, also the whole distributed organisatiordena community. In other words, some of
the staff members made two cultural borders: omwdsn the immediate work unit and the
whole organisation and the other one between stellited organization and the other day

care organisations in their municipality.
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I ntroduction

This paper is based on my dissertation (Halttun@®®® The study explored day care work
and leadership in a distributed organisation in daye context. In this study the term
distributed organizatiorefers to an organisation where a single direeads$ at least two day
care units (e.g. Vartiainen et al. 2004). In sucloeganisation, the day care units are situated
physically apart and may offer different kinds @ydcare services (day care centre, family
day care and open day care). The specific aimbeoktudy were to describe day care work
and professional relationships in a day care ggtand to investigate how leadership in day
care was carried out and what was expected froohetship. In the present case study an
ethnographic approach was taken. Two distributeghrusations participated in this study.
One organisation comprised four and the other tiag care units. The total number of
employees in these organisations consisted of tveatdrs and 48 staff members.

In Finland, a day care centre director has tradily led only one day care centre. The
first big change in leadership arrangements ocduatethe end of the 1980s when directors
started simultaneously to lead family day care dag care centres. Later, during the 1990s
the smallest day care units were merged with bigges. This was the beginning of the use
of multiunit organisations, i.e. distributed orgsations in day care. The change has been
rapid: According to Nivala (1999) about 30 % of daye directors in Finland worked only as
administrators, with no kindergarten teaching dutiehis can be compared to the percentage
of directors (72 %) today who simultaneously leathbday care centres and family day care
(Alila & Parrila 2007). In other words, during tleeurse of a decade the propositions been
have revoked: whereas earlier most of the diredtor®ne day care centre and also had duties
with children, today most of them focus wholly @adlership and run several units.

When organisational changes of this kind occure- units are merged — they may have
more far-reaching effects than anticipated. Acaaydito Leavitt (1965), organizations
comprise four interacting variables: task, struetypeople and technology. Changes in any
one of these, result change in the others. In mgystthe starting point was a major change in

the day care organisational structure and its &ffen all members of the organisation. This



new model of a distributed organisation in day aaeeds to be investigated from both the
perspective of the director and that of the persbnn

This study was conducted without adherence to aifsp@rganisational or leadership
theory. The research task was based on the idghaeotoexistence of multiple theories
concerning organisations and leadership (Morga8;198kl 2002). Nevertheless, at different
times different theories or approaches to orgaioisatand to leadership have been more or
less dominant regarding the organisational strecas that has been favored. A distributed
organisation can be seen as a postmodern orgamsatihere, for example, trust, low
hierarchy and democracy are central (Clegg 19%0}his study, leadership was also seen in
this light: the personnel as well as the direct@ravseen as co-constructing leadership and

being able to take leadership (Shamir 2007).

Organisational cultureand distributed organisations

Although my basic purpose was not to study orgdioisal culture, | was aware that cultural
guestions are important especially when organisatere merged. Distributed organisations
can be founded in different ways: in my case theeee both units that had already gone
through mergers and units that were being merg#éd ather units. De Witte and van Muijen
(1999, 585) note that “when starting up a new ogdion, individuals have to find solutions
for problems and have to work out methods and syster an efficient daily functioning of
the organization.” As mentioned, in distributed anpations units are physically apart.
According to Schein (2004), geographical distascenie reason when cultural issues become
important.

It is not easy to define the concept of cultures-Hatch (1997) says, perhaps it is the
most difficult of all organisational concepts to thefined. The definition of culture is often
based on the assumption that certain things —,ruses, thoughts, behaviour etc. — are
commonly-held by a group of people. Culture is Bective phenomenon rooted in a group
rather than based on individuals. (Hatch 1997; 8ack 2001.) Hatch (1997) stresses how
central the notion of sharing has been in the agreént of the organisational culture concept.

But when we try to study these shared meanings, difficult to find them. According to



Hatch, what we can find, are some key symbols, lwtace recognized but which are
associated with different meanings.

Schein (2004, 17) defines the culture of a groupaa$pattern of shared basic
assumptions that was learned by a group as it datseproblems of external adaption and
internal integration, that has worked well enouglbé considered valid and, therefore, to be
taught to new members as the correct way to percéiunk, and feel in relation to those
problems.” In other words, external adaption artdrimal integration are the two tasks of the
culture.

Smircich (1983) notes that culture is seen as tecakivariable or as a root metaphor.
Depending on weather the basic assumption is ahlarior a root, there are also different
research agendas. A research agenda deriving fubtures as a variable view, is to chart
differences among cultures, locate clusters of lanmties and draw implications for
organisational effectiveness. A research agendaindgrfrom culture as a metaphor focuses
as well as the former approach on language, synamgituals. The difference is not to take
them as cultural artefacts, but as generative pea=e that yield and shape meanings.
According to De Witte and van Muijen (1999) maimgsearchers are interested in the
understanding and measurement of organizationaireubut for practitioners the focus is to
measure to know the culture and for consultancyepts the focus is measuring how to
change the culture.

Another assumption is how we understand the stheafjtulture. According to Payne
(2001) in most writings on culture it is implichdt culture is strong. However, according to
more recent work and definitions of culture, cudtus also seen complex and cultures also
vary in strength (Payne 2001). Culture can evewdak. Different cultures also easily get a
label; culture can be named as e.g networked, fea¢gd, mercenary or communal (Goffee &
Jones 2001). These labels and classificationsesgahasize culture to be ‘one culture in one
organisation’. These labels may make it sound dsireustays as it is — strong or weak —
without a possibility for change.

Meyerson and Martin (1987) offer the three perspectramework to organizational
culture. These three perspectives are integradiifierentiation and fragmentation. Meyerson
and Martin call these three views of culture aagmms. According to them, paradigms serve

as theoretical blinders for researchers; a chosgadmm determines what we notice and



enact as culture. When a researcher adopts thgratiten paradigm, she/he seeks the things
that are shared, because according to this paradigitare is monolith. According to
paradigm differentiation culture is composed of dlection of values and there may be
different kind of subcultures. The third paradignagmentation, accepts that the individuals
or subcultures share some viewpoints, disagree sathe and it is difficult to draw cultural
and subcultural boundaries. Ambiguity does not nteahthe organisation is full of conflicts.
According to Martin (2002) most of the researchiease adopted one of these paradigms
when studying organizational culture, although ibwd be fruitful to use these three
paradigms simultaneously. Together these thregeetises offer a wider range of insights
and avoid the research to have blind spots ovectiteral questions. (see also Morgan &
Ogbonna 2008.) Payne (2001) gives some criticabnstabout Meyerson’'s and Martin’s
(1987) framework. According to Payne the framewaoks not consider whether it is possible
for a fragmented culture to become differentiatechtegrated. Payne himself notes that it is
clear that movements in all directions occur.

For the purpose of my study, the definition andadagms of Meyerson and Martin
(1987) were accepted. Much of the literature relate organisational culture refers to
integrated cultures (Smircich 1983; Morgan & Oghb@2008). When adopting the view that
culture is uniform in one organisation, we lose s$ight of multiple subcultures. | adopted a
view that culture is not monolith and there coudddxisting different subcultures. However, |
did not try to find similarities and differencestWween different groups or the nature of each
subculture. My target was more to view what the mvag of culture is and what kind of

cultural issues are significant in this new orgati@al structure in day care context.

Methods of the study

Two distributed organizations, named here Orgaioisad and B, participated in this study.

Organisation A comprised four and Organisation® filay care units. Both organisations had
guite the same history: one by one during aboutdawade new or already existing units were
merged. The total number of employees in Orgamisafi consisted of the director and 22
staff and in Organisation B of the director anda@&taff. In both organisations the director

had the office in one of the units (so called @&fimit) and visited the other units (so called



distance units) every now and then. Although theeee similarities in these organisations
(e.g. the number of the personnel and day carecss)y there were also differences. Firstly,
Organisation A was located so that the distancevd®at the units was less than 1 kilometre
while the distance between the units of Organisaiovas from 1 to 3 kilometres. Secondly,

the directors had different ways to meet the parsbrihe director of Organisation A kept all

the meetings or annual celebrations for the whiait and the director of Organisation B kept
the staff meetings and different annual celebratgeparately in each unit.

In the present case study an ethnographic appreacshtaken. The empirical data
consist of observations, group and individual witavs and a questionnaire. Almost all the
staff members were able to take part in the grotgrviews (11 groups), in addition to which
there were 9 individual interviews. The two digst were interviewed individually three
times and once together. Observation (60 hours)deag in each unit and in different staff
meetings. The questionnaire was for the staff @mg 29 (62 %) persons returned it. This
paper and presentation are based on the intervadwthe staff members and on my
observation. Cultural issues and views came up wheremployees described their work,
relations to other units and leadership in thestrdbuted organisation.

The data collection was done during 2003-2006. fifeen goal was to use several
methods and to use methods that give possibilitglitetaff members to be able to be the
informants. Only individual interviews were done felected persons, but | also gave an
opportunity for everyone to volunteer for thoseemtews. According to Stake (1994) a case
study is a choice of object to be studied and #s® can be studied in many ways. The data
collection methods | chose were methods often usechase studies, but | also wanted a
include a glimpse of ethnographical methods. Tha das analysed using data-driven content
analysis (e. g. Hsieh & Shannon 2005).

Results

Integrated and differentiated culturein distributed day care organisations

The analysis of data highlights the culture in nage organisations at least was hoped to be

both integrated and differentiated. As Martin (2p6fntions, these different views can exist



simultaneously. Most of the staff members wantdtucal practices to be both integrated and
differentiated. In other words, at the same timer¢hwvas a deep desire to maintain something
unique in each unit (differentiated culture), buere was also a need for at least some norms
or rules to be similar in each unit (integratedtuwd). Overall, it seemed that the personnel
lived in two different cultural ‘landscapes’ — igrated and differentiated.

Patterns that needed the same rules and cultunar&ace in every unit where artefacts,
cultural practices, which e.g. parents as clierdsldt see: if there was a habit to offer
something for parents when having annual celebratithe practices should have been similar.

... our clients [parents] sometimes know each othads surely do some comparing and may
wonder how things are done there [another unit] lamd then here. There should be some
common things in the same way. (A staff memberaoigation B)

Also some other customs — how to use money in aathor how vacations are held — were
topics that needed to be the same in the wholenmation. The director of the distributed
organisation was in charge of the equality. Itasable to mention that if there was a need for
similar rules, it did not always mean that the fstaémbers would like to spend for example
more time together. It was enough that some peiiere in line.

On the other hand, the staff members protected subicultural practices. Work shifts
were one example where the staff wanted the decisi@king to take place at the team level

and not at the organisational level.

| discussed with Noora [an employee] the work shaftd that the director had wanted to affect
on them. Noora said that the team had wanted tp Kesir customs and arrange the work
shifts as they wanted. (Observation, Organisatipn A

When employees discussed the unigueness of eathtumas not always a concrete habit.
The unigueness was more the spirit and the atmosphesach unit, which were both felt
unique and were also wanted to remain unique. Semgloyees described that if she/he
should work in another unit, she/he would feel ¢has a stranger at least in the beginning.
One reason for the subcultures was that those timatswere found to be ‘distance units’

assumed that it was the staff’'s role or duty &ate a culture of their own.

We kind of used the situation where we were ableetin peace and we worked by ourselves
(... ) We were able to create our own habits. Theatlar just accepted them and said that it
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looks good and gave feedback. When everything wsaiothly, the director was pleased and
liked that we were so self-regulated. So it begéh the idea that we are a team or two teams
and then we have the cleaning lady and the persomei kitchen. We have to make the best
and the director will visit us every now and thgh staff member, organisation B)

There also existed some assumptions that in thods where the director did not visit so
often, there were more possibilities for differenttural means to be created by the staff. In
other words, the personnel in those units wereestied to be able to make their own means.

One thing | have wondered is that while the diréstoffice is in this unit, we are a bit more
under surveillance. Sometimes | think if in othaits [distance units] things can be done in
their own way. (A staff member, Organisation B)

Although the citations above emphasize the rolthefstaff, also the role of the director was
significant while creating the culture. In Organisa A, the director’'s goal was to create one
community and the director nurtured the relatioesMeen the units. In Organisation B the
director accepted that it was enough that the sehgsmmmunity was strong in each unit.
According to my interviews, members of the staffrev@ware of the goal of the director
whether to create one community or accept diffesantll communities. In spite of the
coherence and integrated culture, the director rgfa@isation A respected the uniqueness of
each unit.

This living in two cultural ‘landscapes’ can alse brgued by the statistics based on
what was answered to my question about the worknuamity. In my questionnaire to the
staff | asked the respondent to continue the seat®ly work community includes... The

answers can be read in Table 1.

Table 1 My work community includes

Organisation A Organisation B
The whole organization 6 2
My own unit 0 12
My own team and immediate 8 1
teams
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The work community description is connected to walt issues. As mentioned, in
Organisation B the subcultures were very strong theddirector had no plans to create an
integrated culture and practices. This was suitaié® for the staff: at least those staff
members | interviewed had no desire to more clet&ionships with other units. As seen
from Table 1, most of the staff members in OrgaiosaB saw their unit as their work
community. The respondents’ opinions in Organisa#owere more fragmented, but some
viewed the whole organisation as the work commurity said, there all the meetings or
annual celebrations were held together, and thecwir had an agenda to create the
community as a whole.

| also asked a more detailed question concerninigurali issues when in the
guestionnaire | asked the respondent to continaeséimtencé/alues, targets and practices
are the same... Only four respondents answered that these issees the same in the whole
organisation and all these answers came from Csghon A. For the most respondents
values, targets and practices were the same iretsigondent’'s own team. These results
emphasize that individuals in these distributedanigations saw culture to be monolith or
differentiated. It is also worth to mention herattlsome employees said that some of the
values are based on the national guidelines fdy eaildhood education. These basic values

can be seen monolith not just in these organisstiom overall in early childhood education.

Conclusion

This study investigated day care work and leadprgha distributed organisation in day care
context. The basic assumption was that culturaleissare significant when organisational
changes like this occur. The findings suggest kheyerson’s and Martin’s (1987) integrated
and differentiated cultural paradigms may occuhatsame time in the same organisation. My
results also gave evidence that culture is notydwaonolith and the meaning of subcultures
is evident (see Smircich 1983; Morgan & Ogbonna00

It was significant that between the subcultureselveere no conflicts although conflicts
are characterized especially between the subcsl{gee Morgan & Ogbonna 2008). Neither
did there exist any competition for which of thébsultures was the more powerful — there

was more a need to remain something unique in sabbulture and to live in harmony. In
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addition, although subcultures were strong, theeeevindividual differences in the views of
the staff within the same subculture (see Morga@dgbonna 2008). In my case | did not find
evidence that professional groups had their owrtdtlres (see e.g. Schein 2004). It was the
team or one unit's staff that formed a subcultdi@s might be due to the multiprofessional
teamwork done in Finnish day care units.

My conclusion is that one reason behind strong wiloes is that this kind of
organisational structure forces the staff to wortependently. In the interviews employees
several times emphasized that they had to workpiegently and self-regulated. This was
seen as a good opportunity but from my point oéwig may conclude to strong subcultures.

Findings also suggest that the immediate work comiyus the most meaningful
community for the employees. Is it then necessarycreate an integrated culture for a
distributed organisation? From my point of viemthalgh the meaning of the immediate
work community was important, the employees aftefelt that they belonged to the whole
organisation. In spite of the meaning of the immatzliwork community, belonging to the
distributed organization was not irrelevant for teeployees. Belonging to the same
organisation should then mean at least some similéggrated cultural practices. As my
respondents said, for some point there is a need fomonolith culture but as far as the
subcultures live in harmony, there may occur défersubcultures. One interesting finding
was how the employees saw the membership of a gwhigh is one of the elements of
Schein’s (2004) internal integration: the employsegle boarders between the groups inside
their organisation but also the organisation matleader against other day care units in this
municipality.

In sum, according to my results both integrated diffédrentiated culture is needed in a
distributed organization. My conclusion is thatrtheshould be discussions what practices,
values etc. are monolith in each unit and whicthefn can vary in different units and it is the
director's duty to arrange possibilities for thesaltural discussions. Schein (1993)
emphasizes that the role of dialogue in relatioouiture is essential. Schein especially points
out the need of dialogue between hierarchical dulral boundaries, but in my case there was
a need for dialogue between vertical subculturestarbreak boundaries between them. Is it

evident according to my results that in Organisaflowhere there were more possibilities for
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dialogue between the whole staff, there did nostes® many assumptions concerning e.g. the

cultural practices in each unit.
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